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Abstract

In this paper, we develop monolithic limiting techniques for enforcing nonlinear stability con-
straints in enriched Galerkin (EG) discretizations of nonlinear scalar hyperbolic equations. To
achieve local mass conservation and gain control over the cell averages, the space of continu-
ous (multi-)linear finite element approximations is enriched with piecewise-constant functions.
The resulting spatial semi-discretization has the structure of a variational multiscale method. For
linear advection equations, it is inherently stable but generally not bound preserving. To satisfy
discrete maximum principles and ensure entropy stability in the nonlinear case, we use limiters
adapted to the structure of our locally conservative EG method. The cell averages are con-
strained using a flux limiter, while the nodal values of the continuous component are constrained
using a clip-and-scale limiting strategy for antidiffusive element contributions. The design and
analysis of our new algorithms build on recent advances in the fields of convex limiting and al-
gebraic entropy fixes for finite element methods. In addition to proving the claimed properties of
the proposed approach, we conduct numerical studies for two-dimensional nonlinear hyperbolic
problems. The numerical results demonstrate the ability of our limiters to prevent violations
of the imposed constraints, while preserving the optimal order of accuracy in experiments with
smooth solutions.
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1. Introduction

Hyperbolic problems find extensive applications across various fields, playing a crucial role
in understanding phenomena such as aquifer contaminant transport [1]], shallow water dynam-
ics [2}13]], petroleum engineering for oil and gas production [4}|5, 6], and environmental engineer-
ing [7,18]]. The evolution equations that model various transport phenomena are typically derived
from fundamental physical laws, such as conservation principles. Since exact weak solutions
of nonlinear hyperbolic problems can be discontinuous and nonunique (even for smooth initial
data), computation of physically admissible numerical solutions presents significant challenges.
A well-designed discretization method should be sufficiently dissipative to prevent spurious os-
cillations, nonphysical states and convergence to wrong weak solutions. On the other hand, the
levels of numerical viscosity should be kept as low as possible to achieve high resolution.
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The framework of algebraic flux correction (AFC) [9, [10, [11] makes it possible to incor-
porate appropriate constraints, such as discrete conservation/maximum principles and entropy
inequalities, into finite element discretizations of scalar conservation laws and hyperbolic sys-
tems. Splitting a high-order discretization into a property-preserving low-order part and an an-
tidiffusive remainder, AFC schemes constrain the latter in an adaptive and conservative manner.
Examples of such nonlinear stabilization techniques include various generalizations [[12, [13|[14]
of Zalesak’s flux-corrected transport (FCT) algorithm [[15]. The element-based FCT schemes
introduced in [[16} [17] in the context of linear advection problems use convex decompositions
to keep the nodal values of finite element approximations in the admissible range under local
constraints that are easy to enforce using limiters. For nonlinear hyperbolic systems, an edge-
based FCT algorithm of this kind was proposed by Guermond et al. [18], who used it to enforce
preservation of invariant domains, i.e., of convex admissible sets containing all possible states
of exact solutions. The monolithic convex limiting (MCL) strategy introduced in [19] makes it
possible to constrain spatial semi-discretizations instead of fully discrete schemes. In contrast
to FCT-like predictor-corrector algorithms, MCL discretizations have well-defined residuals and
steady-state solutions. Moreover, they can be equipped with limiter-based entropy fixes [20, [21]]
based on Tadmor’s entropy stability theory [22]. A comprehensive review of the state of the art
in the design and analysis of limiting techniques for finite elements can be found in [23]].

In the literature on AFC schemes, discretization in space is typically performed using a con-
tinuous Galerkin (CG) or discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method. The advantages of DG approx-
imations include the local conservation property and optimal convergence behavior for linear
hyperbolic problems with smooth solutions. However, the number of degrees of freedom is con-
siderably greater than that for a CG approximation using finite elements of the same polynomial
degree. As an attractive alternative, we consider an enriched Galerkin (EG) methocﬂ [25,126., 1271,
in which a discontinuous Py component §uy, is added to the continuous P; or (Q; component uy,
of the numerical solution uEG = uy, + duy,. The EG formulation can be interpreted as a variational
multiscale method in which the evolution equation for du;, serves as a subgrid scale model [28]].
The favorable properties of the DG-P; method are achieved at a lower cost, because the EG ver-
sion uses less degrees of freedom and produces linear systems that can be solved efficiently [26].
Moreover, the local mass conservation property of EG has been exploited in various applications
including two-phase flow [29], poroelasticity [30,|31], and thermo-poroelasticity [32].

