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Abstract

We present the construction of a sparse-compressed operator that approximates the solution
operator of elliptic PDEs with rough coefficients. To derive the compressed operator, we construct
a hierarchical basis of an approximate solution space, with superlocalized basis functions that
are quasi-orthogonal across hierarchy levels with respect to the inner product induced by the
energy norm. The superlocalization is achieved through a novel variant of the Super-Localized
Orthogonal Decomposition method that is built upon corrections of basis functions arising from
the Localized Orthogonal Decomposition method. The hierarchical basis not only induces a sparse
compression of the solution space but also enables an orthogonal multiresolution decomposition
of the approximate solution operator, decoupling scales and solution contributions of each level
of the hierarchy. With this decomposition, the solution of the PDE reduces to the solution of a
set of independent linear systems per level with mesh-independent condition numbers that can be
computed simultaneously. We present an accuracy study of the compressed solution operator as
well as numerical results illustrating our theoretical findings and beyond, revealing that desired
optimal error rates with well-behaved superlocalized basis functions can still be attained even in
the challenging case of coefficients with high-contrast channels.

Keywords: Hierarchical basis, superlocalization, numerical homogenization, orthogonal multireso-
lution decomposition, sparse compression, rough coefficients, multiscale method
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1 Introduction

Let Ω ∈ Rd (d = 1, 2, 3) be a bounded Lipschitz polytope and f ∈ L2(Ω). We consider the following
elliptic problem encoding linear diffusion type problems: Find u ∈ H1

0 (Ω) such that

a(u, v) = (f, v)L2(Ω) for all v ∈ H1
0 (Ω), (1.1)

where

a(u, v) :=

∫
Ω

(A∇u) · ∇v dx. (1.2)

Here, A ∈ L∞(Ω,Rd×d) is a symmetric matrix-valued function for which there exist constants 0 <
α ≤ β <∞ such that for almost all x ∈ Ω and for all η ∈ Rd

α∥η∥22 ≤ (A(x)η) · η ≤ β∥η∥22. (1.3)

Since the entries of A are in L∞(Ω), the coefficient A is called rough. The (linear) solution operator
of (1.1) is A−1 : L2(Ω) → H1

0 (Ω), f 7→ u.
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Remark 1.1. The method presented in this work can be extended to the case where A is non-
symmetric; see, e.g., [18]. Additionally, without loss of generality, we could assume α = 1 (see
[8]).

Let Th be a Cartesian mesh of Ω with mesh size h, and let Vh be the Q1 finite element space
associated with Th [10]. We assume that h is small enough so that Th resolves all characteristic
lengths of A and the linear operator A−1

h : L2(Ω) → Vh given by

a(A−1
h g, v) = (g, v)L2(Ω) for all v ∈ Vh and g ∈ L2(Ω) (1.4)

is a good approximation of A−1 in the sense that ∥A−1f −A−1
h f∥a is small for all f ∈ L2(Ω). Here

∥ · ∥a is the (energy) norm induced by a(·, ·). Denote by TH the Cartesian mesh of Ω with mesh size
H > h, and let VH = span{A−1

h χT : T ∈ TH}, where χT is the characteristic function of T . The
discrete approximate-solution operator of problem (1.1) in VH is defined as A−1

H : L2(Ω) → VH such
that

a(A−1
H f, vH) = (f, vH)L2(Ω) for all vH ∈ VH . (1.5)

From the definition of VH we observe that A−1
H f = A−1

h f if f ∈ Q0(TH). In other terms, if ΠH :
L2(Ω) → Q0(TH) denotes the L2-orthogonal projection onto Q0(TH), then A−1

H ◦ ΠH = A−1
h ◦ ΠH .

This equality implies that A−1
H should also be a good approximation of A−1 whenever ∥f−ΠHf∥L2(Ω)

is small [1, 27]. The advantage of solving (1.5) instead of (1.4) is that it requires the solution of a
much smaller linear system (in an online stage), with the caveat that the assembly of the associated
stiffness matrix requires the prior computation of the basis functions A−1

h χT (in an offline stage).
Consequently, since such basis functions are independent of f , the use of (1.5) as a method to solve
(1.1) is justified whenever there is a need to solve (1.1) multiple times with different f ∈ L2(Ω),
provided that ∥f −ΠHf∥L2(Ω) is small and the sum of the offline and online times do not exceed the
time required to solve (1.4) the same number of times. Unfortunately, the natural basis functions
A−1
h χT are slowly-decaying and globally supported (i.e., their values are not negligible outside a local

(small) patch). As a consequence, not only are they expensive to compute when multiple scales are
present in A (in particular with a rough A), but also the associated stiffness matrix becomes dense,
rendering the Finite Element solution of (1.1) impractical with this basis. To obtain a computationally
more advantageous solution scheme, it would be ideal to have a basis of VH comprised of locally
supported functions obtained through local computations. In later sections, we shall see that this
is not always possible, but in such cases we can still find basis functions that are rapidly decaying
and well approximated by locally computable and supported functions. The space spanned by these
localized basis functions will generally not coincide with VH but still be a discrete solution space of
(1.1) with good approximation properties.

Numerical homogenization methods such as the Localized Orthogonal Decomposition (LOD) [26,
23, 32, 20, 7] provide a way to construct the aforementioned approximate solution spaces for (1.1)
spanned by local basis functions. In this method, local basis functions are obtained by truncating
the support of (in most cases) exponentially decaying functions spanning VH . Other numerical
homogenization approaches that could also be employed to obtain localized basis functions are, e.g.,
the Multiscale Finite Element method (MsFEM) [21, 13, 4], the Generalized Multiscale Finite Element
method (GMsFEM) [12], the Generalized Finite Element method (GFEM)[2, 3], Bayesian methods
[28], rough polyharmonic splines methods [31], and FETI-DP and BDDC inspired multiscale methods
[24, 22]; we refer to [1, 11] for more comprehensive reviews.

Given a hierarchy of nested meshes {THℓ
}ℓ∈{0,...,L} (with Hi < Hj for j < i) obtained by multiple

refinements of a given mesh TH0
, and a set of nested function spaces {VHℓ

}ℓ∈{0,...,L} associated with
each of these meshes, a hierarchical basis of VHL

is defined as one that incorporates functions from
each of the nested spaces. A solution space of (1.1) can also be constructed using a hierarchical
basis with a-orthogonal basis functions across levels [29, 14]. This scheme is particularly useful in the
presence of multiple scales within the diffusion matrix A. The a-orthogonality across levels allows for
an orthogonal multiresolution decomposition of the solution operator. In other words, the solution
operator can be expressed as the sum of certain operators, each of these representing the contribution
to the solution of one of the levels of the hierarchy, with contributions that are independent of each
other. Moreover, the multiresolution qualifier in this context refers to the decoupling of scales across
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levels arising from this decomposition. This decoupling implies that each level contains only the
information of the scales necessary to achieve an accuracy determined by the mesh size of that level
and the function f . Consequently, to attain a particular accuracy, we need to consider the aggregate
contribution of all the levels up to the level associated with the mesh size corresponding to the required
accuracy. An important aspect of this hierarchical scheme is that, given the independence of level
contributions, these contributions can be computed simultaneously, reducing the computational time
of the aggregate solution. In algebraic terms, the stiffness matrix associated with the a-orthogonal
hierarchical basis possesses a block-diagonal structure, where each diagonal block corresponds to a
particular level of the hierarchy and is obtained from the basis functions belonging to that particular
level.

The construction of a hierarchical basis inducing an orthogonal multiresolution decomposition of
the solution operator was first introduced in [29], where basis functions were denominated gamblets.
In [14], a hierarchical basis was obtained connecting the concept of gamblets with the LOD frame-
work, and combining the notions of Haar basis functions and the multiresolution LOD method. In
that work, the Haar basis, i.e., an L2-orthogonal hierarchical basis of Q0(TH) with locally supported
basis functions is used as a discontinuous companion of a certain regularized hierarchical basis con-
structed with the LOD method. A superlocalization method known as Super-Localized Orthogonal
Decomposition (SLOD) was introduced in [19] (see also [5, 6, 15, 16, 33, 17]), providing basis func-
tions with superexponential decay whose supports are reduced in relation to their LOD counterpart.
In this paper we first present a method to construct (almost-fully) a-orthogonal hierarchical basis
functions localized by a novel variant of the SLOD method (based on stable corrections of LOD basis
functions), and later we build a sparse-compressed operator that approximates the operator A−1

h and
therefore approximates A−1.

By combining the concepts of hierarchical a-orthogonal-across-levels basis and the SLOD method,
the new method allows for a greater sparse compression of the solution space in comparison with the
standard one-level SLOD, gamblets-based, and hierarchical LOD methods. This implies a greater
sparsity of the associated stiffness matrix required to achieve a given accuracy (and a greater spar-
sity of the matrix obtained from the sparse-compressed approximations of its inverse, see Section 4),
resulting in substantial savings in memory usage and online computational effort. Furthermore, the
new approach introduced to construct well-behaved superlocalized basis functions facilitates the com-
putation of the sparse-compressed approximate-solution operator, where its approximation quality
and computational cost benefit from the quality of the basis.

The remaining part of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present the construction
of a localized a-orthogonal hierarchical basis. In Section 3, an LOD basis correction strategy to
obtain a stable superlocalized hierarchical basis is provided. The construction of a sparse-compressed
approximate-solution operator and the corresponding error analysis are given in Section 4. Finally,
Section 5 illustrates our theoretical findings through numerical experiments.

2 Construction of hierarchical basis

In this section we focus on the construction of an a-orthogonal hierarchical basis. To that end, we
provide first a procedure to obtain hierarchical bases of VH whose basis functions regardless of their
support are a-orthogonal across levels. Then we focus on localization strategies to obtain a basis of
practical usage.

2.1 a-orthogonal bases of VH

Let T0 denote the Cartesian mesh of Ω with mesh size H0. Consider H0 > H1 > H2 > . . . > HL > 0
(with HL = H), and let {Tℓ}ℓ∈{0,...,L} be a set of Cartesian meshes of Ω obtained by successive
refinements of T0. Furthermore, assume Hj+1 = Hj/2 for j ≤ L− 1.

Recall that Th is a Cartesian mesh of Ω with mesh size h and the operator A−1
h is given by (1.4).

Define Vℓ := span{A−1
h χT : T ∈ Tℓ}, where χT is the characteristic function of T . In what follows,

we derive a hierarchical basis of VL (= VH). Let Nℓ := #Tℓ, and let Bℓ be the set of basis functions
of VL associated with level ℓ ≤ L. For ℓ = 0, we set #B0 = N0. For 0 < ℓ ≤ L, the set Bℓ consists of
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(2d−1)Nℓ−1 linearly independent functions that are a-orthogonal to every function in ∪ℓ−1
s=0Bs. With

this selection, ∪ℓs=0Bs is a basis of Vℓ for every ℓ.
For any level 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ L and i ∈ {1, . . . ,#Bℓ}, we define the basis function φℓ,i ∈ Bℓ ⊂ VL as

φℓ,i = A−1
h gℓ,i with gℓ,i :=

∑
K∈Tℓ

c
(ℓ,i)
K χK . (2.1)

The non-trivial coefficients c
(ℓ,i)
K are chosen such that {g0,i}i∈{1,...,N0} is a basis of Q0(T0), and for

ℓ > 0, the a-orthogonality condition across levels a(φp,j , φℓ,i) = 0 holds for 0 ≤ p < ℓ. Henceforth,
we refer to gℓ,i as the Q0-companion of φℓ,i.

Investigating the a-orthogonality condition, we observe that

a(φp,j , φℓ,i) = (gp,j , φℓ,i)L2(Ω) =
∑
T∈Tp

c
(p,j)
T

∫
T

φℓ,i dx = 0.

Therefore, the a-orthogonality condition a(φp,j , φℓ,i) = 0 is satisfied if∫
T

φℓ,i dx = 0 for all T ∈ Tℓ−1, (2.2)

since the integral over a mesh element belonging to Tp with p ≤ ℓ− 1 is just a sum of integrals over
mesh elements belonging to Tℓ−1. Defining αT,K :=

∫
T
A−1
h χK dx and using the definition of φℓ,i

from (2.1), we can rewrite condition (2.2) as∑
K∈Tℓ

c
(ℓ,i)
K αT,K = 0 for all T ∈ Tℓ−1. (2.3)

Let D(ℓ) ∈ RNℓ−1×Nℓ such that D
(ℓ)
n,m = αTn,Km

with Tn ∈ Tℓ−1, Km ∈ Tℓ and c(ℓ,i) =
(
c
(ℓ,i)
K

)
K∈Tℓ

.

