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FIRST-ORDER GREEDY INVARIANT-DOMAIN PRESERVING
APPROXIMATION FOR HYPERBOLIC PROBLEMS: SCALAR
CONSERVATION LAWS, AND P-SYSTEM

JEAN-LUC GUERMOND*, MATTHIAS MAIER*, BOJAN POPOV*§, LAURA SAAVEDRAT
, AND IGNACIO TOMASH#

Abstract. The paper focuses on first-order invariant-domain preserving approximations of hy-
perbolic systems. We propose a new way to estimate the artificial viscosity that has to be added to
make explicit, conservative, consistent numerical methods invariant-domain preserving and entropy
inequality compliant. Instead of computing an upper bound on the maximum wave speed in Rie-
mann problems, we estimate a minimum wave speed in the said Riemann problems such that the
approximation satisfies predefined invariant-domain properties and predefined entropy inequalities.
This technique eliminates non-essential fast waves from the construction of the artificial viscosity,
while preserving pre-assigned invariant-domain properties and entropy inequalities.
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1. Introduction. Let us consider the hyperbolic system of conservation equa-
tions dyu + V-f(u) = 0, where u denotes a conserved state taking values in R™ and
t(u) an associated flux taking values in R™*?  where d is the space dimension. Most
explicit approximation methods for solving this type of system are based on some
notion of numerical flux and involve some numerical dissipation. For instance, all
the first-order methods based on Lax’s seminal paper [21, p. 163] involve numeri-
cal fluxes between pairs of degrees of freedom, say i, j, that take the following form
$(£(U;) + £(U;))ni; + a;;(U; — U;), where n;; is some unit vector associated with
the space discretization at hand and o;; is an upper bound on the maximum wave
speed in the Riemann problem using the flux f(U)n;; and the states U; and U; as left
and right Riemann data. Denoting by Amax(ni;, U;, U;) the maximum wave speed
in the Riemann problem in question, it is now well established that choosing a;;
such that a;; > Amax(nij,U;, U;) guarantees that some invariant-domain property
can be extracted from the scheme; see e.g., Harten et al. [13], Tadmor [30, p. 375],
Perthame and Shu [27, §5]. Using Amax(n:5, Ui, U;) to construct invariant-domain
preserving schemes dates back to the origins of computational fluid dynamics; we
refer the reader for instance to [21, p. 163]. Recalling that the flux a;;(U; — U;) is
associated with numerical dissipation and therefore induces a loss of accuracy, a nat-
ural question to ask is whether it is possible to estimate a greedy value for a;; in the
open interval (0, Amax(12:5, Ui, U;)) guaranteeing that the scheme satisfies the desired
invariant-domain properties and relevant entropy inequalities. It is the purpose of the
present paper to give a positive answer to this question. The paper is the result of a
research project that was initiated at the 9th International Conference on Numerical
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Methods for Multi-Material Fluid Flow, held in Trento, Italy, 9-13, September 2019.
Some of the questions posed above and some answers thereto were outlined in [10].

To convince the reader that the program described above is feasible, let us consider
the compressible Euler equations equipped with a v-law, and let us consider the
Riemann problem with the flux f(u)-n and some left and right data wr,ur. Then
denoting by A7, A] the two wave speeds enclosing the 1-wave, Ay the speed of the
2-wave (i.e., the contact discontinuity), and A3, AT the two wave speeds enclosing
the 3-wave, we have A\| < )\f <A <5 < )\;, and the maximum wave speed in
the Riemann problem is Amax(n, ur, ug) = max(|A; |, |AT|) > |A2|. If the Riemann
data yields a solution that consists of just one contact discontinuity, one can establish
that the amount of viscosity that is sufficient to satisfy all the invariant domain
properties (in addition to local entropy inequalities) is just |A2| (because the velocity
and the pressure are constant in this case). Hence setting the graph viscosity wave
speed « to be larger than or equal to Ayax (1, wr,, wpr) is needlessly over-diffusive since
taking a = |\z] is sufficient in this case. Invoking the continuous dependence of the
Riemann solution with respect to the data, one then realizes that a similar conclusion
holds if the Riemann data is a small perturbation of a data set producing a contact
discontinuity only. The situation described above is well illustrated by the multi-
material Euler equations in Lagrangian coordinates. In this case the interface between
two materials is a contact discontinuity that should keep its integrity over time. Let
v := u-n denote the component of the material velocity normal to the interface. The
maximum wave speed in the Riemann problem using the two states on either sides
of the interface gives Amax(n, ur, ur) = max(|A\] — v|,|AT — v|) in the Lagrangian
reference frame, whereas the wave speed of the 2-wave is Ay — v = 0. In this case the
amount of viscosity that is sufficient to satisfy all the invariant domain properties is
a = A —v = 0. Hence, if one instead uses o = Apax = max(|A\; — v[,|AT —v|) (as
suggested e.g., in Guermond et al. [7] and most of the literature on the topic) one
needlessly diffuses the contact discontinuity. The purpose of the present paper is to
clarify the issues described above and derive a variation of the method presented in
[4, 7] that is invariant-domain preserving, satisfies discrete entropy inequalities, and
minimizes the amount of artificial viscosity used.

The first-order method presented in the paper can be made high-order and still
be invariant-domain preserving by using one of many techniques developed to this
effect and available in the abundant literature dedicated to the topic. This can be
done by adapting the flux transport corrected methodology from Zalesak [35, §11]. For
instance, one can use methods inspired from Kuzmin and Turek [19], Kuzmin et al.
[20] when the functionals to limit are affine. When these functionals are nonlinear,
one can use methods from Zhang and Shu [36, 37] (for discontinuous finite elements)
or from [8, 9] (for continuous finite elements). A complete list of all the excellent
methods capable of achieving this goal cannot be cited here.

The paper is organized as follows. We formulate the problem and recall important
concepts that are used in the paper in §2. We introduce in §3 the concept of greedy
viscosity for any hyperbolic system. The key results of this section are the definitions
(3.7) and (3.8) and Theorem 3.6. The concept of greedy viscosity is then illustrated
for scalar conservation equations in §4. The main result summarizing the content of
this section are the definitions (4.2), (4.3) and Theorem 4.3. The concept is further
illustrated for the p-system in §5. The ideas introduced in the paper are numerically
illustrated in §6 for scalar conservation equations and for the p-system. Some of
these tests are meant to illustrate that estimating a greedy wave speed in order to
preserve the invariant-domain is not sufficient to converge to an entropy solution.
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Ensuring that entropy inequalities are satisfied is essential for this matter. We also
show that using just one entropy is not sufficient for scalar conservation equations
with a non-convex flux. Due to lack of space, the concept of greedy viscosity for
systems like the compressible Euler equations equipped with a tabulated equation of
state will be illustrated in a forthcoming second part of this work. A short outline of
the performance of the method is given in the conclusions section, see §8.

2. Formulation of the problem. In this section we formulate the question
that is addressed in the paper and put it in context.

2.1. The hyperbolic system. Our objective is to develop elementary and ro-
bust numerical tools to approximate hyperbolic systems in conservation form:

(2.1) {5t“ + Vi(u) =0, for(z,t) € DxRy,

u(z,0) = ug(x), forx € R

Here d is the space dimension, D is a compact, connected, polygonal subset of R?. To
avoid difficulties related to boundary conditions, we either solve the Cauchy problem
or assume that the boundary conditions are periodic. The dependent variable (or
state variable) u takes values in R™. The function f : A — (R™)? is called flux.
The domain of f, i.e., A C R™, is called admissible set. The state variable u is
viewed as a column vector w = (uy,...,uy,)" . The flux is a mxd matrix with entries
fix(u(x)), i € {1:m}, k € {1:d} and V-f(u(x)) is a column vector with entries
(VE(u))i = Xpeqi.ay OunLin(u(x)). For any n = (n1...,nq)7 € R we denote
f(u)n the column vector with entries 37, ;. 5y fir(u)n, where i € {1:m}.