The first bound-preserving EG method for linear advection problems was designed in [33]
using tailor-made limiters of FCT and MCL type for fluxes and element contributions. In the
present paper, we extend the MCL version to nonlinear hyperbolic conservation laws in a manner
that enables us to enforce entropy inequalities in addition to maximum principles. For the cell
averages that define the DG component du;, of uEG, we use the flux limiting strategy proposed in
[34]. Element contributions to the evolution equation for the CG component u;, are constrained
using a clip-and-scale limiting algorithm, which we equip with a built-in entropy fix. Extensive
numerical experiments demonstrate the ability of our method to produce physically consistent
results while achieving optimal convergence rates. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
successful application of AFC tools to EG discretizations of nonlinear hyperbolic problems.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we formulate the continuous initial value
problem and define the entropy solution, which represents a unique vanishing viscosity limit. In
Section [3] we introduce a baseline EG discretization that features a group finite element (GFE)

'In the original publication [24], the inventors of EG called it a reduced IP;-discontinuous Galerkin method.
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approximation to the nonlinear flux function. In Section[d] we present the bound-preserving and
entropy stable (but low-order accurate) local Lax—Friedrichs-type schemes for the cell averages
and CG components of our finite element approximation. In Section [5] we define the limited
antidiffusive terms that recover the high-order EG target in smooth regions, while preserving
local bounds and maintaining entropy stability of the semi-discrete AFC scheme. In particular,
we present and analyze our new entropic clip-and-scale limiter here. In Section [6] we discretize
in time using an explicit strong stability preserving Runge—Kutta (SSP2/Heun) method. In Sec-
tion |7} we conduct in-depth numerical studies for scalar nonlinear hyperbolic problems. For
visualization purposes, we perform constrained L? projections of EG solutions into the CG space
(as in [33]]). Finally, the results are discussed and conclusions are drawn in Section

2. Continuous problem

Let u(x,t) € R denote the value of a scalar conserved quantity u at a space location x € R?,
d €{1,2,3} and time ¢ > 0. We consider the initial value problem
0
a—L;+V-f(u):0 inQxR,, (1a)
u(-,0) =uy in g, (1b)

where Q c R?is a Lipschitz domain, f(u) := (fi(w), ..., f4(u)) is the flux function of the (possibly
nonlinear) hyperbolic conservation law, and uy : Q — R denotes the initial datum.

If periodic boundary conditions are imposed on 9, the formulation (I) of the continuous
problem is complete. In the non-periodic case, we prescribe the inflow boundary condition

u=uy onl"xR, )

at the inlet I'™ := {x € Q : f’(u) - n < 0}, where f'(u) = (fl’(u), fé(u)) is the flux Jacobian and
n is the unit outward normal to Q. No boundary condition is imposed on " := gQ\I'™".

Because of hyperbolicity, there exists a convex entropy n(x) and an associated entropy flux
q(u), i.e., a function q: R — R¢ of n: R — R such that q'(x) = 1/ (u)f’ (u). If problem (1)) has a
smooth classical solution u, the entropy conservation law

on(u)
ot

+V.qw) =0 in Q xR, 3)

can be derived from using multiplication by the entropy variable v(x) := 1’(u), the chain
rule, and the above definition of an entropy pair {n(«), q(#)}. In general, the unique vanishing
viscosity solution of (I) satisfies a weak form of the entropy inequality [22} [35]

on(u)
ot

for any entropy pair. Hence, entropy is conserved in smooth regions and dissipated at shocks.

+V-qu)<0 inQxR, 4)

3. High-order space discretization

Let7, ={ Ke}fﬁl denote a non-degenerate partition of the domain € into Ej, rectangular cells

of maximum diameter 4 = max<.<g, ix,, Where hg, is the diameter of K,. The vertices of 77, are
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denoted by x1, ..., Xy,. We store the indices of vertices belonging to a given cell K, in the integer
set N¢ and the indices of elements that contain a given vertex X; in the integer set &;. The set
N; = Uees, N contains the indices of all vertices belonging to at least one cell that contains X;.
Note that i € N;. The boundary of a cell K, consists of faces S, on which the outward normal
n,. is constant. If S, = dK, N 0K, is an internal face, then ¢’ € {1,..., E,}\{e} is the index of
an adjacent cell K. Boundary faces S, C 9Q are associated with 9E;, ghost cells and labeled
using cell indices ¢’ € (Ej, + 1,..., E}}, where Ej, := E, + OE,,. We store the indices of faces of a
cell K, in the set Z, such that 0K, = Uycz,S .. The unit outward normal to 0K, is denoted by
n, if there is no ambiguity. See Figure[I|for a visual explanation of the above notation.

< —
Uiene Xi = Uee& K. &
- K, |

(a) N* (b) & (©) Seer

Figure 1: Visualization of the notation for vertices, cells, and faces of a uniform quadrilateral mesh.

3.1. Enriched Galerkin method

Let Q;(K) denote the space of multilinear polynomials ¥ : K — R defined on the reference
element K = [0, 1]¢. Using a multilinear mapping F, : K — K, € 7}, we construct the space
Q1 (K,) of polynomials v : K, — R such that v = $ o F! for some ¥ € Qy(K).

The finite element space CG-Q; of the classical continuous Galerkin method using Q; La-
grange elements on the partition 7, is defined as

VES = (v e LX(Q) : vk, € Qi(K.) YK, € Ty} N C(Q),
where C(Q) denotes the space of functions that are continuous on Q. The DG-Qy space

VPY = (v e LXQ) : vk, € Qo(K.) VK, € T} (5)

consists of functions that are constant on elements of the partition 77,. As already mentioned in
the introduction, we approximate exact weak solutions of () by

uEG = uy + ouy, € VhCG @ V;II)G, (6)

where u, € VS and su; € V9. The space of such enriched Galerkin (EG-Q,) approximations
(cf. [2411331126,[27]]) is denoted by VEG. Figure shows the local degrees of freedom (DOFs) for
CG-Qy, DG-Qy, and EG-Q, approximations on a patch consisting of four square cells.

