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Abstract

Discretizing a solution in the Fourier domain rather than the time domain presents a significant advan-
tage in solving transport problems that vary smoothly and periodically in time, such as cardiorespiratory
flows. The finite element solution of the resulting time-spectral formulation is investigated here for the
convection-diffusion equations. In addition to the baseline Galerkin’s method, we consider stabilized
approaches inspired by the streamline upwind Petrov/Galerkin (SUPG), Galerkin/least square (GLS),
and variational multiscale (VMS) methods. We also introduce a new augmented SUPG (ASU) method
that, by design, produces a nodally exact solution in one dimension for piecewise linear interpolation
functions. Comparing these five methods using 1D, 2D, and 3D canonical test cases shows while the ASU
is most accurate overall, it exhibits stability issues in extremely oscillatory flows with a high Womersley
number in 3D. The GLS method, which is identical to the VMS for this problem, presents an attractive
alternative due to its excellent stability and reasonable accuracy.

1 Introduction

In recent decades, the use of cardiorespiratory simulations for surgical design [1, 2], diagnosis [3], and patient-
specific modeling [4] has been on the rise. The finite element method has emerged as a popular choice among
various numerical methods due to its ability to handle complex physics and geometries effectively [5, 6, 7].
However, the computational cost associated with these simulations, particularly for inverse problems like
optimization [8, 9, 10], parameter identification [11, 12, 13], and uncertainty quantification [14, 15, 16] has
limited expansion of their use beyond academic settings and to, for instance, industrial applications.

The cost of a computational fluid dynamics simulation is determined by the dimension of the discrete
problem, which is the product of the degrees of freedom for spatial discretization (i.e., number of grid points)
and the number of time steps for time integration. In time-dependent simulations, the number of time steps
can be quite large, potentially reaching thousands as the time step size should be small enough to ensure
accuracy and the time integration period should be long enough to ensure the independence of the solution
from the arbitrary initial condition [17]. Given this large number, the cost of a simulation can be dramatically
reduced if one were to replace the time integration with a more cost-effective alternative.

For this purpose, we propose discretizing the fluid problem in the frequency rather than time domain [18,
19, 20]. This choice is motivated by the fact that the transport variables in the cardiorespiratory system
often vary smoothly and periodically in time. As a result, those variables can be well-approximated with
only a handful of Fourier modes [21, 22]. Having a handful of modes, in contrast to thousands of time steps,
presents a huge opportunity for reducing the dimensionality of the discrete problem and as a consequence,
the cost of a typical cardiorespiratory simulation.

To realize this cost advantage, a robust and efficient time-spectral incompressible Navier-Stokes equa-
tions solver must be developed. Doing so poses three main challenges: dealing with the incompressibility
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constraint, ensuring stability under strongly convective regimes, and efficiently handling mode coupling as-
sociated with the nonlinear convective acceleration term, which we leave for future studies.

The first challenge above, which can be replicated exclusively in the unsteady Stokes equation, has been
the subject of our earlier studies [23, 22]. In the first study [23], we showcased the possibility of reducing
the cost of simulation by several orders of magnitude if one were to solve it in the frequency domain. The
later study [22] generalized that method to avoid complex arithmetic and circumvent the inf-sup condition
to allow for the use of similar interpolation functions for pressure and velocity [24, 25, 26].

The focus of the present study is the second challenge: dealing with strongly convective flows. Specifically,
we aim to identify a finite element method that produces accurate and stable solutions for a broad range
of flow conditions. To decouple this challenge from the third mode-coupling challenge, we concentrate on
the linear unsteady convection-diffusion equation driven by a given steady flow. Additionally, we limit our
discussion to linear interpolation functions due to their widespread use in the discretization of complex
cardiorespiratory geometries.

In the context of conventional time formulation, it is well-known that Galerkin’s method produces non-
physical oscillations in strongly convective regimes [27]. The literature dedicated to dealing with this issue
is too vast to recount here [28, 29, 30, 31]. Thus, we forgo discussion of methods such as discontinuity
capturing [32, 33, 34, 35] and bubble functions [36, 37, 38] and focus on a select few popular stabilization
methods that are investigated in details in the following sections.

One of the earliest techniques proposed to counteract instabilities associated with convection-dominated
flows was to use an upwinding scheme by appropriately adjusting the test function weights in the upstream
and downstream of the tested node [39, 40]. This strategy, known as the streamline upwind Petrov/Galerkin
(SUPG) method, successfully generates stable and accurate results for a conventional time formulation by
adding a direction-dependent diffusion to the underlying Galerkin’s formulation. This study investigates the
extent to which the issues with the Galerkin’s method carry over to the time-spectral form of the convection-
diffusion equation and evaluates the effectiveness of SUPG in eliminating those issues.

Additionally, we explore other stabilization methods suitable for convection-dominated flows, including
the Galerkin/least-squares-based method (GLS) that introduces a symmetric residual penalty term to the
discrete form [41, 42, 43] and the variational multiscale (VMS) method that models the unresolved scales in
the discrete solution through its residual [44, 45, 46].

In addition to the above stabilized methods, which are adaptations of conventional time formulations, we
propose a new method designed specifically for the time-spectral form of the convection-diffusion equation.
This new method, which can be viewed as an augmented SUPG method (ASU), is designed to accomplish
what the SUPG is designed to accomplish, but for the time-spectral rather than the steady-state version
of the convection-diffusion equation. More specifically, we design the ASU to produce a nodally exact
solution for a one-dimensional model problem for the time-spectral convection-diffusion equation, regardless
of whether the solution is steady or unsteady.

Beside convection-dominated flows, the challenges associated with the solution of unsteady Stokes equa-
tions in the frequency domain share common ground with another body of literature that concerns the
time-harmonic solution of Helmholtz equation to model acoustics [47, 48, 49]. A significant hurdle in com-
putational acoustics revolves around accurately representing waves with short wavelengths relative to the
mesh size. If left unattended, this issue can pollute the solution and introduce dispersive errors [50, 51]. The
presence of this problem, which also surfaces in scenarios characterized by high Womersley numbers in the
present case, has garnered considerable attention in various studies [37, 52], leading to methods inspired by
the VMS and GLS to alleviate the above deficiencies [53, 54, 55, 56]. By evaluating the performance of these
methods in regimes of weak convection but strong oscillation, the findings of this study hold relevance for
individuals interested in employing finite element techniques for time-harmonic acoustics.

The article is structured as follows: In Section 2, we introduce a one-dimensional model problem to derive
the ASU method and discuss the extension of other methods to time-spectral form. Section 3 discusses the
generalization of these methods to multiple dimensions, and Section 4 concludes the study.
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2 A 1D model problem

To rigorously develop an accurate technique for solving the convection-diffusion problem in multiple dimen-
sions, we first turn to a simple one-dimensional problem. This 1D problem has historical significance for
its roots in the development of the SUPG method. We also use this model problem to construct the ASU
approach for the time-spectral convection-diffusion equations.

2.1 Problem statement

Consider the unsteady convection of a neutral tracer φ̂(x, t) in a one-dimensional domain that is governed
by

φ̂,t + aφ̂,x = κφ̂,xx,

φ̂(0, t) = 0,

φ̂(L, t) = cos(ωt),

(1)

where L is the domain size, κ ∈ R
+ is the diffusivity, ω ∈ R is the oscillation frequency of the boundary

condition, and a ∈ R is the convective velocity that is uniform in the entire domain. The initial condition
was not specified in Eq. (1) because we are solely interested in its particular solution (i.e., φ̂(x, t) as t→ ∞)

that is independent of the initial transient behavior of φ̂ when κ > 0.
Even though the boundary condition specified in Eq. (1) is expressed in the form of a uni-modal exci-

tation, one can simply generalize what we discuss below to any arbitrary (but well-behaved) time-varying

boundary condition f(t) given that φ̂ is linear in terms of f and f can be expressed as the summation of
trigonometric functions through Fourier transformation.

Since we are interested in the time-spectral formulation of Eq. (1), we instead attempt to solve an
equivalent problem that is

iωφ+ aφ,x = κφ,xx,

φ(0) = 0,

φ(L) = 1,

(2)

where i2 = −1 and
φ̂(x, t) = Real

(
φ(x)eiωt

)
= φr cos(ωt)− φi sin(ωt). (3)

In Eq. (3), φr = φr(x) and φi = φi(x) denote the real and imaginary components of φ. These two functions
determine the overall amplitude |φ| =

√

φ2r + φ2i of the solution and its phase shift θ = tan−1(φi/φr) relative

to the boundary condition. Since φr and φi capture the overall behavior of the solution φ̂(x, t), we rely on
these two functions to evaluate the various methods below.

2.2 Exact solution

Since Eq. (2) is a constant coefficient second-order ordinary differential equation, its solution can be obtained
through elementary means and is

φ(x) =
exp

(
r1

x
L

)
− exp

(
r2

x
L

)

exp(r1)− exp(r2)
, (4)

where
r1,2 = P ±

√

P 2 + iW 2, (5)

are the roots of the characteristic polynomial and are expressed in terms of

P =
aL

2κ
, (6)

W = L

√
ω

κ
, (7)
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which are the Peclet and Womersley numbers, respectively.
The Peclet number, which weighs convection relative to the diffusion, is analogous to the Reynolds number

and is typically much larger than one for engineering applications or blood flow in large blood vessels. The
Womersley number, on the other hand, measures the importance of unsteady effects against diffusion and
can vary from tens in major vessels to values much smaller than one in the cardiovascular system [57, 58].

2.3 Baseline Galerkin’s method

Galerkin’s approximate solution is obtained from the weak form of Eq. (2) by multiplying it by a test
function wh(x) and integrating by parts the diffusion while noting the approximate φh diminishes at the
boundaries. The resulting problem statement is to find φh(x) that satisfied the boundary conditions such
that for any wh(x), which diminishes at the boundaries, we have

(wh, iωφh) + (wh, aφh,x) + (wh
,x, κφ

h
,x) = 0, (8)

where (f, g) =
´ L

0
fgdx denotes the inner product of functions f and g.

As detailed in Appendix A, Eq. (8) has a closed-form solution for piecewise linear interpolation functions
of uniform size h. Taking N to be the number of elements (so that the nodal position xA = hA for
A = 0, 1, · · · , N), the solution at node A is

φh(xA) =
ρA1 − ρA2
ρN1 − ρN2

, (9)

where

ρ1,2 =
1 + 2iβ ±

√

α2 − 3β2 + 6iβ

1− α− iβ
, (10)

with

α =
ah

2κ
, (11)

β =
ωh2

6κ
. (12)

The two variables α and β in Eqs. (11) and (12) are the Peclet number and square of the Womersley
number, respectively, that are defined based on the element size h rather than the domain size L. Differently
put, α represents the relative magnitude of the convective term in comparison to the diffusive term at the
element length scale. Similarly, β represents the relative magnitude of the acceleration term in comparison
to the diffusive term at the element length scale.

In the steady state flows, where ω = 0 and thus β = 0, ρ1,2 = 1, (1 + α)/(1 − α). This result, which
has been established in the past [40], explains the nonphysical oscillatory nature of Galerkin’s solution in
strongly convective flows in which |α| > 1. In these cases ρ2 < 0 will produce alternating signs for φh(xA)
as A switches between odd and even numbers. In the next section, we will show this behavior persists in
unsteady flows when β > 0.

