
A DUAL-SPACE MULTILEVEL KERNEL-SPLITTING FRAMEWORK
FOR DISCRETE AND CONTINUOUS CONVOLUTION

SHIDONG JIANG∗ AND LESLIE GREENGARD†

Abstract. We introduce a new class of multilevel, adaptive, dual-space methods for computing
fast convolutional transforms. These methods can be applied to a broad class of kernels, from the
Green’s functions for classical partial differential equations (PDEs) to power functions and radial
basis functions such as those used in statistics and machine learning. The DMK (dual-space mul-
tilevel kernel-splitting) framework uses a hierarchy of grids, computing a smoothed interaction at
the coarsest level, followed by a sequence of corrections at finer and finer scales until the problem is
entirely local, at which point direct summation is applied.

Unlike earlier multilevel summation schemes, DMK exploits the fact that the interaction at each
scale is diagonalized by a short Fourier transform, permitting the use of separation of variables,
but without relying on the FFT. This requires careful attention to the discretization of the Fourier
transform at each spatial scale. Like multilevel summation, we make use of a recursive (telescoping)
decomposition of the original kernel into the sum of a smooth far-field kernel, a sequence of difference
kernels, and a residual kernel, which plays a role only at leaf boxes in the adaptive tree. At all higher
levels in the grid hierarchy, the interaction kernels are designed to be smooth in both physical and
Fourier space, admitting efficient Fourier spectral approximations. The DMK framework substan-
tially simplifies the algorithmic structure of the fast multipole method (FMM) and unifies the FMM,
Ewald summation, and multilevel summation, achieving speeds comparable to the FFT in work per
gridpoint, even in a fully adaptive context.

For continuous source distributions, the evaluation of local interactions is further accelerated by
approximating the kernel at the finest level as a sum of Gaussians with a highly localized remainder.
The Gaussian convolutions are calculated using tensor product transforms, and the remainder term
is calculated using asymptotic methods. We illustrate the performance of DMK for both continuous
and discrete sources with extensive numerical examples in two and three dimensions.

Key words. kernel split, dual space, diagonal translation, fast algorithms, multigrid, fast
multipole method, prolate spheroidal wave functions, radially symmetric kernels
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1. Introduction. Many problems in computational science involve the evalua-
tion of discrete sums of the form

(1.1) ui =

N∑
j=1

K(xi − yj)ρj , i = 1, . . . , N,

or continuous convolutions of the form

(1.2) u(x) =

∫
B

K(x− y)ρ(y)dy,

where x,y ∈ Rd and B is a rectangular box in Rd. In the present paper, we restrict
our attention to kernels K(x) which are not highly oscillatory. Examples of such
kernels include many of the Green’s functions governing classic partial differential
equations, the Matern kernels in statistics and machine learning, the general power
function 1/|x − y|α, and the radial basis functions used for function approximation
from point clouds of data. For both the discrete and continuous cases, we will refer to
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ρ as the charge and to u as the potential. Since this class of problems is ubiquitous,
the corresponding literature is vast. We will not attempt a comprehensive review here,
but simply point out that there are, broadly speaking, two classes of fast algorithms
for such problems: (a) tree-based methods such as the fast multipole method (FMM)
and its variants [15, 19, 30, 34, 39, 40, 64, 77, 78] or multilevel summation [12, 13,
44, 45, 50, 57, 67], and (b) uniform grid-based methods that rely on the fast Fourier
transform (FFT) such as Ewald summation (see, for example, [21, 49, 65, 66, 70]).
The tree-based methods have the advantage of permitting adaptive discretization in
the case of either continuous or discrete sources, and can achieve linear scaling. The
FFT-based methods, on the other hand, achieve O(N logN) complexity for more or
less uniform discretizations with a small constant prefactor implicit in the O(N logN)
notation. They are typically preferred in applications that do not require adaptivity
because of their ease of implementation and the wide availability of high-performance
packages such as FFTW [31, 32]. In the discrete setting, the FFT-based methods can
be understood in one of two ways: (a) mollification of the given source distribution,
using the FFT to diagonalize the convolution, followed by a local correction step,
or (b) splitting of the kernel K(x) into a smooth far-field component and a singular
near-field component (Ewald’s original approach). Both approaches can also be recast
as applications of the nonuniform fast Fourier transform (NUFFT) [4, 22, 23, 38, 62].
Finally, we should also note that a “multi-level Ewald” method was proposed in [16],
aimed primarily at achieving better parallel FFT performance.

The DMK method developed here draws on all of the ideas mentioned above,
as well as multiresolution methods [8, 9, 10, 46]. It combines hierarchical, tree-based
kernel-splitting with spatially localized Fourier transforms and leads to adaptivemeth-
ods with O(N) complexity. While it is described in detail below, we summarize the
novel features that make it faster and more general than prior approaches:

1. Unlike Ewald methods, DMK does not depend on the FFT for its asymptotic
complexity. (The lengths of the transforms used internally are independent
of N , and sufficiently short that all such calculations could be carried out
directly.)

2. Unlike Ewald methods, it is fully adaptive.
3. Like Ewald methods, and unlike previous multilevel summation methods,

Fourier analysis is exploited to diagonalize the convolutions needed at each
level.

4. Like Ewald methods, at the finest level in the adaptive tree, the interaction
kernels are local and compactly supported.

5. Unlike fast multipole methods (FMMs), DMK does not separate the near and
far fields, and does not rely on properties of the governing partial differential
equation for compression. For readers familiar with the details of FMMs,
the “interaction list” processing in DMK is much simpler - requiring only
communication with near neighbors at each level in the tree hierarchy.

6. Like fast multipole methods, DMK involves a single upward pass and a single
downward pass over an adaptive tree hierarchy.

7. Unlike earlier multiresolution approaches, the kernel splitting in DMK in-
volves only a single convolution kernel at each level in the tree hierarchy.

8. Unlike earlier multilevel summation methods, DMK uses Fourier analysis to
diagonalize interactions at every level.
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In short, DMK blends the algorithmic structure of the FMM and multilevel meth-
ods with that of Ewald summation by combining hierarchical kernel-splitting with
localized, spatially adaptive Fourier convolution. At each level, a different degree of
smoothing is applied: the longest range interactions are accounted for at the coarsest
levels, where the smoothing is greatest. Corrections are then computed on succes-
sively finer levels, corresponding to sharper but more localized features. Detailed
Fourier analysis of these localized kernels shows that, for any fixed precision, a mod-
est number of Fourier modes is needed at each scale, permitting an efficient, sepa-
rable representation of the interaction. It is worth noting that, from the viewpoint
of numerical linear algebra, the FMM and its descendants (including H-matrices and
skeletonization-based schemes) [30, 42, 43, 48, 56] carry out hierarchical low-rank
compression directly on the given interaction matrix with entries K(xi − yj). For
singular, nonoscillatory kernels, this leads to the requirement that source and target
boxes be “well-separated” in order for the sub-blocks of the interaction matrix to be
sufficiently low rank. In the DMK framework (and in multilevel summation methods
more generally), the interaction matrix is split into a sum of matrices - one for each
spatial scale - that are dense (but low-rank) at coarse levels and sparse at finer levels.

We refer to DMK as a framework since the structure of the algorithm is largely
kernel- and dimension-independent, using only generic, tensor-product Fourier con-
volution. The details, however, are kernel-specific, requiring some analysis in both
the Fourier transform domain and physical space. Numerical experiments show that
DMK leads to implementations that are as fast or faster than state-of-art codes, such
as the PVFMM [53] and FMM3D [2] libraries for translation-invariant Green’s func-
tions, and that they retain the same speed for more general kernels, unlike earlier
FMM variants such as those in [30, 34].

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we summarize some of mathemat-
ical prerequisites. In section 3, we provide a detailed description of an adaptive DMK
algorithm for the Poisson equation in three dimensions. In section 4, we show how to
extend the DMK approach to several other kernels, and in section 5, we present the
results of numerical experiments. In section 6, we discuss some potential algorithmic
improvements and extensions of DMK to other problems in computational physics.

2. Mathematical preliminaries and notation. We begin by summarizing the
main mathematical tools and definitions to be used throughout the paper, with some
material relegated to appendix A. For a point x ∈ Rd, we will denote its magnitude
by r = |x|. Points in the Fourier transform domain will be denoted by k with
magnitude k = |k|. When a function f is radially symmetric, we will use f(r) and
f(x) interchangeably.

We will make use of multi-index notation. That is, for a d-tuple of integers (a
multi-index) of the form n = (n1, . . . , nd), a point x = (x1, . . . , xd) in Rd, and a scalar

function of one variable Tn(x), we define Tn(x) =
∏d

i=1 Tni
(xi) and

∑
n∈[1,...,p]d

CnTn(x) ≡
p∑

n1=1

· · ·
p∑

nd=1

Cn1,...,nd
Tn1−1(x1) · · ·Tnd−1(xd).

We will permit the multi-index to take on negative values. For example, we will make
extensive use of formulas such as∑

m∈[−p,...,p]d

wme
ikm·x ≡

p∑
m1=−p

· · ·
p∑

md=−p

wm1,...,md
eikm·x,
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where km = (km1
, . . . , kmd

).

2.1. Interpolation. Let f(x) be a smooth function on the interval [−1, 1]. Then
it is well-known to have a rapidly converging Chebyshev series [11, 72]

f(x) ≈
p∑

n=1

anTn−1(x).

The Chebyshev polynomials [11, 71] can be defined by the recurrence relations

T0(x) = 1, T1(x) = x, Tn+1(x) = 2xTn(x)− Tn−1(x).

The Chebyshev nodes of the first kind are the zeros of Tp(x), given by

{ri = cos

[
π(i− 1

2 )

p

]
, i = 1, . . . , p}.

We define the p × p “Vandermonde-like” matrix V by V (i, j) = Tj−1(ri) [47] Given
the vector of function values f = (f(r1), f(r2), . . . , f(rp)), the coefficients of the
Chebyshev interpolant can be obtained as

a = V −1f ,

where a = (a1, . . . , ap).
Given a set of N additional points {−1 ≤ ξk ≤ 1| k = 1, . . . , N}, we define

the N × p evaluation matrix E by E(k, n) = Tn−1(ξk), so that E a is the value of
the interpolant at the additional points. The mapping from function values at the
Chebyshev nodes {rj} to function values at the additional points {ξk} is clearly given
by the interpolation matrix U = E V −1 ∈ RN×p.

In d dimensions, we denote by {ri} the tensor product Chebyshev nodes. That is,
ri = (ri1 , . . . , rid) for the multi-index i. We will continue to denote the corresponding
pd× pd matrix by V and write V (i, j) = Tj−1(ri) for Chebyshev interpolation. Here,
the multi-index j − 1 = (j1 − 1, . . . , jd − 1). Given the function values f = f(rj) for
j ∈ [1, . . . , p]d, the coefficients of the Chebyshev interpolant are given by

a = V −1f

where we are omitting the details of “unrolling” the multi-indices and a = {ai| i ∈
[1, . . . , p]d}. For N additional points {ξk ∈ [−1, 1]d| k = 1, . . . , N}, the N × pd

evaluation matrix E is given by E(k,n) = Tn−1(ξk) and the interpolation matrix by

U = E V −1 ∈ RN×pd

.
If the targets themselves lie on a tensor product grid with multi-index q, we will

write E(q,n) for the corresponding qd × pd evaluation matrix. The interpolation
matrix is again defined by

(2.1) U = E V −1 ∈ Rqd×pd

.

2.2. Anterpolation. Suppose now that, in one dimension, we have a potential
function expressed in terms of some smooth kernel K(x) of the form

(2.2) u(x) =

N∑
j=1

ρjK(x− xj),
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with xj ∈ [−1, 1]. It is convenient to adopt the language of electrostatics, and we will
refer to ρj as a charge located at xj . Since K(x) is a smooth function, viewing x as
fixed, we may write

(2.3) u(x) ≈
N∑
j=1

ρj

[
p∑

i=1

K(x− ri)U(j, i)

]
,

where U is the interpolation matrix mapping from the Chebyshev nodes {ri} to the
points {xj}. Changing the order of summation, we may write

(2.4) u(x) ≈
p∑

i=1

ρ̃iK(x− ri),

with

(2.5) ρ̃i =

N∑
j=1

UT (i, j)ρj .

Definition 2.1. The transpose of the interpolation matrix, UT = V −T ET is
generally referred to as the “anterpolation” matrix. The charges {ρ̃j} defined in (2.5)
will be referred to as “proxy” charges. In higher dimensions, proxy charges are defined
in the same way. That is, for a smooth potential function such as

(2.6) u(x) =

N∑
j=1

ρjK(x− xj),

we have

(2.7) u(x) ≈
∑

i∈[1,...,p]d

ρ̃iK(x− ri),

where

(2.8) ρ̃i =

N∑
j=1

UT (i, j)ρj .

Anterpolation is a key step in accelerating the “fine-to-coarse” transition in a
variety of tree-based methods [12, 13, 67, 44, 45, 50, 57] and, in d dimensions, the
cost of computing (2.8) is clearly O(Npd). If the sources ρj in (2.6) lie on a tensor-
product grid, however, that cost can be reduced.

Lemma 2.2. Suppose that the charges ρj in (2.6) lie on a tensor product Cheby-
shev grid contained within [−1, 1]d. Then the mapping

(2.9) ρ̃i =
∑

j∈[1,...,p]d

UT (i, j)ρj

can be computed in O(pd+1) operations, where U is defined in (2.1).

The proof follows from a straightforward application of separation of variables,
since the Chebyshev nodes {ri} are themselves on a tensor product grid. (Lemma 2.2
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is used in subsection 3.3 below to merge the proxy charges from child boxes to a
smaller set of proxy charges for their parent.)

Given a smooth function on the box B = [−1, 1]d, we will also need to shift the cor-
responding Chebyshev expansion to a box C of width 1 centered at c = (± 1

2 , . . . ,±
1
2 ).

(In the context of hierarchical tree-based solvers, one can think of B as a parent box
and C as one of its 2d children.)

Lemma 2.3. Suppose that we are given a tensor-product polynomial on a box B
of the form

u(x) =
∑

n∈[1,...,p]d

αnTn−1(x),

where the Chebyshev polynomials are centered at the center of B and scaled to the box
size. Then, in a child box C ⊂ B,

u(x) =
∑

n′∈[1,...,p]d

βn′T ′
n′−1(x),

where the Chebyshev polynomials T ′
n′−1(x) are centered on C and scaled to its size.

This translation is exact and

(2.10) βn′ = V −1E αn

where E(k,n) = Tn−1(r
′
k) is the evaluation matrix entry for scaled Chebyshev node

r′k on C and V is the (multi-index) Vandermonde matrix. The mapping in (2.10) can
be computed in O(pd+1) operations.

The exactness of the translation is obvious since we are simply shifting the center
of a polynomial in d variables. The reduction in computational cost from the naive
estimate O(p2d) to O(pd+1) follows from separation of variables.

Remark 2.4. The order of polynomial approximation to be used depends on the
desired precision of the calculation and the smoothness of the kernel in (2.6). Using
Chebyshev interpolation, we have the standard error estimate [63, 72]

|f(x)− Pn−1(x)| ≤
1

2n n!

(
b− a

2

)n

∥f (n)∥∞ .

Below, we will focus on the systematic use of band-limited (or approximately band-
limited) functions, whose Fourier transform is supported in [−Kmax,Kmax], which
satisfy

∥f (n)∥∞ ≤ Kn
max∥f∥∞ .

If the approximation is used on an interval of size 1/Kmax, then clearly

|f(x)− Pn−1(x)| = O

(
1

2n n!

