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Abstract

Constructing efficient numerical solution methods for the equation of radiative
transfer (ERT) remains as a challenging task in scientific computing despite of the
tremendous development on the subject in recent years. We present in this work a
simple fast computational algorithm for solving the ERT in isotropic media. The
algorithm we developed has two steps. In the first step, we solve a volume integral
equation for the angularly-averaged ERT solution using iterative schemes such as the
GMRES method. The computation in this step is accelerated with a fast multipole
method (FMM). In the second step, we solve a scattering-free transport equation to
recover the angular dependence of the ERT solution. The algorithm does not require
the underlying medium be homogeneous. We present numerical simulations under
various scenarios to demonstrate the performance of the proposed numerical algorithm
for both homogeneous and heterogeneous media.

Key words. fast algorithm, equation of radiative transfer, volume integral equation, kernel-
independent fast multipole method, low-rank approximation, diffusion approximation.
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1 Introduction

This work is concerned with the numerical solution of the steady-state equation of radia-
tive transfer (ERT) with spatially dependent physical coefficients and isotropic scattering
kernel [20,32,56]:

v · ∇Φ(x,v) + µ(x)Φ(x,v)− µs(x)

ˆ
Sd−1

Φ(x,v′)dv′ = f(x), in Ω× Sd−1

Φ(x,v) = 0, on Γ−

(1)
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where Ω ⊆ Rd (d = 2, 3) is a bounded domain with smooth boundary ∂Ω, Sd−1 is the unit
sphere in Rd, and Γ− = {(x,v) : (x,v) ∈ ∂Ω × Sd−1 s.t. n(x) · v < 0} (n(x) being the
unit outer normal vector at x ∈ ∂Ω) is the incoming part of the phase space boundary. For
the only reason of simplifying the presentation, we have assumed that there is no incoming
source on the boundary. Moreover, we have assumed that the internal source f is only a
function of the spatial variable. In fact, this is not needed either for our algorithm to work;
see more discussions in Section 6.

The equation of radiative transfer is a popular model for describing the propagation of
particles in complex media. It appears in many fields of science and technology, ranging from
classical fields such as nuclear engineering [52, 53, 59], astrophysics [17, 39, 76], and remote
sensing [8, 71], to modern applications such as biomedical optics [5, 23, 46, 64–66], radiation
therapy and treatment planning [12, 42, 72], and imaging in random media [7, 9, 13, 69].
The coefficients µ(x) and µs(x) have different physical meanings in different applications.
In general, the coefficient µs(x) measures the strength of the scattering of the underlying
medium at x, while µa(x) ≡ µ(x)− µs(x) measures the strength of the physical absorption
of the medium. The coefficient µ(x) measures the total absorption at x due to both the
physical absorption and absorption caused by scattering, that is the loss of particles from
the current traveling direction into other directions due to scattering.

Numerical methods for solving the equation of radiative transfer has been extensively
studied, see for instance [20, 32, 50, 56, 68] and references therein for an overview. Besides
Monte Carlo type of methods that are based on stochastic representation of the ERT [11,
22, 26, 38, 74], many different deterministic discretization schemes have been proposed [2, 4,
6,14,21,24,29,30,36,37,40,43–45,47,49,54,55,57,60,63,73] and numerous iterative schemes,
as well as preconditioning strategies, have been developed to solve the discretized systems;
see for instance [1, 16,31,61,62] and references therein.

There are many challenging issues in the numerical solutions of the equation of radiative
transfer. One of such challenges is the high-dimensionality involved. The ERT is posed in
phase space, meaning that the main unknown in the equation, in steady state, depends on
both the spatial variable x ∈ Ω and the angular variable v ∈ Sd−1. In the spatial three-
dimensional case, the unknown Φ depends on five variables, three in the spatial domain and
two in the angular domain. This poses significant challenges in terms of both solution speed
and storage.

In this work, we propose a new method to solve the ERT in isotropic media, that is,
media whose physical coefficients and the scattering kernel do not depend on the angular
variable v, i.e., the media absorb and scatter particles in the same manner for all directions.
Our method is based on the observation that when the underlying medium is isotropic, the
angularly averaged ERT solution,

´
Sd−1 Φ(x,v) dv, satisfies a Fredholm integral equation of

the second type. This integral equation can be solved, using a fast multiple method, for´
Sd−1 Φ(x,v) dv. Once this is done, we can plug

´
Sd−1 Φ(x,v) dv into the ERT (1) to solve

for Φ itself.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we re-formulate the ERT (1)
into a Fredholm integral equation of the second type for the unknown

´
Sd−1 Φ(x,v) dv. We

2



then propose in Section 3 a numerical procedure for solving the ERT based on this integral
formulation and implement an interpolation-based fast multipole method [28] to solve the
integral equation. Important issues on the implementation of our method are discussed in
Section 4. In Section 5 we present some numerical tests for the algorithm that we developed.
Concluding remarks are then offered in Section 6.

2 Integral formulation

Our algorithm is based on the integral formulation of the ERT (1). This is a well-developed
subject. We refer to [20] for more details. To present the formulation, let us first introduce
a function q(x) defined as

q(x) := µs(x)

ˆ
Sd−1

Φ(x,v′)dv′ + f(x).

We can then rewrite the equation of radiative transfer, using the method of characteristics,
into the following integral form [20]:

Φ(x,v) =

ˆ τ(x,v)

0

exp

(
−
ˆ `

0

µ(x− `′v)d`′
)
q(x− `v)d`. (2)

Here τ(x,v) is the distance it takes for a particle to go from x to reach the domain boundary
∂Ω in the −v direction:

τ(x,v) = sup{` : x− `′v ∈ Ω for 0 ≤ `′ < `}.

The integral formulation in (2) is classical and has been used to derive many theoretical
results and numerical methods on the ERT [20,59].

The most crucial step of our algorithm is to integrate the integral formulation (2) again
over Sd−1 to obtain an integral equation for the local density U(x) defined by

U(x) :=

ˆ
Sd−1

Φ(x,v)dv.

The result is a Fredholm integral equation of the second type. It reads

U(x) = KU(x) +K(µ−1
s f)(x), (3)

where the linear integral operator K is defined as

Kg(x) =

ˆ
Sd−1

ˆ τ(x,v)

0

µs(x− `v) exp

(
−
ˆ `

0

µ(x− `′v)d`′
)
g(x− `v)d`dv.