Hence, the a-orthogonality condition is satisfied for any ℓ > 0 if

D(ℓ)c(ℓ,i) = 0 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , (2d − 1)Nℓ−1}, (2.4)

which implies that c(ℓ,i) ∈ Ker(D(ℓ)). Note that rank(D(ℓ)) ≤ Nℓ−1. Consequently, dim(Ker(D(ℓ))) ≥
Nℓ −Nℓ−1 = (2d − 1)Nℓ−1. In principle, we could take any set of (2d − 1)Nℓ−1 linearly independent
vectors of Ker(D(ℓ)) for level ℓ > 0 and any basis of Q0(T0) to determine a basis of VL. Note, however,
that the associated basis functions φℓ,i will in general be globally supported and the corresponding
stiffness matrix will not be sparse. Therefore, an ideal choice would be a set of coefficient vectors for
which the associated functions φℓ,i are locally supported. We study the feasibility of such an option
in the following subsection.

Remark 2.1. Enforcing condition (2.4) is not the only path to achieve a-orthogonality across levels.
Nevertheless, this is an advantageous option from the computational point of view.

2.2 Toward basis functions with local support

Ideally, we would like to find coefficients such that each previously defined basis function φℓ,i is
locally supported. In this subsection we investigate whether it is possible to obtain locally supported
functions of Vℓ from locally supported Q0-companions. To explore this possibility, we need a series
of definitions, some of which are adaptations of ideas found in [6].

For ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, m ∈ N0, j ∈ {1, . . . , Nℓ−1}, the m-th order patch ω
(ℓ,m)
j ⊂ Ω of an element

Tj ∈ Tℓ−min{ℓ,1} is defined recursively as

ω
(ℓ,m)
j =

⋃
{T ∈ Tℓ−min{ℓ,1} : T ∩ ω(ℓ,m−1)

j ̸= ∅} with ω
(ℓ,0)
j = Tj ∈ Tℓ−min{ℓ,1}.

Thus, for level ℓ = 0, the patches are unions of elements in Tℓ, and for ℓ ≥ 1 they are unions of
elements in Tℓ−1.
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In what follows, we fix m ≥ 1, 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ L, and Tj ∈ Tℓ−min{ℓ,1}, and let ω := ω
(ℓ,m)
j . The

restriction of Tℓ to the patch ω is denoted by Tℓ,ω := {T ∈ Tℓ : T ⊂ ω}. Similarly, the restriction

of Vh to ω is given by Vh,ω := {v ∈ H1
0 (ω) : v|T ∈ Q1(T ) for all T ∈ Th,ω}. Let Ṽh,ω := {v ∈

H1(ω) : v|T ∈ Q1(T ) for all T ∈ Th,ω}. Thus, the trace of a function in Ṽh,ω may be non-zero. With
Σ = ∂ω \ ∂Ω, we define the trace operator

trΣ : Ṽh,ω → Xω := image trΣ ⊂ H1/2(Σ).

Note that the space Xω can be equipped with the norm

∥w∥Xω
:= inf

{
∥v∥H1(ω) : v ∈ Ṽh,ω, trΣv = w

}
.

By definition of the ∥ · ∥Xω
norm, the continuity of the trace operator holds regardless of the patch

geometry, i.e.,
∥trΣv∥Xω ≤ ∥v∥H1(ω) for all v ∈ Ṽh,ω ⊂ H1(ω). (2.5)

Let aω(·, ·) : H1(ω) × H1(ω) → R such that aω(u, v) :=
∫
ω
(A∇u) · ∇v dx, and let the linear

operator A−1
h,ω : L2(ω) → Vh,ω be given by

aω(A−1
h,ωg, v) = (g, v)L2(ω), for all v ∈ Vh,ω, and g ∈ L2(ω).

Denote by Eω : L2(ω) → L2(Ω) an extension by zero operator. Then, with g =
∑
T∈Tℓ,ω

cTχT ∈
Q0(Tℓ,ω), consider

ψ̄g := A−1
h,ωg ∈ Vℓ,ω and ψg := A−1

h Eω(g) ∈ Vℓ,

where Vℓ,ω = {A−1
h,ωχT : T ∈ Tℓ,ω}. We conclude the set of definitions by defining the conormal

derivative of ψ̄g as the functional γψ̄g
= A∇ψ̄g · n : Xω → R such that

⟨γψ̄g
, trΣ(v)⟩ = aω(ψ̄g, v)− (g, v)L2(ω) for all v ∈ H1(ω). (2.6)

Note that Eω(ψ̄g) does not necessarily belong to Vℓ. However, if g is such that Eω(ψ̄g) = ψg, then ψg
would be a locally supported function of Vℓ whose Q0-companion Eω(g) is also locally supported.

In the following lemma, we determine a bound for the energy norm of the localization error
Eω(ψ̄g)− ψg, which depends on the X ′

ω-norm of ψ̄g given by

∥γψ̄g
∥X′

ω
= sup
w∈Xω\{0}

⟨γψ̄g
, w⟩

∥w∥Xω

, (2.7)

providing a way to measure the dependence of the error on the coefficients defining g.

Lemma 2.2. Let ψ̄g, ψg, and γψ̄g
be defined as above. Then, the energy norm of the localization

error has the bound

∥Eω(ψ̄g)− ψg∥a ≤ 1 + diam(Ω)
π√
α

∥γψ̄g
∥X′

ω
(2.8)

where diam(Ω) denotes the diameter of Ω and the constant α is given in (1.3).

Proof. We have for all v ∈ H1(Ω) that

a(Eω(ψ̄g)− ψg, v) = aω(ψ̄g, v|ω )− (g, v|ω )L2(ω)

= ⟨γψ̄g
, trΣ(v|ω )⟩

≤ ∥γψ̄g
∥X′

ω
∥trΣ(v|ω )∥Xω

≤ ∥γψ̄g
∥X′

ω
∥v|ω∥H1(ω)

≤ 1 + diam(ω)
π√
α

∥γψ̄g
∥X′

ω
∥v|ω∥aω , (2.9)
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where the first inequality comes from the definition of the X ′
ω-norm, the second inequality from (2.5),

and the last inequality is obtained using Poincaré-Friedrichs inequality and the spectral bound of A
from (1.3).

Then, with v = Eω(ψ̄g) − ψg in (2.9), and since ∥v|ω∥aω ≤ ∥v∥a and diam(ω) ≤ diam(Ω), the
inequality (2.8) is obtained.

It follows from Lemma 2.2 that, if there exists a non-trivial g ∈ Q0(Tℓ,ω) such that ∥γψ̄g
∥X′

ω
equals

0, then there exists a locally supported function of Vℓ with locally supported Q0-companion Eω(g).

2.3 A practical hierarchical basis

Combining the results from the previous two subsections, we want to find local Q0 functions such
that their local regularized companions (in Vℓ,ω) not only satisfy the a-orthogonality condition across
levels but also have zero conormal derivative. However, as it can be observed in practice, it is not
always possible to find local Q0 functions such that the above two conditions are satisfied exactly.
In those cases, whether it is still possible to obtain locally-supported basis functions of Vℓ from the
linear combination of globally-supported functions remains an open question. However, even if this
is possible, it might not be the best option from the computational perspective. Thus, to obtain a
computationally more advantageous scheme which only requires local computations, we might have to
find a compromise between satisfying the above two sufficient conditions exactly and computational
effort, at the expense of small errors. In what follows, we derive a practical hierarchical basis which
is a good compromise, and in certain cases even fulfills those design ideals.

As mentioned in Section 2.1, we need to find at every level N b
ℓ functions, with

N b
ℓ :=

{
N0, if ℓ = 0,

(2d − 1)Nℓ−1, if ℓ > 0,

which are linearly independent and a-orthogonal to every basis function associated with a coarser
level.

Since the level of the patches can be inferred from the level of functions defined in them, for the

sake for readability, we henceforth drop the superindices (ℓ,m) from ω
(ℓ,m)
j and refer to the patches

ω
(ℓ,m)
j as ωj . Let Ji :=

⌊
i−1

(2d−1)min{ℓ,1}

⌋
+ 1. With c(ℓ,i) = (cK)K∈Tℓ,ωJi

, we define the local functions

ψ̄ℓ,i = ψ̄ℓ,i(·; c) := A−1
h,ωJi

∑
K∈Tℓ,ωJi

cKχK (2.10)

for ℓ = {0, . . . , L} and i ∈ {1, . . . , N b
ℓ }.

Remark 2.3. Note that Ji denotes the index of the patch in which the function ψ̄ℓ,i is defined.
By definition, Ji = Jj = k whenever (k − 1)(2d − 1) + 1 < i, j ≤ k(2d − 1) for k ∈ {1, . . . , Nℓ−1}.
Consequently, there are 2d−1 functions ψ̄ℓ,i defined in the patch ωk. This definition of Ji is motivated
by the idea that, in the minimal patch case (i.e., m = 0), there are at most 2d−1 linearly independent
functions ψ̄ℓ,i defined in a patch ωk such that the orthogonality condition a(Eωk

(ψ̄ℓ,i), EωJj
(ψ̄p,j)) = 0

holds for 0 ≤ p < ℓ, j ≤ N b
p , and ωk ⊂ ωJj (cf. (2.12) below).

Analogously to (2.2), at level ℓ > 0 we choose the coefficients c
(ℓ,i)
K for i = 1, . . . , (2d − 1)Nℓ−1

such that ∫
T

ψ̄ℓ,i dx = 0 for all T ∈ Tℓ−1,ωJi
, (2.11)

which is equivalent to the condition∑
K∈Tℓ,ωJi

cKα
(Ji)
T,K = 0 for all T ∈ Tℓ−1,ωJi

(2.12)
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with

α
(Ji)
T,K :=

∫
T

A−1
h,ωJi

χK dx. (2.13)

This condition ensures the a-orthogonality of EωJi
(ψ̄ℓ,i), EωJj

(ψ̄p,j), for p ̸= ℓ, whenever the support

of the function from the higher level falls within the support of the one from the lower level.

Remark 2.4. If the functions φ̂ℓ,i, φ̂p,j , with p < ℓ are such that the support of φ̂ℓ,i partially overlaps
that of φ̂p,j , it follows that (φ̂p,j)|ωJi

/∈ H1
0 (ωJi), and consequently

a(φ̂ℓ,i, φ̂p,j) =

∫
∂ωJi

φ̂p,j (A∇φ̂ℓ,i · n) ds.

Since the basis functions of B̂ can be chosen to be uniformly bounded in the energy norm by con-
struction, functions with partially overlapping support get closer to be a-orthogonal (i.e., the quantity
a(φ̂ℓ,i, φ̂p,j) gets closer to zero) as A∇φ̂ℓ,i · n decreases.

Let nr = #Tℓ−1,ωJi
, nc = #Tℓ,ωJi

, and let D(ℓ,Ji) ∈ Rnr×nc be such that D
(ℓ,Ji)
q,s = α

(Ji)
Tq,Ks

, with

Tq ∈ Tℓ−1, Ks ∈ Tℓ. Then equation (2.12) can be rewritten as

D(ℓ,Ji)c(ℓ,i) = 0, (2.14)

which implies c(ℓ,i) ∈ Ker
(
D(ℓ,Ji)

)
.

To complete the definition of our practical basis, it suffices to find a non-trivial c(ℓ,i) such that
∥γψ̄ℓ,i(·;c(ℓ,i))∥X′

ωJi

is as small as possible (ideally zero), and then take φ̂ℓ,i = EωJi

(
ψ̄ℓ,i(·; c(ℓ,i))

)
as

the basis function.
Therefore, summarizing our previous discussion, we can define a more practical discrete solution

space of (1.1), henceforth denoted by V̂L, as the span of the hierarchical basis B̂ = ∪Lℓ=0B̂ℓ, where
φ̂ℓ,i ∈ B̂ℓ is given by

φ̂ℓ,i = EωJi

(
ψ̄ℓ,i(·; c(ℓ,i))

)
,

with c(ℓ,i) ̸= 0 such that ∥γψ̄ℓ,i(·,c(ℓ,i))∥X′
ωJi

is as small as possible, and with the additional condition

for ℓ > 0 that c(ℓ,i) ∈ Ker
(
D(ℓ,Ji)

)
.