)
∥f∥∞ ,

indicating rapid convergence with n, and independent of Kmax.

2.3. The Fourier transform and its properties. We define the Fourier trans-
form of F by

(2.11) F̂ (k) =

∫
e−ik·xF (x)dx,
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for x,k ∈ Rd. The function F (x) can be recovered from the inverse transform

(2.12) F (x) =
1

(2π)d

∫
eik·xF̂ (k)dk.

Some well-known properties of the Fourier transform are [24, 71]:

(a) If c ∈ R with c ̸= 0, then F
{
f
(
x
c

)}
(k) = |c|df̂(|c|k). (Dilation)

(b) F {∆αf(x)} (k) = −|k|2αf̂(k). (Differentiation)

(c) f(x) is smooth if and only if f̂(k) decays rapidly as k → ∞. (Duality)
(d) The Poisson summation formula [24] states that

(2.13)

∞∑
n=−∞

f

(
x+

2πn

h

)
=

h

2π

∞∑
m=−∞

f̂(mh)eimhx.

This holds for a broad class of functions, and extends to distributions such as the
Dirac delta function.

3. DMK for the 3D Laplace kernel. In this section, we consider the free-
space Green’s function for the Laplace equation in three dimensions, and begin with
a review of how classical (single level) Ewald summation [49, 21, 65]) can be applied
to the calculation of the discrete sum

(3.1) ui =

N∑
j=1

1

|xi − yj |
ρj , i = 1, . . . , N,

where (for the moment) we assume the targets {xi} are disjoint from the sources
{yj}. We then show how to create, using multilevel kernel-splitting, a fast and fully
adaptive variant of the method with O(N logN) complexity. Simple modifications
of the method yield an even more efficient O(N) method. In subsection 3.6, we
show that significant acceleration can be obtained for continuous sources at the level
of leaf boxes by approximating the kernel using a sum-of-Gaussians combined with
asymptotic analysis. Finally, in subsection 3.7, we show that a further reduction in
cost can be achieved using prolate spheroidal wave functions in the kernel-splitting
framework.

3.1. Classical Ewald summation. In order to reduce the cost of the calcula-
tion (3.1), Ewald [27] began by rewriting the 3D Laplace kernel in the form

(3.2)
1

r
=M(r) +R(r) :=

erf(r/σ)

r
+

erfc(r/σ)

r
,

where erf and erfc are the error and complementary error functions

(3.3) erf(x) =
2√
π

∫ x

0

e−t2dt, erfc(x) = 1− erf(x),

and σ is a free parameter, to be chosen for optimal performance later. Note that, once
r ≥ 6σ, erf(r/σ) ≈ 1 with more than fifteen digits of accuracy and erfc(r/σ) ≈ 0.
Thus, M(r) accurately represents the 1

r potential in the far field and R(r) can be
viewed as a local correction that needs to be invoked for r < 6σ. Note also that the
mollified far-field kernelM(r) is smooth but slowly decaying, while the residual kernel
R(r) is singular but compactly supported (to a fixed precision). The smoothness of
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M(r) follows from the fact that the Taylor series of the error function erf(r) about
the origin contains only odd powers of r.

Combining (3.2) and (3.1), we may write

(3.4) ui = ufari + ulocali

where

ufari =

N∑
j=1

M(|xi − yj |)ρj , ulocali =

N∑
j=1

R(|xi − yj |)ρj .

Remark 3.1. To evaluate the field at one of the source locations, say yi, it is
physically sensible to set the “self-interaction” to zero. For this, we may write

(3.5)

u(yi) = uselfi + ufari + ulocali

:= − 2√
πσ

ρi +

N∑
j=1

M(|yi − yj |)ρj +
N∑
j=1
j ̸=i

R(|yi − yj |)ρj .

The first term is a “self-interaction” correction, needed to account for the fact that,
in the smoothed far field sum,

(3.6) lim
r→0

M(r) =
2√
πσ

.

The far field contribution is amenable to Fourier-based methods. It is straight-
forward to check that the Fourier transform of the mollified far-field kernel M(|x|) is
given by

(3.7) M̂(k) = 4π
e−k2σ2/4

k2
,

for k ∈ R3, where k = |k|. It decays rapidly, but is singular at k = 0.

Remark 3.2. In its original form, Ewald summation was developed for problems
with periodic boundary conditions [21, 27, 49]. In that setting, the far field con-
tribution is expressed as a rapidly converging Fourier series, avoiding the Fourier
transform along with issues of quadrature in the Fourier domain. The singularity of
F̂ (k) at the origin is ignored, because of the requirement of charge neutrality in the
unit box for periodic problems. In recent years, however, Ewald methods have been
extended to address problems with either periodic or free-space boundary conditions in
any coordinate direction. See [3, 1, 65] for a detailed discussion.

In this paper, we restrict our attention to the free-space problem and modify the
original Ewald method accordingly, assuming only that the point locations {xi,yi| i =
1, . . . , N} have been rescaled and centered so that they lie in the unit box [−1/2, 1/2]d.

Since we will compute the far field interactions via the Fourier transform, it is
convenient to replace the kernel M(|x|) with a windowed kernel, which we define as

(3.8) W (x) =
1

(2π)3

∫
k∈R3

eik·xŴ (k) dk,

where

(3.9) Ŵ (k) = 8π

(
sin(C̃|k|/2)

|k|

)2

e−|k|2σ2/4,
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a C∞ function, depending on a parameter C̃. This makes discretization very simple,
since the integrand in (3.8) is smooth and exponentially decaying, so that the tensor
product trapezoidal rule yields spectral accuracy (see, for example, [73]). It is only
permissible to do this, of course, if the substitution ofW (x) forM(x) yields the same
result, as established in Lemma 3.4.

Remark 3.3. The elimination of the singularity in M̂(k) at the origin in (3.7)
by applying a sharp window in physical space was developed systematically in [74],
where it was applied to a variety of constant coefficient PDEs with smooth, compactly
supported right-hand sides. The basic observation (for the Laplace kernel) is that the
kernel 1/r truncated at a distance C̃ has the smooth Fourier transform

8π

(
sin(C̃|k|/2)

|k|

)2

.

Here, we apply this approach to the mollified kernel M(|x|).
Lemma 3.4. Let C =

√
3, the diameter of the unit box in three dimensions, and

let the parameter defining Ŵ in (3.9) be given by C̃ = C + bσ. Then, for sources and
targets in the unit box [−1/2, 1/2]3, we have

(3.10) ufari =

N∑
j=1

M(|xi − yj |)ρj ≈
N∑
j=1

W (xi − yj)ρj ,

with a relative error of the order erfc(b). (Setting b = 6 yields better than fifteen digits
of accuracy.)

Proof. From (3.9) and the duality property in subsection 2.3, we know that the
kernel W (x) = W (|x|) is a smooth radial function. We now show that it is given
explicitly by

(3.11) W (r) =
erf(r/σ)

r
− 1

2

(
erf((bσ + C + r)/σ)

r
− erf((bσ + C − r)/σ)

r

)
.

For this, we combine (2.12) and (A.6) to obtain the Fourier transform relation

(3.12) F (r) =
1

2π2

∫ ∞

0

sin(kr)

kr
F̂ (k)k2dk

for any radially symmetric function F . Thus,

W (r) =
1

2π2

∫ ∞

0

sin(kr)

kr
Ŵ (k)k2dk

=
4

π

∫ ∞

0

sin(kr)

kr
sin2((bσ + C)k/2)e−k2σ2/4 dk

=
2

π

∫ ∞

0

sin(kr)

kr
(1− cos(k(bσ + C)))e−k2σ2/4 dk

=
2

π

∫ ∞

0

e−k2σ2/4

kr
(sin(kr)− 1

2
sin(k(bσ + C + r)) +

1

2
sin(k(bσ + C − r)))dk.

Applying (3.12) to the mollified kernel M(r), and using (3.7), it is straightforward to
see that

(3.13) erf(r/σ) =
2

π

∫ ∞

0

e−k2σ2/4

k
sin(kr)dk,
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and the result (3.11) follows. Combining (3.2) and (3.11), we have

(3.14)
|W (r)−M(r)| = erf((bσ + C + r)/σ)− erf((bσ + C − r)/σ)

2r

≤ erfc(b)
1

r
, r ≤ C,

as desired.

Although we have an explicit expression for W (x), the calculation of (3.10) is
most rapidly carried out using Fourier convolution. Given σ > 0 and ϵ < 1, assuming

(3.15) K2
maxσ

2/4 ≥ log(1/ϵ),

we have

(3.16) ufari =
1

(2π)3

∫ Kmax

−Kmax

eik·xiŴ (k) ĝ(k) dk +O(ϵ),

where

(3.17) ĝ(k) =

N∑
j=1

e−ik·yjρj .

It is easy to see that the number of oscillations of the integrand in each dimension
is at most O((C+ C̃)Kmax/(2π)) = O(

√
log(1/ϵ)/σ). Thus, once the total number of

quadrature nodes NF = (2n+ 1)3, with n ≈ Kmax (Nyquist sampling), the error in

(3.18) ufari ≈
∑

m∈[−n,...,n]d

1

π2

(
sin(C̃|km|/2)

|km|

)2

e−|km|2σ2/4eikm·xi ĝ(km)

decays superalgebraically. Here, km = Kmax

n m = Kmax

n (m1,m2,m3).
It is convenient to write the far field contribution in the form

(3.19) ufari =
∑

m∈[−n,...,n]d

wme
ikm·xi ĝ(km), i = 1, . . . , N,

where

(3.20) wm =
1

π2

(
sin(C̃|km|/2)

|km|

)2

e−|km|2σ2/4.

We may rewrite (3.19) more explicitly in terms of matrix-vector products as follows
(omitting the details of unrolling the multi-index m to a single index m that ranges
from 1 to NF ):

(3.21) ufar = F2 DF1 ρ,

where

(3.22) ufar =
[
ufar1 . . . ufarN

]T
, ρ =

[
ρ1 . . . ρN

]T
,
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F1 is an NF × N matrix with entries F1(m, j) = e−ikm·yj , D is an NF × NF diag-
onal matrix with entries D(m,m) = wm, and F2 is an N × NF matrix with entries
F2(i,m) = eikm·xi .

The application of F1 or F2 to a vector requires only O(NF logNF +N log3(1/ϵ))
work using the type-1 and type-2 nonuniform fast Fourier transform (NUFFT) [4, 6,
22, 23, 38, 62], where ϵ is the desired precision. The application of D clearly requires
O(NF ) work.

Let us now assume that we have divided the computational domain into a grid
with NB = 8L cells (boxes), each of side length rL = 2−L. (In d dimensions, there
are 2dL boxes after L levels of uniform refinement, with each refinement by a factor
of 2.) Assuming that the particles are uniformly distributed, the number of particles
in each box is approximately the average value ns = N/(8L).

We now choose σ so that, when computing the local part,

ulocali =

N∑
j=1

R(|xi − yj |)ρj

for a target xi in a box B with side length rL, the interactions are negligible beyond
the 33 nearest neighbors in the uniform grid, including itself. That is to say, we would
like to enforce that erfc(r/σ) ≤ ϵ for r ≥ rL. A sufficient condition is that

(3.23) σ ≈ rL√
log(1/ϵ)

.

From the discussion above, the number of Fourier modes needed for the far field
computation is

(3.24) NF = O(K3
max) = O

((
log(1/ϵ)

rL

)3
)

= O

(
N

ns
log3(1/ϵ)

)
.

With this choice of σ, the cost of evaluating all local interactions is bounded by 33nsN
evaluations of the residual kernel R(|xi − yj |). In summary, the local interactions
require of the order O(Nns) work and the far field interactions require of the order
O(N log N

ns
) work. For ns = O(1), this leads to an O(N logN) method. The optimal

choice of ns, of course, is the value that balances the far field and local work, which
depends on the precision ϵ, the precise value of NF and the cost of residual kernel
evaluations. Finally, we should note that we have used a grid with 8L boxes for
convenience only; any uniform grid on which the FFT is efficient can be used.

3.2. An O(N logN) DMK method. We turn now to the development of an
adaptive, hierarchical extension of Ewald’s method, which will also require O(N logN)
work, but does not rely on the FFT for its asymptotic complexity. Recall that the
problem with highly nonuniform particle distributions is that we cannot bound the
number of particles that lie in any single box B in a uniform grid with O(N) boxes.
As a result, we cannot control the cost of the local interactions. Creating a uniform
grid with smaller boxes would require that NF ≫ N , increasing the cost of the
far-field interactions. Thus, an adaptive data structure is essential, and we shall
rely here on a level-restricted oct-tree in three dimensions (and on a level-restricted
quad-tree in two dimensions) [69]. The tree construction begins with the unit box
in dimension d and sorts all sources and targets into its 2d children, obtained by
bisecting the box in each coordinate direction. The refinement process is continued



12 S. Jiang and L. Greengard

recursively until there are fewer than ns sources and targets in any leaf node, with
the usual convention of referring to the box that is subdivided as the parent and
the 2d subdivisions as its children. The free parameter ns is typically chosen in
a precision-dependent manner, discussed in more detail below. The requirement of
level-restriction is that no two boxes that share a boundary point in the data structure
can be more than one refinement level apart, and there are standard algorithms to
enforce such a condition [69]. In a level-restricted tree, for any box B at level l, we
will refer to the boxes at the same refinement level which share a boundary point as
colleagues, including B itself. Boxes which share a boundary point with box B at level
l but are themselves leaf nodes at level l − 1 will be referred to as coarse neighbors
(see Figure 3.1). The set of coarse neighbors will be denoted by N (B). We will refer
to the unit box itself as level 0 and to the maximum refinement level as Lmax. The
linear dimension of a box at level l will be denoted by rl = 2−l.Level-restricted tree                                 

B
C

F

Fig. 3.1: A portion of a level-restricted tree is depicted (in two dimensions). For a leaf
node B, the boxes at the same level are called colleagues, while F is a fine neighbor and
C is a coarse neighbor.

Let us now consider the following “telescoping” decomposition of the Laplace
kernel for each level L ∈ {0, . . . , Lmax}:

(3.25)
1

r
=W0(r) +

L−1∑
l=0

Dl(r) +RL(r), L = 0, . . . , Lmax,

where the windowed kernel W0, the difference kernels Dl, and the residual kernels RL

are defined by the formulas

(3.26)

W0(r) ≈M0(r) =
erf(r/σ0)

r
,

Dl(r) =
erf(r/σl+1)− erf(r/σl)

r
,

RL(r) =
erfc(r/σL)

r
,

for σ0 > σ1 > . . . > σLmax
. It is easy to see that (3.25) is indeed an equality at every
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level L = 0, . . . , Lmax. We define the mollified far-field kernel at level L ≥ 1 by

(3.27) ML(r) =
erf(r/σL)

r
=M0(r) +

L−1∑
l=0

Dl(|x|).

Far field interactions beyond the colleagues at level L are accounted for in terms of
the kernel ML(|x|) to the desired precision, and the remaining corrections involve the
residual kernel RL(|x|) only within colleagues and coarse neighbors. (At level L = 1,
of course, the colleagues cover the entire computational domain.)

The departure from the classical Ewald approach (3.2), is the telescoping decom-
position of the free-space Green’s function and the introduction of the more and more
localized difference kernels Dl as we proceed from level to level in a tree hierarchy
(hence the nomenclature “kernel-splitting”). Unlike previous multilevel summation
methods [12, 13, 67, 44, 45, 50, 57], we systematically rely on Fourier analysis to
compute convolutions at each scale. As for the values of σl (l = 0, . . . , Lmax), they
are chosen so that at every scale, the residual kernel Rl is supported within nearest
neighbors at the same level. That is, we require that erfc(r/σl) ≤ ϵ for r ≥ rl = 2−l.
This is accomplished by letting

(3.28) σ0 ≈ r0√
log(1/ϵ)

, σl = σl−1/2.