2.4 The issue

As stated earlier, it is well established that the spatiotemporal Galerkin’s method fails at strongly convective
regimes by generating nonphysical oscillations in the solution. To what extent this issue persists in unsteady
regimes is what we investigate below.

To answer the above question, we considered the 1D model problem stated in Eq. (2). We prescribe a
flow that is from right to left (a < 0) so that the solution temporal oscillations (that are physical and caused
by the unsteady boundary conditions) propagate into the computational domain. This problem setup allows
us to better contrast various methods. Although results are not presented here for a > 0, the error for those
cases resembles what is presented below for a < 0.

The real and imaginary parts of the solution obtained from Galerkin’s method are compared against the
exact solution from Eq. (4) in Figure 1 The results are obtained for a wide range of element Peclet and
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Figure 1: The real (black) and imaginary (red) part of the solution to the 1D time-spectral convection-
diffusion problem. The exact (dots) and Galerkin’s (solid line) solutions are graphed for |α| = 0.1 (top row),
|α| = 10 (bottom row), β = 0.1 (left column), and β = 1 (right column).

Womersley numbers to demonstrate three key observations. Firstly, in strongly convective flows (large α), the
error is dominated by nonphysical oscillations (Figure 1-(c,d)). These oscillations, which are similar to that of
the steady problem, are generated due to the presence of sharp changes near the Dirichlet boundary. Secondly,
at relatively small α and β, which correspond to cases where the mesh is sufficiently small, Galerkin’s method
provides a very good approximation of the solution (Figure 1-(a)). Lastly, in highly oscillatory but weakly
convective flows Galerkin’s solution overshoots the exact solution near the oscillatory boundary (Figure
1-(b)). In the next section, we will discuss how various stabilization techniques overcome these issues.

2.5 Streamline upwind Petrov/Galerkin method

The SUPG method is constructed by modifying the way that the steady state version of Eq. (2) is tested [40].
Instead of testing the equation with w as shown in Eq. (8), the SUPG adds an upwinding contribution and
tests it with w + τaw,x. The added term τaw,x, which is only active along the streamwise direction in
multidimensional flows, increases the overall test function weight upstream of the tested point. With this
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adjustment, the SUPG method modifies Eq. (8) to

(wh, iωφh) + (wh, aφh,x) + (wh
,x, κφ

h
,x)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Baseline Galerkin

+
∑

e

(

τawh
,x, iωφ

h + aφh,x − κφh,xx

)

Ωe

︸ ︷︷ ︸

The SUPG terms

= 0, (13)

where the integrals under summation are performed in elements interior Ωe given that φh,xx is not defined
on the element boundaries. The parameter τ in Eq. (13) is formulated in a way such that the resulting
approximate solution is nodally exact for steady-state flows with ω = 0.

For linear interpolation functions employed here, the diffusive term in the SUPG terms in Eq. (13)
vanishes. Nevertheless, this term is retained to ensure the formulation’s adherence to its temporal counter-
part. Note that it is possible to estimate that diffusive term by performing L2 projection of φh,x to the mesh

nodes and use the resulting variable to compute φh,xx in the element interior. As detailed in Appendix B,
this modification generates less accurate results for the problem under consideration, hence it will not be
considered in what follows.

The two added SUPG terms effectively modify the convective velocity to ã = a− iωτa and the diffusion
coefficient to κ̃ = κ + τa2. That effectively modifies α = ah/(2κ) to α̃ = ãh/(2κ̃). Therefore, the new
numerical solution must be computed by substituting α with α̃ in Eq. (10). Recalling that β = 0 in the
steady regimes, that results in ρ̃1,2 = 1, (1 + α̃)/(1− α̃). Thus, the SUPG solution computed based on ρ̃1,2
will be nodally exact when [39]

ρ̃A1,2 = exp(r1,2
xA
L

), (14)

where A is an exponent on the left-hand side.
From the two conditions imposed by Eq. (14), one is already satisfied given that r1 = 0 (since W = 0)

and ρ̃1 = 1. It is from the second condition that one can obtain a relationship for τ . In its exact form, that
relationship is

τ =
h

2a

(

cothα− 1

α

)

. (15)

To simplify computation and extension of Eq. (15) to multiple dimensions, τ is often approximated as τ =
h
2a (1+9α−2)−

1
2 . The resulting τ , which behaves the same as τ asymptotically, is often written as [59, 42, 46]

τ = (τ−2
conv + τ−2

diff)
−

1
2 , (16)

τ−1
conv =

2a

h
, (17)

τ−1
diff =

12κ

h2
. (18)

Although the above method is designed for the steady regime, one may directly apply it to the time-
spectral form of the convection-diffusion equation. That entails computing τ from Eq. (16) and plugging it
into Eq. (13) to compute the numerical solution φh. Later in Section 2.9, we will discuss how this method
behaves if it were to be used in unsteady regimes where ω 6= 0.

Lastly, we must point out that an alternative form of Eq. (16) has been proposed for space-time finite
element methods to incorporate the effect of acceleration term in unsteady settings by adding a term that
amounts to τ−2

acc = ω2 for the problem under consideration [42]. The numerical experiments, which are
not reported here, show the inferior performance of this design of τ . Hence, in what follows, we forgo the
discussion of this alternative form of Eq. (16).

2.6 Variational multiscale method

The VMS method is constructed [44, 60, 45] by modeling the scale in φ that are not resolved by φh, namely
φ′, via the residual of the original PDE, i.e., r(φh). More specifically, to build this method we set

φ = φh + φ′, (19)
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with
φ′ = −τr(φh), (20)

in which
r(φh) = iωφh + aφh,x − κφh,xx. (21)

With these definitions, the VMS problem statement becomes similar to that of the Galerkin’s in Eq. (8)
when φh is replaced with φ from Eq. (19). The result is

(wh, iωφh) + (wh, aφh,x) + (wh
,x, κφ

h
,x)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Baseline Galerkin

+
∑

e

(

τawh
,x, r(φ

h)
)

Ωe

︸ ︷︷ ︸

The SUPG terms

−
∑

e

(

iωτwh, r(φh)
)

Ωe

︸ ︷︷ ︸

The new VMS terms

= 0. (22)

One can make two observations by comparing the proposed time-spectral VMS method in Eq. (22)
against its conventional temporal counterpart, which is discussed later in Section 3.5. The first is the
similarity between the two where the diffusive flux of the unresolved scale is neglected in both. The second
is the distinction between the two, where the acceleration of the unresolved scale is modeled only in the
time-spectral VMS method. This contribution, which is captured by the new VMS terms in Eq. (22), is
entirely absent in the time formulation as û′,t is typically dropped from the discrete form. That simplification
effectively reduces the conventional VMS method to the SUPG method. Later, we will see how the new
VMS terms in Eq. (22) improve the accuracy and stability of this method.

2.7 Galerkin/least-squares method

The GLS method is constructed by incorporating a symmetric penalty term that is proportional to the
residual of the original PDE to the baseline Galerkin’s method [41, 42, 43]. That penalty term is also scaled
by τ to recover the steady SUPG term, thus producing

(

wh, r(φh)
)

+
∑

e

(

r∗(wh), τr(φh)
)

Ωe

= 0, (23)

where f∗ denotes the complex conjugate of f .
In constructing the penalty term in Eq. (23), it is crucial to employ the adjoint operator r∗(wh). This

way, the contribution of the penalty term to the tangent matrix will be a positive-definite Hermitian matrix.
This property ensures the resulting method produces a well-posed linear system and a stable solution (Section
3.1).

Simplifying Eq. (23) for linear interpolation functions results in a method that is identical to the VMS
method discussed in Section 2.6. Thus, in what follows, we use the umbrella term VMS/GLS to label the
results that are obtained from Eq. (22).

2.8 A new augmented SUPG method

Our overall approach to obtaining a new stabilization method, which we call augmented SUPG or ASU, for
the time-spectral convection-diffusion equation is similar to that of the SUPG. The key difference is that, in
this case, we enforce both conditions in Eq. (14) while taking into account unsteady flows where β 6= 0.

Enforcing nodally exact solution in general for unsteady flows entails computing two distinct ρ̂1,2 in terms

of modified α̂ and β̂ and making sure they satisfy a relationship similar to that of Eq. (14). The element
Peclet andWomersley number, on the other hand, can be modified by properly adjusting oscillation frequency
ω, convective velocity a, and/or diffusivity κ. Of course, out of these three parameters, only two can be
independently adjusted given the solution to the discrete form is insensitive up to a prefactor. Although
the final result is independent of which two parameters we select, adjusting ω and κ slightly simplifies the
overall derivation process. Thus, the ASU method is derived by seeking ω̂ and κ̂ or equivalently

α̂ =
ah

2κ̂
, (24)

β̂ =
ω̂h2

6κ̂
, (25)
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such that the discrete solution to the time-spectral convection-diffusion problem becomes nodally exact for
piecewise linear shape functions.

The process of computing α̂ and β̂ so that the resulting ρ̂1,2(α̂, β̂) satisfy the corresponding conditions
imposed by Eq. (14) is rather lengthy, and thus, moved to Appendix C. The result of that process is

α̂ =
3 sinhα

cosh γ + 2 coshα
, (26)

iβ̂ =
cosh γ − coshα

cosh γ + 2 coshα
, (27)

where
γ =

√

α2 + 6iβ. (28)

One can readily verify that Eq. (26) generalizes the corresponding relationship in the SUPG method as

setting β = 0 will produce the well-known relationship α̂ = tanhα while β̂ = β is unchanged at zero.
Knowing the desired forms of α̂ and β̂, our next task is to design ω̂ and κ̂ so that those desired forms are

achieved. Since κ̂ = κα/α̂, from Eq. (26) we can write

κ̂ = κα cothα+ κα

(
cosh γ − coshα

3 sinhα

)

. (29)

The first term on the right-hand side is identical to that of the traditional SUPG method and can be written
as κ+ τa2 based on Eq. (15). To simplify the second term, note that from Eqs. (26) and (27)

cosh γ − coshα

3 sinhα
=
iβ̂

α̂
. (30)

Relating this result to ω̂ and τdiff via Eqs. (11), (18), (24), and (25) produces

κ̂ = κ
︸︷︷︸

Baseline Galerkin

+ a2τ
︸︷︷︸

Conventional SUPG

+ κ
ASU
︸︷︷︸

The new ASU term

(31)

where
κ

ASU
= 2iω̂τdiffκ. (32)

This strikingly simple expression suggests that although the SUPG method remains mostly intact for the
time-spectral form of the convection-diffusion equation, its diffusion must be augmented by κ

ASU
. Note that

κ
ASU

is imaginary to the leading order as it is pre-multiplied by i and, as we will see later, ω̂ is real up to
the first order with respect to β. That implies κ

ASU
primarily acts to diffuse the scalar field between its real

and imaginary components (i.e., in-phase and out-of-phase solutions).