In practice, we observed that if we take the local coefficients

c(ℓ,i) = argmin
c∈Rnc ,
∥c∥M=1

1

2
∥γψ̄i,ℓ

∥2X′
ωJi

, (2.15)

where ∥c∥M =
√
cTMc for some SPD matrix M (e.g., the stiffness or mass matrix associated with

{A−1
h,ωJi

χK}K∈Tℓ,ωJi
, or the identity matrix), we end in some cases with a Riesz stability-deficient

basis, i.e., the associated stiffness matrix is ill-conditioned regardless of the values of β and α (cf.
Remark 3.9 below). To overcome this poor stability issue, we shall introduce in the next section a
method inspired by the LOD method to obtain coefficients that allow the construction of a Riesz
stable basis that preserves the smallness of the localization errors and their superexponential decay.

3 Stable localization of basis functions

In this section, we present a localization strategy that leads to a practically stable basis. The method
involves constructing a superlocalized basis (hereafter SLOD basis) at each level by correcting LOD
basis functions, and then defining the hierarchical basis functions at that level (hereafter HSLOD
basis functions) as a linear combination of selected SLOD basis functions.
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Figure 3.1: Illustration of the two second-order patches ω
(ℓ,2)
T (top left) and ω̃

(ℓ,2)
K on the mesh Tℓ for

some ℓ > 0. The patches are centered around some mesh elements T ∈ Tℓ−1 and K ∈ Tℓ, respectively.
Additionally, the coarser mesh Tℓ−1 is depicted with bold lines.

3.1 A stable SLOD basis for level ℓ

In what follows, we derive a stable SLOD basis for a fixed level ℓ from the correction of local LOD
basis functions. The patches defining the local LOD basis functions differ from those previously
introduced in the definition of hierarchical basis functions in that, for all ℓ, the patches defining LOD
basis functions at level ℓ are unions of elements of Tℓ. To make this difference clear, we shall denote
the LOD patches with a tilde. Hence, we define recursively the m-th order LOD patch associated
with Tj ∈ Tℓ as

ω̃
(ℓ,m)
j =

⋃
{T ∈ Tℓ : T ∩ ω̃(ℓ,m−1)

j ̸= ∅} with ω̃
(ℓ,0)
j = Tj .

Note for ℓ > 0 that, as a difference from ω̃
(ℓ,m)
j , the patch ω

(ℓ,m)
j is constructed around an element of

Tℓ−1 with layers composed of elements of Tℓ−1 instead of elements of Tℓ, see Figure 3.1.

With fixed values of ℓ, m, and T = Tj ∈ Tℓ, let ω̃ := ω̃
(ℓ,m)
j . Define Πℓ,ω̃ as the restriction of Πℓ

to ω̃. Using the energy-minimization saddle-point formulation of the LOD method [25, 30], we have
for every T ∈ Tℓ,ω̃ that (

Ah,ω̃ PT
P 0

)(
ψ̄LOD
T,ℓ

λ

)
=

(
0
χT

)
, (3.1)

where Ah,ω̃ : Vh,ω̃ → [Vh,ω̃]
′
, u 7→ aω̃(u, ·), P : Vh,ω̃ → Q0(Tℓ,ω̃), u 7→ Πℓ,ω̃u, and PT : Q0(Tℓ,ω̃) →

[Vh,ω̃]
′
such that ⟨PT p, v⟩ = (p, v)L2(ω̃) for all p ∈ Q0(Tℓ,ω̃) and v ∈ Vh,ω̃. Let D : Q0(Tℓ,ω̃) → Q0(Tℓ,ω̃)

such that D = P ◦ A−1
h,ω̃ ◦ PT . It can be shown that D is invertible; see [19]. Thus, eliminating λ in

(3.1) and solving for the local LOD basis function ψLOD
Ti,ℓ

yields

ψ̄LOD
T,ℓ = A−1

h,ω̃gT,ℓ,

where gT,ℓ = D−1χT .

For K ∈ Tℓ,ω̃ \ {T}, let ψ̄(T )
K,ℓ := A−1

h,ω̃gK,ℓ, where gK,ℓ = D−1χK . With c = (cK)K∈Tℓ,ω̃\{T}, define

Ψ
(T )
c ∈ Vh,ω̃ as

Ψ(T )
c :=

∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃\{T}

cK ψ̄
(T )
K,ℓ = A−1

h,ω̃

∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃\{T}

cKgK,ℓ.

Let ne = #Tℓ,ω̃. We want to find c̄ ∈ Rne−1 such that ∥γ
ψ̄LOD

T,ℓ +Ψ
(T )
c̄

∥X′
ω̃
is as small as possible (ideally

zero), and then define the (normalized) SLOD basis function at level ℓ associated with the patch
around T as

θ̂SLOD
T,ℓ =

Eω̃
(
ψ̄LOD
T,ℓ +Ψ

(T )
c̄

)
∥ψ̄LOD

T,ℓ +Ψ
(T )
c̄ ∥aω̃

·

8



To make ∥γ
ψ̄LOD

T,ℓ +Ψ
(T )
c

∥X′
ω̃
small, we could use a similar technique as in [6] to compute the ∥·∥X′

ω̃
norm,

and then minimize it over the coefficients c ∈ Rne−1 to obtain c̄. However, for computational-cost
efficiency, and based on (2.7), we rather seek c̄ ∈ Rne−1 such that∑

i∈IΣω̃

〈
γ
ψ̄LOD

T,ℓ +Ψ
(T )
c̄
, trΣω̃

ϕi

〉2
≤ ϵ (3.2)

for a small ϵ ≥ 0, where Σω̃ := ∂ω̃\∂Ω, IΣω̃
:= {i ∈ N : xi ∈ Σω̃}, xi is the i-th nodal point associated

with Th,ω̃, and ϕi is the i-th Q1 standard basis function of Vh.

Remark 3.1. Optimizing ∥γ
ψ̄LOD

T,ℓ +Ψ
(T )
c

∥X′
ω̃

over c ∈ Rne−1 is similar to the optimization problem

(2.15) in the sense that both problems seek to find coefficients that lead to functions with small
conormal derivatives. However, they are not the same optimization problem since they have different
constraints. Furthermore, the admissible sets of both optimization problems are vector spaces with
different dimensions.

Remark 3.2. In what follows, the parenthetical T in a superscript refers to a mesh element T .
Whenever T appears without parenthesis in a superscript, it denotes the transpose sign.

With nb = #IΣω̃
, define the matrix B ∈ Rnb×ne such that

Bij = aω̃(A−1
ω̃ χTj , ϕi)− (χTj , ϕi)L2(ω̃). (3.3)

Let gτ,ℓ =
∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃

d
(τ)
K χK , with τ ∈ Tℓ,ω̃, d(τ) =

(
d
(τ)
K

)
K∈Tℓ,ω̃

, and D ∈ Rne×(ne−1) such that the

j-th column of D is d(τj), with τj ∈ Tℓ,ω̃ \ {T}. Then, the c̄ providing the smallest ϵ in (3.2) is the
least-squares-error solution of

BDc = −Bd(T ) (3.4)

i.e.,

c̄ = −
(
(BD)TBD

)−1
(BD)TBd(T ). (3.5)

Note that, to guarantee stability of the SLOD basis, we additionally want Ψc̄ to be such that

∥∥∥Πℓθ̂SLOD
T,ℓ

zT
− χT

∥∥∥
L∞(Ω)

≤ δs, (3.6)

with

zT =

(
Πℓθ̂

SLOD
T,ℓ , χT

)
L2(ω̃)

(χT , χT )L2(ω̃)

(3.7)

and δs ≥ 0 small (in practice, we observed that taking δs ≤ 0.5 is enough to obtain basis stability).

Note that condition (3.6) impels the support of θ̂SLOD
T,ℓ to be reasonably concentrated around T , a

favorable property for basis stability; see Appendix A for a more detailed explanation of why condition
(3.6) ensures basis stability. Now, in practice it is observed that choosing c̄ as in (3.5) does not always
satisfy condition (3.6). Hence, for the sake of stability, we choose c̄ instead as follows. Expressing
(BD)TBD in terms of its singular value decomposition we have

(BD)TBD =

r∑
i=1

σiuiv
T
i . (3.8)

where σi is the i-th singular value, with σ1 ≥ . . . ≥ σr, ui is the i-th left singular vector, vi is the
i-th right singular vector, and r is the rank of (BD)TBD. Then, we can make a stable choice of c̄
by taking

c̄s = −
( r(T )

s∑
i=1

σ−1
i viu

T
i

)
(BD)TBd(T ), (3.9)

9



where r
(T )
s is chosen so that condition (3.6) holds. Note that taking r

(T )
s = 0 for all T ∈ Tℓ yields the

LOD basis, which is known to be Riesz stable (see, e.g., [19]). The LOD basis functions equivalently
satisfy the stability condition (3.6) exactly with δs = 0, by definition. Therefore, there always exists

at least one value of r
(T )
s for which a stable basis can be obtained using this stabilization procedure.

However, if r
(T )
s is too small, the superexponential decay of the basis functions might be lost, as

expected. Nevertheless, even in such cases, the basis functions still exhibit exponentially decaying

properties. Hence, we want to choose δs just small enough to achieve basis stability and such that r
(T )
s

remains sufficiently large to preserve the superlocalization properties. The value of r
(T )
s is obtained by

an iterative process which involves discarding the smallest singular value σi in (3.9) at each iteration
until condition (3.6) is satisfied.

Before moving to the construction of HSLOD basis functions, we derive an estimate for the
localization error of SLOD functions, which will be instrumental in the estimation of the localization
error of HSLOD functions. To that end, first note from the definition of θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T that we can write

θ̂SLOD
ℓ,T = Eω̃

(
A−1
h,ω̃g

SLOD
ℓ,T

)
,

with gSLOD
ℓ,T ∈ Q0(Tℓ,ω̃). Define the counterpart of θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T belonging to Vℓ as

θℓ,T = A−1
h Eω̃

(
gSLOD
ℓ,T

)
. (3.10)

Then, based on the definitions of θ̂SLOD
ℓ,T , θℓ,T , and Lemma 2.2, it follows that

∥∥θℓ,T − θ̂SLOD
ℓ,T

∥∥
a
≤ 1 + diam(Ω)

π√
α

∥∥γθ̂SLOD
ℓ,T

∥∥
X′

ω̃

. (3.11)

3.2 HSLOD basis functions at level ℓ leading to a Riesz stable basis

Having computed the SLOD basis functions θ̂SLOD
T,ℓ at level ℓ, we can obtain HSLOD basis functions

at the same level from their linear combination. For ℓ = 0, we simply take φ̂HSLOD
ℓ,i = φSLOD

ℓ,Ti
for all

i ∈ {1, . . . , N0}. For ℓ > 0, we first define the set of descendants of an element T ∈ Tℓ−1, obtained
by refining T , as

ref(T ) := {τ ∈ Tℓ : τ ⊂ T},

and let r̃ef(T ) be any subset of ref(T ) such that #r̃ef(T ) = 2d − 1. Let i ∈ {1, . . . , (2d − 1)Nℓ−1}
and recall that Ji :=

⌊
i−1

(2d−1)min{ℓ,1}

⌋
+ 1. With fixed ℓ > 0 and m ≥ 1, consider ωJi = ω

(ℓ,m)
Ji

, where

ω
(ℓ,m)
Ji

is defined as in Section 2. Then, define

φ̂HSLOD
ℓ,i =

∑
T∈SωJi

d
(ℓ,i)
T θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T , (3.12)

where SωJi
:= {T ∈ Tℓ,ωJi

: θ̂SLOD
T,ℓ = 0 in Ω \ ωJi}, and the non-trivial coefficients (dT )T∈SωJi

are

such that
Πℓ−1φ̂

HSLOD
ℓ,i = 0. (3.13)