Remark 1. We use quadrilateral meshes in this work but piecewise-linear (CG-P;) approxima-
tions u;, on triangles can be enriched by piecewise-constant functions ou;, € V,?G similarly. The
linear stability analysis performed in [24] for EG discretizations of convection-diffusion equa-
tions is valid only for triangular meshes. However, the piecewise-constant enrichment of CG-Q;
approximations also provides the local conservation property and has a stabilizing effect.



(a) CG-Q, (b) DG-Qo (c) EG-Q;

Figure 2: Degrees of freedom for finite element approximations on a patch of four cells.

The space VhCG is spanned by N, global basis functions {¢ 1}721 such that ¢; € VhCG and

@j(x;) = 6;; forall i, j € {1,..., Ny}. Hence, the CG component can be written as
Ny
u, = Z Ujp;j € VEG, (7)
j=1
where u; = u;(x;) is the degree of freedom associated with ¢;. Similarly, the DG component

Ey
oup = Z Sueye € VPO (®)
e=1

is defined by the coefficients ou, of Ej characteristic functions y, such that y, = 1 in K, and
X. = 0 otherwise. The piecewise-constant basis functions y, span the space V]?G.

Using the EG method to discretize the nonlinear problem (I), we seek a numerical solution
uEG € VEG that admits the decomposition (6)) and satisfies the DG weak form [23]]

E, OuES E,
Zf WEG—hdx+Zf WEG[T(u;e,u;e;ne)—f(u}::f)-ne]ds
e=1 Y Ke ot e=1 YK, , ’ ’
E/1
+Z fk wEOV - f(ul%)dx = 0 )
= Jk.

of for all test functions WEG € VEG. We define the local Lax-Friedrichs (LLF) flux

fue) +Fu) Ak

F (ur, ug;m) := 7 n - —=(ug - uL) (10)
using the maximum wave speed [34]
ALk = Amax(ur, ugim) = max It (wug + (1 = wur) - ml. (11

The internal and external states of the local Riemann problem are defined by

Uin on ™,
- +
Wy, = Up + O, U, =1 up +ou, onI°,
up +ouy, onS, =0K,NoK,, ¢ < Ej.
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Integration by parts for the last term on the left-hand side of (9) yields

E) Ey

Zf h dx+2f wh T(uhe,uhe,ne)ds—Zf thG f(uEG)dx—O. (12)

EG

Any test function wy¢ € VFC can be written as w;¢ = wj, + 6wy, where w;, € V9 and

6th € VDG In particular, wy, and owy, are admissible test functions. Thus

Ej auEG Ej
_ ¥
: :f Wh dX+z :f Wh?j(uh,e’uh,e’n»ds
oK,

NoQ
E,
-3 f Vwy - f@)dx =0 Vwy € VEO, (13)
e=1 v Ke
E)
Z f P dx+z f SWaF (i, uf sm)ds= 0 VYowy, € VPO, (14)

Note that the surface integration in (T3)) is restricted to boundary faces of 77,. The integrals over
internal faces S, = 0K, N K, cancel out for continuous test functions wy,.

As noticed by Becker et al. [24]], the representation (6] of uEG € VEG is nonunique because
any globally constant function can be represented exactly in VfG and in V;?G alike. To ensure the

uniqueness of duy, defined by (8], we impose the additional constraint [33]]

Su, = f(uEG—uh)dxz U, - i,, e=1,...,Ep, (15)
|Ke| K,
where | |
U, =i, = f upddx, @, = —f updx,  |K,| :f 1dx. (16)
Kol Ji, " Kol Jie, " K,
In the remainder of this section, we derive evolution equations for the cell averages U, of uEG

and the nodal values u; of u;, defined by (7). The evolution of the DG component u;, = MZ:G -

is then determined by our convention (13)), which implies that du, is massiess [33].

Up

Remark 2. The analogy with variational multiscale methods for conservation laws (cf. [28])
makes it possible to interpret equations (T4) and (T3)) as a subgrid scale model for u,.

3.2. High-order semi-discrete problem for EG cell averages

Using test functions éwy, € {x1,...,xg,} in the semi-discrete weak form (T4)), we find that the
cell averages of the EG solution uEG must satisfy the local conservation laws
f T(uhe,uhe,ne)dS— qg, e=1,...,E,, a7
where
Uin on I,
Uy, = tp + (U = ii,), Upy = up+ (Ue — i) onT,

up + Uy —iiy) onS,. =0K,NOK,, ¢ <Ej.
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The right-hand side g%’ of equation (T7) can be expressed in terms of the face-averaged fluxes
HO 1 EG ,EG. . 4 18
o' — ﬁ s ?(Mh,e sUp ers n,.)ds (18)

as follows:

g == > 1Sl HY.
ez,

Throughout this paper, the superscript H refers to a ‘high-order’ approximation. The superscript
L is reserved for the ‘low-order’ approximations to be presented in Section 4}

LetU = (Ue)fi , denote the vector of EG cell averages and q7 = (qf Ejl the vector of discrete
right-hand sides. By definition, ¢ = (U, u) depends not only on U but also on the vector

u= (u,-)fihl of CG nodal values. Introducing the finite volume mass matrix M = diag(IKeI)fﬁl, we
write the system of ordinary differential equations in the matrix form
_dU
M~ =q"Uw, (19)

which will be referred to as the high-order (HO) semi-discrete problem for EG cell averages.