To simplify the expression for K, let y = x− `v, and define the function E(x,y)

E(x,y) = exp

(
−
ˆ |y−x|

0

µ(x− `′ x− y

|x− y|
)d`′

)
,

3



which is nothing but the total absorption along the line segment between x and y. We can
then express the integral operator K as

Kg(x) =

ˆ
Ω

K(x,y)g(y)dy (4)

where the integral kernel K is defined as

K(x,y) =
1

|Sd−1|
µs(y)E(x,y)

|x− y|d−1
(5)

with |Sd−1| the surface area of the unit sphere Sd−1. |Sd−1| = 2π when d = 2 and |Sd−1| = 4π
when d = 3. In the case where µ and µs are independent of the spatial variable, the integral
kernel K simplifies to

K(x,y) =
1

|Sd−1|
µse
−µ|x−y|

|x− y|d−1
. (6)

This integral kernel has the same form as the Yukawa potential (also called a screened
Coulomb potential) when d = 2 [33].

The algorithm we propose here is based on the integral formulation of the ERT for the
variable U that we derived in (3). The integral operator K is compact since the kernel
function K(x,y) is weakly singular. From (3), we can obtain that

(I −K)U(x) = φ(x), (7)

where φ(x) ≡ K(µ−1
s f)(x). The operator (I −K) is a Fredholm operator, and by Fredholm

alternative theorem and the fact that the ERT admits only the zero solution when f ≡ 0,
see for instance [20], we conclude that there is a unique solution to (7).

Let us finish this section with the following important observation. The kernel (5) for
the volume integral equation that we derived here takes the same form in the cases of
homogeneous (i.e. µ and µs do not depend on spatial variable) and inhomogeneous (i.e. µ
and µs depend on spatial variable) media. This means that the algorithm that we present
in the next sections work for both homogeneous and inhomogeneous media. In the case
of homogeneous media or inhomogeneous media that is analytically known, the evaluation
of the kernel K(x,y) can be analytically performed. When the coefficient µ is only given
on a collection of points in the domain, the kernel needs to be evaluated with a numerical
quadrature rule for E(x,y). The computation of K(x,y) in this case is therefore more
expensive.
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3 A fast multipole based algorithm

Our strategy of solving the ERT (1) is to first solve for U and then solve for Φ from U . The
main solution procedure is as follows.

Algorithm 1: General Solution Procedure

Data: coefficients µ(x), µs(x), source f(x)
Result: Solution Φ(x,v) to ERT (1)
S.1 evaluate the source function φ(x) ≡ K(µ−1

s f)(x) analytically, or by:

(i) solving the following scattering-free transport equation for u:

v · ∇u(x,v) + µ(x)u(x,v) = µ−1
s (x)f(x), in Ω× Sd−1

u(x,v) = 0, on Γ−

(ii) evaluating φ(x) =
´
Sd−1 u(x,v)dv.

S.2 Use a Krylov subspace method, such as the GMRES algorithm [70], to solve the
integral equation (7) for U .

S.3 Recover the ERT solution Φ by

(i) evaluating the source Q(x) = µs(x)U(x) + f(x);

(ii) solving the following scattering-free transport equation for Φ:

v · ∇Φ(x,v) + µ(x)Φ(x,v) = Q(x), in Ω× Sd−1

Φ(x,v) = 0, on Γ−

The solution of the scattering-free transport equations in the first and last steps can
be done efficiently with a fast sweeping method such as that in [30] or even analytically
in special cases. The solution of the integral equation in the second step is more or less
straightforward since the integral kernel is only weakly singular. Nevertheless, in the rest of
the paper, we still present some numerical evidences to demonstrate the performance of our
algorithm.

Let us remark that one feature of the above method for solving the ERT (1) is that it
does not require an explicit discretization over the angular variable. It is clear that the main
computational cost of the algorithm is on the solution of the integral equation (7) which
involves only the spatial variable. Therefore, besides the solution of the scattering-free
transport equation, the computational complexity of the algorithm does not scale with the
size of the angular discretization. In many applications, the main quantities of interests is the
local density U(x), not Φ(x,v). In these cases, the S.3 step of Algorithm 1 is not necessary,
and the computational complexity of the algorithm therefore is completely independent of
the angular discretization beside the one transport sweep in the construction of φ for (7).
For the same reason, the storage requirement of the algorithm also depends only on the
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spatial discretization.

3.1 Discretization

There are many existing methods of the discretization for integral equations with weakly
singular kernels, see for instance [15, 41, 48, 75] and references therein. It has been shown
in [75] that when the kernel K(x,y) is differentiable on Ω × Ω\{x = y}, then the solution
to volume integral equation (7) only belongs to Hölder continuous space, U ∈ C0,α(Ω),
∀α ∈ (0, 1). In fact, it is easy to verify that

|U(x)− U(y)| ≤ O (|x− y| log(|x− y|)) .

This deficiency in regularity comes from the boundary effect. The vacuum boundary condi-
tion in (1) implies that µs ≡ 0 outside Ω, which imposes a jump across the boundary ∂Ω.
Therefore high order discretization schemes for integral equations like (7) usually require
special treatments to the boundary effect [75] unless Ω does not have a boundary.

For simplicity, in the following we consider the piecewise constant collocation method
(PCCM) [75] with the following assumptions: (i) the domain Ω is convex with Lipschitz
boundary ∂Ω; (ii) the coefficients µ, µs ∈ C2(Ω); and (iii) the source function f ∈ C2(Ω).
The discretization is constructed as follows:

1. Partition of Ω. For a small h > 0, we partition the spatial domain Ω into two parts:
Ωh
b and Ωh

i , where

Ωh
b := {x ∈ Ω : dist(∂Ω,x) ≤ h2} and Ωh

i = Ω\Ωh
b , (8)

Take a discretization {Tj,h}Nj=1 of Ω, that is, Tj,h ∩Tj′,h = ∅ ∀j 6= j′ and Ω =
⋃N
j=1 Tj,h,

such that (a) diam(Tj,h) ≤ h ∀j and (b) Tj,h ∩ Ωh
i 6= ∅ ∀j (which is only saying that

there is no cell Tj,h that is completely inside Ωh
b , an assumption that can be easily

satisfied since the thickness of Ωh
i is of order h2). It is then clear that N ' O(h−d).