From the definition of SωJi
, it follows that φ̂HSLOD

ℓ,i is supported in ωJi . Additionally, since the conor-

mal derivative of (θ̂SLOD
ℓ,T )|ωJi

is small on ΣωJi
= ∂ωJi \ ∂Ω for T ∈ SωJi

, the conormal derivative of

(φ̂HSLOD
ℓ,i )|ωJi

will also be small on ΣωJi
provided the coefficients d

(ℓ,i)
T associated with the elements

T ∈ SωJi
closest to ΣωJi

are small enough. Further,
(
φ̂HSLOD
ℓ,i

)
|ωJi

∈ Ker(Πℓ−1,ωJi
), and thus condi-

tion (3.13) implies the a-orthogonality condition (2.14). Note that dim(SωJi
) > #Tℓ−1,ωJi

. Hence,

there are infinitely many choices of
(
d
(ℓ,i)
T

)
T∈SωJi

such that (3.13) holds. However, not all options
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will contribute to a stable HSLOD basis. To guarantee stability, we shall choose basis functions that
are concentrated in different elements of the refined mesh Tℓ. Therefore, define

S̃ := {τ ∈ r̃ef(T ) : T ∈ Tℓ−1,ωJi
},

and take Π̃ℓ : H
1
0 (ωJi) → Q0(S̃) as the L2-projection onto Q0(S̃). Then, to obtain a stable HSLOD

basis, we choose the coefficients (dT )T∈SωJi
such that, in addition to (3.13), φ̂HSLOD

ℓ,i satisfies

Π̃ℓφ̂
HSLOD
ℓ,i = χTi

, (3.14)

where Ti ∈ r̃ef(TJi), and TJi ∈ Tℓ−1,ωJi
is the element around which ωJi is defined. Note that

after enforcing condition (3.13), we are left with dim(Ker(Πℓ−1,ωJi
)) = #SωJi

− #Tℓ−1,ωJi
degrees

of freedom. Since dim(Ker(Πℓ−1,ωJi
)) ≤ #S̃, this implies that condition (3.14) cannot generally be

satisfied exactly (except for the 1D case). Consequently, we select the coefficients (dT )T∈SωJi
so

that this condition (in its algebraic version) is satisfied in the least squares errors sense. Observe
that condition (3.14) not only ensures that basis functions supported on the same patch are not

concentrated in the exact same regions but also impels the coefficients d
(ℓ,i)
T to be small for T ∈ SωJi

close to ΣωJi
.

Remark 3.3. To increase the degree of numerical linear independence among the 2d−1 HSLOD basis
functions associated with a given patch ωJi , after computing their 2d − 1 corresponding coefficient
vectors resulting from the application of conditions (3.13) and (3.14), we locally orthogonalize them
(with respect to the Euclidean inner product) and take this locally orthogonal set of vectors as the
new set of coefficient vectors. In practice, we observed that this additional step enhances the condition
number of the HSLOD stiffness matrix.

Define the normalized hierarchical basis function as

φ̂ℓ,i = φHSLOD
ℓ,i /∥φHSLOD

ℓ,i ∥a. (3.15)

Observe that, in general, span{φ̂ℓ,i : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ L, 1 ≤ i ≤ #Bℓ} = V̂L ̸= VL. Let d̂
(ℓ,i)
T =

d
(ℓ,i)
T /∥φHSLOD

ℓ,i ∥a so that φ̂ℓ,i =
∑
T∈Sω

d̂
(ℓ,i)
T θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T . Then, with the same coefficients
(
d̂
(ℓ,i)
T

)
T∈Tℓ,ω

as those defining φ̂ℓ,i, a basis of VL can be obtained by taking

φℓ,i =
∑
T∈Sω

d̂
(ℓ,i)
T θℓ,T . (3.16)

As we will see later, these globally-supported functions are a helpful tool for evaluating how good V̂L
is as an approximate space for the solution of (1.1).

Before presenting a lemma that provides a way to measure how well V̂L preserves the approxi-
mation properties of VL as a discrete solution space for (1.1), we state a result that will be useful
to bound the 2-norm of basis functions coefficient vectors in subsequent error estimates. The result
follows from the Rayleigh quotient bounds of the Gram matrix of a basis.

Lemma 3.4. Let B = {bi}i∈{1,...,n} be a basis of an inner product space V with norm ∥·∥V induced by
the inner product (·, ·)V . Then {bi}i∈{1,...,n} is a Riesz basis, i.e., there exists constants 0 ≤ C1 ≤ C2

s.t. for any finite sequence of real numbers (ci)i∈{1,...,n}, we have

C1

n∑
i=1

|ci|2 ≤
∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

cibi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

V
≤ C2

n∑
i=1

|ci|2.

Moreover, the bounds are tight by taking C1 and C2 as the smallest and largest eigenvalues of the
basis Gram matrix B̃ ∈ Rn×n s.t. B̃ij = (bi, bj)V .
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From Lemma 3.4, and since ∥φ̂ℓ,i∥a = 1, the coefficients
(
d̂
(ℓ,i)
T

)
T∈Sω

= d̂(ℓ,i) defining φ̂ℓ,i are
such that

∥d̂(ℓ,i)∥2 ≤ 1√
λmin

(
Â(ωJi

)
) =

√√√√ κ
(
Â(ωJi

)
)

λmax

(
Â(ωJi

)
) ,

where Â(ωJi
) ∈ Rne×ne with ne = #SωJi

is such that Â(ωJi
)

sn = a(θ̂SLOD
ℓ,Ts

, θ̂SLOD
ℓ,Tn

), with θ̂SLOD
ℓ,Ts

, θ̂SLOD
ℓ,Tn

supported in ωJi .

Furthermore, since a(θ̂SLOD
ℓ,Ts

, θ̂SLOD
ℓ,Tn

) = 1 if s = n and a(θ̂SLOD
ℓ,Ts

, θ̂SLOD
ℓ,Tn

) ≤ 1 if s ̸= n, by construc-

tion, which implies that 1 ≤ λmax

(
Â(ωJi

)
)
< ne (using the Rayleigh quotient and Gershgorin Circle

Theorem), and assuming δs in (3.6) is small enough so that Â(ωJi
) is well-conditioned, it follows that

∥d̂(ℓ,i)∥2 is small.
Define

ζ := max
ℓ∈{0,...,L}

max
i∈{1,...,Nb

ℓ }
∥d̂(ℓ,i)∥2. (3.17)

Also, let
σk,ℓ := max

Tp∈Sωk

∥∥γθ̂SLOD
ℓ,Tp

∥∥
X′

ω̃p

and σ := max
ℓ∈{0,...,L}

max
k∈{1,...,Nℓ−1}

σk,ℓ. (3.18)

The following lemma presents an estimate of the localization error in the energy norm of HSLOD
basis functions, giving a way to measure how good V̂L is as a substitute for VL.

Lemma 3.5. Let φ̂ℓ,i and φℓ,i be the basis functions of V̂L and VL, respectively, defined in (3.15)
and (3.16). Then the following estimate holds.

∥φi,ℓ − φ̂i,ℓ∥a ≤
(
1 + diam(Ω)

π

)√
NE√

α
ζσ,

where σ is given in (3.18), ζ in (3.17), and NE is the largest number of elements that can possibly
be contained within the supporting patches of basis functions.

Proof. From (3.15), (3.16), (3.11), (3.18), (3.17), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and letting ωJi =

ω
(ℓ,m)
Ji

with Ji =
⌊

i−1
(2d−1)min{ℓ,1}

⌋
+ 1, it follows that

∥φi,ℓ − φ̂i,ℓ∥a =
∥∥∥ ∑
T∈SωJi

d̂T

(
θℓ,T − θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T

)∥∥∥
a

≤ max
T∈SωJi

{∥∥θℓ,T − θ̂SLOD
ℓ,T

∥∥
a

} ∑
T∈SωJi

|d̂T |

≤ 1 + diam(Ω)
π√
α

max
T∈SωJi

{∥∥γθ̂SLOD
ℓ,T

∥∥
X′

ωJi

}√
|SωJi

|
( ∑
T∈SωJi

d̂2T

) 1
2

≤
(
1 + diam(Ω)

π

)√
NE√

α
ζσ. (3.19)

Remark 3.6. Since non-trivial corrections are added to LOD basis functions so that the localization
error of SLOD basis functions reduces with respect to the LOD counterpart, we have σ ≤ σLOD,
where σLOD is the value of σ in the LOD case. Note that σLOD ≤ C†H

−1
L e−Cm (see [19, 1, 26]),

where m is the patch order and C† is a constant independent of the mesh size and m. Therefore,
it holds that σ ≤ C†H

−1
L e−Cm. As we will observe in Section 5, this is generally a very pessimistic

bound for σ when the non-trivial corrections provided in Section 3.1 are applied.
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Remark 3.7. In the remainder of the paper, we will refer to the basis functions of V̂L and VL by their
notation with global indices. Thus, we have V̂L = span{φ̂i}i∈{1,...,NL}, VL = span{φi}i∈{1,...,NL} ,
where, with i = Nℓ−1 + j,

φ̂i = φ̂ℓ,j , and φi = φℓ,j . (3.20)

Of course, the functions φ̂i depend on the parameters mi defining the size of their supporting patches.
However, to simplify notation, we do not include these parameters as subscripts in (3.20).

3.3 Behavior of HSLOD basis functions at a given level and their associ-
ated stiffness matrix

In this subsection, we study the behavior of the normalized HSLOD basis functions constructed in
the previous subsection. To that end, we first introduce a theorem (inspired by ideas from [14,
Lemma 6]) that provides an estimate for the condition number of the diagonal blocks of the stiffness
matrix associated with the normalized HSLOD basis, and that reveals the mesh independence of these
condition numbers, for which condition (3.13) plays a central role. Furthermore, this theorem will be
useful to assess the quality of the compression operations presented in Section 4. After presenting the
theorem, we shall explore how these condition numbers depend on the degree of linear independence
(at each level) of basis functions and the contrast of the diffusion coefficient. From this study, we
shall determine a quantity that can be used as a measure of how well-behaved the hierarchical basis
is.

Consider V̂L = span{φ̂i}i∈{1,...,NL}, where φ̂i is defined in (3.20), and define ÂHL
∈ RNL×NL by(

ÂHL

)
ij

= a(φ̂i, φ̂j). Further, let Â(HL)
ℓℓ ∈ RNb

ℓ×Nb
ℓ be the ℓ-th diagonal block of ÂHL

such that(
Â(HL)
ℓℓ

)
ij
= a(φ̂ℓ,i, φ̂ℓ,j) with φ̂ℓ,i, φ̂ℓ,j ∈ B̂ℓ.

Let Πℓφ̂ℓ,i =
∑
T∈Tℓ

p
(i)
T χT and define P ∈ RNℓ×Nℓ such that Pij = p

(j)
Ti

. From (3.13), (3.14),

and (3.15), it follows that P = P̃N, where P̃ ∈ RNℓ×Nℓ is such that P̃ij = p̃
(j)
Ti

, with Πℓφ̂
HSLOD
ℓ,j =∑

T∈Tℓ
p̃
(j)
T χT , and NNℓ×Nℓ is the diagonal matrix such that Nii =

1
∥φ̂HSLOD

ℓ,i ∥a
. In Appendix B, it is

shown that

λ−1
min(P

TP) ≤ C

λmin(P̃T P̃)
Hd−2
ℓ , (3.21)

where C and λmin(P̃
T P̃) are mesh independent quantities, and C may depend on β and α. With

P̂ = H
d
2−1

ℓ P, it follows from (3.21) that λmin(P̂
T P̂) has a mesh independent lower bound. Then, the

diagonal blocks of the normalized-HSLOD stiffness matrix possess the following properties.

Theorem 3.8. The condition number of the diagonal block ÂHL

ℓℓ of the stiffness matrix ÂHL
associated

with the hierarchical basis V̂L is mesh independent for ℓ > 0 and O(H−2
0 ) for ℓ = 0.

Furthermore, the smallest eigenvalue of Â(HL)
ℓℓ has the lower bound

λmin

(
Â(HL)
ℓℓ

)
≥
{
π2α
4 λmin(P̂

T P̂) ℓ > 0,
π2α

diam2(Ω)
H2
ℓ λmin(P̂

T P̂) ℓ = 0,
(3.22)

where α > 0 is given in (1.3) and λ−1
min(P̂

T P̂) = O(1), and

κ
(
ÂHL

ℓℓ

)
≤


4no,ℓ

π2αλmin(P̂T P̂)
ℓ > 0,

diam2(Ω)no,ℓ

π2αλmin(P̂T P̂)
H−2
ℓ ℓ = 0,

(3.23)

where no,ℓ is the maximum possible number of functions φ̂i,ℓ ∈ B̂ℓ whose supports overlap over a
region of Ω.