The full O(N logN) scheme is illustrated in Figure 3.2. Before presenting the algo-
rithm in detail, several observations are in order.

(a). The windowed kernel W0(x) has the same behavior as in the classical Ewald
approach, with a smooth and rapidly decaying Fourier transform. Here, how-
ever, σ0 is so large that the number of quadrature nodes NF in the Fourier
transform is independent of N (the number of particles) and is simply a
function of the precision with

NF ≈ (4 log(1/ϵ))d

from (3.15).
(b). For a particle in a box B at level l, the difference kernel Dl(x) = Dl(|x|)

is negligible (smaller than the requested precision ϵ) beyond B’s colleagues.
It is a smooth function of x ∈ R3 and its Fourier transform is given by the
formula

(3.29) D̂l(k) =

4π
e−|k|2σ2

l+1/4 − e−|k|2σ2
l /4

|k|2
, k ̸= (0, 0, 0)

π(σ2
l − σ2

l+1), k = (0, 0, 0)

As above, the combination of smoothness and rapid decay implies that the
trapezoidal-rule approximation to the Fourier integral converges at an expo-
nentially rate.

(c). When proceeding from level l to level l + 1, σ decreases by a factor of two,
according to (3.28), so that the range of integration in the corresponding
Fourier integral doubles, with

(3.30) Kl ≈
4

rl
log

(
1

ϵ

)
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u(x) = ∑
j

W0(x − yj) ρj

… …

u(x) = u(x) + ∑
j

D1(x − yj) ρj

yj

yj′ 

yj

Nonadaptive Adaptive

Residual interaction 
if at leaf level

x′ 

u(x) = u(x) + D2(x − yj) ρj

∀ yj, ∀ x ∈ C(B2(yj)),

∀ yj, ∀ x ∈ C(B3(yj)),
u(x) = u(x) + D3(x − yj) ρj

∀ yj, ∀ x ∈ C(BL(yj)),
u(x) = u(x) + RL(x − yj) ρj

u(x) = ∑
j

W0(x − yj) ρj

u(x) = u(x) + ∑
j

D1(x − yj) ρj

∀ yj, ∀ x ∈ C(B2(yj)),
u(x) = u(x) + D2(x − yj) ρj

∀ y′ j ∈ leaf B′ 3, ∀ x′ ∈ C(B′ 3),
u(x′ ) = u(x′ ) + R3(x′ − y′ j) ρj

+∑
j

D0(x − yj) ρj +∑
j

D0(x − yj) ρj

Fig. 3.2: The introduction of the telescoping series (3.25) allows for a multi-level version
of Ewald summation, illustrated in two dimensions. Convolution at level 0 with W0 is is
global, but requires only a short Fourier transform, whose length is independent of the
number of particles. At successively finer levels, convolution with the difference kernels
Dl is carried out for colleagues (nearest neighbors) only. In the nonadaptive case (left),
each source yj lies in some leaf box B at the finest level, and direct interactions are
computed with the residual kernel RL for targets within B’s colleagues. In the adaptive
case (right), some sources such as y′ may lie in a leaf box at some coarser level l (here,
l = 3). That leaf box is denoted by B′

3 in the figure. Direct interactions are computed
using the residual kernel R3 for the targets within B′

3 and its colleagues. Aside from some
care in bookkeeping, implementation of the adaptive scheme is straightforward.

to maintain the same level of accuracy. However, the distance between rele-
vant sources and targets shrinks by a factor of two at the same time, so that
the number of oscillations, and the number of quadrature nodes in the range
[−Kl,Kl]

d, remains constant. (Kl can actually be set slightly smaller than
the value in (3.30) because of the extra factor 1/|k|2 in (3.29).)

(d). In the multilevel DMK algorithm, we use localized Fourier convolution to
compute the influence of the difference kernels due to sources that lie within
every box B at level l with targets that lie within B or its colleagues. As
a result, our trapezoidal quadrature must be accurate in a ball of radius
2rl = rl−1. From the Poisson summation formula (2.13), it can be shown [73]
that

(3.31)
2π

hl
≥ 3

2
rl ⇒ hl ≤

4π

3rl

is sufficient to achieve a precision ϵ for |x| ≤ 2rl, so that we have

(3.32) Dl(x) ≈
1

(2π)3

∑
k∈[−nf ,...,nf ]d

eihlk·xD̂l(hlk),
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Fig. 3.3: The difference kernel Dl is compactly supported on a ball of radius rl (= 1
in the figure) to the desired precision, while its Fourier spectral approximation needs to
be valid on a ball of radius 2rl. Since the actual support of Dl is smaller than the full
interval, its periodic images only need to be 3

2 rl away in order to avoid the aliasing error
which controls the accuracy of its Fourier spectral approximation. This accounts for the
factor of 3

2 in (3.31).

where

(3.33) nf =
Kl

hl
=

3

π
log

(
1

ϵ

)
.

(Similar, but less sharp, estimates can be derived from the Euler-Maclaurin
formula.) Using the same notation as for the classical Ewald approach, we
will write

(3.34) Dl(x) ≈
∑

m∈[−nf ,...,nf ]d

wl,me
ikm·x,

where km = hl(m1,m2,m3) and

(3.35) wl,m =
1

(2π)3
D̂l(km).

The total number of Fourier modes needed for the difference kernels is

(3.36) NF = (2nf + 1)3 ≈
(
6

π
log

(
1

ϵ

))3

,

independent of the level.
(e). The residual kernel at level L, RL(|x|), is compactly supported to precision

ϵ within a ball of radius rL, the boxsize at level L.
Suppose now that the target point xi (not coincident with any source) lies in some

leaf box BL at level L, with BL ⊂ BL−1... ⊂ B0 denoting the hierarchy of parents at
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Fig. 3.4: The dual-space splitting of the 1/r kernel using Gaussians on a leaf box at level
2 with six digits of accuracy: 1/r = W0(r) +D0(r) +D1(r) + R2(r) for r ≤

√
3. Top

row: left - the original kernel 1/r; right - the residual kernel R2(r) that is numerically
supported on [0, 1/4]. Second row: left - the windowed kernel W0(r); right - its Fourier
transform. Third row: left - the difference kernel D0(r) that is numerically supported on
[0, 1]; right - its Fourier transform. Fourth row: left - the difference kernel D1(r) that is
numerically supported on [0, 1/2]; right - its Fourier transform. Note that the difference
kernels D1 is exactly a rescaled version of D1, with one half the support and twice the
frequency content.
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coarser levels, where B0 is the unit box at level 0. Using (3.25) and (3.1), we have

(3.37)

u(xi) = ufar(xi)︸ ︷︷ ︸ +

L−1∑
l=1

udiffl (xi)︸ ︷︷ ︸ + ulocalL (xi)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=

N∑
j=1

W0(|xi − yj |)ρj +
L−1∑
l=0

N∑
j=1

Dl(|xi − yj |)ρj +
N∑
j=1

RL(|xi − yj |)ρj .

Before describing a fast algorithm based on (3.37), we introduce some notation.

Definition 3.5. Let c(B) denote the center of box B at level l. The outgoing
expansion Φl(B) for box B has NF elements, indexed by

(3.38) [Φl(B)]m =
∑
yj∈B

e−ihlkm·(yj−c(B)) ρj , m ∈ [−nf , . . . , nf ]
3.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that B is a box containing a target xi at level l. The in-
coming expansion Ψl(B) has NF elements, indexed by

(3.39) [Ψl(B)]m =
∑

S∈C(B)

wl,me
ihlkm·(c(B)−c(S))Φl(S)[m], m ∈ [−nf , . . . , nf ]

3,

where wl,m is given by (3.35). Then

(3.40) udiffl (xi) =
∑

m∈[−nf ,...,nf ]3

eihlkm·(xi−c(B))[Ψl(B)]m.

This result follows immediately from (3.34) and the fact that translation of an
expansion in exponentials is in diagonal form.

Definition 3.7. The colleagues of a box B at level l will be denote by C(B) and
the number of boxes in C(B) will be denoted by NC(B). (NC(B) is clearly bounded
by 3d.)

Informal description of the O(N logN) algorithm

(i). Sort sources and targets on an adaptive level-restricted tree. Let Lmax de-
noted the finest level.

(ii). Initialize the field u(xi) by computing the first term ufar in (3.37) directly,
as in (3.21), except that NF is given by (3.36), and independent of N . [This
requires O(NNF ) work. Using the type-1 and type-2 NUFFTs, this can be
reduced to O(NF logNF +N logd(1/ϵ)) work, as in the discussion of the clas-
sical Ewald method above.]

(iii). For every level l = 1, . . . , Lmax, compute the outgoing expansions Φl(B) for
each non-leaf box B containing sources at that level. [Using direct methods,
this again requires O(NNF ) work. With the type-1 NUFFT, the cost can be
reduced to O(N +NF logNF ) work with a precision-dependent constant.]

(iv). For every level l = 1, . . . , Lmax, for each non-leaf box B at that level, convert
the outgoing expansion to an incoming expansion in each of its colleagues
C that contains targets and add to Ψl(B). [This requires at most O(3dNF )
work per box.]
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(v). For every level l = 1, . . . , Lmax, evaluate the sum (3.40) for each target xi if
it lies in a box with an incoming expansion and add to field u(xi). [Using
direct methods, this again requires O(NNF ) work. With the type-2 NUFFT,
the cost can be reduced to O(N +NF logNF ) work with a precision-dependent
constant.]

(vi). For every level l = 1, . . . , Lmax, for every source yj , which is contained in a
leaf box B at level l, for each target xi in a colleague C(B) or coarse neighbor
N (B), increment the potential with the local contribution:

(3.41) u(xi) = u(xi) +Rl(|xi − yj |)ρj .

In the adaptive setting, counting direct interactions requires some care, but it
can be shown that the total number of direct interactions is of the order O(N) (see
[15, 58] for more details). In fact, uniform distributions are typically the setting
where the direct cost is the greatest. It is worth noting that additional savings can
be had by observing that the residual kernel Rl is negligible beyond a ball of radius
rl. Thus, in the simplest case where there are approximately ns targets in each of
3d colleagues, the relevant targets for each source yj are only those contained in the
sphere of radius rl centered at yj . Thus, the average number of targets with a nonzero

contribution from a given source is approximately 4π
3 ns rather than 27ns. Finally, we

recall that if a target is coincident with one of the sources, it should be omitted in
the direct calculation and the self-interaction correction uself(xi) should be added to
the potential u(xi).

Without carrying out a detailed operation count, assuming Lmax = O(logN),
this adaptive. multilevel extension of Ewald summation requires O(N) work at each
of O(logN) levels.

Remark 3.8. Kernel-splitting by itself is not new. It is the basis for the multilevel
summation methods in [12, 13, 44, 45, 50, 67]. However, those methods rely on the
evaluation of the smooth, difference kernel interactions through low-rank approxima-
tions in physical space. (Of note is the recent paper [57] which uses a sum-of-Gaussian
approximation of the difference kernel and direct convolution in physical space using
separation of variables for each individual Gaussian.) DMK is a dual-space method,
like Ewald summation, making use of the Fourier transform to diagonalize these in-
teractions with a significant cost savings. Diagonal translation plays a role in some
existing kernel-independent FMMs, such as [77] and [78], where Fourier-based convo-
lution is used to account for well-separated interactions.

3.3. The linear scaling full DMK algorithm. In the scheme just outlined,
we were obliged to carry out O(N) operations at each of logN levels. In order to
obtain an O(N) scheme, we will need to develop a two-pass version of the method (as
in multilevel summation or the FMM). Instead of step (ii), we will begin at the level
of leaf nodes and construct a set of proxy charges at all coarser levels that give rise
to the same field as the original source distribution. This will constitute an “upward
pass” (see Figure 3.5). In the subsequent downward pass, rather than steps (iii)
and (iv) above, where the difference kernel contributions are evaluated at every level,
we convert the incoming field expressed in terms of complex exponentials into an
expansion in Chebyshev polynomials. We then interpolate the Chebyshev expansion
obtained in each parent box to its 2d children and continue that process recursively
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until a leaf node is reached. Only then is the Chebyshev expansion evaluated at the
target locations (as in step (v) above). In this manner, we access each source and
target point only O(1) times, independent of the depth of the tree.

Fig. 3.5: In the O(N) scheme, we construct a hierarchy of “proxy” charges to account for
interactions at coarser and coarser scales. (Left) At the level of leaf nodes, we first build
a tensor product Chebyshev grid of proxy charges (solid blue circles) with fields equivalent
to those induced by the original sources themselves (red diamonds), illustrated in two
dimensions. The cost of obtaining proxy charges from arbitrary charge locations requires
O(Npd) work in d dimensions, where N is the number of sources. (Right) In the upward
pass, we translate the tensor product of proxy charges on each child (solid blue circles) to
a single tensor product of proxy charges at the level of the parent box (open black circles).
The parent proxy grid is responsible for approximating smoother interactions at its own
level.

Since the convolution kernels are smooth, we may use the anterpolation approach
described in subsection 2.2, illustrated in Figure 3.5. That is, in every leaf node,
we replace the charges {ρj} with a tensor product grid of equivalent sources (“proxy
charges”) which give rise to the same smooth potential over the range of interest. At
each coarser level, the 2d tensor product grids of proxy charges are merged into a
single tensor product grid, according to Lemma 2.2. This eliminates the O(N logN)
cost incurred in the simpler scheme above, where some expansion is created from each
source at each level.

Definition 3.9. The operator mapping the child proxy grid to the parent proxy
grid will be denoted by Tc2p. Tc2p is simply the (multi-index) anterpolation matrix UT

where U is defined in (2.1).

Given the proxy charges on a tensor product grid, it is straightforward to compute
outgoing expansion for a box B using a modified version of (3.38):

(3.42) [Φl(B)]m =
∑

j∈[1,...,p]d

e−ihlkm·(rj−c(B)) ρ̃j , m ∈ [−nf , . . . , nf ]
3,

where {rj} are the scaled tensor product Chebyshev nodes centered on B. Using
separation of variables, the cost is of the order O(pndf ).

We will also need to eliminate the O(N logN) cost incurred by evaluating the
difference potential ul,diff at each target at each level. For this, once the incoming
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expansion has been obtained for a box B, we compute the corresponding Chebyshev
approximation Λl(B):

(3.43) udiffl (x) =
∑

m∈[1,...,p]d

λl,mTm−1(x)

with expansion coefficients

(3.44) λl,m =
∑

n∈[1,...,p]d

U(m,n)ul(r̃n) .

Here, r̃n are the shifted and scaled Chebyshev grid on the target box. The values
ul(r̃n) are themselves obtained using separation of variables by evaluating

(3.45) udiffl (rn) =
∑

m∈[−nf ,...,nf ]3

eihlkm·(rn−c(B))[Ψl(B)]m.

The cost involved is of the order O(pnd
f + p2nd−1

f + ..pdnf ). Since nf is generally

larger than p, we will refer to this cost as of the order O(pndf ).
For non-leaf boxes, as in the FMM, we do not evaluate the local expansions

Λl(B) directly. Instead, we translate the local expansions from B to its children. The
translation operator converting the local expansions from the parent box to the child
box is given by the formula

(3.46) Tp2c = V −1E

from Lemma 2.3 and (2.10). It is easy to see that both Tc2p and Tp2c are independent
of the level in the tree hierarchy and that there are 2d such operators in Rd.

