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Abstract

We present a simple yet accurate method to compute the adjoint double layer potential,
which is used to solve the Neumann boundary value problem for Laplace’s equation in three
dimensions. An expansion in curvilinear coordinates leads us to modify the expression for the
adjoint double layer so that the singularity is reduced when evaluating the integral on the surface.
We then regularize the Green’s function, with a radial parameter δ. We show that a natural
regularization has error O(δ3), and a simple modification improves the error to O(δ5). The
integral is evaluated numerically without the need of special coordinates. We use this treatment
of the adjoint double layer to solve the classical integral equation for the interior Neumann
problem and evaluate the solution on the boundary. Choosing δ = ch4/5, we find about O(h4)
convergence in our examples, where h is the spacing in a background grid.

Keywords: boundary integral method, singular integral, layer potential, adjoint double layer,
Laplace equation, Neumann boundary condition.

Mathematics Subject Classifications: 65R20, 65D30, 31B10, 35J25

1 Introduction

We consider the Neumann boundary value problem for Laplace’s equation,

∆u = 0 on Ω,
∂u

∂n
= g on S, (1)

which finds applications in a wide range of scientific and engineering problems. Here Ω is a bounded
domain in R

3 with a smooth boundary S, and g is a given function on S with integral zero. A
common approach to solve the Neumann problem (1) is to use layer potentials, reducing the problem
to solving an integral equation on the surface [17, 9]. The solution u is represented by a single layer
potential,

u(y) =

∫

S
G(x− y) f(x) dS(x), (2)
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where G is the Green’s function, G(x) = −1
4π|x| , and f is a density function determined by solving

the integral equation of the second kind,

−1

2
f(y) +

∫

S

∂

∂n(y)
G(x − y) f(x) dS(x) = g(y), y ∈ S. (3)

The integral in (3) is called the adjoint double layer potential,

v(y) =

∫

S

∂

∂n(y)
G(x− y)f(x) dS(x), (4)

where n is the outward unit normal at y on the surface. The normal derivative of the Green’s
function is

∂

∂n(y)
G(x− y) = n(y) · ∇yG(x− y) =

n(y) · (y− x)

4π|x − y|3 . (5)

Thus, the integrand in (4) is singular when y = x. Once the integral equation (3) is solved for the
density function, the solution (2) can be evaluated at points on the surface, where the integrand is
again singular, or at points off the surface. When the evaluation point is very near the surface, the
accurate numerical integration of the near singularity is also a challenge since the integrand will
have large derivatives; e.g., see [5]. Our aim in this paper is to analyze the integrand of the adjoint
double layer (4) and modify it to reduce the singularity, then solve the integral equation in (3) with
high accuracy.

The area of numerical integration of singular and nearly singular integrals is extensive, and
the most widely used numerical technique is the boundary element method [1, 17, 14, 20]. Some
approaches are based on singularity subtraction methods [12, 18], direct (Nyström) quadrature
based on partitions of unity and coordinate transformations [8, 27], auxiliary nodes on adaptive
triangular discretizations [7], quadrature by expansion [16, 21], and regularization of the kernel [2, 5].
When the domain has corners, the solution may exhibit singularities, which presents additional
difficulties, see [13] for some recent work on the Neumann problem on polygonal domains.

Singularity subtraction methods, such as in Helsing [12], are based on splitting the integral
operator into the singular part, which is evaluated analytically using product integration, and the
regular part where a straightforward numerical quadrature can be used. Bruno and Kunyansky [8]
developed a high-order integrator for surface scattering problems based on partitions of unity to
split the integral into the adjacent (near) interactions, where the singularity is resolved analytically
by a change to polar coordinates, and the remainder where FFT’s are used. This method was
extended in Ying, Biros and Zorin [27] for 3D elliptic problems on multiply-connected domains.
In Bremer and Gimbutas [7], weakly singular integrals are evaluated efficiently using triangular
discretizations. A quadrature by expansion (QBX) method was developed by Klöckner et al. [16]
for evaluation of Laplace and Helmholtz potentials, through local expansions centered at points very
close to the surface. This method can achieve exponential accuracy but requires upsampling the
density on a finer grid. A target-specific QBX method was developed by Siegel and Tornberg [21],
where the same accuracy is achieved using fewer terms. In recent work [25] special weights are used
on a regular grid near the singularity for toroidal surfaces, and in [15] the integrand is extended to
points beyond the surface.