Proof. First, note that using Lemma 3.4 and for an arbitrary c = (ci)
Nℓ

i=1 ∈ RNℓ we have∥∥∥ Nℓ∑
i=1

ciΠℓφ̂ℓ,i

∥∥∥2
L2(Ω)

= Hd
ℓ c

TPTPc ≥ Hd
ℓ λmin(P

TP)∥c∥22. (3.24)
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Note also that the orthogonal L2-projection operator Πℓ has the following two properties.

∥Πℓv∥L2(Ω) ≤ ∥v∥L2(Ω) for all v ∈ L2(Ω), and (3.25)

∥(1−Πℓ)v∥L2(Ω) ≤
Hℓ

π
∥∇v∥L2(Ω) for all v ∈ H1(Ω). (3.26)

Then, from (3.24), (3.25), (3.13), (3.26), and since Hℓ−1 = 2Hℓ, we obtain

Hd
ℓ λmin(P

TP)

Nℓ∑
i=1

c2i ≤
∥∥∥ Nℓ∑
i=1

ciΠℓφ̂ℓ,i

∥∥∥2
L2(Ω)

≤
∥∥∥ Nℓ∑
i=1

ciφ̂ℓ,i

∥∥∥2
L2(Ω)

=
∥∥∥(1−Πℓ−1)

Nℓ∑
i=1

ciφ̂ℓ,i

∥∥∥2
L2(Ω)

≤ H2
ℓ−1

π2α

∥∥∥ Nℓ∑
i=1

ciφ̂ℓ,i

∥∥∥2
a
=

4H2
ℓ

π2α

∥∥∥ Nℓ∑
i=1

ciφ̂ℓ,i

∥∥∥2
a
. (3.27)

Thus, using Lemma 3.4 and the definition of P̂, we have that (3.27) implies the first line of (3.22).
The second line of (3.22) is obtained from the first two inequalities in the first line of (3.27), the

Poincaré-Friedrichs inequality, Lemma 3.4, and the definition of P̂.
Since |a(φ̂ℓ,i, φ̂ℓ,j)| ≤ 1 for all φ̂ℓ,i, φ̂ℓ,j ∈ B̂ℓ, using the Gershgorin Circle Theorem we obtain

λmax ≤ no,ℓ. Then, the estimate (3.23) follows.

Using the Rayleigh quotient, it can be shown that (see Appendix B)

λmin(P̂
T P̂) = Hd−2

ℓ λmin(P
TP) ≥ Hd−2

ℓ λmin(P̃
T P̃)λmin(N

2). (3.28)

Note that λmin(P̃
T P̃) = O(1), i.e., it is mesh independent (see Appendix B). The i-th column

entries of P̃ indicate the degree of concentration of φ̂ℓ,i in each element of Tℓ. Thus, λmin(P̃
T P̃)

is a measure of the degree of linear independence of the set of basis functions {φ̂ℓ,i}N
b
ℓ

i=1 (and thus
of the basis quality). The farther from 0 it is the more independent the basis is. The quantity
Hd−2
ℓ λmin(N

2) = O(1) (see Appendix B) serves as a measure of the effect of the contrast on the
basis functions. Thus, the above inequality together with (3.23) suggest that the condition number

of ÂHL

ℓℓ may be affected by the degree of linear independence of the basis functions (at level ℓ) and
the contrast of the diffusion coefficient.

Remark 3.9. If conditions (3.13) and (3.14) are satisfied exactly, λmin(P̃
T P̃) = 1 (cf. Appendix B).

In practice, however, we cannot generally satisfy condition (3.14) exactly, and we do it in the least-
squares-error sense. Consequently, if this least-squares error is small enough, the resulting hierarchical
basis should be well-behaved.

Remark 3.10. If the local orthogonalization procedure mentioned in Remark 3.3 is performed via the
QR factorization method, the normalization step in that algorithm will make λmin(P̃

T P̃) scale with

1/Hd−2
ℓ . In that case, it follows that we could use Hd−2

ℓ λmin(P̃
T P̃) as a measure of how well-behaved

the hierarchical basis would be.

With our practical hierarchical a-orthogonal basis already defined, we are ready to discuss the
construction of a compressed operator that approximates A−1

h (and therefore A−1).

4 Operator compression and inversion

In the introduction, we mentioned that the finite-rank operator Ah is a good approximation of the
infinite-rank operatorA−1 in the sense that ∥A−1f−A−1

h f∥a is small for all f ∈ L2(Ω). In this section,
we present a sparse-compressed approximation of the operator A−1 obtained by approximating A−1

h

by a sparse-compressed finite-rank operator S of the form S = L ◦ S ◦ R. Here L,S,R are linear
transformations, and S : RNL → RNL is such that S(x) = Sx, with S ∈ RNL×NL . The term
‘sparse-compressed’ in this context means that rank(S) ≪ rank

(
A−1
h

)
and S is a sparse matrix.

The operator S is obtained after a number of compression operations, which are the subject of our
following discussion. We present four possible compression operations. It is worth mentioning that the
number of compression operations used in practice depends upon how well-conditioned the diagonal
blocks of the stiffness matrix associated with the localized hierarchical basis of V̂L are.
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Remark 4.1. If the condition numbers of the diagonal blocks of the stiffness matrix associated with
the localized hierarchical basis of V̂L are small, then the sparse-compressed operator S can actually be
computed. In that case, for a given f ∈ L2(Ω), the computation of the approximate solution of (1.1)
using the computed sparse-compressed operator S reduces (in its algebraic form) to the computation
of a matrix-vector product.

Remark 4.2. A different approach to obtain a sparse-compressed approximation of the solution oper-
ator A−1 is given in [34], where the stiffness matrix associated with the (globally-supported) gamblets
is approximated via a sparse Cholesky factorization of it.

4.1 First compression stage: rank reduction and sparsification by using
the superlocalized basis

Recall that V̂L = span{φ̂i}i∈{1,...,NL}, where φ̂i is defined in (3.20), and ÂHL
∈ RNL×NL is given by(

ÂHL

)
ij
= a(φ̂i, φ̂j). Let the operator R : L2(Ω) → RNL be such that

Rf =
[
(f, φ̂1)L2(Ω), . . . , (f, φ̂NL

)L2(Ω)

]T
:= f , (4.1)

and L : RNL → V̂L be given by

L(c) =
NL∑
i=1

ciφ̂i,

where c = (ci)
NL

i=1. The operator Ŝ−1 : RNL → RNL is such that Ŝ−1(x) = Â−1
HL

x. We define the

operator Ŝ : L2(Ω) → V̂L by

Ŝ = L ◦ Ŝ−1 ◦ R. (4.2)

Note that rank(Ŝ) = rank(AHL
) = NL. We have the following approximation estimate.

Theorem 4.3. Let A−1 : L2(Ω) → H1
0 (Ω) be the solution operator of (1.1), A−1

h : L2(Ω) → Vh
the operator defined by (1.4), and Ŝ : L2(Ω) → V̂L the operator given by (4.2). Then, the following
approximation estimate holds.

∥A−1f − Ŝf∥a ≤ ∥A−1f −A−1
h f∥a +

HL

π
√
α
∥f −ΠHL

f∥L2(Ω)

+

√
NE
(
1 + diam(Ω)

π

)
√
α

ζσ
∥f∥L2(Ω)√
λmin(G)

, (4.3)

where ζ is given in (3.17), σ in (3.18), NE is the largest number of elements that can possibly be
contained within the supporting patches of basis functions, and G ∈ RNL×NL is such that Gij =
(gi, gj)L2(Ω), with {gi}i∈{1,...,NL} ⊂ Q0(TL) being the basis companion of {φi}i∈{1,...,NL} .

Proof. Let f ∈ L2(Ω), u = A−1f , uh = A−1
h f , ũ = A−1

h ΠLf , and û = Ŝf . From the definition of Ŝ,
we have that

a(û, v) = (f, v)L2(Ω) for all v ∈ V̂L.
Céa’s lemma establishes that

∥u− û∥a ≤ ∥u− ŵ∥a for all ŵ ∈ V̂L.

Thus, using Céa’s lemma and the triangle inequality, we obtain

∥u− û∥a ≤ ∥u− uh∥a + ∥uh − ũ∥a + ∥ũ− ŵ∥a, (4.4)

where ŵ ∈ V̂L is arbitrary. To obtain the error estimate, we derive bounds for the last two terms on
the r.h.s. of the above inequality.
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From (1.1), the definition of ũ, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (1.3), the property of ΠL given by
(3.26), and noticing that uh − ũ ∈ Vh ⊂ H1

0 (Ω), we have

∥uh − ũ∥2a = a(uh − ũ, uh − ũ) = a(uh, uh − ũ)− a(ũ, uh − ũ)

= (f, uh − ũ)L2(Ω) − (ΠLf, uh − ũ)L2(Ω)

= (f −ΠLf, uh − ũ)L2(Ω)

= (f −ΠLf, uh − ũ−ΠL(uh − ũ))L2(Ω)

≤ ∥f −ΠLf∥L2(Ω)∥uh − ũ−ΠL(uh − ũ)∥L2(Ω)

≤ HL

π
√
α
∥f −ΠLf∥L2(Ω) ∥uh − ũ∥a. (4.5)

Let ΠLf =
∑NL

i=1 cigi. From the definition of ũ, and noticing that φi = A−1
h gi (since gi is the Q0-

companion of φi), we obtain ũ =
∑NL

i=1 ciφi, where φi is defined in (3.20). With ŵ =
∑NL

i=1 ciφ̂i, Ωi =
supp(φ̂i), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 2.2, (3.18), Lemma 3.4, and since ∥ΠLf∥L2(Ω) ≤
∥f∥L2(Ω), we can bound the second r.h.s. term of (4.4) as follows:

∥ũ− ŵ∥2a =

NL∑
i=1

cia (φi − φ̂i, ũ− ŵ)

≤
(
NL∑
i=1

c2i

) 1
2
(
NL∑
i=1

a (φi − φ̂i, ũ− ŵ)
2

) 1
2

≤

(
1 + diam(Ω)

π

)
√
α

ζσ

(
NL∑
i=1

∥(ũ− ŵ)|ωi
∥2aΩi

) 1
2
(
NL∑
i=1

c2i

) 1
2

≤

(
1 + diam(Ω)

π

)
√
α

ζσ
(
NE∥(ũ− ŵ∥2a

) 1
2

(
∥f∥L2(Ω)√
λmin(G)

)
· (4.6)

Thus, from (4.4), (4.5), and (4.6), the estimate in (4.3) follows.

Remark 4.4. The third term of the r.h.s. of (4.3) suggests that the error of the approximate solution
due to the basis localization procedure will be small provided that σ is small and λmin(G) is large
enough. In all our numerical experiments, we observed that there exist a set {gi}i∈{1,...,NL} ⊂
Q0(TL) as defined in Theorem 4.3 such that these two sufficient conditions for the smallness of the
error due to basis localization are satisfied, even in the presence of high-contrast channels in the
diffusion coefficient. Note in particular that those two sufficient conditions are satisfied whenever
the set {gi}i∈{1,...,NL} ⊂ Q0(TL) is a Riesz stable basis with a corresponding small σ (in accordance
with Assumption 5.2 in [19]). Further, note that the error due to basis localization will exhibit a
superexponential decay if ζσ√

λmin(G)
does so.

4.2 Second compression stage: sparsification by discarding off-block-diag-
onal entries of ÂHL

If we have a hierarchical basis where all the basis functions pertaining to different levels are a-
orthogonal, the associated stiffness matrix ÂHL

will be block-diagonal. As mentioned earlier, in
order to obtain an approximation space with a localized hierarchical basis (which can be computed
efficiently), we might loose a-orthogonality among some basis functions at different levels. This results

in a stiffness matrix ÂHL
that is no longer block-diagonal, since some of its off-block-diagonal entries

containing the inner product of non-a-orthogonal functions from different levels will be non-zero (but
small).