3.2.1. High-order semi-discrete problem for CG nodal values

Using the test functions WEG € {¢1,...,¢n,} in @), we obtain the semi-discrete equations
(9MEG - + EG
> f pi—pdx+ >, f @ilF Uy or M) — K1) ™) - me)ds
ee& K. ee&; 9K.NIQ
+Zf oV - £@C)dx =0,  i=1,...,N, (20)
ee&; K.

for the nodal values of the CG component u;,. The union Q; = U,cg K, of elements that contain
the vertex x; represents the compact support of the basis function ¢;.

To derive a high-order semi-discrete scheme that is better suited for limiting, we first modify
the last term on the left-hand side of ([Z0) using the linear Taylor approximation (cf. [28])

£(ubS) = f(uy + Sup) ~ £(up) + £ (up)Suy,. 1)

Next, we replace f(u;,) by the group finite element (GFE) interpolant [[11} 136} 37]

Np

() = ) £u)gp;. (22)
j=1
This modification corresponds to using inexact nodal quadrature for volume integrals. For
f @i(F (o uf, i me) — £, %) - m,)ds,
AK,NOQ

we use the ‘lumped’ GFE approximation (cf. [23| Eq. (3.118)])

Z T ee [7:(“1'» ﬁi,ee’; nee') - f(ul) : nee’]:
e'es),
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where &, = {¢’ € Z, : ¢ > E,} is the set of second subscripts of S, € 0K, N Q2 and

1
— o — +
Tieer = f Qoids’ Ujeer = (piuh,eds'
N Tiee JS

ee’ ee’

Finally, we modify the time derivative term by using the convenient approximation

a“EGd x| 3 v — id
fm‘pl o X~ j{;lpix E"‘f&%(uh—uz‘) X,

where u; is the time-dependent value of the CG component uy, at the vertex x;. Following Kuzmin
et al. [33], we reconstruct the nodal values of i1, = Z I itj; as follows:

1 dU, 1
‘i e p—— . ¢ = — H’ ! !i = Ke . 23
i Q) egg |Ke| ar 1] ;ea‘ q. €24 § |K,| (23)

e€&;

The resulting system of evolution equations for the CG nodal values reads

(Z f so,dx] Z f il = i)AX = Y " oo [F (U fliees Dee) = (1) M)

eeE ec8; e’'eE,
-3 (f gongojdX) f(u))
ee; jeN¢ K.
+ Zéuef Vo - Fup)dx, i=1,....N, 24)
ec&; K

and represents a second-order perturbation of (20). While it is possible to correct the correspond-
ing errors in the limiting step, doing so would make the algorithms to be presented in Section 3]
more complicated without having any significant positive impact on the accuracy of numerical
solutions. Therefore, we use (24) rather than (20 as the high-order target for limiting.

To write system (24)) in a matrix form, we need to introduce some further notation. Let

e e
mij = my;, m;; = pip;dx,
J J K

eeENE;
DWW
ec&; JEN®
e e
C,'jZ Z cij’ cij:f ()D,VQDIdX
ecENE; k.

denote the coefficients of the consistent mass matrix Mc = (m; j)fv;le, of its lumped counterpart

M; = dlag(m,) and of the discrete gradient operator C = (¢; j)N@_ . Note that

i,j=1

—c;j + Zf pipnds, ¢ =—¢;+ faK @ip;nds.

ocg, JOK.NoQ

i=1°



Adopting the above notation, we write the evolution equations (Z4) in the equivalent form

dul - Z Z (it = i) = Z Z Tiee [F Ui, llieer; Moer) — £(u;) - Meer |

ecE; jeN¢ ecE; e'€E),
=T ) + Y (U —ug)f Vo - fudx =: g, i=1,...,N,. (25)
ecE; jeNe ecE;

The matrix form of this high-order semi-discrete problem for CG nodal values is given by

du
MLE =g(U,u), (26)

where g’ = = (g )N" is the global vector containing the right-hand sides of system (23).

4. Algebraic splitting

In Section[3] we have shown that the cell averages U, and CG nodal values u; of a high-order
EG approximation uhG to the solution of problem (T)) satisfy the nonlinear system

M 0]d]|U] [qU,u)
— =y (27)
0 M|dt|u| |[g"(U,u)
of coupled semi-discrete subproblems (T9) and (26) for U = (U, )E” andu = (ui)fi”l. The DG
components ou, = U, — i1, are uniquely determined by the cell averages of MEG and u,.
To prepare the ground for the derivation of limiting techniques in Section [5] we need to
split the high-order system into a property-preserving low-order part and an antidiffusive
correction term. The general form of such an algebraic splitting is given by [33]]