Similar to κ̂, one can compute ω̂ by observing ω̂/ω = (β̂α)/(βα̂). That yields

ω̂ =

(
α

iβ

)(
cosh γ − coshα

3 sinhα

)

ω. (33)

This seemingly complex relationship can be significantly simplified if β / 1. As detailed in Appendix D,
using asymptotic expansions at the limits β/α2 ≪ 1 and β/α2 ≫ 1 produces another strikingly simple
relationship for ω̂, that is

ω̂ ≈ ω exp(iωτ), (34)

in which τ is the approximate SUPG time scale from Eq. (16) that is already calculated when implementing
any of the stabilized methods discussed above.

The leading order term in the relationship for ω̂ (Eq. (34)) with regard to β (viz., a measure of flow
unsteadiness relative to diffusion at element scale) is ω. In other words, the exponential prefactor in Eq.
(34) goes to one as ω → 0 or β → 0. This observation is, of course, expected by design as ω must not be
altered at the steady state limit. Thus, to highlight minute differences between the exact and approximate ω̂
from Eqs. (33) and (34), respectively, we subtracted this leading order term from the two before comparing
the two in Figure 2. Although shown only up to β = 1, the approximate ω̂ closely agrees with its exact form
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Figure 2: The real (black) and imaginary (red) component of 1−ω̂/ω using the exact (dots) and approximate
(solid line) expressions as a function of α for β = 0.01, 0.1, and 1.0. Both real and imaginary components
monotonically increase as β increases.

for β / 5. For β values higher than that, Eq. (33) exhibits a highly nonlinear behavior that is not captured
by Eq. (34). However, finding an alternative approximate form for ω̂ that captures this extreme regime is
of little interest as it signifies situations where the mesh resolution is extremely poor in comparison to the
level of details present in the solution.

As it is evident in Figure 2, ω̂, passed its leading order term, follows a behavior similar to that of τ . This
well-known behavior is characterized by the diffusive and convective limits at which τ ≈ τdiff and τ ≈ τconv,
respectively. Similarly, in the diffusive limit at which α≪ 1, ω̂ becomes independent of α. In this limit, ω̂/ω
passed its constant leading order becomes proportional to iβ (Eq. (97)). As we will see in the next section,
it is at this limit that the ASU provides a more accurate estimate than the conventional SUPG method. The
two methods, however, both converge in the convective limit at which α ≫ 1 since the difference between ω
and ω̂ diminishes at a rate proportional to α−1 (Eq. (94)).

Having a relationship for ω̂ and κ̂, the ASU method is obtained by modifying the baseline Galerkin’s
method to

(wh, iω̂φh) + (wh, aφh,x) + (wh
,x, κφ

h
,x)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Galerkin with a modified ω

+ (τawh
,x, aφ

h
,x)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

The steady SUPG term

+ (wh
,x, κASU

φh,x)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

The new ASU term

= 0, (35)

in which ω̂ and κ
ASU

are computed from Eqs. (34) and (32), respectively.
Considering Eq. (35), the simplest way to implement the ASU method is to

1. start from the Galerkin’s method but use ω̂ instead of ω throughout computations,

2. add the quasi-steady SUPG term, and

3. augment the physical diffusivity with the dominantly-imaginary κ
ASU

.

In the next section, we will see how the five methods discussed above behave in the 1D unsteady
convection-diffusion setting. Later in Section 3, we will discuss how they can be generalized to multiple
dimensions and behave in more complex settings.

2.9 Comparison of various methods in 1D

All the methods discussed above can be brought into a form similar to that of Galerkin’s method in Eq. (8)
but with a potentially modified ω, a, and κ. Once they are in this standard form, we can identify how each

9



Galerkin SUPG VMS/GLS ASU

ω̂ ω ω (1− iωτ)ω exp(iωτ)ω
â a (1− iωτ)a (1− 2iωτ)a a
κ̂ κ κ+ a2τ κ+ a2τ κ+ 2iω̂τdiff + a2τ

Table 1: The effective oscillation frequency ω̂, convective velocity â, and diffusivity κ̂ for a given method if
they were to be formulated in the form of Eq. (8).

alters the baseline frequency, velocity, and diffusivity parameters as they appear in Galerkin’s discrete form.
The result of this process is condensed in Table 1. The following are the key observations:

1. The quasi-steady SUPG term appears in all stabilized methods, thus increasing the physical diffusivity
by a2τ . The inclusion of this term is crucial in obtaining stable results at highly convective regimes.
This observation is in accordance with what has been traditionally observed in the time formulation
of convection-diffusion equation [59].

2. All stabilization methods will be similar in strongly convective regimes that are not highly oscillatory
(α≫ 1 and β / 1). In such regimes, the overall behavior of these methods is determined by a2τ term
in κ̂ rather than iωτ .

3. All methods agree on how ω must be adjusted up to the second order leading term with respect to β
(or ωτ). If we divide the SUPG and VMS/GLS discrete forms by 1 − iωτ and 1 − 2iωτ , respectively,
so that all methods leave convective velocity unchanged at â = a, we can conclude that ω̂/ω =

1+ iωτ +O
(

(ωτ)2
)

for all stabilization methods. By the same virtue, the VMS/GLS and ASU agree

on the form of the effective diffusivity κ̂ at small α when a2τ is negligible (as stated earlier, at large α
all stabilization methods collapse). This observation explains the lower accuracy of the SUPG method
in comparison to the VMS/GLS and ASU, as shown below.

To put the above observations into a more concrete perspective, we have simulated the 1D model problem
described earlier in Section 2.1 using all five methods. The results are shown in Figure 3 for three isolated
cases at which β = 3 and α = 0.5, 5, and 50. To evaluate the accuracy of these methods more comprehen-
sively, we have repeated these computations for many values of α and calculated the L2-norm of error for
each simulation. The results are reported in Figure 4 for β = 0.01, 0.1, and 1.

The general observations from these numerical results agree with what we discussed above. Namely

1. All stabilization methods (i.e., SUPG, VMS/GLS, and ASU) will be similar at sufficiently large α,
producing a reasonably accurate result. The Galerkin’s method, as we saw earlier in Section 2.4,
suffers from nonphysical oscillations in such regimes.

2. For sufficiently small β, the VMS/GLS and ASU methods behave similarly. Additionally, the Galerkin
and SUPG behave similarly if both α and β are small. In such regimes, the first group generates more
accurate results than the second group.

3. Overall, the ASU is the most accurate method as it is tailor-designed for this problem. The error
associated with this method is purely due to the approximations associated with Eqs. (16) and (34).
Differently put, the error shown in Figure 4 for the ASU method reduces to zero if τ and ω̂ are
calculated exactly from Eqs. (15) and (33). Our numerical experiments show that the majority of the
error is due to the approximate τ (Eq. (16)). It is only at relatively high β that the approximation
used in calculating ω̂ (Eq. (34)) translates to an error in φh.

4. The second most accurate method, after the ASU, varies depending on the regime under consideration.
Roughly speaking, the VMS/GLS produces accurate results except for large β and small α. That is
followed by the SUPG which remains reasonably accurate for the bulk of the parameter space. The
same can be said for the Galerkin’s method if we exclude high α.
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Figure 3: The real (black) and imaginary (red) components of the solution for the 1D model problem using
various methods (solid line) in comparison to the exact solution (dots). β = 3 for all cases and α is 0.5, 5,
and 50 for the left, middle, and right columns, respectively.

11



10−2

10−1

100

(a) β = 1

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1
(b) β = 0.1

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

10−2 10−1 100 101 102

(c) β = 0.01

‖φ
h
−
φ
‖2 L

2
/
‖φ

‖2 L
2

‖φ
h
−
φ
‖2 L

2
/
‖φ

‖2 L
2

‖φ
h
−
φ
‖2 L

2
/
‖φ

‖2 L
2

|α|

Galerkin
SUPG

VMS/GLS
ASU

Figure 4: The numerical solution error for the 1D model problem as a function of α for (a) β = 1, (b) β = 0.1,
and (c) β = 0.01 using the Galerkin’s (dash-double-dotted), SUPG (dash-dotted), VMS/GLS (dotted), and
ASU (solid) approach.

3 Generalization to multiple dimensions

In what follows, we briefly state the discrete form of the methods considered in the previous section and
discuss their practical implementation in a finite element code that uses purely real arithmetic. We do so
since the majority of existing codes use purely real variables, and they are linked against linear solvers that
are purposely built for handling real arithmetic.

For modeling the transport of a non-reactive solute in multiple dimensions, we consider the general form
of Eq. (2) that is

iωφ+ a · ∇φ = ∇ · (κ∇φ) + q in Ω,

φ = g on Γg,

κn · ∇φ = h on Γh,

(36)

where n is the boundary outward normal vector, q(x) ∈ Z is the given source term, and g(x) ∈ Z and
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h(x) ∈ Z are the prescribed Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions, respectively.
When formulating Eq. (36), we did not incorporate a sφ reaction term on the right-hand side that

scales with the solution. Nonetheless, by considering Eq. (36), we are also considering such scenarios as
they are also governed by Eq. (36) when iω is replaced by iω − s. In fact, the ASU method introduced
in this study can be adopted as a new stabilization method for the convection-diffusion-reaction equation
that is formulated in time. The resulting method, which is obtained by replacing iω with −s in all relevant
expressions, will also exhibit a super-convergence behavior by generating a nodally exact solution for the 1D
model problem of Section 2. Consistent with earlier observations, our numerical experiments involving time
simulation of the convection-diffusion-reaction equation show that the ASU method is more accurate than
all other stabilization methods that we have considered in this study. Therefore, much of what is discussed
here can be simply generalized to the time-spectral form of the convection-diffusion-reaction equation.

To obtain a formulation that solely relies on real arithmetic, we reformulate Eq. (36) in terms of its real
and imaginary components. That requires taking the discrete solution as

φh = φhr + iφhi , (37)

plugging it in the discrete form, separating real and imaginary elements, and testing each with separate test
functions. The same decomposition is also applied to the source term and boundary conditions by taking

q = qr + iqi,

g = gr + igi,

h = hr + ihi,

(38)

so that qr(x), qi(x), gr(x), gi(x), hr(x), and hi(x) are all real functions. Using these definitions, the baseline
Galerkin’s method can be stated as finding φhr and φhi that are equal to gr and gi, respectively, on Γg such
for any wh

r and wh
i that vanish on Γg, we have

BG(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) = F (wh

r , w
h
i ), (39)

where

BG(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) =− (wh

r , ωφ
h
i ) + (wh

r ,a · ∇φhr ) + (∇wh
r , κ∇φhr )

+ (wh
i , ωφ

h
r ) + (wh

i ,a · ∇φhi ) + (∇wh
i , κ∇φhi ).

(40)

and

F (wh
r , w

h
i ) = (wh

r , qr) + (wh
i , qi) + (wh

r , hr)Γh
+ (wh

i , hi)Γh
. (41)

Similarly, the SUPG method translates to finding φhr and φhi such for any wh
r and wh

i we have

BS(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) = F (wh

r , w
h
i ). (42)

where

BS(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) = BG +

∑

e

[(

τa · ∇wh
r , rr(φ

h)
)

Ωe

+
(

τa · ∇wh
i , ri(φ

h)
)

Ωe

]

, (43)

and

rr(φ
h) = −ωφhi + a · ∇φhr −∇ · (κ∇φhr )− qr,

ri(φ
h) = +ωφhr + a · ∇φhi −∇ · (κ∇φhi )− qi.