For a target x in a leaf box B at level L, we define the far-field potential as the
sum of the windowed kernel interactions and the difference kernel interactions up to
that level:

(3.47) ufarL (x) = usmooth(x) +

L−1∑
l=0

udiffl (x)

The far-field potential will be evaluated once for each target via standard (Chebyshev)
interpolation. The near-field correction is

(3.48)

ulocalL (x) =
∑

yj∈C(B)

RL(|x− yj |)ρj +
∑

yj∈N (B)

RL−1(|x− yj |)ρj

+
∑

yj∈F(B)

RL+1(|x− yj |)ρj ,

where N (B) and F(B) are the coarse and fine neighbors of B, respectively.

Remark 3.10. Note that the residual kernel index (in RL, RL−1 or RL+1 above)
is tied to the level of refinement of the source box since the far field contribution for
that source may have terminated at a coarser level. The union of C(B), N (B), and
F(B) is exactly the so-called list 1 in the adaptive FMM (see, for example, [20]).
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3.4. Reducing the cost of direct interactions. In the DMK framework (as
with FMMs and other linear scaling multilevel schemes), the optimal tree depth is
achieved when the cost of direct interactions, here with the residual kernel, balances
the cost of far field interactions. Thus, accelerating direct interactions has a significant
effect on the overall performance. As noted in the paragraph before Remark 3.8, we
can reduce the number of targets that need to be considered by exploiting the fact
that the residual kernel RL is negligible beyond a ball of radius rL about any source
at level L. As illustrated in the right-hand diagram of Figure 3.1, we can easily reduce
the search for targets by refining every box once. Consider a source yj that lies in
the box B in the left-hand diagram of Figure 3.1. To see which targets are relevant,
pairwise distances would have to be computed throughout B’s colleagues and coarse
neighbors. With an additional level of refinement, however, suppose yj is determined
to lie in the indicated child box Ba. We can then restrict the distance calculation
to the colleagues and coarse neighbors of Ba and only the subset of boxes indicated
in pale green. The remaining targets are all outside the relevant ball of radius rL
centered on yj .

For the case of a uniform distribution, note that the number of boxes within the
interaction range is 5d at level L + 1 rather than 3d boxes at level l. This reduces
the number of distance calculations per source from 3dns to 5d(ns/2

d) = 2.5dns.
Furthermore, the pale green boxes are well separated from Ba and the residual kernel
for targets in those boxes is smooth and easily approximated by a polynomial of one
variable in r (or r2). This avoids the need for evaluating special functions (such as
erf(r/σ)) for these interactions.

S
C

Fig. 3.6: Interaction lists due to the residual kernel. Left: the original list LD as in [36].
The list LD of a leaf box S at level l contains all target boxes that are its neighbors at level
l or leaf neighbors at level l− 1. Right: the target boxes that are in the interaction range
of a child box C of S. Here, all leaf boxes are refined once more. Since the residual kernel
Rl is zero outside a ball of radius |Bl|, only blue and red boxes have nonzero interactions
with the source box C at level l + 1. Furthermore, red boxes are well separated from C.
Thus, the residual kernel is smooth for the interaction between red target boxes and the
source box C. The residual kernel in this range can be well approximated by a low degree
polynomial of r2, avoiding the expensive calculation of special functions (including the
square-root function). Finally, the self interaction is always carried out at level l (i.e., the
parent box S) to reduce cache misses in SIMD vectorization.

3.5. The full DMK algorithm for discrete sources. We assume we are given
a level-restricted adaptive tree on input, that has fewer than ns sources and targets in
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each leaf node. Constructing such a tree requires O(N logN) work (assuming there
are O(logN) levels in the tree hierarchy). See [69] for further details. Each box B in
the data structure is then assigned some logical flags.

1. If B is a leaf box, then Fleaf(B) = 1. Otherwise Fleaf(B) = 0.
2. If B contains more than ns sources, Fout(B) = 1. Otherwise Fout(B) = 0.
3. If any of B’s colleagues contain more than ns sources, Fin(B) = 1. Otherwise
Fin(B) = 0.

As noted above, we carry out one additional refinement for all boxes to accelerate
the direct interaction step. Thus, a box B which was a leaf node in the given data
structure has Fleaf(B) = 1. The children under this additional refinement step are
assigned Fleaf = 0.

The discrete (DMK ) algorithm

Comment [On input, we are given a collection of N sources and targets xi, i =
1, 2, . . . N and yj , i = 1, 2, . . . N , a prescribe precision ϵ, and a parameter ns (the
maximum number of points in a leaf box). On output, we return the potential at all
target locations.]

Step 0: Initialization

1: Build a level-restricted adaptive tree using the algorithm (see, for example, [69]).
The root box is denoted by B0, the maximum level is denoted Lmax, and the total
number of boxes is denoted Nbox.

2: Initialize the potential u(xi), i = 1, . . . , N to zero.
3: Calculate δ1 according to the prescribed precision ϵ.

4: Compute the Fourier expansion length N
(0)
F for the windowed kernel W0, the

Fourier expansion length NF = (2nf + 1)3 for the difference kernels Dl, l =
0, . . . , Lmax−1, and the polynomial approximation order p in each dimension based
on the prescribed precision ϵ.

5: Compute the flags Fleaf(B), Fout(B), Fin(B), for each box B in the tree.
6: Carry out one additional refinement for each leaf node (assigning these additional

boxes the flags Fleaf(B) = Fout(B) = Fin(B) = 0).

Step 1: Precomputation

Comment [Create transformation and translation matrices.]

1: Compute the 2d translation matrices Tc2p and Tp2c according to Lemma 2.2 and
Lemma 2.3.

2: Compute the transformation matrix Tprox2pw converting proxy charges into the
outgoing plane wave expansions from (3.42) and the transformation matrix Tpw2poly

converting incoming plane wave expansions into local expansions, from (3.45),(3.44).
By translation invariance, only one matrix is needed for each level. Using sepa-
ration of variables, it is easy to see that one only needs to store one-dimensional
matrices of size (2nf + 1)× p.

3: Compute the translation matrices Tpwshift converting outgoing plane wave expan-
sions of a source box into incoming plane wave expansions of its colleagues from
(3.39). There are 3d of them for each level.
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Step 2: Upward pass

Comment [For each leaf box, form the proxy charges from the original sources.]

for each box Bi, i = 1, . . . , Nbox do
if Fleaf(Bi) = 1 then

Form proxy charges ρ̃m(B) from sources via (2.8).
end if

end for

for level l = Lmax−1, . . . , 0 do
for each box B at level l do

if B is a parent box then
Form the proxy charges from proxy charges in children using Tc2p.

end if
end for

end for

Step 3: Downward pass

for level l = 0, . . . , Lmax−1 do
for each box B at level l do ▷ Form outgoing expansions

if Fout(B) = 1 then
Form the outgoing expansion Φl(B) for the difference kernel Dl from the

proxy charge expansion coefficients using Tprox2pw.
end if

end for

for each box B at level l do ▷ Form incoming expansions
if Fin(B) = 1 then

for each box Bn in C(B) do
if Fout(Bn) = 1 then

Translate the outgoing expansion Φl(Bn) to the center of B and
add to the incoming plane wave expansion Ψl(B) using Tpwshift.

end if
end for

end if
end for

for each box B at level l do ▷ Form local expansions
if Fin(B) = 1 then

Convert incoming plane wave expansion Ψl(B) to the local expansion
Λl(B) using Tpw2poly.

end if
end for

for each box B at level l do ▷ Split local expansions
if Fin(B) = 1 then

for each child box C of B do
Translate and add the local expansion of B to the local expansion of

C.
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end for
end if

end for

for each box B at level l do ▷ Evaluate local expansions
if Fleaf(B) = 1 then

Evaluate the mollified potential ufarL at each target x in B.
end if

end for
end for

Step 4: Compute direct interactions

for level l = 0, . . . , Lmax do
for each box B at level l do

if B is a leaf box then
Compute the local contribution to the potential ulocall at all targets in

the colleagues of B due to all sources in B directly and add to the potential. The
search for targets in this step is accelerated by carrying out the processing using
the refined leaf nodes (see subsection 3.4).

end if
end for

end for

Step 5: Self-interaction corrections

for l = 0, . . . , Lmax do
for each leaf box B at level l do

for each target yj in B do
If target xi is coincident with a source yj , compute the self-interaction

term uself(xi) in (3.5) and add to u(xi).
end for

end for
end for

3.5.1. Complexity analysis. Let nf be the Fourier expansion length of the
difference and windowed kernels in each dimension, and let p be the polynomial ap-
proximation order for these kernels in each dimension. (In general, nf > p, so that
terms of the form pndf+p

2nd−1
f +. . . pdnf are dominated by pndf .) It is straightforward

to verify that
• The construction of the proxy charges on leaf boxes requires O(pd) work per
source.

• The translation of proxy charges from child to parent requires O(dpd+1) work
per box.

• The evaluation of outgoing expansions from proxy charges requires O(dpnd
f )

work per box.
• The translation from outgoing expansions to incoming expansions requires
O(3dndf ) work per box.
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• The computation of local expansions from incoming expansions requiresO(dpnd
f )

work per box.
• The translation of local expansions from parent to child requires O(dpd+1)
work per box.

• The evaluation of the mollified potential requires O(pd) work per target.
• The evaluation of the local potential requires O(3dns) work per target.

Thus, the total cost C is given by

(3.49) C = O(3dnsN + 2pdN + 2dpd+1Nbox + 2dpnd
fNbox + 3dndfNbox).

In the case of uniform distributions, Nbox is bounded by 2N/ns, leading to O(N)
complexity. For general distributions, the proof of linear complexity (after sorting) is
similar to that in [58] for the FMM. BLAS level 3 subroutines such as DGEMM and
ZGEMM.

Remark 3.11. The first term on the right hand side of (3.49) involves the eval-
uation of special functions and has a large prefactor implicit in the O(N) notation.
All of the other terms have very small associated constants and many of the steps
are compatible with optimized linear algebra (BLAS) routines. As observed above, the
prefactor 3d in the direct evaluation step with residual kernels can be accelerated by
looking only within a sphere of radius rL centered on a source at level L. This reduces
the volume to π instead of 9 in 2D and 4π/3 instead of 27 in 3D. In practice, this
makes it harder to use “SIMD” vectorization on modern architectures.

Remark 3.12. The parameter ns should be chosen so that the cost of local inter-
actions and the cost of all other steps are roughly balanced. In our implementation, we
optimize the selection of ns by experimentation with sources distributed on a surface.

3.6. Modification of DMK for continuous sources. We now consider the
evaluation of the volume potential (1.2) for the specific case of the Laplace kernel:

(3.50) u(x) =

∫
B0

1

|x− y|
ρ(y)dy,

where B0 is the unit cube [−1/2, 1/2]3, and the density ρ is assumed to be smooth on
B0. The first task is to build a level-restricted adaptive tree that resolves the density
ρ to precision ϵ. That is, we keep refining the tree until the density is approximated
by a tensor product polynomial of degree ≤ q − 1 on each leaf box B to the desired
precision:

(3.51) ρ(x) ≈
∑

j∈[1,...,q]d

cjPj−1(x), x ∈ B,

where we have switched from Chebyshev to Legendre polynomials for convenience
when computing integrals (see subsection 2.1).

3.6.1. Creating proxy charges. The changes to the code in terms of the far-
field interactions are very minor. We focus on the difference kernel Dl here. The
windowed kernel at level 0 is treated in the same way. For a leaf box B, we need to
evaluate integrals of the form

(3.52) udiffl (x) =

∫
B

Dl(|x− y|)ρ(y)dy.
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We have seen above that Dl is well-approximated by a polynomial of order p. As-
suming q ≤ p, the integral in (3.52) can be computed accurately using tensor product
Gauss-Legendre quadrature of order p since it is exact for polynomials of degree up
to 2p. That is,

(3.53) udiffl (x) ≈
∑

n∈[1,...,p]d

(rl
2

)d
wnDl(x, qn)ρ(qn),

where rl is the linear dimension of B, the points {qn} are the tensor product Legendre
nodes (see subsection 2.1), and wn are the weights of the standard tensor-product
Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule scaled to B. Thus, the proxy charges for a leaf node
are

ρ̃n =
(rl
2

)d
wnρ(qn).

This requires evaluation of the Legendre expansion (3.51) at the pd tensor-product
Legendre nodes at a cost of O(qpd) work using separation of variables - much less
work than in the discrete case.

Likewise, when evaluating the local expansions in Step 3 of the algorithm, the
targets lie on a tensor-product grid, so that the cost is of the order O(qpd) work
rather than O(qdpd). Amortized over the qd discretization points needed to represent
ρ(x), this amounts to a cost of the order O(Nq(p/q)d) work instead of O(Npd) - a
significant reduction.

3.6.2. Approximation of the local interactions. Recall that, in the discrete
setting, the direct calculations involve sums of residual kernel interactions R (3.26).
In the continuous setting, these interactions involve integrals of singular functions and
require some care. We will make use of the integral representation

(3.54) R(r) =
erfc(r/σ)

r
=

2√
π

∫ ∞

1/σ

e−r2t2dt =
1√
π

∫ σ2

0

e−r2/s

s3/2
ds ,

which can be derived from (A.16) and the definition of erfc. We have dropped the
level index L in the residual kernel here, since it is simply determined by the choice
σ = σL. The formulas in (3.54) must be understood in a distributional sense, which
is justified here since what we actually need to compute is integrals of the following
form:

(3.55) ulocal(x) =

∫
B

R(|x− y|)ρ(y)dy.

Without loss of generality, let B be the unit cube centered at the origin with σ chosen
according to (3.28) as

(3.56) σ ≈ 1√
log(1/ϵ)

.

For readers familiar with FMM-based volume integral codes, recall that the local
interactions are computed by tabulating integrals of the Green’s function 1/r with
each of qd polynomial basis functions at each of qd points within the box or its
neighbors. Thus, the work required is of the order O(q2d). In the DMK framework, we
seek to exploit the compact support of the residual kernel and the formulas in (3.54),
which we can interpret as a continuous sum-of-Gaussians (SOG) representation for
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R(r) involving more and more sharply peaked Gaussians as σ → 0. We will actually
truncate the integrals in (3.54), and write

(3.57) R(r) =
2√
π

∫ 1/σmin

1/σ

e−r2t2dt =
1√
π

∫ σ2

σ2
min

e−r/s

s3/2
ds , r ∈ [ϵ0, 1],

where ϵ0 is a free parameter and

(3.58) σmin = σϵ0 ≈ ϵ0√
log(1/ϵ)

.

It is easy to check that for r ∈ [ϵ0, 1] the resulting error in (3.57) is of the order O(ϵ).
We then seek a discrete SOG approximation of R(r) of the form

(3.59) R(r) ≈
ng∑
i=1

wie
−r2t2i , r ∈ [ϵ0, 1],

The choice of ϵ0 is somewhat involved and discussed below. Given ϵ0, however, there
are many ways of constructing the SOG approximation in (3.59). See, for example,
[10] or the black-box algorithm in [37]. Combined with the application of generalized
Gaussian quadrature [52, 76, 14], one obtains an SOG approximation with a number
of terms of the order

(3.60) ng = O(log(1/ϵ)).

Combining (3.59) and (3.55), we obtain

(3.61) ulocal(x) = ulocal1 (x) + uasymp(x),

where

(3.62) ulocal1 (x) =

ng∑
i=1

wi

∫
B

e−|x−y|2t2i ρ(y)dy

and

(3.63) uasymp ≈
∫
|x−y|≤ϵ0

(
erfc(|x− y|/σ)

|x− y|
−

ng∑
i=1

wie
−|x−y|2t2i

)
ρ(y)dy.