This paper presents a simple method for computing the adjoint double layer potential (4) accu-
rately in the singular case, without requiring special quadrature or detailed surface representations.
First, we apply a singularity modification that results in an integrand in (4) that is bounded but
not smooth, making it more amenable to straightforward numerical integration. This modification
is similar to the singularity subtraction that is very well known for the double layer potential but
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to the best of our knowledge, has only been briefly noted for the adjoint in [28] and [19]. We
demonstrate the effect of the singularity modification using Taylor expansions of the position and
the normal vector in the curvilinear coordinates of the surface. With the bounded integrand, the
kernel is then regularized following the method developed by Beale and collaborators [2, 5]. We
use a special regularization for high accuracy, so that the resulting error is O(δ5), where δ is the
regularization parameter. We demonstrate this high accuracy using several numerical examples
to evaluate the integral in (4), solve the integral equation (3), and then find the solution of the
Neumann problem on the surface (2) using the method of [5]. We use a simple direct quadrature
developed in [5, 24] which does not require coordinate charts or triangulations on the surface, and
is high order accurate for smooth surfaces and integrands. In the present case, with mesh spacing
h, we choose δ = chq with q < 1 and find accuracy about O(h4) for q = 4/5. This approach has
been shown to be effective for single and double layer integrals in the context of Laplace and Stokes
equations [5, 22].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the Taylor expansions for
the analysis of the kernel singularities and the reduction of the singularity in the adjoint double
layer in Section 3. In Section 4, we describe the method of regularization, estimate the resulting
error, and present the improvement with higher accuracy. We briefly discuss the quadrature rule
and then the discrete form of the integral equation. In Section 5, we illustrate the method with
several numerical examples.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we discuss the surface parametrization and Taylor expansions that will be used in
our analysis of the kernel singularity. For simplicity, we assume y = 0, and use the parametric
representation

x(α) = 〈x1(α1, α2), x2(α1, α2), x3(α1, α2) 〉 (6)

to describe the surface S nearby. We assume that x(0) = 0. Let T1 =
∂x
∂α1

and T2 =
∂x
∂α2

be the
tangent vectors to the surface; the metric tensor is gij = Ti ·Tj, i, j = 1, 2 and n0 = n(0) is the
unit normal at α = 0. We make some simplifying assumptions about the α-coordinate system; in
particular, we assume the metric tensor is the identity at α = 0, gij = δij . We also assume that
∂gij
∂αk

= 0, i, j, k = 1, 2 at α = 0, which is equivalent to the Christoffel symbols being zero at α = 0.
Furthermore, we assume that T1,T2 have the directions of principal curvature at α = 0. Since
∂gij
∂αk

= 0, it can be shown that Ti · ∂Tj

∂αk
= 0 at α = 0.

We now look at the Taylor expansions for x(α) near 0,

x(α) = T1α1 +T2α2 +
1

2

∂T1

∂α1
α2
1 +

∂T2

∂α1
α1α2 +

1

2

∂T2

∂α2
α2
2 +O(|α|3), (7)

where the tangents and their derivatives are evaluated at α = 0. Since {T1,T2,n0} form an or-
thonormal basis at α = 0, we can write

∂T1

∂α1
= (

∂T1

∂α1
·T1)T1 + (

∂T1

∂α1
·T2)T2 + (

∂T1

∂α1
· n0)n0, (8)

and since Ti · ∂Tj

∂αk
= 0, the first two terms are 0. Thus when α = 0, equation (8) becomes

∂T1

∂α1
= κ1n0. (9)
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Similarly, ∂T2

∂α2
= κ2n0, where κ1, κ2 are the principal curvatures. As for ∂T1

∂α2
which is equal to ∂T2

∂α1

for a smooth surface, we have

∂T1

∂α2
= (

∂T1

∂α2
·T1)T1 + (

∂T1

∂α2
·T2)T2 + (

∂T1

∂α2
· n0)n0 = (

∂T1

∂α2
· n0)n0, (10)

and this is 0 as well since T1 and T2 have the directions of principal curvature. Then (7) becomes

x(α) = T1α1 +T2α2 +
1

2
κ1n0α

2
1 +

1

2
κ2n0α

2
2 +O(|α|3), (11)

see equation (2.6) in [2].
For the normal vector n(α), we have

n(α) = n0 +
∂n

∂α1
(0)α1 +

∂n

∂α2
(0)α2 +O(|α|2), (12)

where

n =
T1 ×T2√

g
, (13)

with
g = g11g22 − g12g21 = |T1 ×T2|2. (14)

To find ∂n
∂α1

we apply ∂/∂α1 to the identity n(α) ·T1(α) ≡ 0, finding at α = 0,

∂n

∂α1
(0) ·T1(0) = −n0 ·

∂T1

∂α1
(0) = −κ1 (15)

In the same way, from n ·T2 ≡ 0 and n · n ≡ 1, we get at α = 0

∂n

∂α1
·T2 = 0 ,

∂n

∂α1
· n0 = 0 . (16)