M 0]d[U]_[q"U)+£U,u) 28)
0 Mp|dt|u| |gtu)+fU,)|
The components of the vectors f = ( fe) hl and f = (f; ) should admit decompositions
= Z Fer, fl = Z fie
e'eZ, ee&;
into numerical fluxes F..s and element contributions f¢ such that
Fer + Foe=0, > f=0. (29)
ieN¢
These zero sum properties must be preserved by limiters to guarantee discrete conservation.
The right-hand sides ¢~ = (q, )E” and gf (gL)Eh of the low-order (LO) semi-discrete
problems for U and u must ensure the Validity of all relevant constraints for a solution of
M 0]d]|U qt(U)
- = . 30
[0 ML] dr [u] [gL(U) G0

In the remainder if this section, we present a splitting that provides the above properties.
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4.1. Low-order semi-discrete problem for EG cell averages

A natural choice of the low-order scheme for U is the finite volume LLF method [23} |34]

dU,
K5 == ), | TW. ULme)ds=tq;.  e=1....E (31)
eeZ, VS

in which the LLF fluxes depend on the internal state U, = U, and the external state

wy, onI™M
U ={U, onI°"
U, onS., =0K,NIK,, ¢ <E.

This approximation is known to be bound-preserving and entropy stable [23| [34]. Therefore,
it is widely used as the LO component of modal DG methods equipped with flux and/or slope
limiters. The matrix form of the corresponding semi-discrete problem reads

_dU
M— = ¢"(U). 32
ek A (32)
In contrast to q*/(U, u), the right-hand side of (32) is independent of u. Therefore, the LO cell
averages evolve independently from the LO nodal values of the CG component u;,.
The difference between the right-hand sides of equations (I7) and (ZI)) is given by

fo=al'-qt=>" f (F (U, , Uf300) = F Uy, iy 3 0)lds

eeZ,
= D ISelHE - HE) = " Fer,
e'eZ, eeZ,

where Hg‘,’ is the low-order counterpart of the LLF flux Hg} defined by (I8) and
Feo = |Sel(Heg = Hy) = ~Fee (33)
are the raw antidiffusive fluxes that constitute the component f; of the vector f(U, u) in 28).

4.1.1. Low-order semi-discrete problem for CG nodal values
An algebraic CG version of the LLF method (3T)) approximates the HO scheme (23] by [38]]

du,- A
mia = - Z Z Tjee [?-(ui, Ui ee' s nee') - f(ul) : nee’]

ec§; e'eE,

+ZZ[d;ju,—c§j-f(u,)] =gt i=1,....N. (34)

ecE; jeN¢
The LLF graph viscosity coefficients
max(A7,|ef ], A5leD if je N¢, j#i,
di; = = Zkenevin 4 if jeNe j=i, (35)

0 otherwise
10



¢ . .

depend on ﬂfj = Amax (i, uj;m;;), where n;; = & and Amax(uz, ug;m) is defined as in (TT1). The
ij

matrix form of the semi-discrete scheme (34) is given by

du _ g-(u). (36)

S
Lar

Since the right-hand side g-(u) is independent of U, so is a solution u of this LO system.
A comparison of the spatial semi-discretizations (23) and (34) reveals that

fi=gll—gb =" " Imé i — ) + s — )

ecE; jeNe
+ Z(Ue - ﬁe)f V(pz : f/(uh)dx = Z f;'e‘
ec&; K. ec&;
The individual element contributions f; to this component of f(U, u) are defined by
£= 3 Il — ) + d(us = up)) + (U, — ) f Vi - £ (up)dx. (37)
JjeNe K.

To prove the zero sum property required in (29), we first notice that mi; = m¢; and df; = d;?i by
definition. The Lagrange basis functions ¢; of the CG-Q; space V}, form a partition of unity, i.e.,
Diiene @i = 1. It follows that 3 ;cne Vo; = 0 and X iene f = 0, as desired.

5. Property-preserving limiters

Given the algebraic splitting (28] of the high-order spatial semi-discretization (27), we can
proceed to constructing a property-preserving EG approximation of the form

[M 0 } d [U} _ [qL(U)+T*(U, u)} @8)

0 M.|dr|u| ™ |glu)+£(U,u)

where the vectors f* = ( fe* )fi , and £ = ( fi*)f\fl are composed from
a3 * £ e,%
o= Qe £= 8
e'eZ, ee&;

The constrained approximations F}, ~ F.. and f* ~ f¢ should satisfy the zero sum conditions

Fi,+F,, =0, ) f=0. (39)
ieN¢

Additionally, the limiters to be presented below will ensure the validity of local discrete maxi-
mum principles (DMPs) and entropy stability of the semi-discrete schemes for U and u.
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5.1. Limiting criteria

A closed interval G = [4™", ¥™*] represents an invariant domain of the scalar hyperbolic
problem (T)) if preservation of the global bounds #™" and ™ can be shown for exact solutions.
We call the spatial semi-discretization (38) invariant domain preserving (IDP) if it produces
admissible states U,(f) € G and u;(f) € G at any time ¢t > 0. We need (38) to be IDP and,
moreover, local extremum diminishing (LED) in the sense that the time derivatives of U,(f) and
u;(t) are nonpositive/nonnegative at a local maximum/minimum [39} 40, [10} 23]