(44)

The stabilization parameter τ in Eq. (43) is computed using a relationship similar to its 1D counterpart
from Eq. (16) that is [30, 42, 46]

τ = (τ−2
conv + τ−2

diff)
−

1
2 , (45)

τ−2
conv = aTGa, (46)

τ−2
diff = 9κ2G : G, (47)

13



where

G =

(
∂ξ

∂x

)T (
∂ξ

∂x

)

, (48)

is the metric tensor computed from mapping between physical x and parent element ξ coordinates. The
coefficient 9 in Eq. (47), which may be optimized for a given element type, is set to that constant here to
reduce the number of variables that could influence the relative accuracy of various methods.

The generalization of the VMS/GLS method from Eq. (22) to multiple dimensions is also straightforward
and amounts to finding φhr and φhi such for any wh

r and wh
i we have

BV(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) = F (wh

r , w
h
i ). (49)

where

BV(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) = BS +

∑

e

[(

τωwh
r , ri(φ

h)
)

Ωe

−
(

τωwh
i , rr(φ

h)
)

Ωe

]

. (50)

Finally, the generalization of the ASU from Eq. (35) is stated as finding φhr and φhi such for any wh
r and

wh
i we have

BA(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) = F (wh

r , w
h
i ). (51)

where

BA(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) = B̂G + (τa · ∇wh

r ,a · ∇φhr ) + (∇wh
r , κASU

∇φhr )
+ (τa · ∇wh

i ,a · ∇φhi ) + (∇wh
i , κASU

∇φhi ).
(52)

In this equation, B̂G is identical to BG except for ω that is replaced by ω̂ from Eq. (34) that is ω̂ = exp(iωτ)ω.
Also, κ

ASU
is computed from Eq. (32) with τdiff from Eq. (47), yielding

κ
ASU

=
2i

3
(G : G)−

1
2 ω̂. (53)

Since ω̂ and κ
ASU

are complex-valued variables, Eq. (52) must be further simplified to obtain a purely
real expression. Denoting the real and imaginary component of ω̂ by ω̂r and ω̂i, respectively, and those of
κ

ASU
by κrASU

and κiASU
, respectively, the final expression for the ASU method becomes

BA(w
h
r , w

h
i ;φ

h
r , φ

h
i ) =− (wh

r , ω̂rφ
h
i )− (wh

r , ω̂iφ
h
r ) + (wh

r ,a · ∇φhr ) + (∇wh
r , κ∇φhr )

+ (wh
i , ω̂rφ

h
r )− (wh

i , ω̂iφ
h
i ) + (wh

i ,a · ∇φhi ) + (∇wh
i , κ∇φhi )

+ (τa · ∇wh
r ,a · ∇φhr ) + (∇wh

r , κrASU
∇φhr )− (∇wh

r , κiASU
∇φhi )

+ (τa · ∇wh
i ,a · ∇φhi ) + (∇wh

i , κrASU
∇φhi ) + (∇wh

i , κiASU
∇φhr ).

(54)

3.1 Stability properties

Before we test these methods in more realistic 2D and 3D settings, it will be instrumental to investigate their
convergence behavior. For a method to be convergent, it must be consistent and stable. The consistency
of various methods is demonstrated in Appendix E and later in Section 3.4. Thus, for the remainder of
this section, we focus on investigating the stability of these methods as the main requirement for their
convergence.

Provided that the problem under consideration is a boundary value problem, we investigate the stability
of various methods in terms of the properties of their tangent matrix [61]. More specifically, we will examine
whether the linear system produced by these methods is non-singular or avert to ill-conditioning. Such a
property has implications on the ability of the underlying iterative linear solver to produce a unique and
stable solution using relatively few iterations.

To ensure the stability of a method, one may study the positive definiteness of the underlying tangent
matrix. For the baseline Galerkin’s method, the tangent matrix will be positive definite if

EG = cTKGc, (55)
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is always larger or equal to zero for any c ∈ R
N and it is zero if and only if c = 0. In Eq. (55), KG denotes

the tangent matrix obtained from the Galerkin’s method. It is rather straightforward to show that

EG = BG(w
h
r , w

h
i ;w

h
r , w

h
i ), (56)

given that KG is extracted from Eq. (40) and wh
r and wh

i are also arbitrary test functions, enabling us to
evaluate Eq. (55) for an arbitrary c. Therefore, from Eqs. (40) and (56) we have

EG = −(wh
r , ωw

h
i ) + (wh

r ,a · ∇wh
r ) + (∇wh

r , κ∇wh
r ) + (wh

i , ωw
h
r ) + (wh

i ,a · ∇wh
i ) + (∇wh

i , κ∇wh
i )

=

ˆ

Ω

κ‖∇wh‖2dΩ ≥ 0,
(57)

where wh = [wh
r wh

i ]
T. Since EG = 0 only when wh = 0, the tangent matrix produced by the baseline

Galerkin’s method is formally positive definite. In practice, however, the resulting system can become ill-
conditioned at high frequencies or in convection-dominated regimes since EG does not depend on ω or a,
respectively. Thus, we expect the Galerkin’s method to remain stable but produce an ill-conditioned matrix
when β ≫ 1 or α ≫ 1. Our numerical experiment results corroborate this conclusion.

The same procedure can be applied to the remaining stabilized methods. For the SUPG method, it
follows from Eq. (43) for linear interpolation functions

ES = EG + (τa · ∇wh
r ,a · ∇wh

r − ωwh
i ) + (τa · ∇wh

i ,a · ∇wh
i + ωwh

r )

=

ˆ

Ω

[

κ‖∇wh‖2 + τ‖a · ∇wh‖2 + 2τωwh
ra · ∇wh

i

]

dΩ.
(58)

While the first and second terms under the integral in Eq. (58) are always positive for a nonzero wh, the
third term could be positive or negative. ES can, in fact, become negative if ω > O(a/h) or ω > O(κ2/(ah3))
in strongly convective or diffusive regimes, respectively, thus introducing negative eigenvalues in the tangent
matrix. With some eigenvalues being positive and some being negative, an eigenvalue may land near zero
(given the significant variability in the mesh size, for instance), thus preventing a stable solution.

Starting from Eq. (50) and applying the same analysis to the VMS/GLS method yields

EV = EG + (τωwh
r , ωw

h
r ) + (τa · ∇wh

r ,a · ∇wh
r )− (2τa · ∇wh

r , ωw
h
i )

+ (τωwh
i , ωw

h
i ) + (τa · ∇wh

i ,a · ∇wh
i ) + (2τa · ∇wh

i , ωw
h
r )

= EG +

ˆ

Ω

τ
[

‖ωwh
i ‖2 + ‖a · ∇wh

r ‖2 − 2ωwh
i a · ∇wh

r

]

dΩ

+

ˆ

Ω

τ
[

‖ωwh
r ‖2 + ‖a · ∇wh

i ‖2 + 2ωwh
ra · ∇wh

i

]

dΩ

=

ˆ

Ω

[

κ‖∇wh‖2 + τ‖ωwh
i − a · ∇wh

r ‖2 + τ‖ωwh
r + a · ∇wh

i ‖2
]

dΩ ≥ 0.

(59)

Therefore, the VMS/GLS method, similar to Galerkin’s method, formally produces a positive definite tangent
matrix and is expected to remain stable. That said, the VMS/GLS resulting tangent matrix is expected to be
better conditioned at high α and β regimes since EV will scale with τ‖a ·∇wh‖2 and τ‖ωwh‖2, respectively,
to remain sufficiently large.

Lastly, we use Eq. (54) to evaluate the ASU. The result is

EA = −(wh
r , ω̂rw

h
i ) + (wh

r , ω̂iw
h
r ) + (wh

r ,a · ∇wh
r ) + (∇wh

r , κ∇wh
r )

+ (wh
i , ω̂rw

h
r ) + (wh

i , ω̂iw
h
i ) + (wh

i ,a · ∇wh
i ) + (∇wh

i , κ∇wh
i )

+ (τa · ∇wh
r ,a · ∇wh

r ) + (∇wh
r , κrASU

∇wh
r )− (∇wh

r , κiASU
∇wh

i )

+ (τa · ∇wh
i ,a · ∇wh

i ) + (∇wh
i , κrASU

∇wh
i ) + (∇wh

i , κiASU
∇wh

r )

=

ˆ

Ω

[

ω̂i‖wh‖2 + κ‖∇wh‖2 + τ‖a · ∇wh‖2 + κrASU
‖∇wh‖2

]

dΩ.

(60)
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Figure 5: The 2D convection-diffusion problem under consideration in a square-shaped domain of size L×L

At the outset, the ASU may appear to produce a positive definite tangent matrix as well. Nonetheless, that
is not necessarily the case as ω̂i and κrASU

may become negative. While the former only occurs at ωτ > π, the
latter occurs even at small values of ω. However, for the system to potentially produce negative eigenvalues
in those scenarios, we must have κ + κrASU

< 0, which implies τω2 > O(κ/h2). Thus, in either case, one
expects the ASU to produce a positive definite tangent matrix at small ω. We can, in fact, show that the
ASU is limited by ω < O(a/h) and ω < O(κ/h2) in strongly convective and diffusive regimes, respectively,
to remain stable.

To lessen those requirements, one can limit the angle ωτ that appears in the definition of ω̂ in Eq. (34).
One way to achieve that will be to set an upper bound on τ , namely τmax, and compute ω̂ using the following
expression rather than Eq. (34):

ω̂ = ω exp(iωmin(τ, τmax)). (61)

Our numerical experiments show that τmax is set by the diffusive rather than the convective limit. Thus,
considering the first two terms under the integral in Eq. (60), we must have |ω̂i| < O(κ/h2) for the
ASU to remain stable. Since the first order approximation of ω̂i is ω

2τ , the above condition translates to
τ < O(κ/(h2ω2)), which provides us with an upper limit on τ , namely τmax. Using Eq. (18) to express κ/h2

in terms of τdiff produces
τ−1
max = πω2τdiff , (62)

where τdiff is computed from Eq. (47) in a multi-dimensional setting. The pre-factor π incorporated in Eq.
(62) is purely empirical and selected to be the smallest value that ensures stability of the ASU for a wide
range of α and β. It is important to note that this value is based on numerical calculations using tetrahedral
elements and may differ if one were to use a different interpolation function.

In summary, for the methods under consideration, only the baseline Galerkin’s and VMS are formally
guaranteed to produce a positive definite tangent matrix. The remaining methods, namely the SUPG and
ASU could become unstable in strongly oscillatory regimes with a largeWomersley number. Whether limiting
the value of ω̂i in an ad hoc manner ensures the stability of the ASU is what we investigate below through a
2D and 3D test case. These cases also permit us to evaluate the accuracy of these methods in more realistic
settings.

3.2 A 2D test case

In Section 2.8, we discussed how one should modify the oscillations frequency ω, convective velocity a, and
diffusivity κ to obtain a nodally exact solution in a 1D setting. In 2D and 3D settings, these modifications
may not be ideal as they do not account for the direction-dependency of these parameters. Considering the
conventional SUPG method, for instance, it is constructed to increase diffusion in the streamwise direction,
leaving the diffusion in the crosswind direction unchanged. This selective modification of κ is crucial as an
increase in κ in the crosswind direction will overly dampen the solution.