For any 1 ≤ j ≤ N , if Tj,h ∩ Ωh
b 6= ∅, we set T ′j,h := Tj,h ∩ Ωh

i when it is not empty.

2. Collocation Points. For each cell in the discretization, we locate the collocation point
xj ∈ Tj,h by

(a) If Tj,h ⊂ Ωh
i , then we choose xj as the centroid point

xj =
1

|Tj,h|

ˆ
Tj,h

zdz. (9)

(b) If Tj,h ∩ Ωh
b 6= ∅, then we choose arbitrary xj ∈ T ′j,h.

The simplest example of the above discretization is to use a uniform grid G with cell size of
h. For a cell Tj,h ⊂ G contained in Ω, we choose its centroid point as the collocation point.
For a boundary-incident cell Tj,h ⊂ G such that Tj,h∩∂Ω 6= ∅, we replace the cell Tj,h by the
intersection T ′j,h = Tj,h ∩ Ω and choose an arbitrary point in T ′j,h as the collocation point.
When the boundary ∂Ω is C2, the boundary part ∂Ω ∩ Tj,h can be approximated using a
tangent plane or secant plane. The omitted measure in this case is at the order of O(h2).
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3.2 Linear system from discretization

We then represent the piecewise constant solution Ū(x) by

Ū(x) =
N∑
j=1

uj,hχj,h(x), χj,h(x) =

{
1, x ∈ Tj,h
0, x /∈ Tj,h

(10)

Replacing U by Ū in the integral equation (7), we obtain the discretized linear equation for
Ū(xj) = uj,h:

Ū(xj) =
N∑
k=1

KjkωkŪ(xk) + φ(xj), j = 1, . . . , N (11)

where

Kjk =
1

|Tk,h|

ˆ
Tk,h

K(xj,y)dy, ωk = |Tk,h|. (12)

We consider three mostly used approaches in the evaluation of the elements of the K matrix
in the above linear system (11):

(M-i) Integrate
´
Tk,h
K(xj,y)dy in (12) analytically. This is hard to implement for gen-

eral discretizations. When the cells Tk,h are of regular shapes, for instance cubes
or simplexes, we can obtain closed form evaluations.

(M-ii) Rewrite K(xj,xk) = a(xj,xk)/|xj − xk|d−1 with a(·, ·) twice differentiable on Ω×
Ω\{x = y}. We then make the approximation

´
Tk,h
K(xj,y)dy ≈ a(xj,xk)

´
Tk,h
|xj−

y|1−ddy. It is natural to take a(x,y) = |Sd−1|−1E(x,y)µs(y) for our kernel in (5).

(M-iii) Use the approximation
´
Tk,h
K(xj,y)dy ' |Tk,h|K(xj,xk) when j 6= k. For the

singular integral at j = k, one can compute it explicitly or simply ignore it.

It is obviously that the approach (M-iii) has the lowest accuracy among the three approaches.
However, it is the easiest approach to implement in practice. To be more precise, it can
be shown following [75, Theorem 5.1] that the numerical errors for the above discretization
schemes are respectively:

max
1≤j≤N

|U(xj)− Ū(xj)| ≤ O(h2(1 + log |h|)) if using (M-i),

max
1≤j≤N

|U(xj)− Ū(xj)| ≤ O(h2(1 + log |h|)) if using (M-ii),

max
1≤j≤N

|U(xj)− Ū(xj)| ≤ O(h) if using (M-iii),

(13)

where the constants in the estimates would depend on the coefficients µ, µs and the source
function φ which are all assumed to be smooth enough, at least in the class of C2(Ω).

With a slight abuse of notation, we write the linear system (11) again in the form

(I −K)Ū = φ, (14)

where the integral kernel matrix K = [Kjkωk]N≥j,k≥1, the vectors Ū = [Ū(xj)]N≥j≥1 and
φ = [φ(xj)]N≥j≥1.
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Remark 3.1 (Evaluating Elements of K). In our numerical implementation, we take uni-
form discretizations where the cells {Tj,h}1≤j≤N are identical, e.g. hypercubes or hyperrect-
angles. This simplifies the evaluation of the elements of the K matrix for approaches (M-i)
and (M-ii). For instance, in approach (M-ii), after the approximation of the kernel, we have

Kjk ≈
a(xj,xk)

|T (xk)|

ˆ
T (xk)

|xj − z|1−ddz (15)

where T (xk) is a region identical to all the cells with xk as its centroid. The computation of´
T (xk)

|xj−z|1−ddz can be done with Fourier transform analytically or numerically. Consider

the two-dimensional case (d = 2), and let Tj,h be identical and square. Let T (y) be a square
centered at y = (y1, y2) with side length of h. Let x = (x1, x2), t1 = y1−x1, and t2 = y2−x2.
It is then easy to verify that

ˆ
T (y)

|x− z|1−ddz =
1∑

i=−1

1∑
j=−1

ijF

(
t1 + i

h

2
, t2 + j

h

2

)
(16)

with the function F (r, s) given by

F (r, s) = sgn(r) sgn(s)
(
|r| log(|s|+

√
r2 + s2)

+ |s| log(|r|+
√
r2 + s2)− |r| log |r| − |s| log |s|

)
. (17)

This calculation works for any (x, z) pair over Ω× Ω and any h > 0.

In the same spirit, if we redefine a kernel K̃(x,y) as

K̃(x,y) = a(x,y)

ˆ
T (y)

|x− z|1−ddz (18)

and replace the kernel K in (M-iii) with the new kernel K̃ (which does not have singularity
at x = y since neither the function a(., .) nor the function F (., .) has), we achieve a better
accuracy, i.e. O(h2 log |h|), for the corresponding discretization.