For ulocal1 (x), each term in (3.62) can be computed using separation of variables in
O(dqd+1) operations. For the contribution uasymp(x), one can carry out the calcula-
tion explicitly using a Taylor expansion of the density ρ(y). For illustration, using a
fourth order Taylor series and integrating term by term, we obtain

(3.64)

uasymp(x) = 4πρ(x)

(
I0 −

∑
wi

∫ ϵ0

0

e−r2δir2dr

)
+

2π

3
∆ρ(x)

(
I2 −

∑
wi

∫ ϵ0

0

e−r2/δir4dr

)
+
π

6
∆2ρ(x)

(
I4 −

∑
wi

∫ ϵ0

0

e−r2/δir6dr

)
+O(ϵ80),
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where In, n = 0, 2, 4 are given by the formula

(3.65) In =

∫ ϵ0

0

erfc(x/σ)xn+1dx,

and the error estimate O(ϵ80) comes from the integration over the ball of radius ϵ0 of
the error term in the Taylor series approximation (of order O(ϵ60)) multiplied by 1/r.
The integrals in (3.64) are easily computed in terms of the error function. We are
now able to choose ϵ0. We simply require (assuming the fourth order approximation
for ρ) that ϵ80 = O(ϵ) for precision ϵ.

To summarize, the cost of local interactions is of the order O(log(1/ϵ)dqd+1) for
each pair of boxes, leading to a cost of approximately O(3ddq log(1/ϵ)) per grid point.
In place of (3.49), the total cost of the DMK algorithm for continuous sources is

(3.66) C = O(3ddqN + 2(p/q)d−1N + 2dpd+1Nbox + 2dpnd
fNbox + 3dndfNbox),

Here, N is the total number of grid points:

(3.67) N = Nleafq
d,

where Nleaf is the number of leaf boxes in the tree. In the tree construction for a
continuous density, it is easy to check that the total number of boxes in the tree
satisfies the bound

(3.68) Nbox ≤ 1

1− 2−d
Nleaf .

Combining (3.66), (3.67), and (3.68), we obtain

(3.69) C = O([3ddq + 2(p/q)d−1 + 2dp(p/q)d + 2dp(nf/q)
d + 3d(nf/q)

d]N).

As noted above, when compared with FMM-based volume integral approaches,
the advantage of the present method is the expression of the residual kernel in terms
of a modest number of Gaussians, permitting separation of variables acceleration in
the local interactions and a dramatic reduction in the storage of local tables (since all
of the needed matrices are one-dimensional).

3.7. Optimization of kernel splitting using prolate spheroidal wave func-
tions. The last general improvement we introduce in the DMK framework is a reduc-
tion in the number of quadrature nodes needed in (3.34). For this, we will abandon
the kernel splitting in (3.26), which is closely related to the integral representation
(A.16) which makes essential use of the fact that a Gaussian is rapidly decaying in
both physical and Fourier space.

From the discussion thus far, the reader will note that the essential features of
kernel splitting aren’t specific to the Gaussian, but assume that

(a) the windowed kernel is smooth and admits an efficient Fourier transform,
(b) the difference kernels Dl(r) are smooth, admit efficient Fourier transforms,

and are compactly supported (to precision ϵ) in the ball of radius rl, where
rl is the side length of the boxes at level l, and

(c) the residual kernels are compactly supported (to precision ϵ) in the ball of
radius rl.

Fixing our domain to be the interval [−1, 1], note that in order for a Gaussian of

the form e−δ2r2 to decay to ϵ outside the interval [−1, 1], we need to choose

(3.70) δ =
√
log(1/ϵ).
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By (A.7), the corresponding Fourier transform can be windowed at

(3.71) Kmax = 2 log(1/ϵ).

Thus, it is worth considering other options, such as ψc
0, the first prolate spheroidal

wave function (PSWF) of order zero, discussed in Appendix A.6. For ψc
0 to decay to

ϵ outside [−1, 1], we have that

(3.72) c ≈ log(1/ϵ).

By (A.25), the Fourier transform of ψc
0 is λ0ψ

c
0(k/c), i.e., its Fourier transform can be

windowed at

(3.73) Kmax = c ≈ log(1/ϵ).

Comparing (3.71) with (3.73), we find that the number of Fourier modes needed to
approximate ψc

0 is roughly half that needed for the corresponding Gaussian. In d
dimensions, this results in a reduction of the total number of Fourier modes by a
factor of 2d, all else being equal. In Figure 3.7, we plot the PSWF of order zero ψc

0

and the corresponding Gaussian at six digits of accuracy on the interval [−1, 1], as
well as their Fourier transforms.
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Fig. 3.7: Comparison of the Gaussian with the PSWF of order zero. Left: the scaled PSWF
of order zero ψc

0(x)/ψ
c
0(0) with c = 16.893999099731445 and the Gaussian g(x) = e−δ2x2

with δ =
√

log(106). The parameters c and δ are chosen such that ψc
0(1) = g(1) = 10−6.

Right: the Fourier transforms of the Gaussian and ψc
0. The Fourier transform of the latter

decays much more rapidly than that of the former, requiring many fewer terms in the
spectral approximation.

Using the function ψc
0, we propose an alternative kernel splitting. Letting

(3.74) c0 =

∫ 1

0

ψc
0(x)dx =

1

2
ψ̂c
0(0),

and

(3.75) Φc
l (r) =

1

c0

∫ r/rl

0

ψc
0(x)dx,
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the new windowed, difference, and residual kernels are defined by the formulas

(3.76)

W0(r) =
Φc

0(r)

r
,

Dl(r) =
Φc

l+1(r)− Φc
l (r)

r
,

RL(r) =
1− Φc

L(r)

r
.

The corresponding splitting of the 1/r kernel is (repeating (3.25) here for conve-
nience):

1

r
=W0(r) +

L−1∑
l=0

Dl(r) +RL(r), L = 0, 1, . . . , Lmax,

which holds for any level L and any target in the unit box.
Since Φc

l (x) = 1 for any x ≥ rl by construction (to the desired precision), the
difference and residual kernels in (3.76) are compactly supported on balls centered at
the origin of radius rl and rL, respectively. Since ψc

0 is an even function, both the
windowed and difference kernels are smooth at the origin. Admittedly, the difference
kernel Dl(r) is not smooth at r = rl+1 since ψc

0(r/rl+1) has decayed only to ϵ and is
extended beyond that range to zero. For the purpose of computation, however, this
introduces an error of the order O(ϵ) in both physical and Fourier space and can be
safely ignored. In short, the difference kernel admits an efficient Fourier transform
and the new kernel splitting satisfies the three properties in subsection 3.7.

From the formulas in Appendix A.6, it is straightforward to show that the Fourier
transform of the difference kernel is

(3.77)

D̂l(k) =
4π

ψc
0(0)

ψc
0(|k|rl+1/c)− ψc

0(|k|rl/c)
|k|2

, |k| ≠ 0,

D̂l(0) =
2πc2
c0

(
r2l − r2l+1

)
, c2 =

∫ 1

0

x2ψc
0(x)dx.

and that the Fourier transform of the windowed kernel is

(3.78) Ŵ0(k) = 4π

(
sin((1 + C)r0k/2)

k

)2

ϕ̂c0(|k|).

Table 3.1 lists the actual values of c in ψc
0, the number of quadrature nodes

N1 = (2nf + 1) needed to discretize the Fourier transform for the difference kernels,
and the value p used to define the order of the polynomial representing the far field
potential as well as the number of proxy charges in each linear dimension. We also
show the grid spacing needed for the trapezoidal rule discretization of the difference
kernels in the Fourier domain.

The cost of computing the residual kernels is more or less identical, since the
evaluation of either Φc

l or erfc is most efficiently done by polynomial (or piecewise
polynomial) approximation of the kernel from a pre-computed, one-dimensional table
of values using Estrin’s method [26]. The number of terms required in the polynomial
approximation of Φl and erfc are more or less identical.

4. The DMK framework for general kernels. Most of the steps in the
DMK algorithm are both dimension-independent and kernel-independent, since the
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Table 3.1: Parameters used in the PSWF kernel splitting for the 3D Laplace kernel. ϵ
is the desired precision, c is the computed PSWF parameter for the indicated value of ϵ,
N1 is the total number of Fourier modes in each dimension for ψc

0, p is the polynomial
approximation order needed, and h0 is the grid spacing in Fourier space for the difference
kernel D0, respectively. At level l, hl = 2lh0 and Kmax = 2l c. Note that h0 is very close
to the analytic formula (3.31), namely 4π/3. For comparison, we also list NG

1 (the total
number of Fourier modes in each dimension for the original splitting using Gaussians) and
pG (the associated polynomial approximation order for the difference kernels) in the last
two columns.

ϵ log(1/ϵ) c N1 p h0 NG
1 pG

10−3 6.9 7.2462000846862793 13 9 1.3240π 22 16
10−6 13.8 13.739999771118164 25 18 1.3372π 44 30
10−9 20.7 20.736000061035156 39 28 1.3250π 66 46
10−12 27.6 27.870000839233398 53 38 1.3354π 88 62

mollified interactions are dealt with using the Fourier transform and polynomial ap-
proximation. For each kernel, however, the user must develop a telescoping series the
requisite properties in subsection 3.7. For each such kernel-splitting formalism, its
Fourier transform must be obtained and an accurate estimate of the quadrature for
the spectral representation. While we do not attempt to provide a complete theory
here, we show by example that the DMK framework is applicable and effective for
a broad class of kernels. Note that, once the kernel is expressed as the sum of a
windowed kernel and a residual kernel based on a parameter σ, the difference kernels
can simply be define as the difference of windowed kernels at two successive scales (as
in (3.27)).

4.1. Smooth kernels. If the kernel function K(r) is smooth, then kernel split-
ting is particularly simple. Letting w(x) be a smooth bump function supported on
[−1, 1] to the desired precision (such as a suitably scaled Gaussian or PSWF), we can
simply write

(4.1) K(r) =Ml(r) +Rl(r) := K(r)(1− w(r/σl)) +K(r)w(r/σl).

Here, Ml is the mollified kernel and Rl is the residual kernel, which is compactly
supported in the ball of radius σl. σl, as in the DMK method described in detail
above, is a parameter that depends on the precision ϵ and level l. The efficiency
of the splitting depends largely on two factors: how efficiently can we compute the
residual kernel Rl and how many points are needed in the spectral representation of
the difference kernel Dl =Ml+1 −Ml. These are kernel-specific issues for which it is
difficult to develop a general theory, although both theory and numerical experiments
suggest that the PSWF ψc

0 is a better choice of a window function than a Gaussian
(see the discussion in subsection 3.7).

4.2. Singular, slowly decaying kernels. Let us now consider long range,
translation invariant kernels K(r) which have a singularity at the origin. By duality,
their Fourier transforms are also singular at or near the origin and slowly decaying.
The essential requirement in constructing a hierarchical splitting scheme with the
properties enumerated in subsection 3.7 is to find a sequence of mollified kernels Sl(r)
with two properties:
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1. Sl(r) is smooth
2. Sl(r) = K(r) for r ≥ rl to the requested precision ϵ.

There are a number of methods one can use for this purpose, illustrated with
specific examples in the following sections, where we exploit known integral repre-
sentations, sum-of-Gaussian approximations, etc. If the Fourier transform K̂(k) is
known, one can also multiply by a suitable sequence of “filters” in the Fourier do-
main, yielding a fairly general approach. We present an example in subsection 4.6.

In this section, we point out that there are purely numerical methods which can
be used for this construction as well, without knowledge of the Fourier transform. One
of these is to define Sl = K(r) for r ≥ rl, and to use a smooth extension algorithm to
fill in function values on [0, rl] to enforce some degree of smoothness, such as with the
function extension method in [25] which can enforce Cn smoothness. For n sufficiently
large, the Fourier transform can be computed numerically and decays rapidly enough
that the trapezoidal rule is highly accurate.

One could also construct a sequence of smooth kernels Sl(r) by convolution in
physical space with a hierarchy of carefully chosen Gaussians or other approximations
to the identity [68]. We do not investigate these options in the present paper, focusing
on the kernels for which other approaches are easily available.

Once we have constructed Sl, the kernel splitting takes the standard form

(4.2) K(r) =W0(r) +

L−1∑
l=0

Dl(r) +RL(r), L = 0, 1, . . . , Lmax,

where

(4.3)

W0(r) = S0(r)w(r),

Dl(r) = Sl+1(r)− Sl(r),

RL(r) = K(r)− SL(r).

Since the difference kernels Dl are compactly supported in physical space, they
are smooth in Fourier space (by the Paley-Wiener theorem) and the trapezoidal rule
is spectrally accurate. For W0(r), we also need a smooth window function w(r) such
that w(r) = 1 for |r| ≤

√
dr0 and w(r) = 0 for, say, r > 2r0. Such a window function

enforces rapid decay of the Fourier transform of W0. In short, kernel splitting in the
general case involves hierarchical smoothing coupled with windowing at the coarsest
level.

4.3. Kernels with known integral representations. In Appendix A.4, we
have listed a collection of kernels for which there are known integral representations
involving Gaussians. Each of these integral representations provides a natural formal-
ism for kernel-splitting. In general, suppose that the kernel K(r) admits the following
integral representation:

(4.4) K(r) =

∫ ∞

0

s(t)e−r2t2dt

for some weight function s(t). (The integral representations listed in Appendix A.4
are all of this form.) Then the multilevel kernel splitting of K(r) can be accomplished
using Gaussians:

(4.5) K(r) =M0(r) +

L−1∑
l=0

Dl(r) +RL(r), L = 0, 1, . . . , Lmax,
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where

(4.6)

M0(r) =

∫ δ0

0

w(t)e−r2t2dt,

Dl(r) =

∫ δl+1

δl

w(t)e−r2t2dt,

RL(r) =

∫ ∞

δL

w(t)e−r2t2dt,

with δl = 1/σl and σl is given by (3.28).

Remark 4.1. The parameters δl get larger as one moves to finer levels, whereas
the parameters σl get smaller. More precisely, σl is the length scale of a box and, in
some respects, more natural. Many integral representations, however, are more easily
written in the form (4.4), and we will use the inverse length scale δj for many kernels
below.

Care must be taken when constructing an efficient discrete Fourier approximation
of M0. While M0 is smooth in physical space, it may still have a far field which is
not rapidly decaying, so that its Fourier transform could have some singular struc-
ture (typically at the origin for non-oscillatory kernels). One approach to finding a
windowed function with the same value in the computational domain (say the unit
box) is to calculate the Fourier representation of a truncated version of M0, with the
truncation beyond the domain of interest. This is a topic discussed extensively in [74]
and used above for the 1/r kernel (see Remark 3.3). Other specific examples will be
discussed shortly.

4.4. Sum-of-Gaussians approximation. When an integral representation for
a kernel is available in terms of Gaussians, as in the preceding section, finding a tele-
scoping approximation is simply a matter of quadrature. When no such representation
is available, however, one can begin by constructing an approximation of the form

(4.7) K(r) =

{∑ng

i=1 wie
−r2t2i , r ∈ [ϵ0,

√
dr0],∑ng

i=1 wie
−r2t2i +Kloc(r) 0 < r < ϵ0.

where r0 is the side length of the box B0. The cut-off ϵ0 is generally needed since
many kernels of interest are singular at the origin.