We assume in the entire paper that the admissible set A C R™ is constructed
such that for every pair of states (ur,ur) € Ax.A and every unit vector n in R%, the
following one-dimensional Riemann problem

urp, ifx<0

(2.2) Qw4+ 0, (f(w)n) =0, (x,t) € RxR,, w(z,0) = { )
ug, ifz >0,

has a unique solution satisfying adequate entropy inequalities. We assume that this
solution is self-similar with self-similarity parameter £:=%, and we set

(2.3) v(n, ug, up, T)=w(z,1);

see for instance Lax [22], Toro [32]. Using Lax’s notation, we denote by A} < AT
the two wave speeds enclosing the 1-wave (i.e., the leftmost wave) and A, < A}
the two wave speeds enclosing the m-wave (i.e., the rightmost wave). The key result
that we are going to use in the paper is that v(n,ur,ug,§) = w if £ < A\ and
v(n,ur,ug, &) =ug if £ > N} . We define a left wave speed A\, (n,ur,ur):=\] and
a right wave speed Agp(n,ur,ur):=\}. We also define the mazimum wave speed of
the Riemann problem to be

(2.4) Amax(N, up, ugr):=max(|Ar(n,ur,ur)|, [ Ar(n,ur, ur)l).

We will replace the notation Apax (1, ur, ur) by Anax when the context is unambigu-
ous. For further reference, for every ¢ > 0 we define

%
(2.5) o(t,n,ur, uR) ::/ v(n,ur,ug, §)dr.

1
2
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= N
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Fig. 1: Riemann problem and Riemann fan.

Notice that if tApax(n,ur, ug) < %, then ©(t,n,ur,ur) is the average of the en-
tropy solution of the Riemann problem (2.2) over the Riemann fan. This property is
illustrated in Figure 1.

DEFINITION 2.1 (Invariant domain).  We say that B C A C R™ s invari-
ant domain for (2.1) if the following holds true: (i) B is convex; (ii) for any pair
(up,ur) € BxB, any unit vector n € R, and all t € (0 1 we have
v(t,n,urp,ur) € B, where v is given by (2.5).

? 2Amax (N, uL,uR) ) ’

LEMMA 2.2 (Invariance of the auxiliary states). Let B C A be any invariant
domain for (2.1). Let (n,q) be an entropy pair for (2.1). Let A > 0, let n € R be a
unit vector. For all uyp, ug in A, consider the following auxiliary state:

(2.6) Trr(\) = l(uL tug) - 1

5 ) (f(ugr) — f(ur)) n.

Assume that ur,ur € B, and A > Apax(n,ur,ur). Then

(2.7) wLr(A\) =0 (35, M UL, UR) ,
(2.8) arr(A) € B,
(2.9) n(@Lr(N) < 5(n(ur) +n(ur)) — 35 (q(ur) — q(ur)) n
Proof. See e.g., Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2 in [4]. d

2.2. Agnostic space approximation. Without going into details, we now as-
sume that we have at hand a fully discrete scheme where time is approximated by
using the forward Euler time stepping and space is approximated by using some “cen-
tered” approximation of (2.1), i.e., without any artificial viscosity to stabilize the
approximation. We denote by ¢ the current time, n € N, and we denote by 7 the
current time step size; that is "+ := " 4+ 7 (we should write 7" as the time step
may vary at each time step, but we omit the super-index " to simplify the notation).
Let us assume that the current approximation is a collection of states {U] };cy, where
the index set V is used to enumerate all the degrees of freedom of the approximation.
We assume that the “centered” update is given by UZG’"Jrl with

mg n n n
(2.10) T(US’ U+ > £(UY)e; = 0.
JEI(4)
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The quantity m; is called lumped mass and we assume that m; > 0 for all ¢ € V.
The index set Z(4) is called local stencil. This set collects only the degrees of freedom
in V that interact with i. We set Z(i)*:=Z(i)\{i}. The vector ¢;; € R? encodes
the space discretization. We view % > ez £(Uj)ei; as a Galerkin (or centered or
inviscid) approximation of V-f(u) at time ¢t at some grid point (or cell) ¢ € V. The
superscript ¢ is meant to remind us that (2.10) is a Galerkin (or inviscid or centered)
approximation of (2.1). That is, we assume that the consistency error in space in
(2.10) scales optimally with respect to the mesh size for the considered approximation
setting. We keep the discussion at this abstract level for the sake of generality; see
Remark 2.3. The only requirement that we make on the coefficients ¢;; is that the
method is conservative; that is to say, we assume that

(211) C;j; = —Cjj; and Z Cij = 0.
JEL(3)

An immediate consequence of this assumption is that the total mass is conserved:
Diey m U = 2 iey My

Of course, (2.10) is in general not appropriate if the solution to (2.1) is not
smooth. To recover some sort of stability (the exact notion of stability we have in
mind is defined in Theorem 2.4) we modify the scheme by adding a graph viscosity
based on the stencil Z(4); that is, we compute the stabilized update U;’H by setting:

Ut —up) + > £(U))e; - > diy(U) —U7) = 0.

J€T(i) JET(i)*

(2.12) M

Here dj; is the yet to be defined graph viscosity. We assume that
(2.13) diy =dy; >0, if i#j.

The symmetry implies that the method remains conservative. The question addressed
in the paper is the following: how large has d}; to be chosen so that (2.12) preserves
invariant domains and satisfies entropy inequalities (for some finite collection of en-
tropies)?

Remark 2.3 (Literature). The algorithm (2.12) is a generalization of [21, p. 163];
see also Harten et al. [13], Tadmor [30, p. 375], Perthame and Shu [27, §5] and the
literature cited in these references. The reader is referred to [4], [8] for realizations
of the above algorithm with continuous finite elements. Realizations of the scheme

with finite volumes and discontinuous elements are described in [9] and implemented
in Maier et al. [24], Kronbichler et al. [17]. O

2.3. The auxiliary bar states. We now recall the main stability result estab-
lished in [4]. The proof of this result is the source of inspiration for the rest of the
paper. For all ¢ € V and all j € Z(i) we introduce the unit vector n;; := ¢;;/||csjl|e2.
Given two states U;" and U} in A, we recall that Apax(nij, Ui, U7) is the maximum
wave speed in the Riemann problem defined in §2.1 with left state U}, right state U;‘,
and unit vector n;;. The guaranteed maximum speed (GMS) graph viscosity dijs’n
is defined in [4] as follows:

(214) diGjMS’n = ImaXx ()\max(nij7 U;L, U?)”C” ng,)\max(nji, U;L, U?)”Cﬂ“p)

THEOREM 2.4 (Local invariance). Let B C A be any invariant domain for (2.1).
Let (n,q) be any entropy pair for (2.1). Let n > 0 and i € V. Let dj; be any graph
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viscosity such that d; dGMS " and djy; > 0. Assume that 0 < 7 < m;/ > jez- 245

Assume that {U;‘l}jeI(z C B. Then the update {UT T }icy given by (2.12) satisfies
the following properties:

(2.15)  UttenB,
Tty —pUm) + 3 ey-aUl) = Y dn(n(un) — n(Uh)) <
)

T . .
JEL(i JEI(i)*

Proof. We refer to Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.5 in [4] for detailed proofs. But
since these proofs contain ideas that are going to be used latter in the paper, we
now reproduce the key arguments. Using the conservation property (2.11), i.e.,
> jez() Cij = 0, we rewrite (2.12) as follows:

m; n n nn n n n n n
TR U+ Y (2407 + (E(U)) — £(U}))ey; — dis(UF + U ) = 0
JEL()*

Then, recalling that d;; > 0 by assumption, we introduce the auxiliary states

—n n n n n Hci'”@2
(2.17) U, = (U U — () — EU)m o

This allows us to rewrite (2.12) as follows:

(2.18) Ut = (1 -y

JEI(i)*

2Td 27d% .,

)U" > mf'j u;,.

JET()

7

Since we assumed that 1 — 2. Z ) dis > 0, the right-hand side in the above

JEL(i
identity is a convex comblnatlon of the states {U:; }jez(i) with the convention U, =
Ul Setting A;; = Hctiif\zz and recalling definition (2.6), we observe that UZ =

;;(Aij) (here, with slight abuse of notation, we write w;;(\) instead of wpr(\)).
Then the assumption dj; > dGMS " implies that \;j; > Amax(ni;, U7, U?), and the rest

of the proof readily follows by invoking Lemma 2.2 (in particular UZ- =u;(Nij) =

5(% ;nij, Ui UT)). a

Remark 2.5 (A and \Y_ ).  The expression (2.17) (and thereby the identity
(2.18) as well) is ill-defined if Apax(nij, U;', U}) = 0, (recall that Lemma 2.2 requires
that one should take A\ > Apax(n2:5, U7, U;L)) To avoid the division by zero issue, we

introduce a small number € € (0, 1) and we define

2.19 N = Amax (T35, U, U™, A=\ .
( a) max* 165386)§(1) (nj [ j) €Amax
(2.19D) AL i=max(Ae, Amax(nij, UZ, UT)).

Henceforth we assume that \Y > 0, which implies A > 0. Otherwise the wave speed
is zero everywhere, the solution is constant in time, and there is nothing to update.