Suppose that there exist bounded solution-dependent coefficients A, > 0 and a; > 0 such that

dU. qt+fo

= =AU -U,), =1,...,E, 40
T AU, e ; (40)
dy; gk+fr
du _ 8+ _ w(@ —u),  i=1,....Np 1)
dt m;

where U} € [UM", UM™] C G and ii; € [u",u™™] C G are some locally bound-preserving
intermediate states. Then the semi-discrete scheme (38)) is LED and its IDP property can be
shown using Theorem 1 from [41]. For fully discrete schemes, preservation of local bounds by
forward Euler stages is guaranteed if the time step At satisfies the CFL conditions [23} 41]]

AtA, <1,  e=1,...,Ep, 42)
Ata; <1, i=1,...,Np. (43)

Let us now formulate additional constraints that imply the validity of semi-discrete entropy
inequalities for a particular entropy pair {n(u), q(#)}. According to Tadmor’s theory [22]], a cell
entropy inequality for U, holds under the sufficient condition (cf. [42} 20} 23]])

W(Ue) = WUe)) Flyp < IS e (((Ue) = 9(U)) - Mo + W(Ue) WU HE),  (44)

where HS? =F(U;,US;n,) is the low-order LLF flux, v(u) = /() is the entropy variable and
Y(u) = v(w)f(u) — q(u) is the entropy potential. In essence, Tadmor’s condition (4] imposes an
upper bound on the rate (v(U.) — v(U.))F’,, of entropy production by the flux F,,.

The rate of entropy production by the element contribution f* is given by (v(u;) — ¥.)f;"",
where v, = ﬁ 2. jene V(1) is the arithmetic mean of |N¢| nodal entropy variables. Adapting
Tadmor’s theory to the CG setting as in [20} 38]], we impose the constraint

() = V) 7" < Z lefl ((lﬁ(uj) = Y(u) - mj; + (v(u;) — v(u j))Hfj?L), (45)
JEN\Li)
where p
£(u;) + £(uy) i <
el _ V7 0 VY nl— Y (o —w e - _Y
ij - 2 nl] 2|Cf]| (uj I/ll)7 nl‘] |cfj| .

Note that };cn, V(1) = Vo) 7 = Yien, V() £ because Y, f7° = 0 by (39). As shown in [38],
this zero sum property of the element vector (f;"")icye also implies the existence of numerical
fluxes f7" = —f;" such that £ = ¥ jcney 7" 1t follows that

Yot -sa = Y Y g =Yy > M

ieN, ieN, JeNe\{i} ieN, jeNe\{i}



Using this auxiliary result, the entropy stability property of the semi-discrete scheme for CG
nodal values can be established as in [38, Thm. 3]. In practice, there is no need to calculate the
fluxes f;;" because the stability condition (5] is imposed directly on the sum f;"".

It remains to select or devise practical algorithms for enforcing the above constraints. In the
next two subsections, we present the old and new limiters that we use for this purpose.

5.2. Monolithic limiting for EG cell averages

The flux limiting framework developed in [34] [42]] for DG methods and in [33]] for an EG
discretization of the linear advection equation is directly applicable to our nonlinear problem for
cell averages. By definition (I0) of the LLF flux, the equation for U, can be written as

dUe _ f(Ue) + f( Ue') /lee’ %
|Ke| dr = - Z |See'|(f'nee’_ D U, =U,) |+ Z Fee'
ez, eeZ,
= Z (|See’|/lee’(Uee’ - Ue) + FZ()’) = Z |See’|/lee’(l_]:g/ - Ue)a (46)
eeZ, eeZ,
where 19, 34} 41]]
U, + U, RU)—fU) o F
Vo= " e Ve mUe s

The low-order bar state U,,, = U, is a convex combination of U, and U,. This can be shown
as in [19]] using the mean value theorem and the definition of A, as a local upper bound for the
wave speed |[f’(u) - n,|. It follows that U,, € G = [u™" ™3] whenever U,, U, € G. For any
choice of local bounds U;“i“ € [u™" U,, ] and Uur* e [U.er, u™], the inequality constraints

A _ F;, A _ F,
U;mn S Uee/ + ee S U;}’lax’ Uél'/lll’l S Uee/ _ ee' S UZ\’,]E[X’ (47)
can always be enforced by limiting the magnitude of the flux F,, = —F,,. The validity of @7
implies that U;‘e, e [UM™, UF*] and U:,e € [UJ™, U}™]. The IDP and LED properties follow
from the fact that (46) can be written in the form (40) with [41]

1 _ 1 .
Ae = |S ee’ |/lee’ s UZ = |S ee’ Mee’ U;e' s
K2 AT 2

where U} is a convex combination of the bound-preserving intermediate states U:e,.
Following Kuzmin et al. [33]], we define the local bounds for EG cell averages as follows:

U™ := max{ max uin,max{max Ue/,u,-} ,
oK, ieNe \¢'e&;