Thus
∂n

∂α1
(0) = −κ1T1(0). (17)

Similarly we can find that
∂n

∂α2
(0) = −κ2T2(0). (18)

Then the expansion in (12) becomes

n(α) = n0 − κ1T1(0)α1 − κ2T2(0)α2 +O(|α|2), (19)

see (2.7) in [2]. Also since y = 0,

r =
√

|x− y|2 =
√

α2
1 + α2

2 +O(|α|4) = |α|+O(|α|3). (20)

We also have the expansion for f ,

f(α) = f0 + f1α1 + f2α2 +O(|α|2), (21)

where f0 = f(0), f1 =
∂f
∂α1

(0), f2 =
∂f
∂α2

(0).
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3 Singularity reduction

We will use the expansions from the previous section to modify the singularity in the adjoint double
layer so that the new integrand is bounded. We start with the more familiar double layer potential.

Lemma 1. The double layer potential
∫

S

n(x) · (x− y)

4π|x− y|3 f(x) dS(x), (22)

has a singular integrand for x = y.

Proof. After the variable change to α and Taylor expansions in (11) and (19), we get

n(x) · (x− y) = n(α) · x(α) = −1

2
(κ1α

2
1 + κ2α

2
2) +O(|α|3). (23)

Thus the integrand has the form

(n(x) · (x− y))f(x)

4π|x− y|3 =
−1

2f0(κ1α
2
1 + κ2α

2
2) +O(|α|3)

4π(|α| +O(|α|3))3 , (24)

which is singular at α = 0.

In order to reduce the singularity in the double layer, the well-known identity
∫

S

n(x) · (x− y)

4π|x− y|3 dS(x) =
1

2
, y ∈ S, (25)

is often used.

Lemma 2. The double layer potential (22) can be expressed as
∫

S

n(x) · (x− y)

4π|x− y|3 (f(x)− f(y)) dS(x) +
1

2
f(y), (26)

so that the integrand is bounded at x = y.

Proof. Using the expansion in (21), we can write

f(x)− f(y) = f(α)− f(0) = f1α1 + f2α2 +O(|α|2), (27)

and the integrand in (26) becomes

(n(α) · x(α)) (f(α) − f(0))

4π|x(α)|3 =
−1

2(κ1α
2
1 + κ2α

2
2) (f1α1 + f2α2) +O(|α|4)

4π(|α| +O(|α|3))3 , (28)

which is bounded.

We now turn our attention to the adjoint double layer integral (4). We first show the integrand
is singular, and then propose a modification that gives a bounded integrand.

Lemma 3. The adjoint double layer potential,

v(y) =

∫

S

n(y) · (y− x)

4π|x− y|3 f(x) dS(x), (29)

has a singular integrand at x = y.
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Proof. Using the expression in (11) and the assumption y = 0,

n(y) · (y− x) = −n0 · x(α) = −1

2
(κ1α

2
1 + κ2α

2
2) +O(|α|3), (30)

and the integrand in (29) becomes

−1
2f0(κ1α

2
1 + κ2α

2
2) +O(|α|3)

4π(|α| +O(|α|3))3 , (31)

which is singular at α = 0, similarly to (24).

We cannot use subtraction in the adjoint double layer to reduce the singularity in the same way it
was done in (26) for the double layer potential. Nonetheless, the expansions in (31) and (24) suggest
the following modification to the adjoint double layer. If n(y) is replaced with n(y) + n(x) in (29),
the integrand is bounded at x = y due to the leading terms in (31) and (24) cancelling exactly and
the remainder being O(|α|3); see equation (34) below. This approach to reduce the singularity was
first noted in [28], pp. 1503-04, and quoted in [19], p. 284. We multiply the identity (25) by f(y)
and subtract from (4), obtaining the modified adjoint double layer,

v(y) =

∫

S

(f(x)n(y) + f(y)n(x)) · (y− x)

4π|x− y|3 dS(x) +
1

2
f(y). (32)

Theorem. The modified adjoint double layer (32) has a bounded integrand at x = y.

Proof. We write in the numerator of (32),

f(x)n(y) + f(y)n(x) = f(x)(n(y) + n(x)) + (f(y)− f(x))n(x). (33)

The Taylor expansion of the first term on the right hand side of (33) amounts to subtracting the
numerators of (31) and (24), so we get

f(x)(n(y) + n(x)) · (y− x) = O(|α|3). (34)

The dot product of the second term with (y− x) is the same as the numerator in the double
layer integrand in (26) and is therefore bounded also.

A more detailed analysis of the terms in the expansion of (34) is given in the appendix.