Let ǍHL
∈ RNL×NL be the block-diagonal matrix such that

(
ǍHL

)
ij
=

{
a(φ̂i, φ̂j) if level(φ̂i) = level(φ̂j),

0 otherwise,
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and Š−1
HL

: RNL → RNL be given by Š−1
HL

(x) = Ǎ−1
HL

x. Then, we define the operator Š : L2(Ω) → V̂L
by

Š = L ◦ Š−1
HL

◦ R. (4.7)

To estimate how well Ŝ is approximated by the more compressed operator Š, we need to determine
first how well Ǎ−1

HL
approximates Â−1

HL
. The following lemma provides a way to compare these matrices

via the quantification of the change in the solution of a linear system when the coefficients matrix is
perturbed by throwing away all off-block-diagonal entries.

Lemma 4.5. Let A ∈ Rn×n be a SPD matrix and Ā ∈ Rn×n the block-diagonal matrix whose block-
diagonal entries coincide with those of A. Let Nb ∈ N be the number of diagonal blocks of Ā, ni ∈ N
the number of rows of its i-th diagonal block, δ := A − Ā, and δi the rectangular submatrix of δ
obtained by collecting the rows of δ whose indices coincide with those of the rows of A containing its
i-th block. Let b ∈ Rn be arbitrary, x ∈ Rn s.t. Ax = b, and x̄ ∈ Rn s.t. Āx̄ = b. Then the following
error bound holds.

∥x− x̄∥2 ≤
( Nb∑
i=1

λ−2
min (Aii) ∥δi∥22∥x∥22

) 1
2

(4.8)

where Aii ∈ Rni×ni is the i-th diagonal block of Ā and A.

Proof. Let x = [xT1 , . . . ,x
T
Nb

]T , x̄ = [x̄T1 , . . . , x̄
T
Nb

]T , and b = [bT1 , . . . ,b
T
Nb

]T , where xj, x̄j,bj ∈ Rnj .

Since the diagonal blocks of Ā and A coincide, the diagonal blocks of δ are zero, i.e., δii := Aii−Āii =
0. Then we can write bi = Aiixi + δix. Since bi = Aiix̄i, it follows that Aii(xi − x̄i) + δix = 0, or

equivalently xi − x̄i = −A−1
ii δix. Then, we have

∥xi − x̄i∥2 ≤ ∥A−1
ii ∥2∥δi∥2∥x∥2 = λ−1

min

(
Aii

)
∥δi∥2∥x∥2 (4.9)

Thus, the error estimate (4.8) follows from (4.9) and noticing that ∥x− x̄∥22 =
∑Nb

i=1 ∥xi − x̄i∥22.

Theorem 4.6. Let Ŝ and Š be the operators defined by (4.2) and (4.7), respectively. Let δHL
:=

ÂHL
− ǍHL

, and δj be the rectangular submatrix of δHL
obtained by collecting the rows of δHL

whose
indices coincide with those of the rows of ǍHL

containing its j-th block. Then, the following error
estimate holds:

∥Ŝf − Šf∥a ≤
[(

max
j∈{1,...,NL}

λmax

(
Â(HL)

jj

)
+ ∥δHL

∥2
) NL∑
i=1

∥δi∥22
λ2min

(
Â(HL)

ii

)]
1
2

× diam(Ω)∥f∥L2(Ω)

π

√
λmin(ÂHL

)α
, (4.10)

where Â(HL)
ii is the i-th diagonal block of ǍHL

and ÂHL
.

Proof. Let f ∈ L2(Ω), Ŝf = û =
∑NL

i=1 ĉiφ̂i, Šf = ǔ =
∑NL

i=1 čiφ̂i and cd = [ĉ1 − č1, . . . , ĉNL
− čNL

].
Using Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 3.4, we have

∥û− ǔ∥2a =
∥∥∥ NL∑
i=1

(ĉi − či)φ̂i

∥∥∥2
a
= cdÂ(L)

HL
cTd = cdǍHL

cTd + cdδHL
cTd

≤
(
∥ǍHL

∥2 + ∥δHL
∥2
)
∥cd∥22 ≤

(
∥ǍHL

∥2 + ∥δHL
∥2
) L∑
i=1

∥δi∥22
λ2min

(
Â(HL)

ii

)∥ĉ∥22
≤

(
max

j∈{1,...,NL}
λmax

(
Â(HL)

jj

)
+ ∥δHL

∥2
) L∑
i=1

∥δi∥22
λ2min

(
Â(HL)

ii

) diam2(Ω)∥f∥2L2(Ω)

π2λmin(ÂHL
)α

·
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Remark 4.7. By construction, the localized hierarchical basis functions are normalized with respect
to the ∥ · ∥a norm. Hence, a(φ̂i, φ̂j) ≤ 1 for any i, j ∈ {1, . . . , NL}. Using the Gershgorin Circle

Theorem, we observe that maxj∈{1,...,L} λmax

(
Â(HL)

jj

)
is bounded by a small number (pessimistically

by the maximum number of basis functions whose supports partially overlap that of a given basis

function). This implies that the factor
(
maxj∈{1,...,L} λmax

(
Â(HL)

jj

)
+ ∥δHL

∥2
) 1

2 in (4.10) is expected
to be small. Consequently, our estimate in (4.10) tells us that the truncation error could become
relatively more significant as the smallest eigenvalue among the blocks decreases. Additionally, we
see from (4.10) that the r.h.s. increases with the number of levels. However, based on Remark 2.4,
the quantities ∥δi∥ can be made as small as necessary by choosing large enough supporting patches
for the basis functions, allowing for the control of the above estimate and a small ‘matrix-truncation
error’.

4.3 Third compression stage: sparsification by approximating inverses of
diagonal blocks of ǍHL

The inverse of the block-diagonal matrix ǍHL
is another block-diagonal matrix whose diagonal blocks

are the inverses of the corresponding blocks of ǍHL
. Note that the inverse of each block is a full matrix

(see relationship of the inverse of a matrix and its characteristic polynomial using the Cayley-Hamilton
theorem).

The i-th column of the inverse of the j-th diagonal block of ǍHL
can be obtained by solving the

linear system of equations

Â(HL)
jj c(i) = ei,

where Â(HL)
jj denotes the j-th diagonal block of both ǍHL

and ÂHL
. If we solve the above linear

system iteratively with the Conjugate Gradient method (CG), we obtain the following error bound.

∥∥c(i) − c(i,k)
∥∥
Â(HL)

jj

≤ 2


√
κ
(
Â(HL)

jj

)
− 1√

κ
(
Â(HL)

jj

)
+ 1

k ∥∥c(i) − c(i,0)
∥∥
Â(HL)

jj

where the k-th CG iterate is denoted by c(i,k). Thus, the column c(i) could be well approximated

with a few CG iterations provided the condition number of Â(HL)
jj is small.

For an idea of the sparsity degree of the approximate inverses of the blocks ǍHL
, consider a

uniform rectangular Cartesian mesh and a uniform patch-order parameter mj at level j. Then, if we
start the CG iterations with c(i,0) = 0, the number of non-zeros of the k-th iterate can be bounded
by

nnz
(
c(i,k)

)
≤ 8(2d − 1)

(
2(2k − 1)m2

j +mj

)
, (4.11)

where the bound is tight (i.e., the bound is attained for some i ≤ #B̂j = (2d − 1)Nj−1) provided k

is such that the r.h.s. of the above inequality is less than #B̂j .
Remark 4.8. The bound in (4.11) can be obtained by considering Â(HL)

jj as the adjacency matrix of a

weighted graph G. Then, the number of non-zeros of c(i,k) (for k ≥ 1) equals the number of vertices
of G connected to the vertex i by a path (union of edges) of length not greater than k, considering
the vertex i connected to itself.

From what is stated above, we can see that if the condition number of Â(HL)
jj is small, we can

accurately approximate its inverse by a cheaply-computable sparse matrix S(k) ∈ RNL×NL , where

S(k)i,j = c
(j,k)
i .

Define S̄ : RNL → RNL such that S̄(x) = S(k)x. Let S : L2(Ω) → V̂HL
be given by

S̄ = L ◦ S̄ ◦ R. (4.12)

The next theorem estimates of how good S̄ is as an approximation of the operator Š.
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Theorem 4.9. Let Š and S̄ be the operators defined by (4.7) and (4.12), respectively. Let δHL
:=

ÂHL
− ǍHL

. Moreover, let δCG > 0 and kδCG ∈ N be such that
∥∥Ǎ−1

HL
− S(k)

∥∥
2
≤ δCG. Then, the

following estimate holds.

∥Šf − S̄f∥a ≤
(

max
j∈{1,...,NL}

λmax

(
Â(HL)

jj

)
+ ∥δHL

∥2
) 1

2

δCG
√
NEL

diam(Ω)

π
√
α

∥f∥L2(Ω), (4.13)

where Â(HL)
jj is the j-th diagonal block of ǍHL

.

Proof. Let f ∈ L2(Ω), Šf = ǔ =
∑NL

i=1 ďiφ̂i, S̄f = ū =
∑NL

i=1 d̄iφ̂i, d = [ď1 − d̄1, . . . , ďNL
− d̄NL

], and
Ωi = supp(φ̂i). Note that

∥Rf∥22 =

NL∑
i=1

(f, φ̂i)
2
L2(Ω) ≤

NL∑
i=1

∥f∥2L2(Ωi)
∥φ̂i∥2L2(Ωi)

≤
NL∑
i=1

∥f∥2L2(Ωi)

(
diam(Ω)

π
√
α

∥φ̂i∥a
)2

≤ diam2(Ω)

π2α
NEL∥f∥2L2(Ω), (4.14)

since ∥φ̂i∥a = 1 by construction. Then, noticing that d =
(
Ǎ−1
HL

− S(k)
)
Rf , and using (4.14), it

follows that

∥ǔ− ū∥2a =
∥∥∥ NL∑
i=1

(ďi − d̄i)φ̂i

∥∥∥2
a
= dT ÂHL

d = dT
(
ǍHL

+ δHL

)
d ≤

(∥∥ǍHL

∥∥
2
+ ∥δ∥2

)
∥d∥22

≤
(∥∥ǍHL

∥∥
2
+ ∥δ∥2

) (
∥Ǎ−1

HL
− S(k)∥2∥Rf∥2

)2
≤

(∥∥ǍHL

∥∥
2
+ ∥δ∥2

) (
δCG diam(Ω)

π
√
α

√
NEL∥f∥L2(Ω)

)2
. (4.15)

From (4.15), and noticing that
∥∥ǍHL

∥∥
2
= maxj∈{1,...,L} λmax

(
Â(HL)

jj

)
, the estimate in (4.13) fol-

lows.

4.4 Fourth compression stage: sparsification by discarding entries of S(k)

with absolute values below a prescribed tolerance

Let Sϵ ∈ RNL×NL be the matrix obtained after discarding the entries of S(k) smaller than a given
tolerance ϵ > 0, and let Nϵ be the maximum possible number of non-zero entries in any row or column
of Sϵ. It follows that

∥Sϵ − S(k)∥2 ≤
√
∥Sϵ − S(k)∥1∥Sϵ − S(k)∥∞ ≤ Nϵϵ. (4.16)

With Sϵ : RNL → RNL such that Sϵ(x) = Sϵx, define Sϵ : L2(Ω) → V̂HL
such that

Sϵ = L ◦Sϵ ◦ R. (4.17)

With the same procedure employed in Theorem 4.9, and using (4.16), we obtain the following
approximation result.

Theorem 4.10. Let ϵ > 0, and Sϵ and S̄ be the operators defined in (4.12) and (4.17), respectively.
Then, the estimate

∥S̄f − Sϵf∥a ≤
(

max
j∈{1,...,NL}

λmax

(
Â(HL)

jj

)
+ ∥δHL

∥2
) 1

2

ϵ
√
NELNϵ

diam(Ω)

π
√
α

∥f∥L2(Ω)

holds, where Â(HL)
jj is the j-th diagonal block of ǍHL

.