To amplify these effects, we investigate the behavior of various methods in a setting where a boundary
layer is present in both tangent and normal to the background convection a. This 2D problem, which is
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shown schematically in Figure 5, is governed in the frequency domain by

iωφ+ aφ,x = κ(φ,xx + φ,yy),

φ(x, 0) = φ(L, y) = 0,

φ(x, L) = φ(0, y) = 1.

(63)

Since Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed on all four boundaries and flow is from left to right, this
case produces a flow-facing boundary layer on the right and two flow-tangent boundary layers on top and
bottom. The boundary layer on the right is similar in nature to what we considered in the 1D problem in
Section 2.9. The other two, however, test the behavior of various methods when there is a sharp gradient in
φ in the crosswind direction, which is a situation that was not tested by that earlier 1D case.

The selection of this 2D case was motivated by the existence of a closed-form solution that permits us
to evaluate the accuracy of all methods. As detailed in Appendix F, the closed-form solution is obtained in
the form of a series using the method of separation of variables and is

φ(x, y) =
sinh

(√
iW y

L

)

sinh(
√
iW )

+
∞∑

n=1

[

An exp
(

r−n
x

L

)

+Bn exp
(

r+n
x

L

)]

sin
(nπy

L

)

,

An =
(an + bn) exp(r+n)− bn
exp(r+n)− exp(r−n)

, Bn =
bn − (an + bn) exp(r−n)

exp(r+n)− exp(r−n)
,

an =
2(1− cos(nπ))

nπ
, bn =

2nπ cos(nπ)

iW 2 + (nπ)2
,

r±n = P ±
√

P 2 + iW 2 + (nπ)2.

(64)

where the Peclet P and Womersley W number definitions are identical to that of the 1D problem in Eqs.
(6) and (7), respectively. In practice, we perform the summations in Eq. (64) for 200 terms, which is
sufficiently large for the truncation error to be negligible in comparison to the numerical error associated
with the methods tested below.

In Figure 6, we have compared the reference solution from Eq. (64) against the numerical solutions dis-
cussed earlier in Section 3. These calculations are performed on a 10×10 bilinear grid usingW = 103/2 ≈ 31.6
and P = 100/(8π) ≈ 40. For this specific regime, Galerkin’s method performs relatively well as the quickly
varying boundary condition (high Womersley number) causes φ to diffuse before reaching the right boundary,
thus avoiding the formation of a boundary layer that could otherwise create non-physical oscillations. For
the remaining stabilized methods, we observe a trend similar to that of the 1D model problem, with the ASU
and SUPG being the best and least accurate methods, respectively, and the VMS/GLS being somewhere in
the middle.

To generalize the above observation, we have repeated these computations using a wider range of condi-
tions. The results are presented in terms of L2-norm error in Figure 7. These results are in agreement with
what we discussed earlier, namely the ASU and VMS/GLS methods’ similar behavior at small β or W and
their higher accuracy in comparison to the SUPG at small α or P (Figure 7-(c)). Also, at large α or P , the
solutions from all stabilized methods coincide, while that of the Galerkin’s method diverges. As we have
seen with the 1D case, the ASU is the most accurate method for this 2D case as well.

The observation that the various methods perform similarly considering this 2D case and the earlier
1D case, despite the presence of flow-tangent boundary layers, was somewhat expected. Considering the
multidimensional discrete form of various methods in Section 3, the added stabilization terms are either
tested by τa.∇wh or τωwh. These two sets of terms become important when either P or W are large. In
the case of a large P , where stabilization is required due to the strong convection, τa.∇wh is only active
in the streamwise direction, thus correctly avoiding the unnecessary introduction of crosswind terms in the
discrete form. In the case of a large W , where stabilization is required due to the fast varying boundary
conditions, τωwh acts the same in all directions, thus correctly not distinguishing between the flow-facing
and flow-tangent boundary layers. Note this argument also applies to the ASU as ω̂/ω and κ

ASU
/κ are

dependent on τω and ω̂τdiff , respectively, which properly act the same in all direction.
In terms of stability, none of the methods exhibit any issue for the investigated range of conditions. For

our iterative linear solver, we used the Generalized minimal residual method (GMRES) with a tolerance of
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Figure 6: The real part of the reference solution from Eq. (64) compared against numerical solutions from
Eqs. (39), (42), (49), and (51) for the 2D problem shown in Figure (5) at W = 103/2 and P = 100/(8π).
The right column is the deviation of numerical solutions from the reference solution.
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Figure 7: Error in numerical solution of 2D model problem (Figure 5) on a 10 × 10 grid as a function of
Peclet number P for Womersley W = 100 (a), W = 103/2 (b) and W = 10 (c).
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W Galerkin SUPG VMS/GLS ASU

10 54 20 20 21
31.6 66 27 22 27
100 81 64 21 64
ave. 67 37 21 37

Table 2: The average number of GMRES iterations for the 2D cases shown in Figure 7.

ϕ = 0
ϕ = e

iωt

n·∇ϕ = 0D

L/D = 5

a

Figure 8: The schematic of the 3D model problem that is defined in a cylindrical domain with a uniform
velocity prescribed in the axial direction. A cut of the tetrahedral mesh that is used for all simulations is
shown.

10−4 [62] that is implemented in our in-house linear solver [63, 64, 65]. The number of GMRES iterations,
when averaged over all simulated P above, was larger for Galerkin’s method. This larger number is caused
by the larger number of iterations at higher P where Galerkin’s method diverges (Table 2). Among the
stabilized methods, the average number of iterations increases with W except for the VMS/GLS method
which produces a positive definite matrix. This observation is expected as the SUPG and ASU methods can
produce a tangent matrix with a wide spectrum of eigenvalues as ω, and correspondingly W , increases.

3.3 A 3D test case

In the previous case, the edges of the bilinear elements were perfectly aligned with the coordinate directions
and that of the flow. This alignment permits one to directly select a direction-dependent element size h to
compute a direction-dependent τ . Even though such an exercise will produce more accurate results in that
idealized setting, it will be hard to generalize those performances to practical cases where there is no clear
definition of h for a given direction.

Here, we relied on a scalar definition of τ that estimated h from the metric tensor (Eq. (48)). Nevertheless,
to stress-test the methods in a general setting where there is no clear alignment between the physical and
parent element coordinate systems, we consider the case shown in Figure 8.

This case involves the unsteady convection-diffusion of a scalar field in a 3D cylindrical domain. The
imposed boundary conditions and prescribed velocity field are selected to allow for the extraction of a closed-
form solution for φ. Namely, the velocity is uniform and set a along the cylinder axial direction in the entire
domain. Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed at the two ends with one end being zero and the other
end being one in the frequency domain. A Neumann boundary condition is imposed for the remainder
cylindrical shell face, thus effectively reducing this 3D problem to the 1D problem described in Section 2.1.

Even though the exact solution for this 3D problem, which is only a function of position along the axial
direction, is identical to the 1D example (namely, Eq. (4)), the numerical solution behaves very differently.
The differentiating factor for the 3D case is that the domain is discretized using tetrahedral elements and the
convective velocity does not necessarily align with a parent element coordinate direction. As a result, the
overall behavior of a given numerical method relies on the multidimensional definition of the stabilization
parameter (in particular τ) and whether it correctly captures the effective element size in the streamwise
and crosswind directions.

The specifics of this numerical experiment are as follows. The mesh is composed of 2,350 nodes and 8,604
tetrahedral elements, a section of which, is shown in Figure 8. The length-to-diameter ratio of the cylinder
is 5. The linear system produced by the various numerical methods is solved using the GMRES iterative
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ASU Flow direction

Figure 9: The behavior of the real component of the exact and numerical solutions for the 3D problem
shown in Figure 8 at Womersley number W = 100 and three values of Peclet number P = 10 (left column),
P = 100 (middle column), and P = 1000 (right column).

method [62]. The tolerance on the linear solver is set to 10−4, which is verified to be sufficiently small so that
the reported errors are independent of that tolerance. Similar to the 2D test case above, these computations
are performed using our in-house finite element solver that has been extensively used for cardiovascular
simulations in the past [66, 67, 68, 69].

The results of these calculations at three Peclet numbers of P = 10, 100, and 1000 and a Womersley
number ofW = 100 are shown in Figure 9. Consistent with what we have observed earlier, Galerkin’s method
generates non-physical oscillations at high P . All stabilized methods produce reasonably accurate results
at small and large P , where either the modifications to the baseline Galerkin’s method diminish or those
modifications are dominated by the SUPG term, respectively. At the intermediate P , however, the SUPG
method exhibits an under-damped behavior by generating oscillations at higher amplitude than the exact
solution. On the other hand, the ASU and, to a lesser extent, VMS/GLS exhibit over-damped behavior.
The Galerkin’s method produces relatively accurate predictions for this case.

These computations are repeated for a wider range of P and W and the solution error is reported in
Figure 10 to allow for a more quantitative comparison of the accuracy of all methods. The relative behavior
of these methods at W = 10 and W = 31.6 is similar to what we observed in the 1D and 2D settings. The
ASU outperforms other techniques, the Galerkin’s method diverges at large P and the SUPG is less accurate
at smaller P .

For the highly oscillatory W = 100 condition, a new picture emerges. The ASU accuracy is degraded at
small P and, to a larger extent, at intermediate P . As we saw earlier in Figure 9, the Galerkin’s method
produces the most accurate results in those regimes. The loss of accuracy of the ASU, in this case, is caused
by limiting the ωτ angle in the definition of ω̂ in Eq. (61). Owing to the large value of W = 100, the ASU
tangent matrix will become ill-conditioned without that treatment for reasons discussed under Section 3.1.
With this treatment, the ASU remains stable for all cases considered in Figure 10.

The average number of GMRES iterations for all methods is studied in Table 3. Since the reported figures
are averaged over all simulations with different values of P , they reflect outlier simulations that require many
linear solver iterations to converge. As we saw earlier with the 2D case, the Galerkin’s method has a relatively
high iteration number at all W owing to the cases with high P where it generates non-physical oscillations.
The iterative linear solver for the SUPG method converges relatively quickly in all cases, which is somewhat
unexpected given that it does not formally produce a positive definite matrix. The behavior of the other
two stabilized methods is in accordance with what we discussed in Section 3.1 regarding the property of
their tangent matrices. The VMS/GLS method, with a positive definite tangent matrix, exhibits excellent
stability. While the ASU method remains stable at W = 10 and W = 31.6, it struggles at W = 100,
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Figure 10: Error in the solution of various methods for the 3D problem shown schematically in Figure 8 as
a function of the Peclet number P at Womersely number of W = 100 (a; top), W = 31.6 (b; middle) , and
W = 10 (c; bottom).
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W Galerkin SUPG VMS/GLS ASU

10 160 102 102 105
31.6 129 71 68 81
100 128 69 44 292
ave. 139 81 71 159

Table 3: The average number of GMRES iterations for the 3D cases shown in Figure 10.

confirming our earlier analysis of this method in Section 3.1. Although the linear solver converges for all
cases before reaching the set maximum number of iterations of 1,000, it requires a larger number of iterations
on average, indicating the relative instability of the ASU method.