3.3 Fast multipole method

To solve the linear system (I−K)Ū = φ with a GMRES or MINRES algorithm, we need to
evaluate the matrix-vector product of the form (I −K)Ū for different vectors Ū . Therefore,
the main computational cost will be dominated by the cost of the evaluations of KŪ . Direct
evaluation of such a summation takes O(N2) operations in general. In this work, we use
the fast multipole method (FMM), originally developed by Greengard and Rokhlin [34], to
accelerate the evaluation of this matrix-vector product. For the simplicity of implementation,
we use an interpolation-based FMM that was proposed by Fong and Darve in [28]. Other
efficient implementations of FMM, see for instance [18,19,35,58,77] and references therein,
may also be applied to our problem here. This will be a future work.
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In our implementation of the Fong-Darve FMM algorithm [28], we follow the standard
multilevel approach with k-d tree structure. The idea in [28] is based on the Chebyshev
interpolation for the far-field interactions. Let Tk(x) be the first-kind Chebyshev polynomial
of degree k defined on [−1, 1]. Define the interpolation function

Sn(p,q) =
d∏
i=1

(
1

n
+

2

n

n−1∑
k=1

Tk(pi)Tk(qi)

)
(19)

with the conventions p = (p1, · · · , pd) ∈ [−1, 1]d and q = (q1, · · · , qd) ∈ [−1, 1]d. Take the
hyperrectangles X1 =

∏d
i=1[ai, āi] ⊂ Ω and X2 =

∏d
i=1[bi, b̄i] ⊂ Ω, and assume that X2

stays in the far-field of X1. We define the linear transformations L : [−1, 1]d 7→ X1 and
R : [−1, 1]d 7→ X2 as the following

Lp =

(
a1 + ā1

2
+
ā1 − a1

2
p1, . . . ,

ad + ād
2

+
ād − ad

2
pd

)
,

Rq =

(
b1 + b̄1

2
+
b̄1 − b1

2
q1, . . . ,

bd + b̄d
2

+
b̄d − bd

2
qd

)
.

(20)

These linear transforms map the standard Cheyshev points in [−1, 1]d to the scaled Cheby-
shev points in X1 and X2 respectively. If the two-variable kernel K(·, ·) is smooth enough on
X1 ×X2, then it can be well approximated by the following interpolation formula [25,28]:

K(xi,xj) ≈
nd∑
m=1

nd∑
m′=1

Sn(L−1xi, p̃m)K(Lp̃m,Rq̃m′)Sn(R−1xj, q̃m′), (xi,xj) ∈ X1 ×X2

(21)
where p̃m, q̃m′ ∈ Z := {z̃k}n

d

k=1 ⊂ [−1, 1]d, Z being the set of d-dimensional Chebyshev
interpolation points which are computed by the d-dimensional tensor-product of the n-th
order Chebyshev points on [−1, 1]. Then far-field contribution between X1 and X2 for
matrix-vector product KŪ , for the approach (M-iii) in Section 3.2, can be represented by

ϕ(xi) =
nd∑
m=1

Sn(L−1xi, p̃m)
nd∑

m′=1

K(Lp̃m,Rq̃m′)
∑

xj∈X2

Sn(R−1y, q̃m′)Ū(xj)ωj, ∀xi ∈ X1.

(22)
The above summation consists of 3 steps:

1. Evaluation f1(q̃m′) =
∑

xj∈X2
Sn(R−1y, q̃m′)Ū(xj)ωj for all Chebyshev points q̃m′ in

[−1, 1]d.

2. Compute the interactions between Chebyshev points p̃m and q̃m′ through

f2(p̃m) =
nd∑

m′=1

K(Lp̃m,Rq̃m′)f1(q̃m′) (23)

for all Chebyshev points p̃m ∈ [−1, 1]d.
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3. Interpolate back to the collocation points xi ∈ X1 with

ϕ(xi) =
nd∑
m=1

Sn(L−1xi, p̃m)f2(p̃m), ∀xi ∈ X1. (24)

The evaluation of each Sn(L−1xi, p̃m) or Sn(R−1y, q̃m′) has computational complexityO(nd).
If the evaluation of K(Lp̃m,Rq̃m′) has only complexity O(1), which happens when the coeffi-
cients are constants for instance, then the total complexity of evaluating (22) is O(|X2|n2d)+
O(n2d) +O(|X1|n2d) ≤ O(Nn2d), where |Xi| is the number of collocation points in Xi and
N is total number of collocation points in Ω. Unfortunately, in general, the evaluation of
K(Lp̃m,Rq̃m′) is not an order O(1) operation for the variable coefficients case. We will
discuss the cost for this situation in the next section.

Remark 3.2. If all the cells {Tj,h}Nj=1 are identical, then following Remark 3.1, we can

use K̃ to replace K in above Chebyshev interpolation formulation (21) for higher accuracy.

However, the evaluation of K̃ costs much more than that of K as we have discussed.

4 Implementation issues

We now discuss briefly about some important issues on the implementation of the approach
(M-iii) in Section 3.2 with FMM algorithm described in the previous section.

4.1 Validity of low rank approximation

When the coefficients µ and µs are sufficiently smooth as we have assumed, the boundedness
of the exponential factor E(x,y) implies that our kernel K(x,y) in (5) admits at least the
same low-rank approximation as the kernel |x − y|1−d for far-field interaction. Such kernel
has been well-studied in the fast multipole method community [10, 18, 19, 35, 58, 77]. This
justifies the Chebyshev interpolation in (21).

4.2 Computational complexity of FMM

For the computational complexity, the most expensive step is the evaluation of the far-field
interaction in (23) where we have to evaluate the integral kernel K for different Chebyshev
point pairs. Each evaluation requires the computation of a line integral of the total absorp-
tion coefficient µ along the line that connects the Chebyshev points in far-field. When the
total absorption coefficient µ is constant, this evaluation is trivial. However, when µ is not
constant, this evaluation is quite expensive. In the following, we discuss the computational
complexities for two practically important situations.

1. When µ is sufficiently smooth and explicitly known for all x ∈ Ω, then the line integral
of µ could be evaluated analytically. In this case, the computational complexity of
evaluating K(x,y) will be O(1), and the total complexity for the FMM is O(N).
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2. When µ is only defined on collocation points, the line integral of µ cannot be evaluated
directly. Assume that the line connecting x and y passes through cells Tj1,h, . . . , Tjm,h.
Let v = (x− y)/|x− y| the unit direction along the line. We then have

ˆ |x−y|
0

µ(x− sv)ds =
m∑
k=1

ˆ lk+1

lk

µ(x− sv)ds, (25)

where the segment between x− lkv and x− lk+1v lies inside the cell Tjk,h. Locally on
each Tjk,h, we check that the line integral

ˆ lk+1

lk

µ(x− sv)ds =

ˆ lk+1−lk

0

µ(x− lkv − sv)ds =

(lk+1 − lk)
(
µ(xjk) +∇µ(xjk) · (x− lkv − xjk)

)
+

1

2
(lk+1 − lk)2v · ∇µ(xjk) +O(h3).