We are now going to consider the auxiliary states @;;(A) and (2.17) for A € [A Ao

€5 \ij
Remark 2.6 (Key observation). The statements (2.15) and (2.16) in Theorem 2.4
are consequences of (2.8)-(2.9) in Lemma 2.2. And the assertions (2.8)-(2.9) hold true

because A > A\pax(n, ur, ur) implies the identity (2.7), i.e., urr = 5(%,n,ub UR).
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We note, though, that A > Apax(n,ur,ugr) (and thus identity (2.7)) is just a suffi-
cient condition for (2.8)-(2.9) to hold true. The remainder of the paper is dedicated to
estimating a greedy wave speed )\%rgy € [, )\ﬁLR] (depending on n, uy, and up) that
is as small as possible so that (2.8)-(2.9) still holds, although (2.7) may no longer hold.
For this wave speed \¥; ¥ all the assertions in Theorem 2.4 still hold true after redefin-
ing the viscosity dj; := max (/\Zg;dyHcij||gz7)\fidyHcﬁng). This minimization program
is reasonable since in the worst case scenario setting A = )\uLR > Amax(N, ur, uR) is
always admissible, i.e., the minimizing set for A is not empty. O

Remark 2.7 (Literature). The importance of the auxiliary states wrr(\), which
are the backbone of Lax’s scheme, has been recognized in Nessyahu and Tadmor [25,
Eq. (2.6)]. That these states are averages of Riemann solutions provided A is larger
than Apax is well documented in Harten et al. [13, §3.A] (see also the reference to
a private communication with Harten at p. 375, line 12 in Tadmor [30]). A variant
of Lemma 2.2 is invoked to prove Theorem 3.1 in [13]. This theorem is a somewhat
simplified version of Theorem 2.4. O

3. Greedy wave speed and greedy viscosity. The key idea of the paper is
introduced in this section. Let B be a convex invariant domain for (2.1). In this entire
section m is a unit vector and wy,up are two states in B. The important results of
this section are the definitions (3.7)-(3.8) and Theorem 3.6. Owing to Lemma 2.2, we
know that the invariant-domain property (2.8) and the entropy inequality (2.9) hold
for wrr(N) if A > Amax(m, ur, ug). Our objective in this paper is to find a value of A
as small as possible in the interval [A, )\ﬁLR] so that (2.8) and (2.9) still hold (we no
longer require that (2.7) be true). The actual estimation of this greedy wave speed in
done §3.2.

3.1. Invariant domain and entropy: structural assumptions. As the no-
tion of an invariant domain of the PDE system (2.1) is too general, we list in this
section the properties that we want to preserve. We use the concept of quasiconcavity
for his purpose. (The reader who is not familiar with this notion can replace the word
quasiconcavity by concavity without losing the essence of what is said.)

DEFINITION 3.1 (Quasiconcavity). Given a convex set C C R™, we say that a
function ¥ : C — R is quasiconcave if the set Ly (¥) :={u € C | ¥(u) > x} is convez
for every x € R. The sets {L,(¥)}yer are called upper level sets or upper contour
sets.

We now list the properties we are interested in and that we want to preserve.
Let L € N\{0} and let us set £:={0:L}, £*:={1:L}. We assume that there exists a
collection of L+1 subsets {B; };c, in R™, and a collection of L continuous quasiconcave
functionals {¥; : B;_1 — R};cr+ so that the following properties hold true:

(3.1a) Br, C Br—1 C...C By:=R™,

(3.1b) B ={ueB_y|¥(u)>0} VieL”,
(3.1¢) B C B,

(3.1d) ur,ur € B, and wrr(\,)eB;, ViedL

Notice in passing that all the subsets {B;};c, are convex since By = R™ and B; =
Lo(W;) for all I € L*. These sets are also closed as the functional {¥;},;c, are continu-
ous. As B; is convex for all [ € L, the assumption (3.1d) then implies that wr(\) € B;
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forall A € [)\ﬁL r>00) and all [ € £. (The assumption (3.1d) is reasonable as we already
know that wrr(\) € B for all A € [)\ﬁLR, 00).)

As documented in Appendix A in Harten and Hyman [12] (and in Lemma 3.2
in [6]), computing a wave speed that guarantees a method to be invariant-domain
preserving is not enough to ensure convergence to the entropy solution. Hence, in
addition to invariant-domain properties, we also want to satisfy entropy inequalities.
In order to clarify this objective, we assume to be given a finite set of entropy pairs
for (2.1), say {(e, qe)}eee With . : By — R and q. : By — R? for alle € £. Let )\bLR
be the infimum of the set {\ € [\, A} ;] | Trr()) € BL}; that is,

(3.2) Ny gi=inf{A € A, A o] | @rr(N) € Bl

Note that A} ,, is well defined because the minimizing set is not empty (it contains
)\ﬁLR). This infimum is actually the minimum as [\, )\ﬁLR] > A — urpr(A) is continuous
and By, is closed. For every e € £, we introduce the function ®¢ : [} L] =R

defined by

(3.3) ®e(t) :=ne (Wrr($)) — %(ne(uL)+ne(uR))+%(qe(uR)—qe(uL))-n, Ve € £.

We have established in Lemma 2.2 that
(3.4) D, (1/\ ) <0, Veek.

Our goal is to find a greedy wave speed A% (n,ur,ug) as small as possible in
(A5 oy AL ] so that T r(AEY) € By, and ,(1/X8Y) <0, for all e € &.

LEMMA 3.2. The function ®. : (/\%, )\%) — R is convez for all e € £.
Lr ALr

Proof. Let ty,ty € (<3—, <) and 6 € [0,1]. Then using that
ALr ALr
T 1 -8 1-6 — (9120 (F _f
wLr(grra—on) = s(uL + ur)+ 5 (ur + ugr) — (5ti+ 57 12)(E(ur) — f(uL))n
= 9ELR(%) +(1- Q)ﬁLR(%),
the assertion follows from the convexity of 7. O

Remark 3.3 (Notation). To be precise the entropy functional defined in (3.3)
should be denoted by ®¢ , instead ®. as it depends on the pair ur, ur. Likewise, we
should also use \IJlL r instead of ¥;. In what follows the index rr reminds us of the
dependence with respect the pair uy, ug and the unit vector n. We have chosen to
use the symbols ®. and ¥; instead to simplify the notation. O

Remark 3.4 (Matryoshka doll structure). The Matryoshka doll structure intro-
duced in (3.1) is meant to reflect that the domain of definition of the functionals ¥,
may become smaller and smaller as the index [ increases. We illustrate this point
with the compressible Euler equations with the equation of state p(u)::% ple(u) —
q) — VPoo, Where b > 0, v > 1, ¢ € R, and ps € R, and e(u):=E/p — 3||m/p|3.
This equation of state is often called Nobel-Abel stiffened gas equation of state in
the literature; see Le Métayer and Saurel [23]. In this case we have: Up(u):=p,
Bi:={u = (p,m,E)T € R™*2 | p > 0}; Uy(u):=1—bp, Bo:={u € By |1 —bp > 0};
Us(u):=p(e(u) —q) —poo (1 —bp), Bs:={u € By | p(e(u) —q) —poc(1—bp) > 0}. Notice
that the constraint Us(u) > 0 implies that p(uw) 4+ poo > 0 which is essential to be
able to define the specific entropy n(u) = log((1/p — b)7 (p(w) + poo))- O
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In practice, we are going to enforce sharper bounds than those shown above by
making all the functionals {U;},c, and all the sets {5;};c, depend on the states uy,
and up (see §4 and §5).

3.2. Algorithm for estimating the greedy wave speed. As mentioned
above, the key idea of the paper is to define a greedy wave speed A&V (n,ur, ur)
in [\ g, )\ﬁLR] so that wrr(A&'Y) € By and ®.(1/ &) < 0, for all e € £. We now
present an algorithm that carries out this program (see Algorithm 1).

One starts by setting A\o(n, ur, ur):=\c. Then one traverses the index set £* in
increasing order, and for each index [ in £* one computes the wave speed \;(n, ur, ur)
recursively defined by

(3.5) A= min{A € N1, A ] | U(@rr(N) > 0.