4 Numerical Method

4.1 Kernel regularization

To evaluate the modified adjoint double layer (32) numerically, we follow the approach in [2] and
replace the Green’s function with a smooth version,

Gδ(x− y) = G(x− y) erf(|x− y|/δ), (35)

where erf is the error function,

erf(ρ) =
2√
π

∫ ρ

−∞
e−t2dt, (36)
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and δ > 0 is the regularization parameter. The normal derivative of the Green’s function then
becomes

∂

∂n(y)
Gδ(x− y) = n(y) · ∇yGδ(x− y) = n(y) · ∇yG(x− y) s(|x− y|/δ), (37)

where s is the shape factor, and with the choice of regularization (35), we have

s(ρ) = erf(ρ)− 2√
π
ρe−ρ2 . (38)

To compute the adjoint double layer (4), it is first modified as in (32), and then replaced with its
regularized version,

vδ(y) =

∫

S

(f(x)n(y) + f(y)n(x)) · (y− x) s(|x − y|/δ)
4π|x− y|3 dS(x) +

1

2
f(y). (39)

Below we describe the quadrature used to compute (39). The numerical error consists of two
parts, one being the regularization error due to replacing G with Gδ, and the other due to the
quadrature itself. We first discuss the regularization error and then the quadrature and its error.

4.2 Analysis of regularization error

We estimate the error due to replacing G with Gδ , i.e, the replacement of the modified adjoint
double layer potential (32) with (39) for points on the surface y ∈ S. We first show that with the
choice of smoothing in (35), the regularization error is O(δ3). We then describe a simple way to
increase the accuracy to O(δ5) by modifying the choice of Gδ.

We first note that the modified adjoint double layer (32) can be split into two parts using (33),
where the second part is the double layer potential with subtraction which was treated in [2] and
shown to be O(δ3). Thus we only need to examine the first part of the integral given by

∫

S
f(x)(n(y) + n(x)) · ∇G(x− y) dS(x). (40)

The regularized version of this integral is
∫

S
f(x)(n(y) + n(x)) · ∇Gδ(x− y) dS(x). (41)

Since the regularization error is localized, we can assume the function f = 0 outside of one coor-
dinate patch. We can write the error as an integral on this patch, regarding f as a function of α,
and assuming x(0) = y = 0,

ǫ =

∫

[∇Gδ(x(α))−∇G(x(α))] · (n0 + n(α))f(α) dS(α). (42)

Here

∇(Gδ −G) =
x

r

∂

∂r
(Gδ −G), (43)

∂

∂r
(Gδ −G) =

1

4πr2
φ(r/δ), (44)

where r = |x− y|, and

φ(ρ) = − erfc(ρ) + ρ erfc′(ρ) = − erfc(ρ)− (
2√
π
)ρe−ρ2 , (45)

7



where erfc is the complementary error function, erfc(ρ) = 1− erf(ρ). Then (42) becomes

ǫ =
1

4π

∫

x(α) · (n(0) + n(α))

r3
φ(r/δ)f(α) dS(α). (46)

Using the expansion in (11) for x in the α-coordinate system, we get

r2 = |x|2 = |α|2 +O(|α|4), (47)

so that
r/|α| = 1 +O(|α|2) (48)

is smooth near α = 0. We make a change of variables

ξ = (r/|α|)α (49)

so that |ξ| = r. Near zero we have α = ξ +O(|ξ|3) and |∂α/∂ξ| = 1 +O(|ξ|2).
We can now write the smoothing error in the form

ǫ =
1

4π

∫

φ(|ξ|/δ)
|ξ|3 w(ξ) dξ, (50)

where we have
w(ξ) = [x(ξ) · (n0 + n(α))] f(α)|∂α/∂ξ||T1 ×T2|. (51)

With the Taylor expansions (11) and (19), as in (34), we have

x(α) · (n0 + n(α)) = O(|α|3) = O(|ξ|3), (52)

and (51) becomes
w(ξ) = f0O(|ξ|3) +O(|ξ|4). (53)

The third order terms in ξ are odd and will contribute 0 to the integral (50). We check that
the remainder R(ξ) = O(|ξ|4) is negligible: with the change of variables ξ = δζ, we can write
R(ξ) = δ4R̃(ζ) for some bounded function R̃ which is O(|ζ|4). The contribution to (50) of the
remainder is

(4π)−1δ−3+4+2

∫

φ(|ζ|)
|ζ|3 R̃(ζ) dS(ζ) = O(δ3). (54)

We have now shown that the error ǫ in (42) is O(δ3), as is the second part of the regularization
error.