3.4 Mesh-convergence study

In Appendix E, we showed that all the methods under consideration are at least second-order accurate for
the 1D model problem as h→ 0. Here, the generalization of those results to multiple dimensions is discussed
using numerical experiments and existing error estimates from the literature [70, 32].

To investigate the behavior of the error versus mesh size h, we consider the 3D case from Section 3.3.
The simulations at two values of Peclet number P = 10 and P = 1000 and two values of Womersely number
W = 10 andW = 100 are performed using various methods while the mesh is being successively refined from
2,350 to over a million elements. All remaining parameters are identical to the case in Section 3.3 except for
the linear solver tolerance that is reduced to 10−12 to ensure errors at finer grids are independent of that
parameter.

The results of these calculations is shown in Figure 11. Considering the value of P and W and the
simulated range of L/h, Figure 11-(a) falls in the diffusive limit where α ≪ 1, Figure 11-(b) falls in the
oscillatory regimes where β is of order 1, and lastly, Figure 11-(c) and (d) fall in the convective limit where
α > 1. A few observations can be made based on these results:

1. Regardless of the regime under consideration, all methods show the same order of convergence.

2. In the diffusive limit (Figure 11-(a)), all methods are second order. This observation is compatible
with what we found in Appendix E and the existing estimates in the literature for the diffusive limit
showing ‖φh − φ‖L2

= O(hk+1) with k = 1 for linear elements [32].

3. In the convective limit, the order of convergence drops by one. This sub-optimal order of convergence
is compatible with the existing error estimates in the literature. For the baseline Galerkin’s method
‖φh − φ‖L2

= hk‖φ‖Hk+1 has been provided, whereas for streamline diffusion methods (e.g., SUPG)
better error scaling of ‖φh−φ‖L2

= hk+1/2‖φ‖Hk+1 has been reported [70, 32] for stationary problems.
The observed scaling in Figure 11-(c) and (d), which is obtained for non-stationary problems, is closer
to the former at O(h) than the latter estimate at O(h3/2). The latter estimate, however, is observed
at the highly oscillatory regime shown in Figure 11-(b).

3.5 Patient-specific case and comparison against time formulation

This patient-specific case is adopted to evaluate the performance of time-spectral methods in an engineering-
relevant setting and compare them against the existing methods that are formulated in time.

The simulated anatomy belongs to a 3-year-old male patient who has undergone Fontan operation [71, 72].
As shown in Figure 12, the reconstructed geometry contains the superior and inferior vena cava (SVC and
IVC, respectively) that redirect de-oxygenated blood to the right and left pulmonary arteries (RPA and LPA,
respectively) branches through a cross-shaped connection. Clinically, it is important for the hepatic flow from
the IVC to be equally distributed to the RPA and LPA to prevent pulmonary arteriovenous malformations
[73, 74]. Computationally, this flow distribution can be obtained by modeling the convection-diffusion of a
neutral tracer φ that is released through the IVC, and subsequently, measuring the flux of φ through the
LPA and RPA.
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Figure 11: Error in the solution of various methods for the 3D problem shown schematically in Figure 8 as
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Figure 12: The patient-specific Fontan geometry.
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Given the clinical relevance of this problem, we simulated the release of a neutral tracer through the IVC
using various time-spectral methods discussed in this article. Additionally, we compare the results against
the standard stabilized finite element methods for the convection-diffusion equation that – in the absence of
a volumetric source and nonzero Neumann boundary – is formulated as

(wh, φ̂h,t) + (wh,a · ∇φ̂h) + (∇wh, κ∇φ̂h) +
∑

e

(

τa · ∇wh, r̂(φ̂h)
)

Ωe

= 0, (65)

where φ̂h(x, t) is the concentration of tracer at location x and time t, and

r̂(φ̂h) = φ̂,t + a · ∇φ̂h −∇ · (κ∇φ̂h), (66)

is the residual of the temporal form of the convection-diffusion equation. Since τ in Eq. (65) is defined
based on Eq. (45), this temporal formulation in the steady-state limit simplifies to the stabilized methods
discussed in Section 3. For unsteady cases, this formulation corresponds to the SUPG method (Eq. (42)) if
one neglects the temporal discretization error. Thus, by using this formulation, we can perform an apple-to-
apple comparison between the temporal and spectral formulations in a realistic setting.

Equation (65) is discretized in time using the second-order generalized-α time integration scheme [75]
with ρ∞ = 0 , which effectively simplifies it to the Crank-Nicolson time integration scheme. The baseline
steady blood flow a(x) is simulated using our exiting stabilized fluid solver [64]. For the flow simulations,
we use use physiologic flow rate of 39.9 mL/s that is divided equally and imposed through a parabolic
profile at the IVC and SVC. Zero Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions are imposed on the wall and
all outlets, respectively. The geometry is discretized using approximately 1.7 million tetrahedral elements.
Blood viscosity and density are set to physiological values of 0.04 g.cm/s and 1.06 g/cm3, respectively.

To perform this comparison in an unsteady regime, the concentration of the tracer at the IVC is taken
to vary periodically during one cardiac cycle. Using a heart rate of 60 beats per minute, φ̂ = cos(2πt)
is imposed uniformly at the IVC. Also, a zero Dirichlet boundary condition is imposed at the SVC. Zero
Neumann boundary conditions are imposed for the remaining boundaries. The molecular diffusivity of the
tracer is set to κ = 10−2 cm2/s. For the temporal simulation, we use 500 time steps per cardiac cycle to
ensure temporal discretization error is sufficiently small. Three cardiac cycles are simulated to wash out the
zero initial condition, requiring a total of 1,500 time steps. The same linear solver (GMRES) with the same
tolerance of 10−6 is used for both temporal and spectral methods. The computations are performed using
32 compute cores on a single node with dual Xeon E5-2698 v4 processors.

The result of these calculations is shown in Figure 13 for various methods. These results correspond to
φhr , which is the same as φ̂h at the beginning of the cardiac cycle. Since the temporal and spectral SUPG
results were almost identical (relative difference of ≈ 10−4), only the spectral SUPG result is shown in this
figure. The general behavior of the solution is the same as the earlier cases with the Galerkin’s method
producing some spurious oscillations that are eliminated by the stabilized methods.

The computational performance of various methods is studied in terms of the number of linear solver
iterations and solution turnover time in Table 4. A few observations can be made based on these results:

1. All the stabilized time-spectral methods perform similarly, producing a solution in less than 10 seconds
for this mesh that has over 1 million elements.

2. The linear solver struggles to converge for the time-spectral Galerkin’s method that produces a highly
spurious solution (Figure 13) in this convection-dominated regime.

3. The conventional SUPG method that is formulated in time is approximately 40 times more expensive
than its spectral counterpart. This gap in performance is explained by the fact that the temporal
formulation requires over 40,000 linear iterations in total for 1,500 time steps, whereas the spectral
formulation requires less than 1,000. In general, the performance gap between the spectral and temporal
formulations depends on the number of simulated modes, the number of time steps per cardiac cycle,
and the number of simulated cycles to wash out the initial conditions.
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Figure 13: The simulated concentration of a tracer, which is released periodically through the IVC in the
domain, using various methods.

Method GMRES iterations Simulation time (sec.)

Galerkin 6,282 54
SUPG 853 7.8

VMS/GLS 831 7.2
ASU 861 7.4

Time-SUPG 41,986∗ 290

Table 4: The number of iterative solver (GMRES) iterations and simulation turnover time for the simulations
shown in Figure 13. ∗This is the cumulative number of iterations from all 1,500 time steps.
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4 Conclusions

We introduced and compared five methods for the solution of the time-spectral convection-diffusion equa-
tion. These methods are evaluated based on accuracy, stability, and convergence properties. The baseline
Galerkin’s method (Eq. (40)) for the time-spectral equation behaves very similarly to its conventional
time formulation counterpart, producing non-physical oscillations in strongly convective regimes. Includ-
ing the streamline upwind Petrov/Galerkin (SUPG) stabilization term in the formulation removes those
non-physical oscillations. Nevertheless, the resulting method (Eq. (43)) tends to produce a solution that
overshoots physical oscillations at high Womersley numbers. We also explored the variational multiscale
(VMS) and Galerkin/least-square (GLS) methods, which are identical for the problem under consideration
(Eq. (50)). The VMS/GLS method demonstrated reasonable accuracy across all cases studied. Moreover, it
produces a formally positive-definite tangent matrix, leading to excellent stability as verified by our numeri-
cal experiments. The last method introduced was the augmented SUPG (ASU), which we tailor-designed to
produce a nodally exact solution for the time-spectral convection-diffusion equation in 1D. This method (Eq.
(54)) achieves the highest accuracy across all tested cases, except for the 3D case at the highest Womersley
number, where a modification (Eq. (61)) is necessary for stability. In terms of mesh convergence, all methods
behaved the same, showing a first and second-order convergence with the element size in the convective and
diffusive limits, respectively. Considering all factors, the VMS method is an attractive option for achieving
a balance between accuracy, stability, and implementation simplicity. The ASU, on the other hand, is an
optimal choice for regimes with low to moderate element Womersley number (β ≤ O(1)) if accuracy takes
precedence.
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[60] Thomas JR Hughes, Gonzalo R Feijóo, Luca Mazzei, and Jean-Baptiste Quincy. The variational multi-
scale method—a paradigm for computational mechanics. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and

Engineering, 166(1-2):3–24, 1998.

[61] Hans-Jürgen Reinhardt. Analysis of approximation methods for differential and integral equations,
volume 57. Springer Science & Business Media, 2012.

[62] Youcef Saad and Martin H Schultz. GMRES: A generalized minimal residual algorithm for solving
nonsymmetric linear systems. SIAM Journal on scientific and statistical computing, 7(3):856–869, 1986.

[63] Mahdi Esmaily, Yuri Bazilevs, and Alison Marsden. Impact of data distribution on the parallel per-
formance of iterative linear solvers with emphasis on CFD of incompressible flows. Computational

Mechanics, 55(1):93–103, 2015.

[64] Mahdi Esmaily, Yuri Bazilevs, and Alison Marsden. A bi-partitioned iterative algorithm for solving
linear systems arising from incompressible flow problems. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and

Engineering, 286(1):40–62, 2015.

[65] Mahdi Esmaily, Yuri Bazilevs, and Alison L. Marsden. A new preconditioning technique for implic-
itly coupled multidomain simulations with applications to hemodynamics. Computational Mechanics,
52(5):1141–1152, 2013.

[66] Pengfei Lu, Ping Wang, Bingruo Wu, Yidong Wang, Yang Liu, Wei Cheng, Xuhui Feng, Xinchun
Yuan, Miriam M Atteya, Haleigh Ferro, et al. A SOX17-PDGFB signaling axis regulates aortic root
development. Nature Communications, 13(1):1–17, 2022.

[67] Dongjie Jia, Matthew Peroni, Tigran Khalapyan, and Mahdi Esmaily. An efficient assisted bidirectional
glenn design with lowered superior vena cava pressure for stage-one single ventricle patients. Journal of
Biomechanical Engineering, 143(7):071008, 2021.