Next, one (indiscriminately) traverses the index set £ and computes the wave speed
Ae(n,up, ug) defined by

(3.6) Ao :=min{\ € Az, A% o] | @ (A1) <0},
One finally defines the greedy wave speed A& (n,ur, ug) as follows:

(3.7) NV (n up, ug) = meagi)\e.

Techniques to compute the wave speed defined in (3.5) and (3.6) are explained in §4.1
and §4.2 for nonlinear scalar equations and in §5.3 and §5.4 for the p-system.
LEMMA 3.5. Assume that (3.1) hold true. Then,
(i) A s well defined and A\e < N\ < )\ﬁLR for alll € L. We have urr(\) € B for all
Ae ALl and alll € L.
(i) Ac is well defined. We have ®.(5) <0 for all X € [Ac, )\ﬁLR)] and all e € £.

Proof. Recall that )\ﬁLR::max()\E, Amax)-
(i) We proceed by induction over | € L£. The wave speed A is well defined (see

(2.192)) and A, € [A, A%l Moreover, wrr()) € Bo:=R™ for all A € [\, AL ..
Hence, the induction assumption (i) holds for I = 0 since Ag:=A.. Now let [ € £L* and
let us prove that (i) holds. The induction assumption implies that the set [A\;_1, )\HL z)
is not empty (because \;_; < )\uLR), and wrr(\) € Bi—; for all XA € [/\l_l,AﬂLR].
This means in particular that U;(@rr(\)) is well defined for all A € [)\l,l,)\ﬁLR].
Moreover, we have ﬁLR(AﬁLR) € B, owing to the assumption (3.1d). Hence the set
{\ € [)\l,l,)\ﬁLR] | U;(wrr(A)) > 0} is not empty. This set has a minimum since
U, is continuous, the mapping [)\l_l,)\ﬁLR] 3> XA = wurr(A) € Bi_; is continuous,
and [Al_l,)\ﬁLR] is compact. Hence ); is well defined and A\, < N1 < N\ < )\ﬁLR
(by definition). Let us now prove that urr()\) € B; for all A € [)\l,)\ﬁLR]. We first

o
observe that w,r(\) = 0urr(N) + (1 — H)HLR()\ﬁLR) with 9::%;

set {urr(N) | A € [\, )\ﬁLR]} is a line segment in R™. But both wyr(A\;) and ELR()\ﬁLR)
are members of {u € B;_1 | ¥;(u) > 0} = B;. Since B; is convex, we conclude that the
entire line segment {@wrr(\) | A € [\, )\iR]} is in B;. This proves that the induction
assumption holds true for [.

(ii) The argument in (i) proves that wpr(\) € By for all A € [)\L,)\ﬁLR]. As the
domain of 7, and g, is By, this argument proves that @e(%) is well defined for all

hence, the
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Algorithm 1 Greedy wave speed

Input: n, ur, ugr
Output: A\ (n,ur, ug)
Compute Apax(n, ur, ur), Ao(n,ur, ur) and )\ﬁLR
for /=1 to L do
Define X2 and compute \;(n,ur, ur); see (3.5)
end for
for e € £ do
Define (n/*, g/
end for
Compute NV (n,up,ur); see (3.7)

) and compute A.(n,ur, ug); see (3.6)

A€ [, AL R} and all e € £. The continuity of ®, implies that A, is well defined as
well. From the convexity of ®. established in Lemma 3.2 it follows that ® ( ) <0

for all A € [/\e,)\LR] since @ (5 -) <0 and ® ( ) <0, see (3.4). 0

3.3. Greedy viscosity. We are now in a position to state the main results of
§3. Using the same notation as in §2.3, let ¢ € V and j € Z(¢). With the greedy wave
speed A&V (n;;, UT, U?) defined in (3.7), we define the greedy viscosity for the pair
(,4) at the time ¢™ as follows:

(3.8) dEY = max(AEY (nj, U, UT) el e, A& (mji, UT, Uil 2 )

Note that if Amax(n2:5, U7, U;-L) > A (which is almost always the case), then
GMS,n grdy,n

(3.9) d;; > d3; AL

The main result of the paper and the reason we have introduced the greedy wave
speed is the following.

THEOREM 3.6 (IDP Greedy viscosity). Let B be an invariant domain for (2.1).
Letn>0,4i€V. Forall j € Z(i)*, let {B;’ }1er be a finite collection of convex sets,
and let {\IJ;J : Blij — R}iepx be a collection of continuous quasiconcave functionals.
Let {(n%,q") }ecei be a finite set of entropy pairs for (2.1). (We use a superscript i
on the entropy pairs to allow for the possibility to choose a different set of entropies
for each index i € V.) Let {dgrdY7 }iez(s)= be the greedy graph viscosity defined by
(3.8) and let {U?'Y;cy be the update defined in (2.12) with the choice d%::dfjdy’".
Assume the following:

(i) {B)’ hiee and { ¥} }iepx satisfy the assumptions in (3.1) for all j € Z(i)*;
(ii) 7 is small enough so that 1 — 23" 7;y- di; > 0.
Then the update {UT " }icy satisfies the following properties:

(3.10) U?HECOHV( U BiLj), hence U ¢ B,
JEL()*
m;

7(77;(U;L+1) ne Un Z c7«] qP Un Z d’L] 779 Ué(uy)) § 0

JEZ(i) JEL(i)*

(3.11)
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Proof. We first recall that (2.12) can be rewritten as follows:

2Td QTdZL—n
(3.12) Uﬁ1=(1—2 )U > U

. ’ m; ‘ i
JEL(i)* JEL(i)*

with the notation UZ:ﬂ”(Hcdjiﬁﬂ) Setting A;; := Hc ” for all j € Z(i)*, we have

U}, = @;(\y;). As the assumptions in (3.1) hold and A#'% (n;;, UF,U?) is defined
by (3.5)-(3.6)-(3.7) for all j € Z(i)*, we can apply Lemma 3.5. Then combining (3.7)
with the identity Ajllcijllee = dfy = d&™" implies Aj; > A% (n;;, U7, U7), and
invoking Lemma 3.5(1), (3.1a) and (3.1c), we infer that

U e (B’ =B cB
leL
Since we assumed that 1 — 2= 5" 7. di; > 0, the right-hand side in (3.12) is a
convex combination of the btateb {U7}u {U }jez(iy» which all lie in the convex hull

conv( Ujeziy- B; ) and it follows that U*" € B. Let us now establish the entropy
inequality (3.11). From the convexity of ¢ and (3.12) we obtain

. 2rd}; - 2rd}; i
w13 TRy + X TR,
JET(@) JET@*

Using Lemma 3.5(ii) and recalling that U?j =;;()i;), we infer that ®. (5 ) <0, ie.,

247k (U5) < dis(ni(U7) +nl(UF)) — (g(U}) — gi(U}))-cij.
Inserting this inequality in the previous inequality and using (2.11) gives (3.11). 0O

Remark 3.7. More generally, Theorem 3.6 holds true for any choice {dfj Yiez(o)
of graph viscosity provided that d7; > dgrdy " for all j € Z(i)*, i € V. O

The result stated in Theorem 3.6 can be slightly refined by assuming a little more
structure on the sets {B,” };cz(;)~ for all l € L.

COROLLARY 3.8 (Localization). Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.6 hold. As-
sume also that the following holds true for alll € L*: There exists i(l) € Z(i)* so that

Blij C Blii(l) for all j € Z(i)*. Then the update given by (2.12) satisfies the following
local properties:

(3.13) vy >0, viecrlr

Proof. The assumption together with with property (3.10) from Theorem 3.6
implies that

U?HEconv( U B”) ( U B”)— B,

JEZ()* JEL(>)*

Hence, the statement is an immediate consequence of the definition of the set B”(l)
given in (3.1b). d
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Remark 3.9. Computing the maximal wave speed Apax(m,ur,ur) for general
hyperbolic systems typically requires solving a nonlinear scalar fixed point problem.
Computing an upper bound on Ayax(m, wr, wr) is somewhat simpler as it requires to
use iterative techniques that converge from above. Very accurate upper bounds are
usually obtained in two to three iterations. The time spent to this task is in general
negligible. For instance, the reader is referred to [3] where guaranteed upper bounds
on A\pmax(n,ur,ur) are given for the Euler equations with the co-volume equation
of state (the source code for this method is available in the appendix of [3] and a
source code computing Apax (72, ur, ug) for a general equation of state is available at
Clayton et al. [1]). Computing A\&™¥ (n,uy,ug) or an upper bound thereof is similar
to estimating upper bounds for Apax(m,wr,ugr). This can be easily done by using
iterative techniques converging from above. O

4. Scalar conservation equations. In this section we specialize the proposed
definitions (3.7)-(3.8) on scalar conservation equations. Instead of using the notation
f and w, we now denote the flux by f and the dependent variable by wu.