4.3 Fifth order regularization

The error in (54) can be improved to O(δ5) with a simple change in Gδ, by using a modified shape
function,

s5(r) = erf(r)− (2/
√
π)(r − 2r3/3) e−r2 , (55)

in place of the shape function s given in (38). The modification to ∇G is then

∇Gδ(x) = ∇G(x) s5(|x|/δ), (56)

see [2], p. 607. This shape function is chosen by modifying the previous s so that the integral as
in (54) with fourth order terms in R̃(ζ) is zero.
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4.4 Quadrature and combined error

To discretize the surface integral in (39), we use the direct quadrature method of [5, 24] which
does not require coordinate charts or triangulations on the surface but instead uses projections on
coordinate planes. We give a brief description. First choose an angle θ (we use 70o in our numerical
tests) and define a partition of unity on the unit sphere, consisting of functions ψ1, ψ2, ψ3 with
Σiψi ≡ 1 such that ψi(n) = 0 if |n · ei| ≤ cos θ, where ei is the ith coordinate vector. The partition
of unity functions ψi are constructed from the C∞ bump function b(r) = er

2/(r2−1) for |r| < 1 and
zero otherwise. For a chosen grid size h, a set R3 of quadrature points consists of points x on the
surface of the form (j1h, j2h, x3) such that |n(x) · e3| ≥ cos θ, where n(x) is the unit normal at x.
Sets R1 and R2 are defined similarly. For a function f on the surface the integral is computed as

∫

S
f(x) dS(x) ≈

3
∑

i=1

∑

x∈Ri

f(x)w(x), w(x) =
ψi(n(x))

|n(x) · ei|
h2. (57)

The quadrature is effectively reduced to the trapezoidal rule without boundary. Thus for regu-
lar integrands the quadrature has arbitrarily high order accuracy, limited only by the degree of
smoothness of the integrand and surface. The points in Ri can be found by a line search since
they are well separated; see [5, 24]. This approach of first regularizing the kernel and applying this
straightforward quadrature has been shown effective for single and double layer integrals in the
context of Laplace and Stokes equations [5, 22].

The full error in computing the adjoint double layer integral v, as written in (32), consists of
the regularization error vδ − v, where vδ is defined in (39), and the discretization error from the
quadrature of vδ. The first error is O(hp), with p = 3 or 5 here. As in [2, 5] the leading term in the
discretization error is of the form O(h2e−c0(δ/h)2). This error decreases rapidly as δ/h increases,
and the regularization error dominates if this ratio is large enough. We find that δ/h = 3 works well
in practice with p = 5 and δ/h = 2 with p = 3, but for convergence as h→ 0 we can take δ = chq

with q < 1 so that the total error is O(hpq); see [5, 22]. Estimates for leading discretization errors
in [3] support the expectation that they can be neglected.

4.5 Discrete integral equation

We write the integral equation (3) as
Af = g, (58)

where g is the specified value of ∂u/∂n on the boundary, f is the density we will solve for,
A = −I/2 + T ∗, I is the identity and T ∗ is the integral operator with the kernel of the adjoint
double layer potential,

∂

∂n(y)
G(x− y) =

n(y) · (y− x)

4π|x− y|3 . (59)

Assume the domain and its complement are connected. The range of A consists of functions with
integral zero on the boundary surface,

∫

S gdS = 0, since they are normal derivatives of harmonic
functions in the domain interior [9]. The solution u of the interior Neumann problem is unique
up to an arbitrary constant. We also know that A has a one-dimensional null space, and the null
functions do not have integral zero on the surface.

We will solve a discrete version of the equation (58),

Ahfh = gh, (60)
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where fh and gh have values at the quadrature points. We expect the range of Ah will have
codimension one, so we modify the discrete equation as

Ahfh + ah1 = gh, (61)

where ah is a new scalar unknown and 1 is a vector of all 1’s, i.e. the constant function 1. This
allows the freedom to augment gh so that gh − ah1 is in the range of Ah. We expect ah will be
very small because gh is close to being in the range of Ah. In numerical experiments, ah was small
and decreased with grid refinement. Since we have added a new unknown, we will also add a new
equation. A natural one is to require the discrete version of

∫

S fdS = 0. This is a straightforward
calculation using the already computed weights of the quadrature (57). Our approach is similar to
that for the treatment of the Neumann problem by finite differences in [11], Sec. 4.7, the Neumann
integral equation in [26], and the Poisson equation [4], Sec. 3.

The discrete equation (61) can be solved by any suitable method, such as a Krylov subspace
method (GMRES being the most common), and for larger problems, a fast summation technique
such as the fast multipole method [10] or a treecode [23, 6] could be applied. To limit the scope,
we solve the integral equation by successive approximations. For the exact problem the iteration is

fn+1 = (1− β)fn + 2βT ∗fn − 2βg, (62)

with f0 = 0. The iterations (62) are analogous to those for the Dirichlet problem [17] used in [2];
either converges for 0 < β < 1. For (62) the iterates stay within the subspace of functions with
integral zero.