(26)

Using the fact that |x − lkv − xjk | ≤ h and lk+1 − lk ≤ h, we conclude that we can
simply approximate ∇µ(xxjk ) with first-order finite difference from neighboring col-

location points, which leads to a truncation error of O(h3) according to (26) (which
means that the approximation error of the line integral (25) is O(h2)). This approxi-
mation is accurate enough to not alter the order of error in (13). However, the above
approximation of line integral only uses local information and could lose smoothness
across the cell boundaries where µ’s value jumps. Therefore such formulation may
limit the accuracy of FMM approximation when µ is not smooth.

The overall complexity of the FMM algorithm follows directly from the discussion in [28].
Suppose the k-d tree for the algorithm has depth L, and at the k-th level there are 2kd nodes
N1, . . . ,N2kd . For each Ni, 1 ≤ i ≤ 2kd, one has at most (6d − 3d) nodes in its far-field.
The corresponding evaluation cost is therefore at most O(2−k/h). Therefore, ignoring the
constants in the O-notations, the total complexity will be dominated by:

L∑
k=1

2kd(6d − 3d)n2d2−kh−1 ≤ n2d(6d − 3d)h−1 2(d−1)(L+1) − 1

2d−1 − 1

≤ n2d(6d − 3d)h−1 2d−12dL−L

2d−1 − 1
= O(2dL2−Lh−1) = O(N) (27)

where we have used the relation N ' nd2dL and h = O(N−1/d). This implies that the total
complexity of the FMM is still at O(N).

For the storage requirement, the usual O(N) storage for the k-d tree structure is neces-
sary. For a given order n of the Chebyshev interpolation, we have O(N) pairs of far field
interactions for which we need to evaluate the kernel function. In our implementation, we
cache all these kernel evaluations during the evaluation of φ, which will be reused without
any extra calculations during the GMRES iterations; see, for instance, the numerical results
in Table 2 and Table 3 of Section 5.
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4.3 Accuracy of the algorithm

The accuracy of solution to the ERT (1) with our numerical procedure depends mainly on two
factors: the resolution of the spatial discretization h, and the accuracy of the fast multipole
approximation of the summation (21). The latter relies on the order of the Chebyshev
polynomial being used. Increasing the order of the polynomial should increase the accuracy
of the approximation in general. However, that will also increase the computational cost of
the algorithm, due to the increased cost in evaluating Sn. When µ increases significantly, the
kernel function decays faster, hence it will require more points to resolve the kernel function.
If the discretization is fixed, as µ increases, the accuracy can be reduced.

The convergence of the algorithm depends on the formulation of the matrix K. In
Section 3.2, we have introduced a few methods based on the piecewise constant collocation
method. One can construct higher ordered methods by a more careful treatment of the
boundary layer effect. Due to the fact that an analytic form of solution to the integral
equation (3) can not be found on compact domains, we are only able to perform self-
convergence test in Section 5.

4.4 Preconditioning techniques

We developed two strategies for the preconditioning of the discrete linear system (14) in
special cases.

FFT-based Preconditioner. The first preconditioning method works when the total
absorption coefficient µ varies little on Ω. In this case, the solution to the integral equation
is very close to the solution to the same equation with a constant absorption coefficient
µ, the mean value of µ over Ω. We can therefore use the integral operator with µ as a
preconditioner for the true integral operator, since the integral operator with constant µ is
much cheaper to build. Moreover, we can use fast Fourier transform (FFT) techniques to
accelerate the computation in domains of regular shapes. To be precise, let us write the
integral formulation of the corresponding transport equation with µ as

U −W ∗ (µsU) = W ∗ f (28)

where W (x) = exp(−µ|x|)/|x|d−1 and ∗ denotes the convolution product on Ω. Without
loss of generality, let us assume that Ω ⊂ [0, 1]d and extend the convolution kernel W to a

periodic function W̃ on [0, 2]d. We take the zero extensions of µsU and f as µ̃sU and f̃ from
Ω to [0, 2]d respectively. The above equation is transformed to

PF−1
(
F
(
µ−1
s χ[0,2]d − W̃

)
F(µ̃sU)

)
= W ∗ f (29)

where F denotes the Fourier transform, P is the restriction operator from [0, 2]d back to Ω,
and χ[0,2]d is the characteristic function of [0, 2]d. Since P : [0, 2]d 7→ Ω is not invertible, the
above equation cannot be solved directly. Therefore we try to regularize the operator P .
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Here we make the additional assumption that the support of source function f is far away
from the boundary ∂Ω. With these assumptions, we can simply regularize the inversion of
P by taking zero padding,

P−1g = gχΩ. (30)

Therefore we can approximately solve (29) by

U ' 1

µs
PF−1

(
F
(
P−1(W ∗ f)

)
/F(µ−1

s χ[0,2]d − W̃ )
)
. (31)

Diffusion Preconditioner. The second preconditioning method we implemented is based
on the diffusion approximation (DA) of the radiative transport equation. Diffusion approxi-
mation is valid when the characteristic scale of the domain, say `Ω := diam(Ω), is very large
compared to the meas free path of the transport problem, ∼ (dµs)

−1, that is when dµs`Ω is
very large. In that case, it can be shown that the solution to the integral equation (3) solves
approximately the following diffusion equation [20]:

−∇ · 1

dµ(x)
∇U + µaU = f(x), in Ω

U + `
∂U

∂n
= 0, on ∂Ω

(32)

where µa = µ−µs is the physical absorption coefficient and ` ' 2
dµ

is called the extrapolation

length [20].

In diffusive regime, the solution of (32), which is computationally inexpensive to obtain,
is a good approximation to the solution of (3). This is the main motivation for the diffusion
operator as a preconditioner for the transport problem, leading to the popular diffusion
synthetic acceleration (DSA) technique [3,51]. Our implementation of the diffusion precon-
ditioner is, however, more natural than the classical DSA implementation since we work
directly on the variable U , the integral of the transport solution over the angular variable,
not the transport solution itself. In our implementation of the diffusion preconditioner, we
discretize (32) with a classical second order finite difference method, and apply the diffu-
sion solver with a standard V-cycle multigrid method. The transfer between the diffusion
solution and the solution to the integral equation (3) are done with a standard intepolation
algorithm.