19



4.5 Overall compression error of the approximate solution

Collecting the approximation results from the four compressions stages, we obtain the following error
of the approximate solution obtained with the sparse-compressed solution operator S = Sϵ.
Theorem 4.11. The error in the energy norm of the approximate solution to (1.1) obtained with the
sparse-compressed operator S = Sϵ arising after the four compression stages is given by

∥A−1f − Sf∥a ≤ ∥A−1f −A−1
h f∥a

+
HL

π
√
α
∥f −ΠHL

f∥L2(Ω)

+ C♯

√
NEL√
α

 ζσ√
λmin(G)L

+
δtr√

λmin

(
ÂHL

) + δCG +Nϵϵ

 ∥f∥L2(Ω) ,

where C♯ is given by

C♯ =

(
max

j∈{1,...,NL}
λmax

(
Â(HL)

jj

)
+ ∥δHL

∥2
) 1

2
(
1 +

diam(Ω)

π

)
,

δCG > 0 and ϵ > 0 are small parameters proportional to the prescribed accuracy, and

δtr =
1√
NE

max
i∈{1,...,L}

∥δi∥2
λmin

(
Â(HL)

ii

)
is a quantity arising from the truncation of off-block-diagonal entries of ÂHL

.

Remark 4.12. Alternatively, in particular when the condition number of the diagonal blocks of ÂHL

are not sufficiently small to justify the computation of the sparse-compressed operator S, we could
obtain an approximate solution to (1.1) by finding umh,L =

∑L
ℓ=0 u

m
ℓ ∈ V̂L, where umℓ ∈ span B̂ℓ is

obtained by solving
a(umℓ , v) = (f, v)L2(Ω) for all v ∈ span B̂ℓ.

Note that in this case umh,L is equivalent to the approximate solution obtained after the first two
compression stages previously discussed.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we present numerical experiments that validate our preceding theoretical findings.
We consider two types of coefficients: a highly-heterogeneous piecewise-constant one, and coefficients
with high-contrast channels; see Figure 5.1 for an example of each. In all cases, we utilize uniform
Cartesian meshes over the unit square Ω = (0, 1)2 where the mesh size denotes the side length of the
elements.

For the solution of local patch problems we use a fine mesh (see definition of the local solution
operator A−1

h,ω) with mesh size h = 2−9 for the piecewise-constant coefficient and with mesh size

h = 2−10 for the high-contrast channel case. We denote the fully discrete numerical approximation
of the solution to (1.1) by umh,L. To calculate this approximation, we do not explicitly compute the
inverse of the stiffness matrix or its blocks. Instead, umh,L is calculated according to Remark 4.12. For
stabilization we use condition (3.6) with δs = 0.5. Additionally, we compute a reference solution uh
using the standard finite element method with the same fine mesh size h and Q1-finite elements.

In our numerical experiments, we consider two types of right-hand sides. First, a smooth right-
hand side f ∈ H1(Ω) given by

f(x1, x2) = 2π2 sin(πx1) sin(πx2). (5.1)

Second, we employ a piecewise-constant right-hand side f ∈ L2(Ω) with respect to the mesh Tf with

mesh size 2−5; see Figure 5.1. More precisely, we choose f =
∑5
ℓ=0 fℓ with fℓ ∈ Q0(Tℓ) and Hℓ = 2−ℓ,

where the values of each fℓ are randomly chosen within the interval [−1, 1]. With this choice, we
ensure that the contribution of each level to the approximate solution is non-zero.
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Figure 5.1: Piecewise-constant coefficient (left), coefficient with high-contrast channels (middle) and
piecewise-constant right-hand side f ∈ L2(Ω) with respect to the mesh with mesh size 2−5 (right).

Table 5.1: Properties of the diagonal blocks of the HSLOD stiffness matrix, and relative energy error of
the sparse-compressed operator, for a piecewise-constant coefficient andm = 2. The condition number
of the blocks is displayed for levels ℓ = 1, . . . , 6. Here, Sℓ denotes the sparse-compressed approximate-
solution operator resulting after the fourth compression stages, with ℓ levels of the hierarchy, seven
maximum CG iterations to approximate the block inverses, and entries cut-off tolerance ϵ = 10−5.

ℓ 1 2 3 4 5 6

Hℓ 2−1 2−2 2−3 2−4 2−5 2−6

cond(ÂHℓ

ℓℓ ) 2 6 21 14 23 22

∥uh − Sℓf∥a/∥uh∥a 0.2298 0.0493 0.0118 0.0030 0.0008 0.0003

5.1 Piecewise-constant coefficients

In our first set of experiments, we select a high-contrast coefficient A which is piecewise-constant with
respect to the mesh of mesh size 2−7. The coefficient assumes independent and identically distributed
element values ranging between α = 1 and β = 105. However, in the specific realization we consider,
these boundary values are not assumed, resulting in an actual contrast of 104.

Figure 5.2 illustrates the complete stiffness matrix associated with the HSLOD basis for different
values of the patch order m. As discussed in Remark 2.4, the practical hierarchical method does not
yield a fully a-orthogonal basis, leading to the appearance of some non-zero off-block-diagonal entries
in the stiffness matrix. However, the a-inner product between two non-orthogonal basis functions
at distinct levels is small and diminishes further with increasing m. Therefore, the block-diagonal
stiffness matrix, obtained by discarding all off-block-diagonal entries, and its corresponding inverse
serve as good approximations to the full stiffness matrix and its inverse, respectively, particularly for
larger m.

Small condition numbers of the individual blocks are crucial for the fast computation of their
approximate inverses using the Conjugate Gradient method (CG). The condition numbers of the
blocks along with the relative residual after seven CG iterations are presented in Table 5.1. The
blocks of the stiffness matrix exhibit good conditioning with condition numbers that appear stable
across finer levels, leading to a good approximation of the inverse with only a few CG iterations.

The inverse of the block-diagonal stiffness matrix (2nd compression stage), its CG approximation
(3rd compression stage) and the sparsification of this approximation (4th compression stage) are
illustrated in Figure 5.3. After the fourth compression stage, the number of non-zero entries is
reduced by a factor of ten compared to the complete block-diagonal inverse, and by a factor greater
than two compared to the number of non-zeros of the stiffness matrix used to obtain uh. In Table 5.1,
we observe the relative energy error of the approximate solution obtained after the fourth compression
stages using the smooth right-hand side.

Figure 5.4 illustrates the relative energy errors of the HSLOD method using the first two compres-
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Figure 5.2: Sparsity pattern of the complete stiffness matrix for varying patch orders m. Utilizing
a logarithmic gray-scale for color representation, darker shades indicate larger magnitudes of the
corresponding entries, while zero entries are depicted in white.

nnz = 1.00663e+07

2nd Compression Stage

nnz = 9.84645e+06

3rd Compression Stage

nnz = 1.00121e+06

4th Compression Stage

10−12

10−10

10−8

10−6

10−4

10−2

1

Figure 5.3: Sparsity pattern and number of non-zeros of the inverse of the stiffness matrix after the
different compression stages. Left: inverse of block-diagonal matrix; middle: CG approximation of
each inverted block after seven iterations; right: discarding entries of the CG approximation with
absolute value smaller than 10−5. The patch order is set to m = 2.
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Figure 5.4: Plot of the relative energy errors ∥uh − umh,L∥a/∥uh∥a of the HSLOD and the HLOD in
dependence of the mesh size HL for a piecewise-constant coefficient A. Left: errors for a smooth
right-hand side, right: errors for a piecewise-constant right-hand side.

sion stages, for different values of the patch order m and coarse mesh size HL, and for both types of
right-hand sides f . Additionally, the relative energy errors of the hierarchical LOD (HLOD) method
are included for comparison. Since the HSLOD basis functions are derived from the corrections
of LOD functions, the HLOD method can be obtained by simply omitting these corrections. The
HLOD method achieves better accuracy then the gamblets-based method of [29] and exhibits similar
error behavior as the stabilized version of [14] introduced in [18]. Notably, the HSLOD consistently
outperforms the HLOD across all displayed parameters m, demonstrating superior accuracy.

In the case of a smooth right-hand side, the error in the energy norm obtained with the HSLOD
method exhibits the optimal convergence rate of O(H2) for all levels when m > 1. For a piecewise-
constant right-hand side f ∈ L2(Ω), the expected error rate of O(H) is observed, provided that no
mesh in the hierarchy resolves the underlying mesh of f . However, if the finest mesh in the hierarchy
does resolve Tf , the HSLOD solution is exact up to localization error and the error due to omitting the
off-block-diagonal entries in the stiffness matrix. This error scales like σ (cf. Remark 2.4), resulting
in a superexponential decay over m and significantly smaller errors compared to the HLOD.

It is also noteworthy that variations in the parameter β do not produce significant differences
in the error plots or condition numbers. Therefore, for this type of coefficient, the HSLOD method
performs well even in the presence of high contrasts.

5.2 High-contrast channels

We repeat the above experiments with the second coefficient from Figure 5.1, which exhibits high-
contrast channels, leading to increasing difficulty in the problem. The channels are defined on a
mesh with mesh size 2−5. We denote the level on which the channels are defined as ℓA. The precise
definition of the coefficient is as follows:

A(x) = A(x1, x2) := A1(x1, x2) +A1(x2, x1),

with

A1(x) :=

{
β/2, x ∈ [ 8

32 ,
9
32 ]× [ 1

32 ,
31
32 ] ∪ [ 1032 ,

11
32 ]× [ 1

32 ,
31
32 ]

1/2, elsewhere.

For this setup, with the smooth right-hand side given by (5.1), Figure 5.5 illustrates the relative
energy errors of the HSLOD and the HLOD methods for different combinations of contrasts and patch
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Figure 5.5: Plot of the relative energy errors ∥uh − umh,L∥a/∥uh∥a of the HSLOD and the HLOD in
dependence of the mesh size HL for the coefficient with high-contrast channels and a smooth right-
hand-side. Various combinations of m and β are displayed.

Table 5.2: Condition numbers of the blocks of the stiffness matrix for the high-contrast channel
coefficient for varying contrasts and patch orders, rounded to two significant figures.

Hℓ 2−1 2−2 2−3 2−4 2−5 2−6 2−7

β = 102,m = 3 3 8 24 110 51 17 17

β = 103,m = 4 3 8 370 1100 680 76 56

β = 104,m = 5 4 7 120 21.000 3.000 26 26

β = 105,m = 6 4 7 120 1.7 · 106 33.000 21 21

orders. Note that no patch contains a whole channel on levels ℓ ≥ ℓA, i.e., on levels associated with
finer meshes than the underlying mesh of A. We observed that for higher contrasts, larger values of
m are necessary to achieve the optimal convergence rate of O(H2) over all levels. As in the case of the
highly-heterogeneous piecewise-constant coefficient, the HSLOD consistently outperforms the HLOD
for all cases shown, leading to improvements over [32] in particular. Especially for higher contrasts,
the superiority of the HSLOD is evident.

The condition numbers of the blocks of the HSLOD stiffness matrix for the same combinations
of m and β as in Figure 5.5 are shown in Table 5.2. For these cases, the condition numbers are high
and grow with increasing β for levels with mesh sizes close to the width of the channel. For the
other levels, however, the condition numbers remain stable over different contrasts. Note that this
stability is only observed when the patch order is increased for higher contrasts, leading to our choice
of m = k + 1 for β = 10k.

6 Conclusion

We derived a superlocalized hierarchical basis for an approximate solution space of (1.1), with almost-
full a-orthogonal basis functions across levels, and where the localization is achieved via the SLOD
method. This basis allows for the construction of a compressed operator that serves as a good approx-
imation for the solution operator. The structure of this operator is such that it can be decomposed
into the sum of independent operators, allowing for scales decoupling and simultaneous computations
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that can be exploited to reduce the solution computational time. The resulting method is particularly
useful in the presence of rough coefficients, and it can even be extended to the solution of elliptic
optimal control problems with rough coefficients [8, 9].