We write the discrete version of (62) as

fn+1
h + an+1

h 1 = (1− β)fnh + 2βT ∗
hf

n
h − 2βgh,

∑

h

fn+1
h wh = 0, (63)

where wh are the quadrature weights, an+1
h is a scalar, and T ∗

h is the matrix corresponding with the
discretized operator T ∗, computed with the singularity modification and the fifth order kernel. To
find fn+1

h , we first compute the right side f∗ of the first equation, next define an+1
h as the weighted

average of f∗, and then set fn+1
h = f∗ − an+1

h 1, so that the second equation holds. Once we have
the density fh, we can find uh using the single layer representation (2), which will differ from the
exact solution by an arbitrary constant. To compare uh to the exact solution u, we adjust the
constant and set our computed solution to

uh(x) = uh(x)− uh(0) + u(0). (64)

The integral in (2) is computed as in [5].

5 Numerical results

We present several numerical examples to illustrate our method. For the first test, we use a known
solution f based on a spherical harmonic to evaluate the modified adjoint double layer v directly,
without regularization (32), then with regularization (39), using the third order kernel (38) and
the fifth order kernel (55). For the second test, we use the same exact solution to set the Neumann
condition ∂u/∂n = gexact and solve the boundary value problem (1) for u. To do this, we first solve
the integral equation (3) in its discrete form (63) for f . We then use this solution to compute u at
the quadrature points as the single layer potential (2) and adjust the constant using (64). We apply
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the fifth order regularization for the single layer potential given in [5]. We note that the solution u
can also be computed at points off the surface, as needed in some applications, with high accuracy
using the method of corrections in [5]. For the final test, we use a different exact solution for which
the solution of the integral equation is not known, and solve the Neumann problem on two surfaces,
an ellipsoid and a four-atom molecular surface. To see convergence as h→ 0 we choose δ = chq

with q = 4/5 or 2/3. With q = 4/5 we observe the overall error of O(h4) as expected, and with
q = 2/3 we find accuracy slightly higher than the predicted order.

In our first example, the surface is the unit sphere x21 + x22 + x23 = 1, and both the solution u
of the boundary value problem (1) and the solution f of the integral equation (3) are constructed
based on a spherical harmonic. As in [2], we first define

f(x) = 1.75(y1 − 2y2)(7.5y
2
3 − 1.5), y =Mx, (65)

where M = (1/
√
6)
(√

2(1, 1, 1)T ,
√
3(0, 1,−1)T , (−2, 1, 1)T

)

is an orthogonal matrix used to avoid
rectangular symmetry in the test problem. The functions r3f(x/r) and r−4f(x/r), r = |x|, are both
harmonic. Then, the single layer u due to f is set to these harmonic functions with coefficients
adjusted due to the fact that u is continuous and ∂u/∂n has a jump equal to f (see e.g., [9]) across
the boundary r = 1. We set g(x) = (−3/7)f(x) for the Neumann condition on the boundary, and

u(x) = −r3f(x/r)/7, r < 1; u(x) = −r−4f(x/r)/7, r > 1. (66)

We use the known density function f to first test the direct evaluation of the adjoint double layer
potential. We compute the left side of equation (3) with exact values fexact at the quadrature points,
and call these values gcomp. We then compare gcomp with the exact values gexact = (−3/7)fexact.
We define the error at each quadrature point y,

eh(y) = gcomp(y)− gexact(y), (67)

and its norms,

‖eh‖2 =
(

∑

y

|eh(y)|2/N
)1/2

, ‖eh‖∞ = max
y

(|eh(y)|), (68)

where h is the grid size in the coordinate planes andN is the number of quadrature points generated.
Table 1 shows the results for the adjoint double layer that uses the singularity reduction but no
smoothing (32) (with the point x = y omitted), and the adjoint double layer with the singularity
reduction and third order smoothing (39), (38), with δ = 2h. In Table 2 we present the results using
the fifth order smoothing (55) with δ = 3h and δ = 1.5h4/5. In each table, the “Order” column
shows the log2 of the ratio of the L2 error of that row to the row above it, that is, log2‖e2h‖2/‖eh‖2.