5 Numerical experiments

We now present some numerical simulations to demonstrate the performance of the algorithm
we developed. We perform simulations in both homogeneous and inhomogeneous media. In
the homogeneous case, both µa and µs are constants (and so is µ = µa + µs). We can
therefore evaluate E(x,y) = exp(−µ|x− y|) analytically. In the inhomogeneous case, both
µa and µs are at least C2 smooth but are defined on the collocation points only. We therefore
have to compute the line integral in E(x,y) by the summation of line integrals on each cell;
see the discussions in Section 4.2 on this issue.
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Figure 1: The two smooth source functions used in the numerical experiments.

All the simulations are performed on the nondimensionalized transport equation so that
the physics are on determined by the relative size of the coefficients to the size of the domain
of the problem which we take as the unit square Ω = (0, 1)2. We discretize the domain with
uniform grids as described in Section 3.1. The linear systems involved are also solved with
the GMRES algorithm implemented in MATLAB. We set the GMRES stopping tolerance
at 10−12. We vary the scattering coefficient µs to test the performances of the algorithm in
different regimes. The larger the scattering coefficient µs is, the more diffusive the solution
behaves. As we will see in the following experiments, the performance of our algorithm
does not change dramatically from the low scattering transport regime to the moderately
scattering transport regime.

To simplify the presentation, we list in Table 1 various parameters to be used to measure
the performance of the algorithms in solving the integral equation (7). Note that in our
computations, we have cached all the line integrals needed when setting up the algorithm.
Therefore, the cost T fmm

g (resp. T dir
g ) does not include the cost T fmm (resp. T dir). All the

computations shown below are single-threaded on a Linux laptop with i7-6560U CPU @
2.20GHz and 16GB RAM.

Table 1: List of parameters used to measure the performance of the algorithms to solve (7)

N total number of collocation points

n order of Chebyshev interpolation; see (19)

K kernel matrix K = [Kjkωk]; see (14)

Tdir time cost (seconds) of direct matvec of K

T fmm time cost (seconds) of FMM accelerated matvec of K

Tdir
g time cost (seconds) of each iteration in GMRES with direct matvec

T fmm
g time cost (seconds) of each iteration in GMRES with FMM acceleration without preconditioning

T fmm
pg time cost (seconds) of each iteration in GMRES FMM acceleration with preconditioner

Idirg total iteration number of GMRES with direct matvec

Ifmm
g total iteration number of GMRES with FMM acceleration without preconditioning

Ifmm
pg total iteration number of GMRES with FMM acceleration with preconditioner

E`2 relative `2 error between the solutions from direct matvec and FMM acceleration.
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5.1 Validation of low rank property

We first validate the low rank property for the matrix K in (14) by following the approach
(M-iii) in the discretization; see Section 3.2. Let U fmm and Udir be the solutions to (14) with
and without using FMM to accelerate respectively. We use the relative `2 error

E`2 =
‖Udir − U fmm‖l2
‖Udir‖`2

to measure their difference.

Experiment I. In the first numerical experiment, we perform simulations with a constant
scattering coefficient µs ≡ 2.0 and a constant total absorption coefficient µ ≡ 2.2 (which
means the physical absorption is µa ≡ 0.2). The source function f(x) is the ring source
illustrated in the left plot of Figure 1. In Table 2 we show comparisons in three groups
with increasing order of Chebyshev interpolation: n = 4, n = 6 and n = 9. We first
note that, with reasonable relative approximation error E`2 (e.g. on the order of 10−4 with
n = 4), the growth of running time with respect to N is almost linear for FMM accelerated
GMRES (see T fmm, T fmm

g ) and quadratic for the regular GMRES (see T dir, T dir
g ). When N is

relatively small, due to the fast DGEMM implementation in BLAS called from MATLAB,
the direct matrix-vector production is slightly faster than the FMM acceleration, while for
larger N , the FMM accelerated GMRES outperforms the regular GMRES . This trend is
kept when we increase the accuracy of the FMM approximation by increasing, n, the order
of Chebyshev interpolation. When the spatial discretization gets too fine (for instance when
N ≥ 65536), it takes the regular GMRES algorithm too much memory and time to finish
the calculations. We have to stop the algorithm before it converges. However, the FMM
accelerated GMRES can still solve the linear system (14) in relatively short time. In Table 2,
when N = 1024 and n = 9, the relative `2 error is comparable to machine precision, since
the FMM here only contains near-field interactions.

Experiment II. In the second numerical experiment, we repeat the simulations in Exper-
iment I for a heterogeneous medium. The coefficients are given as

µa(x) = 0.2, µs(x) = 3.0 + 2.0 exp

(
−(x− 0.5)2 + (y − 0.5)2

4

)
. (33)

Our algorithm only uses the values of the coefficients on the collocation points. We again use
the the ring source illustrated in the left plot of Figure 1. In Table 3 we show comparisons in
three groups with increasing order of Chebyshev interpolation. The first noticeable difference
between Table 2 and Table 3 is that the computational cost to evaluate the matrix-vector
multiplication is now considerably higher. This is mainly due to the fact that for the variable
coefficients case, we need to evaluate the line integrals by summation of quadratures in each
cell (26), while in the constant coefficients case the kernels are given analytically for any
pair (x,y). In our implementation, we cached all the line integrals so that they can be used
repeatedly during GMRES iterations. This is the reason why the time cost in each iteration
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Table 2: The computational costs and relative errors between the solutions with and without
FMM acceleration for a homogeneous media with µs = 2.0 and µa = 0.2 under various total
collocation points N and Chebyshev interpolation orders n.

N n T fmm T fmm
g I fmm

g T dir T dir
g Idir

g E`2

1,024 4 2.11E−2 5.83E−3 10 6.76E−2 4.20E−4 10 8.53E−5

4,096 4 1.06E−1 1.02E−2 10 1.08E+0 7.94E−3 10 1.12E−4

16,384 4 4.49E−1 5.48E−2 10 1.90E+1 1.21E−1 10 1.22E−4

65,536 4 1.89E+0 2.69E−1 10 – – – –

262,144 4 8.82E+0 2.46E+0 10 – – – –

1,024 6 2.21E−2 2.22E−3 10 6.76E−2 4.20E−4 10 1.02E−6

4,096 6 1.37E−1 1.57E−2 10 1.08E+0 7.94E−3 10 1.28E−6

16,384 6 6.74E−1 6.42E−2 10 1.90E+1 1.21E−1 10 1.31E−6

65,536 6 2.96E+0 3.29E−1 10 – – – –

262,144 6 1.39E+1 2.71E+0 10 – – – –

1,024 9 6.52E−2 3.06E−3 10 6.76E−2 4.20E−4 10 5.70E−16

4,096 9 2.53E−1 1.69E−2 10 1.08E+0 7.94E−3 10 3.16E−9

16,384 9 1.36E+0 9.25E−2 10 1.90E+1 1.21E−1 10 2.45E−9

65,536 9 6.42E+0 4.88E−1 10 – – – –

262,144 9 3.06E+1 3.40E+0 10 – – – –

T fmm
g for variable coefficient cases in Table 3 is very similar to the corresponding constant