U™ := min{ min u;,, min { min U, u,-}
aK.nMn  ieNe Leres,

and calculate bound-preserving (BP) approximations FBF = —FBP to the target fluxes F,, =
—F,, defined by (33) using the finite volume / DG version

o _ [min {Feers 1S colee min (UM = T, Upre = UBPH i For > 0,
7\ max {Fee 1S e ldeemax (UMD — Uper, Uprp = U if For <0
13



of the monolithic convex limiting formula derived in [[19]] in the context of CG discretizations.
To enforce Tadmor’s condition @]) using a limiter-based entropy fix (cf. [42} 38} 20]), we
constrain the final flux F?, = @, F2F of the MCL scheme (#6) using the correction factor

ee’

P ee’
1 otherwise,

% if Pee’ > Qee’,
a’eer =

where
Po = WUe) = VU Fys Qoo = O, +min{0, O, } > 0.

ee'»

The components Q7,, of the entropy-dissipative bound Q.. are defined by (cf. [42])

/lee’
0t = ISee| (W(Up) = v(U,)) = We = U0,

f(Ue’) + f(Ue) X

Q;e' =|Seel (W(Ue') - ‘p(Ue) - (W(Ue) - vU,)) ) N .

The nonnegativity of Q,. follows from the fact that the low-order LLF scheme is entropy stable
(see, e.g., [23]]). It is easy to verify that Q.. is bounded above by the right-hand side of (44) and
that W(U,) — v(U)F,, < Q.. for our choice of the correction factor @, = aer.

Since the above limiting strategy for F, is not new, we refer the reader to the original
publications [34} 33| 42] and to the book [23]] for detailed explanations and proofs.

5.3. Monolithic limiting for CG nodal values

The limiter that we apply to the element contributions f* is an entropy-stable extension of
the element-based MCL algorithms proposed in [33],[23, Sec. 6.3]. We first express the flux-
corrected equation for the CG nodal value u; in terms of intermediate states as follows:

du
id_u == Z Z Tjee [T(Mi, ﬁi,ee’;nee’) - f(ul) . nee’]
d ecE; ¢'€E),
D M= fwpl + Y £
ecE; jeN¢ ee&;
Tiee A A
=20 5 Mewlitige =~ ) = @Gizeer) = ) - nee
ec§; e’'eE,
> - ) = ) — fw)) - < + > £
ec&; jeNe\{i} ec;
= Z Z O-i,ee’/lee’(ﬁi,ee’ - ui) + Z 2d§j(ﬁ;‘3j - Mi) + f;‘e’*
ecE; LereE, JENe\{i}
= Y@ —w) + £ = ) @ - ), (48)
ee&; ee&;
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where

_ ﬁi,ee’ +U; (f(ﬁi,ee’) - f(ul)) s Neer

) o (F) - f@w)) - ¢
Wiy = s us. = — s
2 2,0 0T 24,
fe,*
e —e —ex _ —e i
Z T, ee’/lee’ul e’ T Z 2d z] ’ ui =U; + e
l e'eE, JeNe\{i} yi
= ) Gieeder + ., 24
T JEN\L)

Therefore, equation @8] can be written in the form @I)) with

—% 1 *
'=_Z7’u u; = Vzef

a;m;
leES !

To ensure that the intermediate state ;" is bounded by

u"™ = max {u,-, max ﬁf} and u"" = min {ui, min ﬁf} ,
ec;

ee&;
we impose the MCL constraints

Wt < < U™ (49)
Yi
To satisfy the entropy stability condition (@3], we additionally require that
) =P fi < Z [Q +min{0, 07 }] =: 05, (50)
JENe\{
where Qf is a nonnegative production bound depending on

e

05 = (Wuy) - v(ui))g(u - ),

£(uj) + £(u;
o = (l/f(uj) = Y(u;) = (v(u)) = v(u z))M) <€)
For [ = o ff with o € [0, 1], condition (50) is equivalent to

P < O, = (W) = Po)f-

Adopting a clip-and-scale limiting strategy (cf. [17, 33} 23]]), we first apply
Qi £ Pt > Of
a/f _ P—le if Pi > Qi’

1 otherwise

to f¢ defined by (37). Then we calculate the clipped element contributions

fe’* _ min{alefe ye(umax _ ﬁf)} if f;e > 0,
T maxfetfe it a0 if 7 <0.
15



It is easy to verify that conditions [@9) and (50) hold for £** = f*. However, this definition
of f”* does not generally ensure the validity of the zero sum condition f," + f, = 0 for

fr= Z max{0, £}, fo = Z min{0, ).

ieNe ieNe

In the scaling stage of our entropic MCL procedure, we calculate (cf. [[17,133])

(&) i+ > 0md >0,
£ =) it <omna <o, v

e

£ otherwise.

This final result satisfies the zero sum condition Y;cn« £ = 0 in addition to @9) and (50).