The adjoint double layer with the singularity modification but no smoothing has an error of
about O(h2), and the maximum errors are about 7 times as large as the L2 errors. When regular-
ization is used, the maximum errors are about twice as large as the L2 errors. For the third order
kernel we take δ = 2h. For a higher order kernel we can use a larger smoothing parameter, such
as δ = 3h. This point was discussed in further detail in [22], sec. 4.2. Both third and fifth order
kernels give smaller errors than the kernel without regularization when h is sufficiently small, and
the errors with the fifth order kernel are much smaller than the third order kernel. We observe the
expected order of convergence as the grid is refined, O(h3) for the third order kernel and O(h5q) for
the fifth order kernel with δ = chq, where q < 1. In practice, δ = 3h works well also, however for
convergence for h→ 0 we take δ = 1.5h4/5 or a similar choice, as discussed in sec. 4.4. Overall, the
error in the adjoint double layer significantly improves when using the singularity modification (32)
in conjunction with the fifth order kernel (55).
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h N
no regularization 3rd order δ = 2h

‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order ‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order

1/16 4302 3.56e-03 5.47e-04 8.90e-03 3.99e-03

1/32 17070 9.25e-04 1.46e-04 1.9 1.11e-03 5.00e-04 3.0

1/64 68166 2.55e-04 3.45e-05 2.1 1.39e-04 6.24e-05 3.0

1/128 272718 6.57e-05 8.88e-06 2.0 1.74e-05 7.80e-06 3.0

Table 1: Unit sphere: direct evaluation of the modified adjoint double layer potential without
regularization (left) and using the third order kernel (right) with δ = 2h.

h
5th order δ = 3h 5th order δ = 1.5h4/5

‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order ‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order

1/16 9.27e-04 4.10e-04 5.55e-04 2.40e-04

1/32 3.08e-05 1.38e-05 4.9 3.08e-05 1.38e-05 4.1

1/64 7.64e-07 3.40e-07 5.3 1.53e-06 6.86e-07 4.3

1/128 2.39e-08 1.07e-08 5.0 9.64e-08 4.33e-08 4.0

Table 2: Unit sphere: direct evaluation of the modified adjoint double layer potential using the
fifth order kernel with δ = 3h (left) and δ = 1.5h4/5 (right).

For our second test, we still use the exact solution (65), (66) and solve the boundary value
problem (1) for u. We set the Neumann condition ∂u/∂n = gexact and solve the integral equa-
tion (3) in its discrete form (63) for f , then compute u at the quadrature points as the single
layer potential (2), adjusting the constant as in (64). We apply the fifth order regularization for
the single layer potential given in [5]. We choose β = 0.7 in iterations (63), which are performed
until ‖fn+1 − fn‖∞ < 10−8. Table 3 shows the errors in f and u, using δ = 3h. “Error in f” is
the error between the final iterate fn and the exact values of f given by (65). “Error in u” is the
error between the single layer potential computed at the quadrature points using fn, and the exact
values of u given by (66). We observe the expected fifth order convergence in both f and u, and
the error values are similar in magnitude to those in Table 2.

h
Error in f Error in u

‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order ‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order

1/16 2.18e-03 9.57e-04 9.51e-04 3.62e-04

1/32 7.19e-05 3.23e-05 4.9 7.43e-05 1.14e-05 5.0

1/64 1.78e-06 7.90e-07 5.4 2.04e-06 3.58e-07 5.0

1/128 5.02e-08 2.25e-08 5.1 4.88e-08 1.13e-08 5.0

Table 3: Unit sphere: errors in the solution f of the integral equation and the solution u of the
Neumann problem with δ = 3h.

For our third test, the surface is the ellipsoid x21 + 4x22 + 4x23 = 1, and we use the harmonic
function

u(x) = exp(y1 + 2y2)cos(
√
5y3), y =Mx, (69)

where M is the same matrix as in (65). We prescribe ∂u/∂n = g on the surface S, where g is
computed analytically. In this case f is not known and the integral equation has to be solved.
We perform the modified iterations (63), again with β = 0.7, and until a tolerance 10−8 is reached
between two consecutive iterates. We then compute the solution u at the quadrature points and
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redefine it to adjust the constant as in equation (64). Table 4 shows the errors in u and again the
order of convergence as log2‖e2h‖2/‖eh‖2. To expect convergence as h→ 0, we generally set δ = chq

with q < 1, and we tested two values of the regularization parameter, δ = 0.75h2/3 and δ = 1.5h4/5

as earlier. The expected order of convergence is then 5q, or 10/3 and 4 respectively, which can be
seen in Table 4.

h N
Error in u with δ = 0.75h2/3 Error in u with δ = 1.5h4/5

‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order ‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order

1/16 1766 3.90e-02 3.93e-03 4.67e-02 5.69e-03

1/32 6958 3.24e-03 3.34e-04 3.56 6.66e-03 5.11e-04 3.48

1/64 27934 3.16e-04 2.41e-05 3.79 5.25e-04 3.54e-05 3.85

1/128 112006 2.67e-05 1.57e-06 3.94 3.37e-05 1.96e-06 4.17

Table 4: Ellipsoid: errors in the solution u of the Neumann problem.