coefficient cases in Table 2. The overall computational costs again scale almost linearly with
respect to the total collocation points N . Another noticeable difference between results in
Table 2 and Table 3 is that, when we increase the order of Chebyshev interpolation n, the
relative error E`2 of Table 3 does not decay as fast as the relative error in Table 2. This is
caused by the in accuracy of E(x,y) across the boundaries of the grid cells resulted from the
local approximation of the line integrals in (26). Similar to Experiment I, when N = 1024
and n = 9, the relative `2 error is comparable to machine precision for the same reason.

5.2 Accuracy of FMM solution

We now present some self-convergence tests on the accuracy of the solutions to the integral
equation (14) by the FMM accelerated GMRES algorithm.

Experiment III. In this experiment, we perform simulations with constant scattering
coefficients µs = 2.0, 5.0, 10.0 and a fixed constant absorption coefficient µa ≡ 0.2. The
source function f(x) is the left plot of Figure 1. We choose the discretization as a uniform
grid with cell size of h = 1

24(2k−1)
for 1 ≤ k ≤ 12 and take the solution of k = 12 as the

reference solution. The numerical errors are all evaluated on the common collocation points
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Table 3: The computational costs and relative errors between the solutions with and without
FMM acceleration for for the heterogeneous medium in (33) under various total collocation
points N and Chebyshev interpolation orders n.

N n T fmm T fmm
g I fmm

g T dir T dir
g Idir

g E`2

1,024 4 2.35E−1 4.18E−3 15 1.34E+1 5.98E−4 15 2.00E−4

4,096 4 1.20E+0 7.50E−3 15 2.20E+2 7.42E−3 15 3.07E−4

16,384 4 5.95E+0 3.61E−2 15 3.73E+3 1.15E−1 15 3.54E−4

65,536 4 2.67E+1 2.32E−1 15 – – – –

262,144 4 1.14E+2 2.22E+0 15 – – – –

1,024 6 3.66E−1 4.24E−3 15 1.34E+1 5.98E−4 15 1.73E−5

4,096 6 2.62E+0 9.56E−3 15 2.20E+2 7.42E−3 15 1.37E−5

16,384 6 1.45E+1 4.66E−2 15 3.73E+3 1.15E−1 15 7.05E−6

65,536 6 7.01E+1 2.69E−1 15 – – – –

262,144 6 3.08E+2 2.39E+0 15 – – – –

1,024 9 7.71E−1 2.57E−2 15 1.34E+1 5.98E−4 15 6.99E−16

4,096 9 7.15E+0 1.49E−2 15 2.20E+2 7.42E−3 15 4.94E−6

16,384 9 4.42E+1 7.52E−2 15 3.73E+3 1.15E−1 15 3.03E−6

65,536 9 2.24E+2 3.94E−1 15 – – – –

262,144 9 1.10E+3 3.29E+0 15 – – – –

with `2 norm on the coarsest level of k = 1. We perform simulations based on approaches
(M-ii) and (M-iii) in Section 3.2 for the construction of the integral operator K. The order
of Chebyshev interpolation is fixed as n = 6 for both simulations.

The numerical results for µs = 2.0, 5.0, 10.0 are shown Figure 2, Figure 3 and Figure 4
respectively. The left and the right plots in each figure are results for approaches (M-iii)
and (M-ii) respectively. We observe that, when the grid is relatively coarse, the convergence
rates for approaches (M-iii) and (M-ii) are roughly linear and quadratic respectively. When
the grids get very fine, better convergence behavior emerges. This is because in such cases,
the evaluation points are far away from the boundary, which are therefore less affected by
the boundary effect.

Experiment IV. We repeat the numerical simulations in Experiment III for a differ-
ent source function, given in the right plot of Figure 1. The numerical results for µs =
2.0, 5.0, 10.0 are shown Figure 5, Figure 6 and Figure 7 respectively. What we observed in
Experiment III can also be observed here: when the grids are relatively coarse, the conver-
gence rates are almost linear for approach (M-iii) and quadrature for approach (M-ii), and
when the grids get finer, better convergence behaviors emerge for both approaches. More-
over, in both Experiment III and Experiment IV, the numerical errors are larger when the
scattering coefficient µs gets larger. This is mainly due to the fact that larger µs requires
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Figure 2: The numerical errors with respect to various grid sizes for µs = 2.0 with the source
function given on the left plot of Figure 1. Shown are the `2 error of the solutions compared
with the reference solution calculated at k = 12 using approaches (M-iii) (left) and (M-ii)
(right) respectively.

Figure 3: Same as Figure 2 except that µs = 5.0 here.

finer discretization for the kernel to capture the faster decay of the kernel induced by the
fact E(x,y) which depends on µs.

5.3 Preconditioning

We now study the performances of the two preconditioners we described in Section 4.4.

18



Figure 4: Same as Figure 2 except that µs = 10.0 here.

Figure 5: The numerical errors with respect to various grid sizes for µs = 2.0 with the
source function given on the right plot of Figure 1. Shown are the `2 error of the solutions
compared with the reference solution calculated at k = 12 using approaches (M-iii) (left)
and (M-ii) (right) respectively.

Experiment V. We fix the constant absorption coefficient µa = 0.2 and vary the scatter-
ing coefficient to values µs = 10.0, 20.0, 40.0, 80.0. We take a grid with cell size h = 1

512
,

which results in a total collocation number N = 262144 . The order of Chebyshev inter-
polation is fixed as n = 6. We use the source function on the right plot of Figure 1. The
numerical results are shown in Figure 8 and the Table 5. The number of GMRES iterations
to reach the convergence tolerence we set, ε = 10−12, for the preconditioned and unprecon-
ditioned algorithms are respectively 36 and 21 (µs = 10.0), 38 and 34 (µs = 20.0), 42 and
78 (µs = 40.0), and 52 and 110 (µs = 80.0). This shows that when µs is sufficiently large,
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Figure 6: Same as Figure 5 except that µs = 5.0 here.