4.1. Maximum principle. In the scalar case, the only invariant-domain prop-
erty there is reduces to enforcing the maximum principle. We start by estimating a
wave speed that does exactly that by following the algorithm (3.5) described in §3.2.
We take care of the entropy inequalities (3.6) in §4.2

Let ur,ur € A and let m be a unit vector in R, (Computing Amax (1, ur, ug) is
a standard exercise; see e.g., Dafermos [2, Lem. 3.1], Holden and Risebro [16, §2.2],
Osher [26, Thm. 1].) We introduce two concave functionals to take care of the local
minimum and maximum principle:

(4.1a) uPi = min(ug, ug), upr - =max(ur, ug),
(4.1b) Uy (u):=u — uPy, Uy (u):=ujn’ — u.

Accordingly, we set By:=R, By:={u € By | ¥1(u) > 0}, Bo:={u € By | ¥o(u) > 0}.
LEMMA 4.1. Let

[(F(ur)=F(uL))-m| :
(4.2) Az(n,up, ug) = fur =] / Z.f UR # ur
max(|f'(ur)nl, [f (ur)n|) if urp =ur.

Then Uy(arLr(N) > 0 and $a(urr(A)) > 0 for all A > max(A2, ). (This also
means Urr(A) € [WPE, uPs] for all X > max(Aia, A).)

Proof. Let a:= %(ur, +ur), b:= (f(ur) — f(ur))
and recall that upr(\):=a — bA™L, for all A > A\, >
) =

smallest value of A in [\, )\LR] S0 that U (uLR(
is, we want A to be such that

2. Note that a € [WPl, uPs]
0. We want to estimate the
0 and ‘I’Q(ELR()\)) > 0. That

1 - 1
max min max 71 min __ max min
2(ULR uPR) =a—upE <bA'<a-—u (uP — ui'R).

This holds true if and only if [bJA™! < L(uPgx — wPit). If wPEs — wPi # 0, the

smallest possible value of A making this inequality to hold is A = w
ULr “YLR

If wirax — M = (O, every value of X is admissible, but the only value of A that is

stable under perturbation of the two states is A = |f’(ur)-n| if f is of class C!, and

max(|f'(ur) |, |f'(ur) n|) otherwise. d
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We note that the wave speed identified in Lemma 4.1, W, is the
average speed, sometimes called Roe’s average in the computational fluid dynamics
literature. As the final wave speed defining the artificial viscosity is eventually larger
than or equal to this quantity, Lemma 2 from Harten [11] implies that the scheme
is total vartation mon increasing in one space dimension on the three point stencil
(the wave speed A1o also satisfies the necessary and sufficient condition formulated in
Tadmor [31, Cor. 2.3]). It is well known that in the presence of sonic points this wave
speed is not large enough to ensure that the approximation defined in (2.12) converges
to the entropy solution (see, e.g., Harten and Hyman [12, App. A] or [5, Lem. 3.2]
for a simple proof). This problem is addressed in the next section by augmenting the
wave speed so as to make sure that some entropy inequalities are locally satisfied, i.e.,
(3.6) is satisfied.

4.2. Entropy inequality. Now, following algorithm (3.6) described in §3.2, we
further look for a wave speed, possibly larger than \i2, so as to satisfy some entropy
inequalities.

LEMMA 4.2. Let k € R. Let ng(u) := |u — k| be the Kruzkov entropy associated
with k and qi(u) := sign(u — k)(f(u) — f(k)) be the corresponding entropy flux. Let

ay = ur, +ur — 2k, b:= (f(ur) — f(ur))mn,
ck = nr(ur) +nr(ur), dy, = (gr(ur) — qr(ur))n.
(Observe that |ax| = ¢k if and only if k & (u?}g,u‘ilgx),) Let Ma(n,ur,ur) be defined

as in Lemma 4.1, and let

Ai2(n,ur, uR) if k & (PR, upbEs)
cgtar’ cp—ag’

(43) )\(k,n,uL,uR);: {

max ( A2(n,ur, uR)) otherwise.

Let @ (3):=nk(@rr(N) — 5(m(uz) + m(ur)) + 55 (qr(ur) — qu(ur))n. Then, for
every A > max(A(k,n,ur,ur), \c) we have <I>k(§) <0.

Proof. (1) Assume first that &k ¢ (uP'l, w8, i.e., ¢y = |ag|. The assumption
A > max(Ai2, Ac) implies that upgp(\) € [wPl, uPa<]. Hence, sign(urr(\) — k) =
sign(3(ug +ur) — k). As a result, we have

m(ULr(A)) = sign(@rr(A) — k)(@Lr(A) — k)
= sign(5(ur +ur) — k) (5(ur +ur) — 55 (f(ur) — f(ur))n — k).

On the other hand, using that ny(ugr) = sign(3(ug + ur) — k)(ur — k), qe(ur) =
sign(4(ug +ur) — k)(f(ug) — f(k)), and the corresponding identities for n,(ur) and
gr(ur), we deduce that

3 (ur) + 5mi(ur) — 55 (qu(ur) — qr(ur))n

= sign(5 (ur +ur) — k) (5(ur +ur) — 55 (f(ur) — f(ur))n —k).

Hence, we conclude that ne(Tr(N) = me(ur) + s (ur) — A~ (gi(un) — qo(ur))n
for all k & (uPg, ulss).

(2) Let us now assume that k € (uPl wPax). Then we have that ¢, — |agx| >
2min(ng(ur), ne(ur)) > 0. Hence definition (4.3) makes sense. Using the definitions

for a, b, cx, and di, we have 20, (Urr()\)) = |ar, — A7'b|. Then we want to find the
smallest value of X\ that guarantees that

lar — A7 < ¢ — A7ty
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The above inequality is equivalent to
Ail(dkfb) <c¢, —ag, and Ail(berk) < ci + ag.
Using that |a| < ¢k, we infer that

dk—b' >\>d;€+b

> : > .
Ck — Qg Ck + ag

The assertion follows readily. 0

4.3. Summary. The following result summarizes what is proposed above. In
particular, it shows how the Kruizkov entropies should be chosen.

THEOREM 4.3. Letn > 0,1 €V, U?‘f“’”::minjez(i) Uz, U™ =max;ez(;) UT.
Let k; be any real number in the range (U;"™" , U¥™) . Let (ny,, qx,) be the associated
Krizkov entropy pair. For all j € Z(i)*, let )\f;dy’"::max()\e, ki, mij, U, UT)) and

d dy, dy,
(4.4) di " = max(AL " leijllez, A5 ejillez)-

Let UMY be given by (2.12) with the viscosity dy; = df;dy’” defined above. Assume
that 1 — 2mii Zjel’(i)* di; > 0. Then

(45) U;’»H_l c [U’rinin,n, Uznax,n]
mi n n n
(4.6) T(Wki(UiH)—nki(Ui N+ D eijar(U))

JEL(3)

= 3 e (UF) — e (U)) < 0.

JET(i)*

Proof. This is just a reformulation of Theorem 3.6 . O

min,n Umax,n)
) y Mg )

K2

Remark 4.4 (Entropy choice). It is essential that k; be chosen in (U
f;dy’”:zmax(/\e,)\lg(nij, U7, U7), and inequality (4.6) is just a
restatement of the local maximum principle (i.e., UFT! € [Uminm ymaxn)) Tt is also
demonstrated in the numerical section that the choice of k; in (U™, UP*™) should
be random for the method to be robust when the flux f is not strictly convex or
concave. O

otherwise, we have \

5. The p-system. In this section we illustrate the greedy viscosity idea on the
one-dimensional p-system. The extension to the compressible Euler equations with
arbitrary equation of state will be done in the forthcoming second part of this work.

5.1. The model problem. The p-system is a model for isentropic gas dynamics
written in Lagrangian coordinates. The dependent variable has two components which
are the specific volume, v, and the velocity, u. The system is written as follows:

(5.1) ) (Z) + 0, (p_(g)) =0, (z,t) € RxR,.

The pressure v — p(v) is assumed to be of class C?(R;R) and be such that

(5.2) p <0, 0<p”
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As an illustration, we are going to restrict the discussion to the gamma-law, p(v) =
rv~=7, where 7 > 0 and v > 1. We introduce the notation u:=(v,u)" and define the
flux f(u):=(—u,p(v))".