Constructing such a sum of Gaussians (SOG) approximation on an interval bounded
away from the origin is a well-studied (but nonlinear) task and closely related to ap-
proximation by sums of exponentials (SOE) and rational approximation and we refer
the reader to the literature for further details (see, for example, [10, 35, 75]). Re-
cently, attempts have been made to permit the “black-box” construction of SOG
approximations (see, for example, [33, 37]).

Given the SOG approximation valid on [ϵ0,
√
dr0], kernel splitting can be achieved

by defining the windowed, difference, and residual kernels as follows:

(4.8)

W0(r) =
∑
ti≤δ0

wie
−r2t2i ,

Dl(r) =
∑

δl≤ti≤δl+1

wie
−r2t2i ,

RL(r) =
∑
ti≥δL

wie
−r2t2i .
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Clearly, the difference and residual kernels are compactly supported with the correct
support size (since δl = 1/σl). Moreover, the windowed and difference kernels are
smooth and admit efficient Fourier approximations.

More importantly, for continuous sources, we can exploit the representation of the
residual kernel as a sum of Gaussians, as we did in subsection 3.6, and accelerate the
computation of local interactions using separation of variables. When ti is very large,
however, we can do even better. and compute the local interactions asymptotically
but with controlled precision. For this, suppose we have expanded the density ρ as a
Taylor series. We may then replace the finite domain of integration (over a leaf node

and its colleagues) by integration over Rd for any individual Gaussian e−r2t2i since the
Gaussian has decayed to ϵ outside the colleagues at level L by construction (that is,
ti ≥ δL). To sixth order in σ, it is easy to check that

(4.9)

∫
Rd

e−|x−y|2/σρ(y)dy = (πσ)d
(
ρ(x) +

σ2

4
∆ρ(x) +

σ4

32
∆2ρ(x) +O(σ6)

)
.

Estimating the error term, the asymptotic expansion is accurate to the desired pre-

cision as soon as
(
4σ2/r2l

)3
< ϵ, where σ = 1/ti. Thus, for values ti in (4.8) that

satisfy this criterion, we can bypass the table-based, separation of variables method
to convolve with the Gaussian kernel and replace it with a calculation involving only
a few floating point operations per target (once the Laplacian and bi-Laplacian have
been applied to ρ).

We also need to account for the contribution of the local correction kernel Kloc

in (4.7), which is supported on [0, ϵ0]:

(4.10)

∫
B0

Kloc(x− y)σ(y)dy

=

∫
x+Bϵ0

Kloc(r)σ(x+ y)dy.

It is easy to see that the above integral can be reduced to a set of one-dimensional
integrals on [0, ϵ0] by expanding the density as a Taylor series in spherical coordinates
and having access to integrals of the form

(4.11)

∫ ϵ0

0

Kloc(r)r
k dr

These integrals are easily computed on the fly at negligible cost.
For discrete sources, (4.7) can still be used for kernel splitting, but the local

interactions become expensive (without significant precomputation work) because of
the large number of terms needed to evaluate the residual kernel.

4.4.1. Sum-of-Gaussians approximation for the Yukawa kernel. In gen-
eral, one may obtain nearly optimal SOG approximation for a given kernel whose
range is restricted to the computational domain by using generalized Gaussian quadra-
ture [14, 52, 76]. This is particularly effective if this can be done in a precomputation
step so that it does not dominate the total computational cost. For any given power
function, this is easy to do (storing only the values {wi, ti} in (4.7)). For the Yukawa
kernel, this is not so straightforward because the tables are distinct for each value of
the parameter λ in the kernel. Thus, we seek an SOG approximation that can be
computed on the fly at negligible cost. For this, we use the change of variable u = et
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in (A.17), which leads to

(4.12)

1

2π
K0(λr) =

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
e−r2e2u−λ2e−2u

4 du, x ∈ R2,

1

4π

e−λr

r
=

1

2π3/2

∫ ∞

−∞
e−r2e2u−λ2e−2u

4 +udu, x ∈ R3.

Note that the integrands in (4.12) are exponentially decaying at ±∞ so that the
windowed trapezoidal rule converges with spectral accuracy. When the parameter λ
is very small, a more efficient optimization procedure related to the modified Prony
method in [10] can be used to reduced the number of Gaussians for u ∈ (−∞, 0].

4.5. Kernel splitting of the general power function using PSWFs. Since,
as we saw for the case 1/r, it is generally more efficient to carry out kernel splitting
with prolate spheroidal wave functions rather than Gaussians, we consider how to do
so for the general power function. Other kernels can be treated in a similar fashion.
For the general power function, its kernel splitting using ψc

0 can be constructed as
follows:

(4.13)
1

rα
=M0(r) +

L−1∑
l=0

Dl(r) +RL(r), L = 0, 1, . . . , Lmax,

where

(4.14)

M0(r) =
Φ0(r)

rα
,

Dl(r) =
Φl+1(r)− Φl(r)

rα
,

RL(r) =
1− ΦL(r)

rα
,

(4.15) Φl(r) =

∫ r

0

xα−1ϕl(x)dx =
1

c0

∫ r/rl

0

xα−1ψc
0(x)dx,

(4.16) ϕl(x) =
1

rαl c0
ψc
0

(
x

rl

)
, c0 =

∫ 1

0

xα−1ψc
0(x)dx.

In order to verify that the above construction satisfies the properties (a)-(c) in sub-
section 3.7, we note that ψc

0 is a smooth, even function. Substituting the Taylor
expansion of ψc

0 into (4.15), we obtain

(4.17) Φl(r) =

∫ r/rl

0

xα−1
∞∑
i=0

Cix
idx =

∞∑
i=0

Ci

i+ α

(
r

rl

)α+i

.

Thus, the windowed and difference kernels in (4.14) are smooth at the origin. The
compactness of the residual kernel follows from the fact that ΦL(r) = 1 for r ≥ rL.

Remark 4.2. The above construction works well for α ∈ (0, 2] in the sense that
the Fourier expansion length of the windowed and difference kernels defined in (4.14)
does not differ much from that for the 1/r kernel. When α increases, it is better to use
PSWFs with values of the parameter c different from those listed in Table 3.1. This
is because the parameter values there are chosen specifically for the 1/k2 kernel in
Fourier space. As α increases, the Fourier transform of 1/rα decreases more slowly.
We have not carried out any detailed analysis on this.
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4.5.1. An alternative kernel splitting for the 1/r2 kernel in three di-
mensions. The kernel K(r) = 1

r2 is the Green’s function for the square root of the

Laplacian in three dimensions, with Fourier transform K̂(k) = 2π2/k (see (A.8) with
α = 2 and d = 3). In this section, we provide an alternative route to kernel splitting

that relies on knowing K̂ rather than using (4.13) with α = 2. The resulting scheme
has more or less the same performance - we introduce it here to show that there are
many effective routes compatible with the DMK framework. The only subtle issue
when manipulating the kernel in the Fourier domain is to ensure that the difference
and residual kernels have the appropriate compact support in physical space. To be
more precise, we write

(4.18)
1

r2
=M0(r) +

L−1∑
l=0

Dl(r) +RL(r), L = 0, 1, . . . , Lmax,

where

(4.19)

M0(r) =
1− ψc

0(r/r0)/ψ
c
0(c)

r2
,

Dl(r) =
ψc
0(r/rl)− ψc

0(r/rl+1)

ψc
0(0)r

2
,

RL(r) =
ψc
0(r/rL)

ψc
0(0)r

2
.

The corresponding kernels in Fourier space are similar to those in (3.76). For example,

(4.20) D̂l(k) = 2π2

∫ krl/c

0
ψc
0(x)dx−

∫ kcrl+1/c

0
ψc
0(x)dx

c0k
,

with c0 =
∫ 1

0
ψc
0(x)dx.

4.6. Kernel splitting using Gaussians or PSWFs in Fourier space. As
just noted, it can be convenient to carry out kernel splitting in Fourier space rather
than physical space, especially when the singularity of the kernel is difficult to account
for in physical space, but straightforward to handle in the Fourier representation.
For the constant coefficient Green’s functions of classic physics, kernel splitting in
Fourier space is often very convenient since K̂ is typically dimension-independent
when expressed as a function of k = |k|.

We illustrate this idea by carrying out kernel splitting for the Yukawa kernel
GY(r) using PSWFs. From (A.11), the Fourier transform of the Yukawa kernel is
ĜY(k) = 1

k2+λ2 in any dimension. From (4.5) and (A.7), we obtain the following
kernel splitting using Gaussians in Fourier space:

(4.21) ĜY(k) =
1

k2 + λ2
= M̂0(k) +

L−1∑
l=0

D̂l(k) + R̂L(k), L = 0, 1, . . . , Lmax,

with

(4.22)

M̂0(k) =
e−(k2+λ2)σ2

0/4

k2 + λ2
,

D̂l(k) =
e−(k2+λ2)σ2

l+1/4 − e−(k2+λ2)σ2
l /4

k2 + λ2
,

R̂L(k) =
1− e−(k2+λ2)σ2

L/4

k2 + λ2
.
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where the σl are defined in (3.28). The fact that the difference and residual kernels
are compactly supported to precision ϵ follows from the observation that the Fourier
transforms of the difference and residual kernels can be extended to entire functions
of the complexified argument k and the duality of the Fourier transform [71, Theorem
1 on pp. 30].

Using PSWFs instead, we have

(4.23) ĜY(k) =
1

k2 + λ2
= M̂ c

0 (k) +

L−1∑
l=0

D̂c
l (k) + R̂c

L(k), L = 0, 1, . . . , Lmax,

with

(4.24)

M̂ c
0 (k) =

ψc
0

(√
k2 + λ2r0/c

)
ψc
0(0)(k

2 + λ2)
,

D̂c
l (k) =

ψc
0

(√
k2 + λ2rl+1/c

)
− ψc

0

(√
k2 + λ2rl/c

)
ψc
0(0)(k

2 + λ2)
,

R̂c
L(k) =

1− ψc
0

(√
k2 + λ2rL/c

)
/ψc

0(0)

(k2 + λ2)
.

Since ψc
0 is an even, entire function, the Fourier transforms of the difference and

residual kernels can be extended as entire functions. Thus, these two kernels are
compactly supported to precision ϵ. The kernel splitting in (4.23) is independent of
dimension and works for the case λ = 0 as well. In three dimensions, the expression
of D̂c

l (k) in (4.24) reduces to (3.77) for the 1/r kernel when λ = 0. In two dimensions,
it provides an efficient kernel splitting for K0(λr) and log(r) using PSWFs. Note that
it is not so obvious how to account for the logarithmic singularity if one tries to carry
out kernel splitting in physical space directly.

4.7. Handling singularities in Fourier space. When we use either Gaussians
or PSWFs for kernel splitting, it is easy to enforce rapid and controlled decay of the
Fourier transform of the mollified and difference kernels. Since the difference kernels
are compactly supported in physical space, they are smooth in Fourier space (by the
Paley-Wiener theorem) and the trapezoidal rule is spectrally accurate. That is not the
case for the mollified kernel, which may be slowly decaying. In the nonoscillatory case,
this leads to a singularity at the origin. In the case of the Yukawa kernel, one might
expect that the exponential decay leads to the same result - and rapid convergence
using the trapezoidal rule. Even though both M̂ c

0 (k) and R̂
c
L(k) in (4.24) are formally

smooth, however, they are nearly singular at the origin when λ is small. The same
issue arises with the residual kernel as well, noting that R̂c

L(k) is simply the difference
between the Fourier transform of the original kernel and that of the mollified kernel
at level L. Thus, as discussed in the setting of the 1/r kernel, it is convenient to
construct a windowed kernel which matches the mollified kernel over the domain of
interest but is rapidly attenuated to zero so that a smooth quadrature can be applied
in Fourier space.

We have done this explicitly for the Laplace kernel in three dimensions in sub-
section 3.1, where the Fourier transform (3.9) of the windowed kernel is simply the
product of a Gaussian and the Fourier transform of the truncated 1/r kernel. The
approached used there works for all kernel splittings we have discussed so far. To
see this, suppose that the Fourier transform of the original kernel is K̂(k), and that
the Fourier transform of the mollified kernel is Ĝl(k)K̂(k), where the corresponding
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function Gl(r) in physical space is compactly supported to precision ϵ in a ball of
radius rl. Let the windowed kernel be defined by

(4.25) Ŵl(k) = Ĝl(k)T̂ (k),

where

(4.26) T̂ (k) =

∫
Rd

e−ik·xK(x)χ

(
|x|

((1 +
√
d)rl)

)
dx =

∫
|x|≤(1+

√
d)rl

e−ik·xK(x)dx.

Here, χ(r) = 1 for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, χ(r) = 0 for r > 1, and thus, T̂ (k) is simply the Fourier
transform of the truncated kernel introduced in in [74]. Then

(4.27) Wl(r) =Ml(r), r ≤
√
drl.

In order to show this, we make use of the convolution theorem:

(4.28)

Ml(x) =

∫
Rd

K(y)Gl(x− y)dy

=

∫
|y|≤(1+

√
d)rl

K(y)Gl(x− y)dy,

where we have used the fact that Gl(x − y) = 0 for y outside the ball of radius
(1 +

√
d)rl when |x| ≤

√
drl, since Gl(r) is compactly supported in a ball of radius rl

to the desired precision. Likewise,

(4.29)

Wl(x) =

∫
Rd

T (y)Gl(x− y)dy

=

∫
Rd

K(y)χ(|y|/((1 +
√
d)rl))Gl(x− y)dy

=

∫
|y|≤(1+

√
d)rl

K(y)Gl(x− y)dx.

Since Wl(r) = Ml(r) over the range of interest but compactly supported, simple
trapezoidal quadrature can be applied in Fourier space with spectral accuracy.

5. Numerical results. We have implemented the algorithms described above
in Fortran. The software was compiled using the Intel compiler and linked with the
Intel MKL library, with all experiments run in single-threaded mode on a 3.30GHz
Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6234 CPU. We first consider the DMK approach in the discrete
setting, for (1.1).

5.1. The “point code”: fast transforms using the discrete DMK frame-
work. We begin with the Laplace kernel 1/r in three dimensions, since it is such a
well-studied problem, and there are numerous open source libraries for this task, in-
cluding the FMM3D and PVFMM libraries.

5.1.1. The 3D Laplace kernel. In our implementation, we set the subdivision
parameter ns (the maximum number of points in a leaf node) to 280 for precisions ϵ =
10−3, 10−6 and to 800 for ϵ = 10−9, 10−12. For the PVFMM, the multipole expansion
order is set to 4, 7, 11, 15 for ϵ = 10−3, 10−6, 10−9, 10−12, respectively. Figure 5.1
shows the total time in seconds when the points are uniformly distributed in the unit
box with the number of points N = m · 106 for m = 1, . . . , 8, and Figure 5.2 shows
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the total time in second when the points are distributed on a sphere of radius 0.45
centered at the origin. For low accuracy (ϵ = 10−3), the time for building the tree
and sorting the points to create the adaptive data structure takes roughly one-third
of the total time.

In Figure 5.3, we show the average throughput of these schemes. Note that the
DMK performance is very close to that of the PVFMM, while FMM3D is slower by
a modest factor. We conjecture that for the 1/r kernel, a fully optimized scheme
that uses features from each of FMM3D, PVFMM and DMK may be able to do
significantly better.

Remark 5.1. For direct interactions (as in PVFMM and FMM3D), we make use
of SIMD accelerated kernel evaluation for 1/r (on a single core), using the Scientific
computing template library (SCTL) [54].
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Fig. 5.1: Linear scaling of DMK for the 3D Laplace kernel and comparison with the
FMM3D and PVFMM libraries for various precisions ϵ. In these figures, the points are
uniformly distributed in the unit box. The x-axis indicates the total number of points and
the y-axis the total time in seconds. Top left: ϵ = 10−3; top right: ϵ = 10−6. Bottom
left: ϵ = 10−9; bottom right: ϵ = 10−12.