Figure 7: Same as Figure 5 except that µs = 10.0 here.

say µs > 20.0, the diffusion preconditioner is effective in bringing down the total number
of iterations it takes for the GMRES algorithm to converge. However, our implementation
of the diffusion preconditioner are not effective enough, so that the computational cost per
iteration for the preconditioned version of the GMRES iteration is significantly higher than
the unpreconditioned iterations. Due to this, the overall cost of the preconditioned method
(up to the convergence) is only lower than that of the unpreconditioned method when µs is
very large (when µs > 20.0).

Experiment VI. We repeat the numerical simulations in Experiment V with the FFT-
based preconditioner. The numerical results are summarized in Figure 9 and Table 5. We
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Figure 8: Convergence history for the diffusion preconditioned (blue ×) and unprecondi-
tioned (orange ◦) GMRES iterations with different scattering coefficients. Show from left
and right are cases at µs = 10.0, µs = 20.0, µs = 40.0, and µs = 80.0 respectively.

Table 4: The computational cost per iteration and the number of iterations to convergence
for diffusion preconditioned and unpreconditioned GMRES iterations under different scat-
tering coefficients.

µs T fmm
g I fmm

g T fmm
pg I fmm

pg

10.0 2.50E+0 21 5.18E+0 36

20.0 3.13E+0 34 5.13E+0 38

40.0 2.95E+0 78 5.07E+0 42

80.0 3.11E+0 110 5.07E+0 52
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observe very similar phenomena as we see in the case of the diffusion preconditioner, that
is, the FFT-based is quite effective at reducing the total number of iterations it takes the
algorithm to converge: the number of iterations to reach the convergence tolerence for the
preconditioned GMRES are respectively 9 and 21 (µs = 10.0), 11 and 34 (µs = 20.0), 13
and 78 (µs = 40.0), and 15 and 110 (µs = 80.0). The compuational cost of each iteration for
the preconditioned iteration is slightly higher than that of the unpreconditioned iteration.
This results in significant gain in the overall computational efficiency of the preconditioned
algorithm. In fact, the reduction of the overall cost is already happening at µs = 10.0
thanks for the dramatic reduction of the number of iterations to convergence. The main
advantage of the FFT-based preconditioner over the diffusion-based preconditioner is that
the number of preconditioned iteration to convergences grows very slow as the scattering
coefficient increases, and the overall computational cost is much lower.

Figure 9: Convergence history for the diffusion preconditioned (blue ×) and unprecondi-
tioned (orange ◦) GMRES iterations with different scattering coefficients. Show from left
and right are cases at µs = 10.0, µs = 20.0, µs = 40.0, and µs = 80.0 respectively.
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Table 5: The computational cost per iteration and the number of iterations to convergence
for diffusion preconditioned and unpreconditioned GMRES iterations under different scat-
tering coefficients.

µs T fmm
g I fmm

g T fmm
pg I fmm

pg

10.0 2.50E+0 21 2.91E+0 9

20.0 3.13E+0 34 3.54E+0 11

40.0 2.95E+0 78 3.29E+0 13

80.0 3.11E+0 110 3.29E+0 15

6 Concluding remarks

To summarize, we presented in this work a fast numerical method for solving the equation
of radiative transfer in isotropic media. The main idea of the method is to reformulate the
ERT into an integral equation of the second type and then use the fast multipole technique
to accelerate the solution of such an integral equation. Our numerical tests show that the
algorithmic cost indeed scales linearly with respect to the size of the spatial component of
the problem.

There are a few features of the method we proposed here. First, with the integral
formulation, we avoid angular discretization of the ERT in the most expensive part of the
solution process. This in principle allows us to handle large problems that would be hard to
handle in, for instance, the discrete ordinate formulation, with limited RAM. Second, the
kernel in our integral formulation of the ERT takes the same form for homogeneous and
inhomogeneous media. Therefore, the algorithm we developed does not need to be modified
going from homogeneous media problems to inhomogeneous media problems. This is quite
different from existing fast multipole based methods. That said, in homogeneous media,
the setup of our algorithm is relatively computationally inexpensive since the kernel in the
corresponding integral equation is explicitly given. In inhomogeneous media, the setup
requires the evaluation of the kernel for different (x,y) pairs that involves line integrals of
the total absorption coefficients between x and y. This evaluation is more expensive than
the homogeneous media case, but is still relatively low. In our implementation of the FMM
algorithm, we cached all the calculations that involve the evaluation of the line integrals.
This does not cause major storage problem since the number of Chebyshev interpolation
nodes used in the implementation is always relatively small.

Let us also emphasize that, even though our formulation requires that the underlying
medium to be isotropic, the internal and boundary source functions need not to be isotropic
at all. In fact, the only thing that would have changed for the algorithm with an anisotropic
source is the evaluation of K(µ−1

s f).

We implemented a FFT-based and a diffusion-based preconditioning strategies for the so-
lution of the linear integral equation involved in the calculation. Moreover, we observed from
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our numerical tests that the FMM approximation with a very small number of Chebyshev
interpolation nodes already give relatively accuracy approximations to the true numerical
solutions. This suggests that we can probably use the algorithm with small numbers of
Chebyshev interpolation points as a preconditioning strategy for a general transport solver
for more complicated problems. We are currently exploring in this direction.

To the best of our knowledge, what we proposed is the first algorithm for solving the
ERT within the frame work of the fast multipole method. Our contribution is mainly on the
introduction of the idea, not on the implementation of fast multipole methods. Indeed, our
implementation is rather primitive which we believe can be improved, either by refining the
current strategy or by exploring other approaches [77]. The study we have in this short paper
is by no means enough to draw conclusions on every aspect of the algorithm, for instance how
the algorithm benchmarks with existing methods. However, numerical simulations we have
performed show that this is a promising method that is worth careful further investigated.
We hope that this work can motivate more studies in this direction.

The generalization of our method to anisotropic media, that is, when the coefficients µ
and µs depend on the angular variable v, is in general a quite challenging task. This has
been done for some special forms of anisotropicity, for instance when the scattering kernel
has only a small number of Fourier modes in the angular variable [27]. A recent study on
the possibility of low-rank approximations to the integral kernel in anisotropic case can be
found in [67].
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