A SLOD Stability Analysis

From the definition of SLOD basis functions at level ℓ given in Subsection 3.1, we have for T ∈ Tℓ,ω̃
that

θ̂SLOD
T,ℓ =

Eω̃
(
ψ̄LOD
T,ℓ +

∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃\{T} cK ψ̄

(T )
K,ℓ

)
∥∥∥ψ̄LOD

T,ℓ +
∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃\{T} cK ψ̄

(T )
K,ℓ

∥∥∥
aω̃

· (A.1)

It follows that

Πℓθ̂
SLOD
T,ℓ =

χT +
∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃\{T} cKχK∥∥∥ψ̄LOD

T,ℓ +
∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃\{T} cK ψ̄

(T )
K,ℓ

∥∥∥
aω̃

·

Then, with zT as defined in (3.7), ∥z−1
T Πℓφ̂

SLOD
T,ℓ − χT ∥L∞(Ω) → 0 implies that (cK)K∈Tℓ,ω̃\{T} →

0, which, in turn, implies ∥θ̂SLOD
T,ℓ − Eω̃

(
ψ̄LOD
T,ℓ

)
/∥ψ̄LOD

T,ℓ ∥aω̃∥a → 0. It is known that the LOD

basis is stable and its associated stiffness matrix ALOD,ℓ is well-conditioned [1, 14]. Then, since
∥z−1
T Πℓφ

SLOD
T,ℓ − χT ∥L∞(Ω) → 0 implies ∥ASLOD,ℓ − ALOD,ℓ∥∞ → 0, it follows that

∥z−1
T Πℓφ̂

SLOD
T,ℓ − χT ∥L∞(Ω) → 0 =⇒

∣∣κ (ASLOD,ℓ
)
− κ

(
ALOD,ℓ

)∣∣→ 0,

i.e., ASLOD,ℓ should be well-conditioned if ∥z−1
T Πℓφ

SLOD
T,ℓ − χT ∥L∞(Ω) ≤ δs for small enough δs ≥ 0.

Note that ∥z−1
T Πℓφ̂

SLOD
T,ℓ − χT ∥L∞(Ω) decreases when the smallest singular value in (3.9) is dis-

carded. Hence, we should obtain a stable basis after discarding enough singular values in (3.9).
The superlocalization will be preserved in the resulting basis provided the number of singular val-
ues discarded to achieve basis stability is not very large. Note also that the LOD basis is obtained
in the limiting case of discarding all singular values in (3.9). The results in Table A.1 corroborate
these analytical findings, where we used µℓ = maxT∈Tℓ

∥z−1
T Πℓφ̂

SLOD
T,ℓ − χT ∥L∞(Ω). For these results

we employed a highly-heterogeneous piecewise-constant diffusion coefficient with β = 2 and α = 1,
h = 2−7, H0 = 1, Ω = (0, 1) × (0, 1), and patch order m = 2. For the stabilized case, the number
of singular values kept in (3.9) is such that the condition (3.6) holds with δs = 0.5 and the retained
singular values satisfy σ1/σi < 1015. For the unstabilized case, the number of singular values used is
r̃(T ) = r −#{σi : σ1/σi > 1015}, where r is the rank of (BD)TBD.

Table A.1: Condition numbers and stability condition values for the stabilized case with δs = 0.5,
indicated by the subscript, as well as for the unstabilized case.

ℓ κ(ASLOD,ℓ
stab ) κ(AHSLOD,ℓ

stab ) µℓ,stab κ(ASLOD,ℓ) κ(AHSLOD,ℓ) µℓ

0 1 1 0 1 1

1 4 2 7.6e-15 4 2 7.6e-15

2 16 5 0.27 5e+08 5e+07 1.1

3 35 17 0.49 2e+09 3e+08 11.9

4 90 16 0.5 2e+09 3e+09 12.2

5 350 26 0.49 4e+09 6e+09 19.3
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B Estimate for λmin(P
TP)

Let ω̃T := ω̃
(ℓ,m)
T , where ω̃

(ℓ,m)
T is defined as in Section 3. Consider θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T =
θ̃SLOD
ℓ,T

∥θ̃SLOD
ℓ,T ∥a

, with

θ̃SLOD
ℓ,T = Eω̃T

ψ̄LOD
ℓ,T +

∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃T

\{T}
cK ψ̄

(T )
ℓ,K

. (B.1)

Thus, θ̂SLOD
ℓ,T is the energy-norm normalized version of θ̃SLOD

ℓ,T . Also, let θ̃LOD
ℓ,T = Eω̃T

(
ψ̄LOD
ℓ,T

)
and

ψ̃
(T )
ℓ,K = Eω̃T

(
ψ̄
(T )
ℓ,K

)
. Recall that SωJi

:= {T ∈ Tℓ,ωJi
: θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T = 0 in Ω \ ωJi}, with ωJi = ω
(ℓ,m)
Ji

,

Ji :=
⌊

i−1
(2d−1)min{ℓ,1}

⌋
+ 1, and ω

(ℓ,m)
Ji

as defined in Section 2. Then, with d̃
(i)
T =

d
(i)
T

∥θ̃SLOD
ℓ,T ∥a

, we have

φ̂HSLOD
ℓ,i =

∑
T∈SωJi

d
(i)
T θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T =
∑

T∈SωJi

d̃
(i)
T θ̃SLOD

ℓ,T =
∑

T∈SωJi

d̃
(i)
T

θ̃LOD
ℓ,T +

∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃T

\{T}
c
(T )
K ψ̃

(T )
ℓ,K

 ,

where |c(T )
K | ≤ δs for K ∈ Tℓ,ω̃T

\ {T} (see condition (3.6)). It follows that

Πℓφ̂
HSLOD
ℓ,i =

∑
T∈SωJi

d̃
(i)
T

Πℓθ̃
LOD
ℓ,T +

∑
K∈Tℓ,ω̃T

\{T}
c
(T )
K Πℓψ̃

(T )
ℓ,K

 =
∑

K∈Tℓ,ωJi

 ∑
T∈SωJi

d̃
(i)
T c

(T )
K

χK .

(B.2)

where c
(T )
K = 0 if K /∈ Tℓ,ω̃T

, c
(T )
T = 1, and |c(T )

K | ≤ δs for K ∈ Tℓ,ω̃T
\ {T}.

With Πℓ−1θ̃
SLOD
ℓ,Tj

=
∑
T∈Tℓ−1,ωJi

q
(j)
T χT , Nq = #Tℓ−1,ωJi

, and Ns = #SωJi
, define the matrix

Q ∈ RNq×Ns such that Qpj = q
(j)
Tp

. Let K ∈ RNs×#Ker(Q) be the matrix whose columns form an

orthonormal basis of Ker(Q). Further, with Nc = #Tℓ,ωJi
, define the matrix C ∈ RNc×Ns given by

Cpj = c
(Tj)
Kp

, where c
(Tj)
Kp

is such that Πℓθ̃
SLOD
ℓ,Tj

=
∑
Kp∈Tℓ,ωJi

c
(Tj)
Kp

χKp
. Then, with d̃(i) = (d̃

(i)
T )T∈SωJi

,

condition (3.13) implies d̃(i) = Ky for some y ∈ R#Ker(Q). To satisfy condition (3.14) we need

CKy = eTi
, (B.3)

where eTi
∈ RNc is the canonical vector whose entries are zero except for the entry associated with

the element Ti ∈ Tℓ. In general, CK is a rectangular matrix. Consequently, (B.3) can only be solved
in the least-squares-error sense. Then, we have

y =
(
(CK)TCK

)−1
(CK)TeTi

. (B.4)

Note that all entries of C, K, and eTi
are O(1) (i.e., mesh independent). Furthermore, from (3.6), the

absolute value of the entries of C are bounded by 1. Then, from (B.4) we have that the entries of d̃(i)

are O(1). Also, from [14, Eq. (2.9)] we have that LOD basis functions are O
(
H

d
2−1

ℓ

)
. Consequently,

∥θ̃SLOD
ℓ,T ∥a = O

(
H

d
2−1

ℓ

)
. Then, since d

(i)
T = d̃

(i)
T ∥θ̃SLOD

ℓ,T ∥a, it follows that |d(i)T | = O
(
H

d
2−1

ℓ

)
. Then,

we have

∥φ̂HSLOD
ℓ,i ∥a = ∥

∑
T∈Tℓ

d
(i)
T θ̂SLOD

ℓ,T ∥a ≤
∑
T∈Tℓ

|d(i)T |∥θ̂SLOD
ℓ,T ∥a =

∑
T∈Tℓ

|d(i)T | ≤ C†NsH
d
2−1

ℓ (B.5)

where C† is independent of the mesh size but depends on β and α. Define

p̃
(i)
K :=

{∑
T∈Tℓ

d̃
(i)
T c

(T )
K if K ∈ Tℓ,ωJi

0 otherwise.
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Then, from (B.2) we have that

Πℓφ̂
HSLOD
ℓ,i =

∑
K∈Tℓ

p̃
(i)
K χK .

Since c
(T )
K and d̃

(i)
T are O(1), we also have p̃

(i)
K = O(1).

From the definitions of P, P̃, and N in Section 3.3 we have P=P̃N, P̃ij = p̃
(j)
Ki

with Ki ∈ Tℓ, and
Nii =

1
∥φ̂HSLOD

ℓ,i ∥a
. Using the Rayleigh quotient, we have for all x ∈ RNb

ℓ \ {0} and y = Nx that

xTPTPx = xTNP̃T P̃Nx = yT (P̃T P̃)y

≥ λmin(P̃
T P̃)yTy

= λmin(P̃
T P̃)xTN2x

≥ λmin(P̃
T P̃)λmin(N

2)xTx.

Consequently, we have
λmin(P

TP) ≥ λmin(P̃
T P̃)λmin(N

2).

From the definition of N and (B.5), we have λ−1
min(N

2) ≤ C2
†N

2
sH

d−2
ℓ . Note that λmin(P̃

T P̃) = O(1),

i.e., λmin(P̃
T P̃) is mesh-size independent. Therefore, for ℓ ≥ 0, we have

λ−1
min(P

TP) ≤ λ−1
min(N

2)−1λmin(P̃
T P̃)−1 ≤

C2
†N

2
sH

d−2
ℓ

λmin(P̃T P̃)
, (B.6)

where C2
†N

2
s and λmin(P̃

T P̃) are mesh independent quantities. Since the estimate for λ−1
min(P

TP)

depends on λmin(P̃
T P̃), we study the behavior of this quantity next.

For ℓ > 0, if conditions (3.13) and (3.14) were satisfied exactly we would have

p̃
(i)
Ti

=
∑
T∈Tℓ

d̃
(i)
T c

(T )
Ti

= 1,

p̃
(i)

T̃i
=

∑
T∈Tℓ

d̃
(i)
T c

(T )

T̃i
= −1,

p̃
(i)
K =

∑
T∈Tℓ

d̃
(i)
T c

(T )
K = 0 for all K /∈ {Ti, T̃i},

for fixed elements Ti, T̃i ∈ ref
(
ω
(ℓ,0)
Ji

)
associated with φ̂HSLOD

ℓ,i . This implies that P̃T P̃ is a block
diagonal matrix, and each of its blocks is a matrix with all diagonal entries equal to 2 and all off-
diagonal entries equal to 1. Regardless of the size of these blocks, their smallest eigenvalue is always
one. Consequently, if both conditions (3.13) and (3.14) are satisfied exactly, we have λmin(P̃

T P̃) = 1.
In general, however, the second condition cannot be satisfied exactly but only in the least-squares-
error sense. But, if the least-squares error is small enough we should have λmin(P̃

T P̃) far enough
from 0.

The basis functions for the case ℓ = 0 are regular SLOD basis functions and thus P̃ = C. From
condition (3.6) we have that C = I + δ, were I is the identity matrix, and δ is a matrix with zero
diagonal entries and all off-diagonal entries less than δs in absolute value. Hence, C is a matrix
obtained from a perturbation of the identity matrix. If δs is small enough, the smallest eigenvalue of
CTC should be far enough from 0, and in that case the basis at level ℓ = 0 will be well-behaved.

From (B.6) and (3.23) it follows that the condition numbers of the diagonal blocks ÂHL

ℓℓ of the

stiffness matrix ÂHL
are mesh independent for ℓ > 0 and O(H−2

0 ) for ℓ = 0 (in accordance with [19,
Assumption (2.5)]).

Remark B.1. In case the local orthogonalization procedure is applied, and performed via the QR
factorization method, the normalization step contained in that algorithm to make the vectors have a

unit euclidean norm will swap the dependence on Hℓ of λmin(P̃T P̃) and λmin(N
2). In that case we

still have λ−1
min(P

TP) ≤ C♮N
2
sH

d−2
ℓ for some C♮ ≥ 0 that is independent of the mesh size, and this

implies that the condition number of the level-blocks of ÂHL
are still mesh independent.
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