In our final test, the surface is a four-atom molecule [5], given by
∑4

k=1 exp(−|x− xk|2/r2) = c,
with centers (

√
3/3, 0,−

√
6/12), (−

√
3/6,±.5,−

√
6/12), (0, 0,

√
6/4) and r = 0.5, c = 0.6. The

solution is taken as the harmonic function in (69), and we repeat the above tests. The errors shown
in Table 5 are similar to those for the ellipsoid, with the expected O(h4) again observed when using
δ = ch4/5.

h N
Error in u with δ = 0.75h2/3 Error in u with δ = 1.5h4/5

‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order ‖eh‖∞ ‖eh‖2 Order

1/16 2392 3.20e-02 3.50e-03 2.40e-02 4.39e-03

1/32 9562 3.13e-03 2.84e-04 3.62 2.66e-03 3.64e-04 3.59

1/64 38354 2.59e-04 1.44e-05 4.30 1.91e-04 2.19e-05 4.05

1/128 153399 7.83e-06 1.04e-06 3.79 8.80e-06 1.30e-06 4.07

Table 5: Molecular surface: errors in the solution u of the Neumann problem.

6 Appendix

To take a closer look at the principal terms in the expansion of the modified adjoint double layer (32),
we consider additional terms in (11), (19), and (21),

x(α) = T1(0)α1 + T2(0)α2 +
1

2
κ1n0α

2
1 +

1

2
κ2n0α

2
2 +

1

6
x111α

3
1 +

1

2
x112α

2
1α2

+
1

2
x122α1α

2
2 +

1

6
x222α

3
2 +O(|α|4), (70)

n(α) = n0 − κ1T1(0)α1 − κ2T2(0)α2 +
1

2
n11α

2
11 + n12α1α2 +

1

2
n22α

2
22 +O(|α|3), (71)

f(α) = f0 + f1α1 + f2α2 +
1

2
f11α

2
1 + f12α1α2 +

1

2
f22α

2
2 +O(|α|3). (72)
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Then, we have for the numerator in (32),

(f(α)n0 + f0n(α)) · x(α) =
1

2
(κ1α

2
1 + κ2α

2
2)(f1α1 + f2α2)

+
1

2
n11 ·T1f0α

3
1 + n12 ·T1f0α

2
1α2 +

1

2
n22 ·T1f0α1α

2
2

+
1

2
n11 ·T2f0α

2
1α2 + n12 ·T2f0α1α

2
2 +

1

2
n22 ·T2f0α

3
2

+
1

3
n0 · x111f0α

3
1 + n0 · x112f0α

2
1α2

+ n0 · x122f0α1α
2
2 +

1

3
n0 · x222f0α

3
2 +O(|α|4). (73)

To simplify (73), we investigate the terms such as n11 ·T1, n12 ·T1, etc. We start with the definition
of the normal vector stated in (13). Differentiating (13) twice in α1, we get

n11 =
∂2

∂α2
1

(T1 ×T2)
1√
g
+ 2

∂

∂α1
(T1 ×T2) ·

∂

∂α1

(

1√
g

)

+ (T1 ×T2)
∂2

∂α2
1

(

1√
g

)

. (74)

Evaluating (74) at α = 0, the second term is equal to zero since Christoffel symbols are zero and
the third term will vanish when taking the dot product with T1 and T2 since it is perpendicular
to them. We are left with only the first term which we expand,

∂2

∂α2
1

(T1 ×T2) =
∂2T1

∂α2
1

×T2 + 2
∂T1

∂α1
× ∂T2

∂α1
+T1 ×

∂2T2

∂α2
1

. (75)

The second term in (75) is zero at α = 0, and we compute the dot products of the remaining terms
with T1 as needed in (73),

(

∂2T1

∂α2
1

×T2

)

·T1 =
∂2T1

∂α2
1

· (T2 ×T1) = −x111 · n0 (76)

and
(

T1 ×
∂2T2

∂α2
1

)

·T1 =
∂2T2

∂α2
1

· (T1 ×T1) = 0. (77)

Finally we obtain at α = 0, n11 ·T1 = −x111 ·n0. By this method we find that generally nij ·Tk =
−xijk ·n0, i, j, k = 1, 2. Using this, we combine terms in (73) and find the third order terms in (34),

(f(α)n0 + f0n(α)) · x(α) =
1

2
(κ1α

2
1 + κ2α

2
2)(f1α1 + f2α2)

− 1

6
x111 · n0f0α

3
1 −

1

2
x112 · n0f0α

2
1α2

− 1

2
x122 · n0f0α1α

2
2 −

1

6
x222 · n0f0α

3
2 +O(|α|4). (78)
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