[68] Dongjie Jia and Mahdi Esmaily. Characterization of the ejector pump performance for the assisted
bidirectional Glenn procedure. Fluids, 7(1):31, 2022.

[69] Mahdi Esmaily, Bari Murtuza, T.Y. Hsia, and Alison Marsden. Simulations reveal adverse hemody-
namics in patients with multiple systemic to pulmonary shunts. Journal of Biomechanical Engineering,
137(3):031001–031001–12, 2015.

[70] Claes Johnson, Uno Navert, and Juhani Pitkaranta. Finite element methods for linear hyperbolic
problems. Computer methods in applied mechanics and engineering, 45:285–312, 1984.

[71] Nathan M Wilson, Ana K Ortiz, and Allison B Johnson. The vascular model repository: A pub-
lic resource of medical imaging data and blood flow simulation results. Journal of Medical Devices,
7(4):040923, 2013.

[72] Alison L Marsden, V Mohan Reddy, Shawn C Shadden, Frandics P Chan, Charles A Taylor, and
Jeffrey A Feinstein. A new multiparameter approach to computational simulation for fontan assessment
and redesign. Congenital Heart Disease, 5(2):104–117, 2010.

[73] Brian W Duncan and Shailesh Desai. Pulmonary arteriovenous malformations after cavopulmonary
anastomosis. The Annals of thoracic surgery, 76(5):1759–1766, 2003.

31



[74] Weiguang Yang, Jeffrey A Feinstein, Shawn C Shadden, Irene E Vignon-Clementel, and Alison L Mars-
den. Optimization of a y-graft design for improved hepatic flow distribution in the fontan circulation.
Journal of biomechanical engineering, 135(1):011002, 2013.

[75] K.E. Jansen, C.H. Whiting, and G.M. Hulbert. A generalized-[alpha] method for integrating the fil-
tered Navier-Stokes equations with a stabilized finite element method. Computer Methods in Applied

Mechanics and Engineering, 190(3-4):305–319, 2000.

[76] Kenneth E Jansen, S Scott Collis, Christian Whiting, and Farzin Shaki. A better consistency for
low-order stabilized finite element methods. Computer methods in applied mechanics and engineering,
174(1-2):153–170, 1999.

[77] T.J.R. Hughes. The finite element method: linear static and dynamic finite element analysis. Dover
Publications, 2000.

32



A Galerkin’s solution to the 1D problem

Galerkin’s solution φh(x) is expressed in terms of piecewise linear shape function, which for a given node A
is expressed as

NA(x) =







x−xA−1

xA−xA−1
, xA−1 < x < xA

xA+1−x
xA+1−xA

, xA < x < xA+1

0, otherwise.

(67)

Using these shape functions, the solution and test functions are expressed as

φh(x) =

N∑

A=0

UANA(x), (68)

and

wh(x) =

N−1∑

A=1

cANA(x), (69)

respectively, where UA is the solution at node A and cA is an arbitrary constant associated with node A.
Note that the end nodes A = 0 and N are excluded from the summations in Eq. (69) as Dirichlet boundary
conditions are imposed on the two ends of the domain. Also, since φh(0) = 0 and φh(L) = 1, we require
U0 = 0 and UN = 1 in what follows.

Using Eqs. (68) and (69) to plug in for φh and wh in Eq. (8) produces

N−1∑

A=1

cA

{
N∑

B=0

[(

NA, iωNB

)

+

(

NA, a
∂NB

∂x

)

+

(
∂NA

∂x
, κ
∂NB

∂x

)]

UB

}

= 0, (70)

Since Eq. (70) must hold for any cA, we can conclude

N∑

B=0

[(

NA, iωNB

)

+

(

NA, a
∂NB

∂x

)

+

(
∂NA

∂x
, κ
∂NB

∂x

)]

UB = 0, A = 1, · · ·N − 1. (71)

The three inner products in Eq. (71) can be calculated explicitly using the fact that we are interested in
a uniform grid of spacing h and xA+1−xA = xA−xA−1 = h in Eq. (67). From Eq. (67) it is straightforward
to show

(NA, NB) =







1
6
h, B = A± 1

2
3
h, B = A
0, otherwise.

(72)

similarly
(

NA,
∂NB

∂x

)

=

{
± 1

2
, B = A± 1

0, otherwise,
(73)

and
(
∂NA

∂x
,
∂NB

∂x

)

=







− 1
h , B = A± 1
2
h , B = A
0, otherwise.

(74)

Plugging in for the inner products that appear in Eq. (71) from Eqs. (72), (73), and (74) yields

(
iωh

6
+
a

2
− k

h

)

UA+1 +

(
2iωh

3
+

2κ

h

)

UA +

(
iωh

6
− a

2
− k

h

)

UA−1 = 0. (75)

Multiplying Eq. (75) by h/κ will non-dimensionalize the coefficients, allowing us to express them in
terms of α and β from Eqs. (11) and (12), respectively. The result is

(iβ + α− 1)UA+1 + (4iβ + 2)UA + (iβ − α− 1)UA−1 = 0. (76)
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Provided that the exact solution has an exponential form (Eq. (4)), it is reasonable to assume that the
numerical solution also takes an exponential form. The exponent, however, can differ from that of the exact
solution. That difference can be accommodated by selecting an exponent base that is a free parameter,
which by following the tradition we call ρ. That permits us to take

UA = cρA, (77)

in which the arbitrary constant c is included to allow for matching the solution to the given boundary
conditions.

For the solution guess from Eq. (77) to satisfy Eq. (76), ρ must be the roots of a quadratic polynomial
that is

(iβ + α− 1)ρ2 + (4iβ + 2)ρ+ iβ − α− 1 = 0. (78)

The two roots of Eq. (78) are those that were shown in Eq. (10).
The general solution can be expressed in terms of the two discrete solutions associated with the two roots

ρ1,2, namely
UA = c1ρ

A
1 + c2ρ

A
2 , (79)

where c1 and c2 are arbitrary constants selected so that the two boundary conditions are satisfied. Since
U0 = 0 and UN = 1, it is straightforward to show

c1,2 = ± 1

ρN1 − ρN2
. (80)

Combining Eqs. (79) and (80) and noting UA = φh(xA) produces the result shown in Eq. (9), thus completing
this proof.

B Reconstruction of the diffusive flux

The SUPG and GLS/VMS stabilized methods that were discussed in Section 2 rely on the residual rr(φ
h)

and ri(φ
h) in their construct. When evaluating these residuals in the element interior, the diffusive term

κφh,xx drops owing to the fact that φh was discretized using linear interpolation functions. Our goal here is to
compare those methods against methods in which that diffusive term in the residual is estimated. Since that
requires reconstruction of diffusive terms, we refer to these alternative methods as RD-SUPG and RD-VMS
in what follows.

To estimate the second derivative of φh at the Gauss point, we follow the method described in [76]. The
overall idea is first to compute and project φh,x to the mesh nodes to obtain a new variable ψh. Then use ψh

to estimate φh,xx = ψh
,x at the Gauss points. In practice, this process involves solving

(wh, ψh) = (wh, φh,x), (81)

as the first step. The resulting variable ψh, which is available at the mesh nodes, is continuous across elements
and can be differentiated to compute ψh

,x at the Gauss points to estimate φh,xx. It is this reconstructed φ
h
,xx

that is used in the residuals of Eqs. (13) and (22) to obtain RD-SUPG and RD-VMS methods, respectively.

To compare RD-SUPG and RD-VMS against the baseline SUPG and VMS methods, the test case de-
scribed under Section 2.9 is repeated to reproduce Figure 4 for all methods. The result of that process is
shown in Figure 14.

Remarks:

1. The baseline methods that are considered throughout this study perform better than those with re-
constructed diffusive flux. This behavior was expected given that the derivation of the standard SUPG
method in Section 2.5 was based on a closed-form solution that excluded the reconstructed diffusion
term. In other words, the SUPG method is nodally exact by design for steady flows when the diffusive
term is dropped from the residual. The error is no longer expected to be optimal when that baseline
method is modified by incorporating the diffusive flux to obtain RD-SUPG.
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2. Solving Eq. (81) as shown requires solving a linear system with a mass matrix on the left-hand side.
To avoid this relatively expensive operation, one may adopt a lumped mass matrix instead [77]. Doing
so will generate results that are slightly less accurate than those shown in Figure 14. Hence, we opted
to show the version that is more accurate but also more expensive.

3. The RD-GLS method was not discussed because its implementation is not straightforward for it requires
the reconstruction of the second derivative in the weight space. Incorporating the diffusive flux in the
solution space only will reduce that method to RD-VMS, which is already investigated here.
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Figure 14: Same as Figure 4 but also including the error for methods with reconstructed diffusion term in
the residual, namely RD-SUPG (red dash-dotted) and RD-VMS (red dotted).

C The derivation of Eqs. (26) and (27)

For a nodally exact solution, we must have

ρ̂A1,2 = exp(r1,2
xA
L

), (82)
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where r1,2 are computed from the exact solution in Eq. (5) and

ρ̂1,2 =
1 + 2iβ̂ ±

√

α̂2 − 3β̂2 + 6iβ̂

1− α̂− iβ̂
, (83)

which is the same as Eq. (10) but with the adjusted α̂ and β̂ of the proposed augmented SUPG method
from Eqs. (24) and (25).

Since xA/L = Ah/L, the right hand side of Eq. (82) can be written as

exp(r1,2
xA
L

) =

(

exp(r1,2
h

L
)

)A

. (84)

Thus, from Eqs. (82) and (84), we have

ρ̂1,2 = exp(r1,2
h

L
). (85)

Substituting for r1,2 using Eq. (5) and simplifying the result by using the fact that Ph/L = α and (Wh/L)2 =
6β (see Eqs. (6), (7), (11), and (12)) produces

ρ̂1,2 = exp(α±
√

α2 + 6iβ), (86)

or alternatively

ρ̂1 + ρ̂2 = 2 exp(α) cosh(γ),

ρ̂1 − ρ̂2 = 2 exp(α) sinh(γ),
(87)

where γ is defined in Eq. (28). Combining Eqs. (83) and (87), yields

1 + 2iβ̂

1− α̂− iβ̂
= exp(α) cosh(γ), (88)

and √

α̂2 − 3β̂2 + 6iβ̂

1− α̂− iβ̂
= exp(α) sinh(γ). (89)

From Eq. (88), it is straightforward to show

α̂ = 1− iβ̂ − 1 + 2iβ̂

exp(α) cosh(γ)
. (90)

Substituting for α̂ from Eq. (90) into Eq. (89) and simplifying the results produces the following quadratic

relationship for iβ̂

[4 cosh(α) + 2 cosh(γ)] (iβ̂)2 + [4 cosh(α)− cosh(γ)] iβ̂ + cosh(α)− cosh(γ) = 0. (91)

Equation (91) has two roots. One root is iβ̂ = −1/2, which is not admissible as it produces zero divided by
zero in Eq. (88). It is the second root that in combination with Eq. (90) produces Eqs. (26) and (27), thus
completing the proof.