The admissible set for (5.1) is A:=(0,00)xR. The p-system (v > 1) has two
families of global Riemann invariants:

(5.3) wy(u) = u+/ Vv-p'(§)d¢, and w_(u)=u —/ V=€) d¢,
and it can be shown that
(5.4) Bay ={u e Al a<w_(u), wy(u) <b}

is an invariant domain for the system (5.1) for all a < b € R; see Hoff [15, Exp. 3.5,
p. 597] for a proof in the context of parabolic regularization, or Young [34] for a direct
proof. Note in passing that it is established in Hoff [14, Thm. 2.1] and [15, Thm. 4.1]
that the Lax scheme is invariant-domain preserving for all B.

The p-system has many entropy pairs. We are going to use the following one:

5.5 o =50+ [ p©de alw) = uplo)

We now follow the principles explained in Algorithm 1 to estimate a greedy viscosity.

5.2. Maximum wave speed. Let us consider a left state u;:=(v;, u;)", a right
state w;:=(v;,u;)T, and a one-dimensional normal direction n;; € {—1,+1} where
1 €V and j € Z(i). We now describe a procedure to compute (an upper bound of)
the maximal wave speed Amax(nij, s, ;) that was introduced in (2.4) in §2.1. One
first realizes that the Riemann problem with the flux f(u)n,;, left data data (v;,u;)"
and right data (vj,u;)T, is identical to the Riemann problem with the flux f(u) and
data wr:=(v;,niu;) ", wp:=(v;,ni;u;)T. We now use the symbol n in lieu of n;; and
write Amax(n, Uz, ur) instead of Apmax (7, ws, uj).

For the index Z € {L, R}, we introduce

’ —%(P(U) —pvz))(vz —v), ifv<wvg
(5.6) fz(v) = / %—p’(f) @, o

and define ¢(v) := fr(v) + fr(v) +ur —ugr. The function ¢ is increasing and concave
with lim,_, 1o ¢(v) = —o0; see Young [34] for details. Notice that lim,_, 4o &(v) =
wi(ur) —w_(ug). Hwy(uy) —w_(ug) <0, then we set v*:=4 0o (vacuum appears
in the Riemann solution in this case). If wy (uy)—w_(ug) > 0, the equation ¢p(v) =0
has a unique solution which we denote by v*. Setting vyin:=min(vy,vg), we have
¢(Vmin) = ur, —ur — /(p(vr) — p(vr))(vr — vr), and the following result is standard
(see e.g., [34], [4, Lem. 2.5]):

P(Vmin)=p(v*) - _
(57) )\max(n, ’u,LﬂLR) = V" —Umin ) if QS(UHUH) > O’
=9’ (Vimin )5 otherwise,

Note that Apax(n, ur, wg) is a decreasing function of v*. The value of v* can be found
using Newton’s method starting with a guess v° smaller than v*. As ¢ is concave and
increasing, starting the Newton iterations on the left of v* guarantees that at each
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step of Newton’s method the new estimate is smaller than v*, which in turn implies
that the estimated maximum speed is an upper bound for the exact maximum speed.
A starting guess v° with the above property can be computed as follows:

(5.8a) w*:=max(wy (ur), wy (ur)), w™ "= min(w_(ug),w_(ug))
(5.8b) '00::(77")% <(’Y — 1)(w§ax _ ’wTin)) - .

Here, (5.8b) follows from finding the pair u%:=(v°, u®)T solving w, (u®) = WP
w

w_ (u®) = w™n. This construction implies

and

P(Vmin) —p(v°)

5.9 )\max ) ) < Xmax::
(5.9) (n,ur,uR) FOR—

5.3. Invariant-domain property. We first compute three wave speeds to guar-
antee a local invariant-domain property as in (3.5). Then we compute a fourth wave
speed in §5.4 so as to ensure that a local entropy inequality holds for the above-defined
entropy pair; see (3.6). Recall that

_ 1 vr +vgr + 3 (ur —ur)
(5.10) urr(A) = 5 (uL quR f%(g(v; pf’uL))) '

We introduce

(5.11) U, (u):=v, Uy (u):=w™ — wy (u), Us(u):=w_(u) — w™™,

where w?® and w™™ are defined in (5.8a). Observe that ¥; is concave and ¥y and
W3 are both strictly concave due to (5.2). We define By:=R?, By:={u € R? | ¥; (v) >
0} = A, Ba:={u € By | U3(u) > 0}, and Bs:={u € Bz | U5(u) > 0}. It is necessary
to introduce ¥, and B; = A to make sure that the domain of definition of W5 and W3
is A.

If uy, = wg, then wyr(A) = uyp = ug for all A > 0. In this case, we take
A1 = X2 = A3 = A.. Let us now assume that u; # ur. The smallest wave speed A1,
greater than or equal to A, that ensures ¥y (wrg(A)) > 0 for all A > )\ is given by

(5.12) A1 = max (UL_UR, )\6> .
VL, + VR

Now we estimate Ao. If Uo(Tpr(A1)) > 0, then we set Ay = Ay If Uy(urr(M)) <0
there are two cases. If ug —uyz, > 0 and —(p(vg) —p(vr)) < 0, we have Uy(Urr(N)) >
Wy (3(ur +ug)) >0 for all A > 0 and we set Ao:=\;. Otherwise, we observe that the
curve w4 (u) = w™ has a horizontal asymptote given by {u = w}**} and a vertical
asymptote given by {v = 0} and the condition (up —ur < 0 or —(p(vg) —p(vL)) > 0)
implies that the equation ¥o(@rr(A)) = 0 has a unique positive solution, A3, which
can be computed using an iterative method, and we set Ao = \3; we omit the details
for brevity. The argument to estimate Az is analogous: If W3(wrr(A2)) > 0, then we
set A3 = Ag. Otherwise, we observe that the curve w_(u) = w™" has a horizontal
asymptote given by {u = w™"} and a vertical asymptote given by {v = 0}. Hence if
ug —ug > 0 and —(p(vg) — p(vr)) > 0, we have Ws(wrr(A)) > Vs(5(ur +ug)) >0
for all A > 0 and we set Az:=\y. Otherwise the equation U5(urr()\)) = 0 has a
unique positive solution, A}, which can be computed using an iterative method, and
we set A3 = Aj. As asserted in Lemma 3.5, the process described above guarantees
that wrr(A\) € By:={u € A| ¥a(u) >0, Us(u) > 0} for all A > As.
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5.4. Wave speed based on the entropy inequality. We now estimate a wave
speed associated with one entropy inequality. The entropy functional in this case is

(613) @) = (@er(}) — 30n(un) + n(wn) + 5 (alur) — glur)),

where 77 and q are defined in (5.5). We have n(u) = Ju? — ﬁvp(v) for the pressure

gamma-law.
If uy, = ug, then wrr(\) = uy = ug for all A > 0 and ®.(t) = 0 for all ¢ > 0.
In this case, we take A\. = A3. If uy # upr, we compute A\, as defined in (3.6).

More precisely, if @e(%) < 0, then we set A\, = A3. Otherwise, we observe that the

equation ®.(5) = 0 has a unique solution in [)\%, /\%) because 1 defined in (5.5) is
LR

strictly convex and we also have established in (3.4) that @e(ﬁ) < 0. Finally, we set
LR

Ae = max()¢, A3). The greedy wave speed is obtained by setting A% (n, ur, ur): =M.
This algorithm is illustrated numerically in §7.

6. Numerical illustrations with scalar conservation equations. We start
by illustrating the method for scalar conservation equations. To test the robustness of
the method, we choose problems with fluxes that are not strictly convex and contain
sonic points. Methods that underestimate the maximum wave speed (or just enforce
the maximum principle) tend to fail when applied to this type of problems.

Here, we numerically show that computing the viscosity so as to enforce local
entropy inequalities is sufficient to select the entropy solution provided that the family
of entropies is rich enough. All the computations are done with continuous P; finite
elements and we take ¢ = 108 in (2.19a). The time stepping is done with the three
stages, third-order, strong stability preserving Runge Kutta method [29]. The time
step is computed by using the expression 7, = % max;ey m;/ Zjez(i)* dlg;dy,n.