5.1.2. The 3D kernels for the square-root of the Laplacian and the
Yukawa operator. In three dimensions, the kernel for the square-root of the Lapla-
cian is 1/r2 and for the Yukawa operator is e−λr/r. Since SIMD-accelerated evaluation
for 1/r2 is straightforward, we set ns to have the same value as for the Laplace kernel.
Since the Yukawa kernel is not scale-invariant, acceleration is more difficult, we re-
duce the magnitude of ns to adjust the balance between far field and local work. We
set ns = 40, 80, 300, 600 for ϵ = 10−3, 10−6, 10−9, 10−12, respectively. In Figure 5.4,
we see the linear scaling performance of DMK for these two kernels. In Figure 5.5,
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Fig. 5.2: Linear scaling of DMK for the 3D Laplace kernel and comparison with the
FMM3D and PVFMM libraries for various precisions ϵ. In these figures, the points are
uniformly distributed on a sphere of radius 0.45. The x-axis is the total number of points
and the y-axis the total time in seconds. Top left: ϵ = 10−3; top right: ϵ = 10−6.
Bottom left: ϵ = 10−9; bottom right: ϵ = 10−12.
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Fig. 5.3: Average throughput of DMK for the 3D Laplace kernel and comparison with
the FMM3D and PVFMM libraries. The x-axis indicates the prescribed precision ϵ, and
the y-axis indicates the throughput measured in 105 points per second.

we show the throughput in the DMK framework. Note that the throughput for the
square-root of the Laplacian is similar to that for the Laplacian, while the throughput
of the 3D Yukawa kernel is significantly worse - due almost entirely to the increased
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expense of direct kernel evaluation.
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Fig. 5.4: Timing results of DMK . Top: the kernel for the square-root of the Laplacian in
3D; bottom: the kernel for the Yukawa operator in 3D with λ = 6. Left: data for uniform
distribution of points; right: data points distributed on a sphere.
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Fig. 5.5: Average throughput of DMK . Left: the kernel for the square-root of the
Laplacian in 3D; right: the kernel for the Yukawa operator in 3D with λ = 6.

5.1.3. Kernels for the Laplace operator, the square-root of the Laplace
operator and the Yukawa operator in 2D. In two dimensions, the kernels for
Laplacian, the square-root of the Laplacian and the Yukawa operator are log(r), 1/r,
and K0(λr), respectively. Both log(r) and 1/r easy to rescale and admit straight-
forward SIMD-accelerated fast kernel evaluation. In our implementation, we set
ns = 120, 120, 160, 160 for ϵ = 10−3, 10−6, 10−9, 10−12, respectively. Since the 2D
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Table 5.1: Timing results for various stages of the DMK algorithm for the Laplace
kernel, the kernel for the square-root of the Laplacian and the Yukawa kernel in two
and three dimensions. The number of source points is four million on either a circle
(2D) or a sphere (3D). The requested precision is ϵ = 10−6. ns is the maximum
number of particles in a leaf box. ttree is the time for constructing the level-restricted
tree from the particle distribution. tFourier is the time for translating plane-wave
expansions. tdirect is the time for computing direct interactions using the residual
kernel. ttotal is the total computational time.

Kernel ns ttree tFourier tdirect ttotal

Two dimensions

log(r) 120 4.98 0.91 2.11 8.58
1/r 120 4.99 0.91 1.48 7.96
K0(λr) 120 5.03 0.90 22.3 28.8
K0(λr) 30 8.66 2.91 5.68 19.1

Three dimensions

1/r 280 4.81 7.06 6.99 21.3
1/r2 280 4.82 8.04 6.23 21.8
e−λr/r 280 5.33 7.17 63.4 78.3
e−λr/r 80 11.0 18.3 19.6 56.4

Yukawa kernel is not scale-invariant, we have not yet developed a SIMD-accelerated
kernel routine. Thus, we set ns = 30, 30, 45, 45 for ϵ = 10−3, 10−6, 10−9, 10−12, respec-
tively. In Figure 5.6, we illustrate the linear scaling of DMK for these three kernels.
Figure 5.7 shows the average throughput.

Remark 5.2. We make use of the fast kernel evaluation routine for log(r) from
the C++ vector class library [28].

In both two and three dimensions, the principal reason the performance for the
Yukawa kernel is slower than that for the Laplacian or its square root is that we
lack a SIMD-accelerated direct kernel evaluation routine. In Table 5.1, we show a
breakdown of the timing for various components of the algorithm. Note that the
cost of translating plane-wave representations is basically the same for all kernels, so
long as the tree has the same depth, and that the increase in the total time required
for the Yukawa kernel is due to the ten-fold increase in the cost of kernel evaluation
(tdirect), when ns is set to the same number as for the other two kernels. By shrinking
ns, which cause one more level of refinement, the total cost for the Yukawa kernel is
reduced slightly.

5.2. The “box code”: fast transforms using the continuous DMK frame-
work. The performance of DMK for computing volume integrals of the form (1.2)
is much less dependent on the specific kernel, once the requested precision and poly-
nomial approximation order k for the input density are fixed. Figure 5.8 shows the
average throughput of the algorithm for six kernels: the Laplace kernels in two and
three dimensions (log(r) and 1/r), the Yukawa kernels in two the three dimensions
(K0(λr) and e

−λr/r), and the kernels for the square-root of the Laplacian in two and
three dimensions (1/r and 1/r2). In the two-dimensional setting, we fixed k to be 16.
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Fig. 5.6: Timing results of DMK for various 2D kernels. Top: the Laplace kernel; middle:
the kernel for the square-root of the Laplacian; bottom: the Yukawa kernel with λ = 6.
Left: uniform distribution; right: points distributed on a circle.
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Fig. 5.7: Average throughput of DMK for 2D kernels. Left: the Laplace kernel; middle:
the kernel for the square-root of the Laplacian; right: the Yukawa kernel with λ = 6.
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For three dimensions, we set k = 16 for three and six digits of accuracy and k = 20 for
nine and twelve digits of accuracy. The throughput of PVFMM for the 3D Laplace
kernel is generated with multipole expansion orders p = 4, 8, 12, 15 and polynomial
expansion orders k = 6, 10, 14, 16 for 3, 6, 9, 12 digits of accuracy, respectively.

For our experiments involving the Laplace and Yukawa kernels in three dimen-
sions, we used an analytic solution given as the sum of two Gaussians:

(5.1) uexact(x) =
1

πδd/2
e−|x−x1|2/δ − 1

2πδd/2
e−|x−x2|2/δ

with x1 = (0.1, 0.02, 0.04) and x2 = (0.03,−0.1, 0.05). We calculate the average
throughput with δ = 4 · 10−3, 10−3, 10−4, 10−5. In the two-dimensional case, we used
an analytic solution given by

(5.2) uexact(x) = e−(|x|/r0)α

with r0 = 0.25. The solution drops sharply beyond the circle of radius r0 (see, for
example, [55, 53]). We calculate the average throughput over the parameter values
α = 60, 96, 110, 180. The input density is computed explicitly as ρ(x) = ∆uexact(x)
and ρ(x) = (∆ + λ2)uexact(x) for the Laplace and Yukawa kernels, respectively. The
adaptive tree is constructed by querying for values of ρ(x) until it is resolved to the
desired precision.

For the kernels corresponding to the square-root of the Laplacian, the input den-
sity is assumed to be the sum of 40 Gaussians with centers at 40 equispaced points on
the circle of radius 0.15 in two dimensions and variance δ. The average throughput is
calculated over parameter values δ = 10−5, 10−5/3, 10−5/9, 10−5/27. In three dimen-
sions, the input density is given by (5.1). A reference solution is then calculated via
the integral representation

(5.3)
1

rα
=

1

Γ(α/2)

∫ ∞

−∞
e−r2et+αt/2dt

and the fact that the convolution of two Gaussians is another Gaussian

(5.4)

∫
Rd

e−a|x−y|2e−b|y|2dy =

(
π

a+ b

)d/2

e−ab|x|2/(a+b).

This leads to

(5.5)

∫
Rd

e−|y−y0|
2/δ

|x− y|α
dy =

1

Γ(α/2)

∫ ∞

−∞

(
π

et + 1/δ

)d/2

e−|x−y0|
2/(e−t+δ)+αt/2dt.

Finally, (5.5) can be evaluated numerically via the truncated trapezoidal rule, since
the integrand decays exponentially to zero at ±∞.

The reason that the performance of the box code has such a weak dependence on
the kernel itself is that the direct interactions are accelerated by the sum-of-Gaussians
approximation of the kernel as well as asymptotic analysis. Thus the cost of near-
field interactions does not depend on the cost of evaluating the kernel itself. Further-
more, the cost of direct interactions goes down dramatically because of separation
of variables. (It is also much more suitable for low-level code optimization across
heterogeneous computer architectures.)
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Fig. 5.8: Throughput of DMK for various kernels with continuous source distributions in
two and three dimensions. The x-axis is the prescribed precision, and the y-axis is the
throughput measured in million points per second. Top: the Laplace kernel; middle: the
Yukawa kernel with λ = 6; bottom: the square-root Laplace kernel. Timings for 2D are
on the left. Timings for 3D are on the right.

Remark 5.3. We have used the sum-of-Gaussians approximation in our current
implementation of the box code, due to the fact that the SOG approximation is easily
computed on the fly. Further speedup could be obtained if we carried out kernel-
splitting using PSWFs, and used the SOG approximation only for the residual kernel.
We estimate that the throughput would increase by a factor of 1.5− 2.

6. Conclusions. We have presented a new class of methods for the development
of discrete and continuous fast transforms with translation invariant kernels. It draws
from a wide variety of existing schemes: Ewald summation (which exploits Fourier
analysis and diagonalization), multilevel summation (which exploits kernel splitting
and hierarchical localization), and fast multipole methods (which exploit the use of
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translation operators).
The DMK framework starts with a hierarchical splitting of the given kernel as a

sum of windowed, difference, and residual kernels. In the execution of the method, all
relevant interactions take place within a box and its nearest neighbors at every level of
the grid hierarchy. This turns out to be much simpler than manipulating the “inter-
action lists” that are essential in the FMM to ensure the well-separateness criterion.
While the rank of the far-field interaction is increased compared to the FMM, the
ability to use diagonal translation via localized Fourier transforms and acceleration
of near-field interactions using tensor product transforms makes the DMK framework
competitive with the FMM, even for the Laplace kernel in three dimensions. More
striking is the fact that the performance of DMK-based transforms is more or less
independent of the kernel, so long as it is smooth away from the origin in Fourier
space, especially for continuous sources. In that setting, the near neighbor interac-
tions are computed using either tensor product transforms or asymptotics, with only
one-dimensional transformation matrices needed (which can be computed on the fly).
For discrete transforms, the cost is more variable, because of the need to compute
near field interactions using the residual kernel. We believe that this is an area where
significant improvements can be made, including better single core SIMD parallelism.

We have focused in this paper on a broad class of non-oscillatory kernels, only
some of which were Green’s functions for an underlying PDE. For mildly oscillatory
kernels, DMK can be applied without significant modification. In the truly high-
frequency regime, however, a fast algorithm will require some additional tools: either
coupling to the high-frequency FMM (as in [18, 17]) or to a butterfly factorization
[41, 51, 60], or possibly by a modification of the DMK framework using adaptive
quadrature in the Fourier domain, as in [8]. We considered only free-space interactions
here, but it should be clear that, in the DMK framework singly, doubly or triply
periodic conditions are easy to apply since they only involve modification of the Fourier
representation at the root of the tree where the windowed kernel is applied (as in the
fast Ewald method of [65]). In the continuous case, we have restricted ourselves
to functions defined on the unit box B0, rather than a complex domain Ω ⊂ B0.
Extensions to this case are being developed and will be reported at a later date.

Finally, it is worth noting that, using DMK , we represent the dense kernel matrix
as the sum of matrices, which are low rank but dense at coarse levels but high-
rank and sparse at finer levels. This is in contrast with the hierarchical compression
of well-separated blocks of the matrix, which underlies the FMM, H-matrices and
skeletonization-based schemes. The latter provide a route, not just to fast transforms,
but to fast matrix inversion. This suggests the investigation of DMK as an alternative
route to the design of fast solvers as well.

Acknowledgments. The authors would like to thank Alex Barnett, Charles Ep-
stein, and Manas Rachh at the Flatiron Institute for useful discussions. They would
particularly like to thank Libin Lu and Dhairya Malhotra at the Flatiron Institute for
their help in the implementation of the SIMD vectorization of local interactions. Fi-
nally, they would like to thank Philip Greengard at Columbia University for providing
software for the evaluation of PSWFs.

REFERENCES

[1] L. af Klinteberg, D. S. Shamshirgar, and A.-K. Tornberg, Fast Ewald summation for
free-space Stokes potentials, Res. Math. Sci., 4 (2017), p. 1.

[2] T. Askham, L. Greengard, L. Lu, J. Magland, D. Malhotra, M. O’Neal, and M. Rachh,



A dual-space multilevel kernel-split framework for fast transforms 47

Flatiron Institute Fast Multipole Libraries for the Laplace and Helmholtz kernels in three
dimensions. https://github.com/flatironinstitute/FMM3D, 2021.

[3] J. Bagge and A.-K. Tornberg, Fast Ewald summation for Stokes flow with arbitrary peri-
odicity, arXiv:2210.01255, (2022).

[4] A. Barnett, J. Magland, and L. af Klinteberg, A parallel non-uniform fast Fourier trans-
form library based on an “exponential of semicircle” kernel, SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 41
(2019), pp. C479–C504.

[5] A. H. Barnett, Aliasing error of the exp(β
√
1− z2) kernel in the nonuniform fast Fourier

transform, Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 51 (2021), pp. 1–16.
[6] A. H. Barnett et al., Non-uniform fast Fourier transform library of types 1, 2, 3 in dimensions

1, 2, 3. https://github.com/ahbarnett/finufft, 2018.
[7] C. Bertoglio and B. N. Khoromskij, Low-rank quadrature-based tensor approximation of

the Galerkin projected Newton/Yukawa kernels, Computer Physics Communications, 183
(2012), pp. 904–912.

[8] G. Beylkin, C. Kurcz, and L. Monzón, Fast convolution with the free space Helmholtz
Green’s function, Journal of Computational Physics, 228 (2009), pp. 2770–2791.

[9] G. Beylkin and M. J. Mohlenkamp, Numerical operator calculus in higher dimensions, Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci., 16 (2002), pp. 10246–10251.

[10] G. Beylkin and L. Monzón, Approximation by exponential sums revisited, Applied and Com-
putational Harmonic Analysis, 28 (2010), pp. 131–149.

[11] J. P. Boyd, Chebyshev and Fourier Spectral methods, Dover, 2000.
[12] A. Brandt and A. Lubrecht, Multilevel matrix multiplication and fast solution of integral

equations, Journal of Computational Physics, 90 (1990), pp. 348–370.
[13] A. Brandt and C. H. Venner, Multilevel evaluation of integral transforms with asymptotically

smooth kernels, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 19 (1998), pp. 468–492.
[14] J. Bremer, Z. Gimbutas, and V. Rokhlin, A nonlinear optimization procedure for generalized

Gaussian quadratures, SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 32 (2010), pp. 1761–1788.
[15] J. Carrier, L. Greengard, and V. Rokhlin, A fast adaptive multipole algorithm for particle

simulations, SIAM J. Sci. Statist. Comput., 9 (1988), pp. 669–686.
[16] D. S. Cerutti and D. A. Case, Multi-level Ewald: A hybrid multigrid/fast Fourier trans-

form approach to the electrostatic particle-mesh problem, Journal of Chemical Theory and
Computation, 6 (2010), pp. 443–458. PMID: 22039358.