D Derivation of Eq. (34)

To arrive at Eq. (34) from (33) for regimes in which β / 1, we investigate the asymptotic behavior of ω̂ at
limits of α≪ 1 and α≫ 1.

Let us first consider α≫ 1. Since in this limit β/α2 ≪ 1, Eq. (28) can be expressed as

γ = α+ 3i

(
β

α

)

+

(
9β2

2α3

)

+O(α−5). (92)
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Since exp(α) ≫ exp(−α), we have

cosh(γ) =
1

2
exp(α)

[

1 +

(
3iβ

α

)

−
(
9β2

2α2

)

−
(
9iβ3

2α3

)

+

(
9β2

2α3

)

+O(α−4)

]

. (93)

Using this result along with the fact that cosh(α) ≈ sinh(α) ≈ exp(α)/2 permits us to simplify Eq. (33) and
obtain

ω̂ =

(

1 +
3iβ

2α
− 3β2

2α2

)

ω +O(α−2), for α ≫ 1. (94)

In deriving Eq. (94), we dropped−3iβ/(2α2) in comparison to the 3iβ/(2α). The term−3β2/(2α2), however,
was not dropped at it was the leading order in excess of 1 and it determines the in-phase contribution of the
stabilization term at large α.

Next, let us consider α≪ 1. By selecting α such that α ≪ β, we can write

γ =
√

6iβ

(

1 +
α2

12iβ
+O(α4)

)

. (95)

Performing Taylor series expansion of cosh(γ) yields

cosh(γ) = 1 + 3iβ +
α2

2
− 3β2

2
− 3iβ3

10
+O(β4) +O(α4). (96)

Note that the coefficients associated with the nth exponents of β scale with 6n/(2n)!, and thus rapidly go
to zero. Truncating β series in Eq. (96) and plugging the result into Eq. (33) after expanding cosh(α) and
sinh(α) produces

ω̂ =

(

1 +
iβ

2
− β2

10

)

ω +O(α2), for α≪ 1. (97)

To merge the two expansions in Eqs. (94) and (97) and approximate α at intermediate values, we can
start from Eq. (97) and modify the denominator of the second and third term by adding a factor that scales
with α and α2, respectively. Our numerical experiment shows that the following formula, which matches the
above asymptotic expansions, provides a good fit to the original expression in Eq. (34).

ω̂ =

(

1 +
3iβ

2α
√
1 + 9α−2

+
3(iβ)2

2α2(1 + 15α−2)

)

ω. (98)

Interestingly, the denominators of the second and third term in Eq. (98) can be expressed exactly and
approximately, respectively, in terms of τ from Eq. (16) (as argued below, the third term has a much smaller
contribution than the first and second term, and hence this approximation has little effect on the results).
Doing so yields

ω̂ =

(

1 +

(
3iβaτ

αh

)

+
1

2

(
3iβaτ

αh

)2
)

ω. (99)

From Eqs. (11) and (12), (3βa)/(αh) = ω. Hence Eq. (99) can be further simplified to

ω̂ =

(

1 + iωτ +
1

2
(iωτ)2

)

ω. (100)

From the above asymptotic expansion, it is evident that the third term on the right-hand side of Eq.
(100) is much smaller than the second, as is the second term in comparison to the first term. To verify this,
one can consider the product of τ and ω that scales with β/α for large α and with β for small values of α.
Since β / 1, in either case ωτ / 1. Following this argument, one can include the higher exponents of ωτ in
Eq. (100) with prefactors that quickly go to zero and write as

ω̂ =

(
∞∑

n=0

1

n!
(iωτ)n

)

ω. (101)
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The series in Eq. (101) is the Taylor expansion of exp(iωτ). Replacing it will produce Eq. (34), thus
completing this derivation.

To further verify that this approximation is indeed a good approximation of the exact expression for ω̂,
the readers are referred to Figure 2.

Lastly, we should note that even though Eq. (34) was derived for β / 1, it produces reasonable approxi-
mation up to β < 5. The values of β larger than 5 have little relevance as those signify extremely oscillatory
regimes on a very coarse grid that can not be resolved even if the exact form of ω̂ is employed in higher
dimensions. In fact, in such scenarios, it is favorable to use the approximate ω̂ rather than its exact form
as Eq. (33) exhibits an erratic behavior that creates a numerical stability issue. That is in contrast to Eq.
(34) which behaves well, even at relatively large values of β.

E Consistency analysis

Our goal here is to demonstrate the discrete forms discussed in Eqs. (8), (13), (22), and (35) will recover the
original differential equation in Eq. (2) as the mesh size h→ 0. Our general strategy is to analyze the nodal
solution found in Eq. (75) for the Galerkin’s method to assess how error changes as h → 0. To generalize
our findings to other stabilized methods, we rely on the modified forms of parameters in Table 1.

Recall from Eq. (75) that

(
iωh

6
+
a

2
− k

h

)

φ(xA+1) +

(
2iωh

3
+

2κ

h

)

φ(xA) +

(
iωh

6
− a

2
− k

h

)

φ(xA−1) = 0, (102)

where φ(xA) = UA is the solution at node A. For uniform elements of size h, the solution at nodes A ± 1
can be expressed in terms of solution and its derivatives at node A using the Taylor series expansion. The
result is

φ(xA±1) = φ(xA)± φ,x(xA)h+ φ,xx(xA)
h2

2
± φ,xxx(xA)

h3

6
+ φ,xxxx(xA)

h4

24
+O(h5). (103)

Combining Eqs. (102) and (103) and simplifying the result produces the following equation at x = xA

iωφ+ aφ,x − κφ,xx +
h2

12
(iωφ+ 2aφ,x − κφ,xx),xx +O(h4) = 0. (104)

From this relationship, it is clear that one will recover the original differential equation in Eq. (2) as h→ 0,
proving the consistency of the Galerkin’s method and its second-order accuracy in the diffusive limit. One
could arrive at the same result by showing the equivalency of the weak and strong form and also the fact
the solution to the discrete form approaches that of the weak form as h→ 0.

Provided the result in Eq. (104), it is simple to show the consistency of the remaining stabilized methods.
Note that Eq. (104) also holds for other stabilized methods if one replaces ω, a, and κ by ω̂, â, and κ̂,
respectively, according to Table 1 for a given method. Taking the SUPG method, for example, we have

iωφ+ (1− iωτ)aφ,x − (κ+ a2τ)φ,xx +O(h2) = 0. (105)

Additionally, note that from Eqs. (17) and (18) that τ−2
diff ≫ τ−2

conv as h → 0. Thus, from Eq. (16), in this
limit τ ≈ τdiff ∝ h2. Therefore, Eq. (105) simplifies to

iωφ+ aφ,x − κφ,xx +O(h2) = 0, (106)

which indicates the SUPG is also consistent and at least a second-order method as h→ 0.
Using the same logic, it is straightforward to show that the remaining methods are also consistent and

at least second-order accurate.
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F Derivation of Eq. (64)

Our overall approach to solving the 2D convection-diffusion problem in the square-shaped domain (Eq. (63))
is to first homogenize the boundary condition on the top, then solve the resulting PDE through the method
of separation of variables. Namely, we are seeking a solution with the form

φ(x, y) = ψ(x, y) + V (y), (107)

so that ψ(x, y) is governed by

iωψ + aψ,x = κ(ψ,xx + ψ,yy),

ψ(x, 0) = ψ(x, L) = 0,

ψ(L, y) = −V (y),

ψ(0, y) = 1− V (y).

(108)

It follows from Eqs. (63), (107), and (108) that V (y) must be satisfied by

iωV = κV,yy,

V (0) = 0,

V (L) = 1.

(109)

Equation (109) is a constant coefficient second-order ODE and its solution can be obtained through
elementary means. It can be expressed as

V (y) = C1 sinh

(√
ω

κ
iy

)

+ C2 cosh

(√
ω

κ
iy

)

. (110)

Applying the boundary conditions and noting W 2 = ωL2/κ produces

V (y) =
sinh

(√
iW y

L

)

sinh(
√
iW )

. (111)

Having V (y), we can now solve Eq. (108) through the separation of variables. That is to assume ψ(x, y)
is self-similar and can be expressed as

ψ(x, y) = X(x)Y (y). (112)

For Eq. (108) to have a solution of the form shown in Eq. (112), we must have

iω

κ
+
a

κ

X,x

X
− X,xx

X
=
Y,yy
Y

= −λ2, (113)

where λ2 are the eigenvalues of the y-ODE that is

Y
,yy + λ2Y = 0,

Y (0) = Y (L) = 0.
(114)

Note that zero and positive eigenvalues were not considered in Eq. (113) as they generate a trivial
solution for Y (y). The solution to the eigenvalue problem in Eq. (114) is

λn =
nπ

L
, n = 1, 2, 3, ..., (115)

Yn(y) = sin
(nπy

L

)

, (116)

where we dropped the constants in front of the eigen solutions as they can be merged into those of the
X-ODE later on.
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Having the eigenvalues λ, we can solve the X-ODE from Eq. (113) that is

κX,xx − aX,x −
(
κλ2n + iω

)
X = 0. (117)

Equation (117) is another constant coefficient second-order ODE with a solution that can be expressed
as

Xn(x) = An exp
(

r−n
x

L

)

+Bn exp
(

r+n
x

L

)

, (118)

where r±n are provided in Eq. (64).
To put all the pieces together, we must combine Eqs. (107), (111), (116), and (118) to obtain

φ(x, y) =
sinh

(√
iW y

L

)

sinh(
√
iW )

+

∞∑

n=1

[

An exp
(

r−n
x

L

)

+Bn exp
(

r+n
x

L

)]

sin
(nπy

L

)

, (119)

which is the same as the expression provided in Eq. (64).
The last step of the process is to solve for An and Bn so that the remaining two boundary conditions are

satisfied. More specifically, we must have

φ(L, y) =
sinh

(√
iW y

L

)

sinh(
√
iW )

+

∞∑

n=1

[An exp (r−n) +Bn exp (r+n)] sin
(nπy

L

)

= 0. (120)

Defining constants
bn = An exp (r−n) +Bn exp (r+n) , (121)

permits us to express Eq. (120) as

∞∑

n=1

bn sin
(nπy

L

)

= − sinh
(√
iW y

L

)

sinh(
√
iW )

, (122)

in which bn can be computed through the Fourier transform and is

bn =
2

L

ˆ L

0

[

− sin
(nπy

L

) sinh
(√
iW y

L

)

sinh(
√
iW )

]

dy,

=
2nπ cos(nπ)

iW 2 + (nπ)2
.

(123)

Similarly, from the other boundary condition

φ(0, y) =
sinh

(√
iW y

L

)

sinh(
√
iW )

+

∞∑

n=1

(An +Bn) sin
(nπy

L

)

= 1. (124)

This time, defining
cn = An +Bn, (125)

produces

cn =
2

L

ˆ L

0

[

sin
(nπy

L

)

− sin
(nπy

L

) sinh
(√
iW y

L

)

sinh(
√
iW )

]

dy,

= an + bn,

(126)

where

an =
2(1− cos(nπ))

nπ
. (127)

An and Bn are obtained using Eqs. (121), (125), and (126). The result is what is provided in Eq. (64).
That completes this proof.
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