6.1. Piecewise linear flux. We consider a Riemann problem in one space di-
mension for the scalar conservation equation dyu + 9, f(u) = 0 using the scalar flux
fw)=2—-wvifv <2and f(v) = 2v — 4 otherwise. The initial data is ug(xz) = 1 if
2 < 0 and ug(z) = 3 otherwise. This flux is convex and Lipschitz, but it is not strictly
convex: the velocity is piecewise constant and discontinuous. This class of problems
is thoroughly investigated in Petrova and Popov [28]. The solution is

1 ifx<—t
(6.1) u(z,t) =<2 if —t<x<2t
3 if 2t < x.

The solution is composed of two contact waves (i.e., the characteristics do not cross)
separated by an expansion wave. One contact wave moves to the left at speed —1,
the other moves to the right at speed 2.

This example is meant to demonstrate that only using the wave speed \15 defined
in (4.2) to construct the graph viscosity (i.e., only using the Roe average) is not robust
even in a case as simple as the one above. Using the wave speed ;o guarantees
that the maximum principle locally holds, but the approximation may converge to a
nonentropic weak solution. We illustrate this phenomenon by applying the algorithm
described in the paper over the domain D = (—2,2) using uniform meshes. The
solution is computed to a final time ¢t = 0.5 using CFL=0.75. We show in the left
panel of Figure 2 the solution obtained with the viscosity computed by using only
A12. The graph of the exact solution is shown with a dashed line. We observe
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Fig. 2: Approximation of a scalar conservation equation with piecewise linear flux:
(a) viscosity solely based on A2 given in (4.2); (b) viscosity based on an entropy
inequality, Eq. (4.3) with the choice k; = £(U"™" + U"™5").

K2

that the approximate solution does not converge to the exact solution. The leftmost
discontinuity in the approximate solution is stationary instead of moving to the left
at speed —1. The right panel shows the approximate solution using definition (4.3)
for the wave speed with k; = %(U;nin’" + U™™™) for every i € V. We have verified
that the method using this definition for the wave speed converges with the expected

rate (tables not shown here for brevity).

6.2. 1D non-convex flux. We now consider a Riemann problem in one space
dimension using the scalar flux f(v) = sin(v). The initial data is ug(z) = (2 + a)7
if 2 < 0 and ug(z) = br otherwise. Here, a € [3,1] and b € [0, 3] are two chosen
parameters. Note that the flux is neither convex nor concave over the interval [br, (2+
a)7]. Since (2 + a)m > brr, the solution is obtained by replacing the flux by its upper
concave envelope which is f (v) = sin(v) for v € [br, 37, f(v) = 1 for v € [3m, 37],
and f (v) = sin(v) for v € [5, (2 + a)n] (see, e.g., Dafermos [2, Lem. 3.1] and Holden
and Risebro [16, §2.2]). We note that the entire the interval v € [17, 27] is composed
of sonic points. The exact solution is given by

2+ a)r if v <tcos((2+ a)m)
(6.2) (1) = 3w — arccos(|z/t|) %f tcos((2+a)m) <z <0

arccos(z/t) if 0 <z < tcos(br)

br if t cos(bmr) < .

It is a composite wave composed of an expansion followed by a stationary shock
followed by a second expansion. The numerical tests reported below are done with
b=0 and a = 1 over the domain D = (-1,1).

Here again, tests done with the graph viscosity solely based on the Roe average A\
yields a method that is not robust (figures and tables are not reported for brevity). We
observe that the approximate solution is a stationary shock for every mesh refinement
(i.e., the initial data does not evolve), which is clearly not the entropy solution. One
can artificially try to avoid this problem by initializing the approximate solution at
to > 0 using the exact solution (6.2). If the mesh does not have a vertex located at
{0}, then convergence starts only when the mesh size is less that ¢y. On the other
hand, we observe convergence with no pre-asymptotic range for every positive value
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of top when the mesh has a vertex located at {0}. This behavior illustrates well the
lack of robustness of methods that are solely based on the wave speed Ais.

We now test the method based on the wave speed computed by using (4.3). The
tests are done with CFL = 0.5. The relative errors in the L!'-norm and L?-norm are
computed at ¢ = 0.8. We test two strategies to select the Kriizkov entropy for each
degree of freedom i € V. The first strategy consists of setting k; = U™ + (1 —
0)U" ™" where § = 1. The second strategy consists of setting k; = O;U" ™" 4 (1 —
0, )U;" " where 6; € (0,1) is a uniformly distributed random number changing at

every grid point i € V.

Random entropy Average entropy
# dofs 5L (t) rate 52(t) rate 5t(t) rate 82(t) rate
51 1.96E-02 - 2.21E-02 — 2.41E-02 - 2.30E-02

101 1.39E-02 0.49 1.65E-02 042 1.81E-02 0.41 1.77E-02 0.38
201  9.17E-03 0.60 1.13E-02 0.55 1.33E-02 0.45 1.38E-02 0.35
401 5.87E-03 0.64 8.25E-03 0.45 9.81E-03 0.43 1.14E-02 0.28
801 3.66E-03 0.68 5.76E-03 0.52 7.54E-03 0.38 9.89E-03 0.20
1601  2.24E-03 0.71 4.15E-03 0.47 6.10E-03 0.31 9.06E-03 0.13
3201 1.38E-03 0.70 2.89E-03 0.52 5.20E-03 0.23 8.62E-03 0.07
6401 8.50E-04 0.70 2.06E-03 0.49 4.65E-03 0.16 &8.39E-03 0.04

Table 1: 1D two-sonic point problem. The second and fourth columns show relative
errors in the L'-norm and the L?-norms using a random Kriizkov entropy with k =
Our, + (1 — O)ug, where 6 € (0,1) is a uniformly distributed random value. The sixth
and eight columns report relative errors in the L'-norm and the L2-norms obtained
for the average Kruzkov entropy with k = %(UL + uR).

When using the first strategy with fixed 0 = % we observe exactly the same
problems as reported above when only using Ais. Irrespective of the location of the
grid points, the approximate solution is a stationary shock when one initializes the
approximate solution with the exact solution at tg = 0. Initializing with the exact
solution (6.2) at to = 1078 still produces a stationary shock when the point {z = 0} is
not a vertex of the mesh, but a non trivial solution is obtained when the point {x = 0}
is a vertex of the mesh. We show in the right part of Table 1 convergence results using
to = 1078 and uniform meshes with odd numbers of grid points. We observe some
kind of convergence on coarse meshes, but eventually the error stalls and stagnates as
the mesh is further refined. We have observed this behavior for every constant value
of #. This is highly counter intuitive because the viscosity based on (4.3) is strictly
larger than A5, and we have observed in the above paragraph that the approximate
solution using Aj2 converges to the entropy solution when the point {x = 0} is a mesh
vertex. Here again, we observe a clear lack of robustness even when the wave speed
is augmented so as to guarantee one “entropy fix” per grid point.

We now discuss what happens when the Kruzkov entropy is randomly chosen. All
the problem mentioned above disappear when 6; € (0,1) is randomly chosen at every
grid point. The method convergences whether there is a grid point at {0} or not and
whatever the initial time. In particular there is no problem setting ¢t = 0. We show
convergence tests in the left panel of Table 1 with t; = 0. To be able to compare with
the results displayed in the right part of the table, we have use the same meshes. The
method is now clearly convergent and converges with the expected rates.
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The conclusion of this section is that the method based on the greedy wave speed
computed by using (4.3) with random Kriuizkov entropies is robust.

10

Approx. 6400 —— Square entropy n(v) = 3v°
Exact
8 # dofs 5t@) rate 52(t) rate
50 2.22E-02 - 2.18E-02 -

100 1.63E-02 0.45 1.64E-02 0.41
200 1.15E-02 0.50 1.23E-02 0.42
400 8.08E-03 0.51 9.44E-03 0.38
800 5.82E-03 047 7.61E-03 0.31
1600 4.38E-03 0.41 6.50E-03 0.23
3200 3.48E-03 0.33 5.87E-03 0.15
6400 2.92E-03 0.25 5.52E-03 0.09

-1 -0.75 -0.5 -025 0 025 05 075 1
(a) Solution at t = 0.8 (b) Convergence table

Fig. 3: 1D two-sonic point problem computed with the square entropy n(v) = Lv?.