[17] H. Cheng, W. Y. Crutchfield, Z. Gimbutas, L. Greengard, J. F. Ethridge, J. Huang,
V. Rokhlin, N. Yarvin, and J. Zhao, A wideband fast multipole method for the Helmholtz
equation in three dimensions, J. Comput. Phys., 216 (2006), pp. 300–325.

[18] H. Cheng, W. Y. Crutchfield, Z. Gimbutas, J. H. L. Greengard, V. Rokhlin, N. Yarvin,
and J. Zhao, Remarks on the implementation of the wideband FMM for the Helmholtz
equation in two dimensions, Contemp. Math., 408 (2006), pp. 99–110.

[19] H. Cheng, L. Greengard, and V. Rokhlin, A fast adaptive multipole algorithm in three
dimensions, J. Comput. Phys., 155 (1999), pp. 468–498.

[20] H. Cheng, L. Greengard, and V. Rokhlin, A fast adaptive multipole algorithm in three
dimensions, J. Comput. Phys., 155 (1999), pp. 468–498.

[21] T. Darden, D. York, and L. Pedersen, Particle mesh Ewald - an o(n logn) method for
Ewald sums in large systems, J. Chem. Phys., 98 (1993), pp. 10089–10092.

[22] A. Dutt and V. Rokhlin, Fast Fourier transforms for nonequispaced data, SIAM J. Sci.
Comput., 14 (1993), pp. 1368–1393.

[23] , Fast Fourier transforms for nonequispaced data. II, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal., 2
(1995), pp. 85–100.

[24] H. Dym and H. P. McKean, Fourier series and integrals, vol. 14 of Probability and Mathe-
matical Statistics, Academic Press, 1975.

[25] C. Epstein and S. Jiang, A stable, efficient scheme for Cn function extensions on smooth
domains in Rd, arXiv:2206.11318, (2022).

[26] G. Estrin, Organization of computer systems: the fixed plus variable structure computer, Proc.
Western Joint Comput. Conf., (1960), pp. 33–40.

[27] P. P. Ewald, Die berechnung optischer und elektrostatischer gitterpotentiale, Annalen der
physik, 369 (1921), pp. 253–287.

[28] A. Fog, C++ vector class library. https://github.com/vectorclass/version2, 2023.
[29] G. B. Folland and A. Sitaram, The uncertainty principle: a mathematical survey, Journal

of Fourier analysis and applications, 3 (1997), pp. 207–238.
[30] W. Fong and E. Darve, The black-box fast multipole method, J. Comput. Phys., 228 (2009),

pp. 8712–8725.
[31] M. Frigo and S. G. Johnson, The fastest Fourier transform in the west, Tech. Report MIT-

https://github.com/flatironinstitute/FMM3D
https://github.com/ahbarnett/finufft
https://github.com/vectorclass/version2


48 S. Jiang and L. Greengard

LCS-TR-728, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, September 1997.
[32] , FFTW: An adaptive software architecture for the FFT, in Proc. 1998 IEEE Intl. Conf.

Acoustics Speech and Signal Processing, vol. 3, IEEE, 1998, pp. 1381–1384.
[33] Z. Gao, J. Liang, and Z. Xu, A kernel-independent sum-of-exponentials method, Journal of

Scientific Computing, 93 (2022), pp. 1–35.
[34] Z. Gimbutas and V. Rokhlin, A generalized fast multipole method for nonoscillatory kernels,

SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 24 (2002), pp. 796–817.
[35] K. Glover, All optimal Hankel-norm approximations of linear multivariable systems and their

L∞-error bounds, International Journal of Control, 39 (1984), pp. 1115–1193.
[36] L. Greengard, S. Jiang, M. Rachh, and J. Wang, A new version of the adaptive fast Gauss

transform for discrete and continuous sources, arXiv:2305.07165, (2023).
[37] L. Greengard, S. Jiang, and Y. Zhang, The anisotropic truncated kernel method for convo-

lution with free-space Green’s functions, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 40 (2018),
pp. A3733–A3754.

[38] L. Greengard and J. Lee, Accelerating the nonuniform fast Fourier transform, SIAM Rev.,
46 (2004), pp. 443–454.

[39] L. Greengard and V. Rokhlin, A fast algorithm for particle simulations, J. Comput. Phys.,
73 (1987), pp. 325–348.

[40] , A new version of the fast multipole method for the Laplace equation in three dimensions,
in Acta numerica, 1997, vol. 6 of Acta Numer., Cambridge Univ. Press, 1997, pp. 229–269.

[41] H. Guo, Y. Liu, J. Hu, and E. Michielssen, A butterfly-based direct integral-equation solver
using hierarchical lu factorization for analyzing scattering from electrically large conduct-
ing objects, IEEE Transactions on Antennas and Propagation, 65 (2017), pp. 4742–4750.

[42] W. Hackbusch, A sparse matrix arithmetic based on H-matrices. Part I: Introduction to
H-matrices, Computing, 62 (1999), pp. 89–108.
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Appendix A. Mathematical tools.

A.1. Hankel transform. The Hankel transform is defined by the formula

(A.1) f̂ν(k) =

∫ ∞

0

Jν(kr)f(r)rdr,

where

(A.2) Jν(x) =

(
1
2x
)ν

π
1
2Γ
(
ν + 1

2

) ∫ π

0

cos(x cos θ)(sin θ)2νdθ

is the Bessel function of the first kind of order ν [59, §10.9.4]. In particular,

(A.3) J0(x) =
1

π

∫ π

0

eix cos θdθ, J 1
2
(x) =

√
2x

π

sin(x)

x
.

A.2. Radially symmetric functions. Suppose that f is radially symmetric,
i.e., f(x) = f(r). Then its Fourier transform f̂ is also radially symmetric. Indeed, we
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have

(A.4) k
d−2
2 f̂(k) = (2π)

d
2

∫ ∞

0

J d−2
2
(kr)r

d−2
2 f(r)rdr.

That is, the Fourier transform of a radially symmetric function in Rd can be computed
via the Hankel transform along the radial direction. In two dimensions,

(A.5) f̂(k) = 2π

∫ ∞

0

J0(kr)f(r)rdr.

In three dimensions,

(A.6) f̂(k) = 4π

∫ ∞

0

sin(kr)

kr
f(r)r2dr.

Some relevant Fourier transform pairs are listed below.
(a) Gaussian in Rd.

(A.7) G(x) = e−δ2r2 , Ĝ(k) =

(√
π

δ

)d

e−k2/(4δ2).

(b) Power function in Rd.

(A.8) f(x) =
1

rα
, f̂(k) = (2π)

d
2
2

d−α
2 Γ

(
d−α
2

)
2

α
2 Γ
(
α
2

) 1

kd−α
.

(c) Green’s function for the Laplace operator (−∆):

(A.9)
GL(x) = − 1

2π
log r, ĜL(k) =

1

k2
, x ∈ R2,

GL(x) =
1

4π

1

r
, ĜL(k) =

1

k2
, x ∈ R3.

(d) Green’s function for the Helmholtz operator (−∆− ω2):

(A.10)

GH(x) =
i

4
H

(1)
0 (ωr), ĜH(k) =

1

k2 − ω2
, x ∈ R2,

GH(x) =
1

4π

eiωr

r
, ĜH(k) =

1

k2 − ω2
, x ∈ R3.

Here H
(1)
0 is the Hankel function of the first kind of order zero.

(e) Green’s function for the Yukawa operator (−∆+ λ2):

(A.11)

GY(x) =
1

2π
K0(λr), ĜY(k) =

1

k2 + λ2
, x ∈ R2,

GY(x) =
1

4π

e−λr

r
, ĜY(k) =

1

k2 + λ2
, x ∈ R3.

Here K0 is the modified Bessel function of the second kind of order zero.



A dual-space multilevel kernel-split framework for fast transforms 51

A.3. Fourier transform of radially symmetric functions in three dimen-
sions. Consider

(A.12) F (x) =

∫ r

0
f(u)du

r
, x ∈ R3,

where f is an even nonnegative function. We also assume that

(A.13) lim
r→∞

∫ r

0

f(u)du = 0,

which is true for either the difference kernel or the truncated mollified kernel discussed
above. Then its Fourier transform F̂ can be calculated using spherical coordinates:

(A.14)

F̂ (k) =

∫ ∞

0

∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

e−i|k|r cos θF (r)r2 sin θdrdθdϕ

= 2π

∫ ∞

0

∫ π

0

e−i|k|r cos θF (r)r2 sin θdrdθ

=
2π

i|k|

∫ ∞

0

(
ei|k|r − e−i|k|r

)
F (r)rdr

=
2π

i|k|

∫ ∞

0

(
ei|k|r − e−i|k|r

)(∫ r

0

f(u)du

)
dr

=
2π

|k|2

∫ ∞

0

(
ei|k|r + e−i|k|r

)
f(r)dr

=
2πf̂(k)

k2
,

where the first equality uses the expression of the Fourier transform in spherical
coordinates, the fifth equality follows from integration by parts, and the last equality
follows from the assumption that f is even.

A.4. Integral representations of kernels. A unified approach to developing
a telescoping sum for the kernel of interest is to begin with an integral representation
in terms of exponential functions or Gaussians. Many kernels are equipped with such
classical representations, suitable for the DMK framework. Some are listed below.

(a) The power function (A.8) in Rd [10].

(A.15)

1

rα
=

1

Γ (α)

∫ ∞

0

e−rttα−1dt,

=
1

Γ (α/2)

∫ ∞

0

e−r2ttα/2−1dt,

=
2

Γ (α/2)

∫ ∞

0

e−r2t2tα−1dt.

(b) Green’s function for the Laplace operator (A.9):

(A.16)

− 1

2π
log r =

1

4π

∫ ∞

0

1

t
e−r2/(4t)dt =

1

2π

∫ ∞

0

e−r2t2 dt

t
,

1

4πr
=

1

8π3/2

∫ ∞

0

1

t3/2
e−r2/(4t)dt =

1

2π3/2

∫ ∞

0

e−r2t2dt.
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Some of these formulas must be interpreted in a distributional sense. The first
expression in each line can be understood to describe the connection between
the Laplace kernel and the heat kernel, viewing the solution to the Poisson
equation as the solution to the initial value problem for the heat equation
with the same forcing term, as the solution to the heat flow problem reaches
its equilibrium state as t→ ∞.

(c) Green’s function for the Yukawa operator (A.11), (see [7, 37]):

(A.17)

1

2π
K0(λr) =

1

2π

∫ ∞

0

e−r2t2− λ2

4t2
dt

t
, x ∈ R2,

1

4π

e−λr

r
=

1

2π3/2

∫ ∞

0

e−r2t2− λ2

4t2 dt, x ∈ R3.

(d) Green’s function for the Helmholtz operator (A.10), (see [8]):

(A.18)

i

4
H

(1)
0 ((κ+ iλ)r) =

1

2π

∫ ∞

0

e−r2t2+
(κ+iλ)2

4t2
dt

t
, x ∈ R2,

1

4π

ei(κ+iλ)r

r
=

1

2π3/2

∫ ∞

0

e−r2t2+
(κ+iλ)2

4t2 dt, x ∈ R3.

(e) Inverse multiquadric:

(A.19)
1√

r2 + a2
=

2√
π

∫ ∞

0

e−(r2+a2)t2dt.

(f) Inverse quadratic:

(A.20)
1

r2 + a2
=

∫ ∞

0

e−(r2+a2)tdt.

A.5. Prolate spheroidal wave functions of order zero. Suppose that c >
0 is a real number. Prolate spheroidal wave functions (PSWFs) of order zero are
eigenfunctions of the integral operator Fc : L2[−1, 1] → L2[−1, 1], defined by the
formula

(A.21) Fc[ϕ](x) =

∫ 1

−1

ϕ(t)eicxtdt.

It is known [61] that the eigenfunctions ψc
0, ψ

c
1, . . . of Fc are purely real, orthonormal,

and complete in L2[−1, 1]. The even–numbered functions are even; the odd–numbered
ones are odd. Each function ψn has exactly n simple roots in (−1, 1). All eigenvalues
λn of Fc are nonzero and simple; the even–numbered ones are purely real, and the
odd–numbered ones are purely imaginary; in particular, λn = in|λn|, for every integer
n ≥ 0.

The PSWFs provide a natural tool for the study of band-limited functions on an
interval. Indeed, a function f : R → C is band-limited with band limit c if for all real
x,

(A.22) f(x) =

∫ 1

−1

σ(t)eicxtdt,

for some σ ∈ L2[−1, 1]. It is known that if

(A.23)

∫ 1

−1

|σ(t)|2dt = 1,
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then

(A.24)

∫ 1

−1

|f(x)|2dx ≤ |λ0(c)|2.

The equality in (A.24) occurs only if σ = ψc
0.

A.6. Window functions. Window functions are widely used in signal process-
ing and numerical analysis. In this paper, we focus on two window functions - the
Gaussian (A.7) and the PSWF of order zero ψc

0. The Gaussian window function has
a number of compelling properties. First, it appear naturally in the integral repre-
sentations of many other kernels (as seen above). Second, Gaussian and its Fourier
transform are both smooth and have explicit expressions via elementary functions.
Third, Gaussians are the only class of functions whose d-dimensional version is sim-
ply the tensor product of its one-dimensional version. That is, if f(x) =

∏d
i=1 f(xi)

for x ∈ Rd with d ≥ 2, then f(x) = e−|x|2/σ for some σ. Fourth, Gaussians satisfy
several optimality properties, including minimizing the Heisenberg uncertainty for L2

functions (the product of the second moment of f and the second moment of f̂ di-

vide by the product ∥f∥2 ∥f̂∥2) [24, 29]. While they work extremely well as window
functions in finite precision (ignoring exponentially small tails), they are well-known
to be sub-optimal in terms of computational efficiency. In particular, the Heisenberg
property does not imply that a Gaussian is an optimal window for band-limited func-
tions. For that, the best choice, in some sense, is the PSWF of order zero ψc

0. Indeed,
as shown in (A.24), ψc

0 is the function with support in [−1, 1] with minimal L2-norm
(energy) outside the frequency interval [−c, c]. Moreover, if we truncate ψc

0 at ±c and
its Fourier transform at ±c, then

(A.25) ψ̂c
0(k) = λ0ψ

c
0(k/c),

where λ0 is the associated eigenvalue of the operator defined in (A.21). Thus, the
truncated ψc

0 is the analog of the Gaussian on a finite interval in the sense that the
Fourier transform is the original function up to suitable scaling.

Remark A.1. It has been observed that the Kaiser-Bessel function and the “expo-
nential of semicircle” (ES) function are very close to ψc

0 in terms of the Fourier expan-
sion length [5], and hence in terms of efficiency of approximation. The Kaiser-Bessel
function and the ES function have the advantage of having a closed form expression,
which is not the case for ψc

0. However, the evaluation of all such special functions
can be accelerated through the use of piecewise polynomial approximation, after which
the PSWF is as easy to evaluate as any other window function. In practice, we have
found that the PSWF is slightly better than the Kaiser-Bessel or ES kernels in terms
of the discretized Fourier expansion length, especially when the required accuracy is
not very high. Thus, we use either the Gaussian or the PSWF as window functions
in our numerical experiments.
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