2
The “entropy stable” method does not converge to the entropy solution.

Remark 6.1 (Robustness and “entropy stability”). The numerical tests performed
in this section demonstrates that robustness comes from randomness of the Kriuzkov
entropy. Note in passing that this series of tests casts doubt on the robustness of
methods that are called entropy stable in the literature. Since these methods enforce
only one fized global entropy inequality (at the semi-discrete level), one may wonder
whether they produce approximations that converge to the right solution for the
above one-dimensional problem. In order to provide some numerical evidence in this
matter, we adjust our method as introduced in §4.2 for the entropy n(v) = %vQ which
is usually invoked in the literature dedicated to entropy stable methods. Redoing the
computations in the proof of Lemma 4.2 with the square entropy gives A = (2ab +
d+VA)/(2(c—a2)) with ai=1 (ug +up), bi=L (F(ur) — f(up))m, ci=n(ur) +n(ug),
d = (q(ur) — q(ur))mn, A:=(2ab + d)? — 4b*(a® — ¢). The method thus produced
is locally and globally entropy stable with respect to n(v) = 3v?, i.e., (3.11) holds.
Convergence tests with this method are reported in Figure 3. These tests show that
the approximation does not converge to the entropy solution (6.2). The convergence
behavior is strange as the approximation seems to converge over a large pre-asymptotic
range, but eventually, when the mesh is very fine, the approximation converges to a
weak solution that is not the entropy solution. In conclusion, the method is definitely
entropy stable for the square entropy but it is not convergent for non-convex fluxes;
hence, it is not robust. O

6.3. The 2D KPP problem. We finish our numerical examples by solving
a two-dimensional scalar conservation equation with the non-convex flux f(u) :=
(sinu, cosu)T

IZ%T” if /22 +9y2 <1

T otherwise,

(6.3) Ou~+V-f(u) =0, u(x,0)=uo(x)= {

in the computational domain D = [-2,2]x[—-2.5,1.5]. The problem was originally
proposed in Kurganov et al. [18]. The solution has a two-dimensional composite wave
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(a) A1z with (4.2) (b) X&' with (4.3), 0; = 2 (c) A8*Y with (4.3), §; random

Fig. 4: 2D KPP problem with Py elements on nonuniform Delaunay mesh (118850
grid points) at ¢ = 1, CFL = 0.5, computed with three different strategies: (a)
Amax = A1z using (4.2); (b) wave speed A&% computed with (4.3) using k; = QU™ " 4
(1 — QU™ " with 0 = 1; (c) wave speed A& computed with (4.3) using k; =
;U™ 4 (1 — 6,)UM™" where 6; € (0,1) is a uniformly random number changing
for every i € V. Only the solution in the right panel is the correct entropy solution.

structure which high-order numerical schemes have difficulties to capture correctly.
We approximate the solution with continuous P; finite elements on nonuniform De-
launay triangulations up to a final time of ¢ = 1. We show in Figure 4 three results
computed on a mesh with 118850 grid points with CFL=0.5. The solution shown in
the leftmost panel is obtained by only using the wave speed A\1s for computing the
greedy viscosity. The solution in the midle panel is obtained with the the wave speed
(4.3) and the Kriizkov entropy using k; = 0U;"™" + (1 — )U"™" with § = 1. The
solution in the rightmost panel is obtained with the the wave speed (4.3) and the
Kruzkov entropy using k; = HZ-U?““’” + (1 = 0,)U"™™ where 6; is a random number
changing for every i € V. One may be mislead thinking that the solution in the middle
panel is correct, but the only approximation that converges correctly is the one using
the random entropy.

So, here again, our conclusion for scalar conservation equations is that robustness
can be achieved for methods based on the greedy wave speed (4.3) provided the

Kruzkov entropies are chosen randomly. Any other choice is not robust.

7. p-System. We test the method on the p-system using the equation of state

p(v) = %v“’ with v = 3. We consider a Riemann problem with left state uy =

(ve, /(1 —vr)(p(vr) — p(1)) and right state ugr = (vr, —/(1 —vr)(p(vr) — p(1)).
The solution is composed of two shock waves when vy,vg > 1, and in this case
v* =1, u* = 0. For this test we set vy, = 1.5 and vg = 1000. The left shock is weak
and fast moving; the shock speed is close to —0.6849. The right shock is strong and
slow; the shock speed is close to 1.827x1072.

The simulations are done in the computational domain D:=(0, 1). The initial data
is ug(z) = uy if # < 0.8 and ug(x) = ur otherwise. The relative error in the L!-norm
is computed at t = 0.7. The relative error is the sum of the relative error on v plus
the relative error on u. Convergences test are done on a sequence of uniform meshes
starting from 51 grid points to 1601 grid points. The results are shown in Table 2.
The results in the first column are obtained by using the upper wave speed estimate
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)\max AII\&X Agrdy
# dofs @) rate st(t) rate st rate
51 3.33E-01 - 1.93E-01 1.31E-01 -

101 2.41E-01 0.47 1.57E-01 0.30 1.18E-01 0.15
201 1.41E-01 0.78 6.58E-02 1.25 4.93E-02 1.25
401  7.59E-02 0.89 4.42E-02 0.58 3.65E-02 0.43
801 3.64E-02 1.06 2.09E-02 1.08 1.77E-02 1.05
1601 1.70E-02 1.10 9.07E-03 1.20 7.76E-03 1.19

Table 2: Convergence tests for the p system for various choices of wave speed estimate.

Xmax given in (5.9). Those shown in the second column are obtained by using Apax as
defined in (5.7) where v* is computed with a Newton method with 10719 tolerance.
Those shown in the right column are obtain with the greedy viscosity A& defined
in §5.3-5.4.

We show in Figure 5 the graph of the uw component at the final time ¢ = 0.7. In
the left panel the approximation is done with 101 uniform grid points. We show a
closer view of the plateau separating the two shocks in the right panel. The number
of grid points used in each case is: 101 in the top right panel; 401 in middle right
panel; and 1600 in the bottom right panel. This series of simulations demonstrate
well the gain in accuracy that can potentially be gained by using the greedy viscosity
technique described in this paper.

1.5
1+ a
0F - n 0.5 -
0 a
—05 | | | I
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
5 -
1.5
1+ n
0.5 a
—10 - 3 - ol i
max _0.5 | | |
Amax 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
15 aedy
Exact —— 1.5
1+ a
0.5 -
—920 | | | | 0k a
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 05 | | L L

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Fig. 5: Approximation of the u component in the p system, ¢ = 0.5. Left: compar-
isons between the methods using Amaxs Amax, and A8 with 101 grid points. Right:
Three refinements: 101 grid points (top), 401 grid points (middle), 1600 grid points
(bottom).

8. Conclusions. We have presented a general strategy to compute the artificial
viscosity in first-order approximation methods for hyperbolic systems. The technique
is based on the estimation of a minimum wave speed guaranteeing that the approx-



Greedy invariant domain preserving approximation for hyperbolic systems 23

imation satisfies predefined invariant-domain properties and predefined entropy in-
equalities. This approach eliminates non-essential fast waves from the construction of
the artificial viscosity, while preserving pre-assigned invariant-domain properties and
entropy inequalities. One should however keep in mind that being invariant-domain
preserving is in general not enough to have a method that is robust. Likewise ensuring
only one entropy inequality is not a guarantee of robustness.

We finish by briefly demonstrating the performance of the proposed methodology
when applied to the compressible Euler equations. For each pair (i, j), i, € V, j € Z(i),
the greedy viscosity is computed by first computing a wave speed that guarantees that
the density satisfies local lower and upper bounds extracted from the local Riemann
problem. This wave speed is then augmented by making sure that the specific en-
tropy satisfies a local bound. Finally, the wave speed is possibly again augmented
to guarantee a local entropy inequality. The details are reported in a forthcoming
second part of this work. As a preview, we consider the Woodward-Colella blast wave
problem [33]. We show in Figure 6 the density profile at ¢ = 0.038. We compare
for three different mesh sizes the results obtained with the wave speed A™** (labelled
with the acronym “GMS” for guaranteed maximum speed) with those obtained with
the greedy wave speed A& (labelled with the acronym “Greedy”). The superiority
of the greedy viscosity over the low-order standard method is evident, particularly in
the region of the leftmost contact wave.

-~ aMs ~ams -~ aMs
(]\ - Greedy [/ - Greedy - Greedy

H : 1 f H
.5 0.6 0.7

0
0.9 05 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 0. 0.8 0.9

Fig. 6: Woodward-Colella blast wave. Density at ¢ = 0.038. GMS vs. Greedy
viscosity, from left to right: I = 400, 800, 1600.

Data availability statement. Two codes have been written for this project:
one in Fortran2018 and one in C++. The Fortran code is available upon request. The
C++ code is part of the Ryujin library https://github.com/conservation-laws/ryujin
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