Remark 3. By default, the monolithic limiting strategy for (38)), as presented in Sections[5.2]and
enforces both preservation of local bounds and entropy stability. The inequality constraints
associated with either of these properties can be modified or deactivated for testing purposes.
For example, flux limiters based solely on conditions and (@9) would disregard the entropy
stability conditions, as in [23} (33} 34]. Several comparisons between bound-preserving limiting
strategies without and with optional entropy fixes are performed in Section[7]

5.4. Constrained projection of output data

The limiting techniques presented so far guarantee preservation of local bounds for the EG
cell averages and CG nodal values. However, no discrete maximum principle generally holds for
the restriction uEG| k, = Uplg, + oue = uplg, + (U, — i1.) of the EG solution to a cell K,. When
it comes to visualizing the results or using them as input data in solvers for other equations, we

project i into the CG space V" using the flux-corrected remapping (FCR) algorithm presented
N
J=1

Syl =3 [ e =1
K(‘

in [33]]. The nodal values of the standard L* projection u/ = 3, u7 ; satisfy

JEN; ee&;
The FCR scheme yields a bound-preserving approximation uFR = S 4FR ;. such that
y h j=1 ;P
min,FCR FCR _ . L 1 FCR pe,FCR max,FCR .
u, <u —ui+—.Zae /i <u s i=1,...,Ny, (52)
L ees;
where
uMFCR — hax {max U,, max u it u™FCR — min { min U,, min u e
! ec&; JEN; ! ecE; JEN;

1
L ,FCR H H EG
uy = — § mee, fie :f ®i (”i — U, tu — Ue)dX,
m K,

i
ee&;
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mg(u;nax,FCR _ ulL)

. i . ¢,FCR
min l, T lff; > 0,
i
. in,FCR
CVECR = m){,n inl1 m (™" - “iL) if FeFCR _
iENTe A B 4 e,
i min< 1, fe!FCR 1 fl <0,
i
1 otherwise.

We plot uECR instead of uEG in the figures that we present in Section [/, However, we do not
FCR and calculate the error norms using uEG rather than MECR.

(o 1 EG
overwrite u,~ by u,
6. Temporal discretization

We discretize system (38)) in time using Heun’s method, a second-order explicit strong stabil-
ity preserving Runge—Kutta method with two forward Euler updates (SSP-RK?2). Let At = T/Nr
denote the constant time step corresponding to a uniform subdivision of the time interval [0, T']

into Ny € N subintervals. Individual components of the global vectors

U= (UM, and  w' = @)Y

represent approximations to the EG cell averages and CG nodal values, respectively, at the time
level " = nAt, 0 < n < Ny. Applying Heun’s method to the coupled subproblems and @T),

we advance the degrees of freedom U” and u! to the time level #**! as follows:
1. First forward Euler step

Uurnh = Ut + AAN O™ - U,  e=1,...,E),

ml) _ n =N n .
u; = up + At (i - uy), i=1,...,N.

2. Second forward Euler step

us? = Ut + AASD@O8DF - UtY),  e=1,...,Ep,

WD = D AP EPDTZD) iZ LN,
3. Final SSP-RK stage:
1
1 2, _
Ut = 5(Ug DU, e=1,....E
1
+1 _ 2, ©_
u? —z(ui +u?), i=1,...,N.

If the CFL conditions (@2)) and (@3) hold, each step produces a convex combination of old values.
Therefore, discrete maximum principles are satisfied for the new ones. The DG components

n+1 n+1 —n+1
ou, =U," —u,, e=1,...,E,

are treated as derived quantities in our implementation of the EG method. The optional FCR
postprocessing (see Section ensures preservation of local bounds for projected output data.
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7. Numerical results

In this section, we illustrate the capabilities of (individual components of) the proposed algo-
rithm by running several numerical experiments. In particular, we perform grid convergence tests
and apply the methods under investigation to two-dimensional benchmark problems. Through-
out this section, the acronyms HO (High Order) and LO (Low Order) refer to the EG schemes
defined in Sections [3|and 4] respectively. The one denoted by BP-ES enforces both preservation
of local bounds and entropy stability, as described in Section[5] The method labeled BP differs
from BP-ES in that the entropy fixes are deactivated to check if they are needed to ensure conver-
gence towards correct weak solutions. In all numerical experiments, we use uniform rectangular
meshes and codes implemented using the deal Il finite element library [43]].

7.1. Example 1. Convergence test for a linear advection equation

First, we run the grid convergence test for the following linear advection equation

ou

— + V . = 0, 53

o (vu) (53)
where v = (1, 0) is the constant velocity. The computational domain is given by Q = (0, 1)>. The
inflow boundary condition is imposed on I'™ = {(x,y) € 9Q : x = 0}, while the outflow boundary
condition is applied otherwise. The exact solution is given by

u(x,y,t) = cos(m(x — 1)),

with the initial condition u(x,y) = cos(rx). We choose the square entropy n(u) = u?/2 corre-
sponding to the entropy flux q(u) = (u2 /2, 0). This setup extends a one-dimensional advection
problem with the exact solution u(x, ) = cos(m(x — #)) into the two-dimensional domain.

We test our LO, HO, BP and BP-ES schemes by running numerical simulations on seven
uniformly refined meshes up to the final time 7 = 0.5. The mesh sizes range from 4 = 272
to & = 278, For numerical integration in time, we use the SSP-RK2 method (as presented in
Section [6)). To satisfy the CFL-like conditions {@2) and @3), the time step At = 0.025 is also
refined, maintaining a constant ratio of Az/h = 0.1. We then use the global norms

N
EG . EG, EG ) EG,
™ = ullporry = 0<T=%§N||uh " — | and  |lu,” — ullpgny:= E Atllu, " ~ M"||,21,1

n=1

to measure the numerical error ufG — u. The convergence results are presented in Figure

Figure[3ashows that our LO scheme achieves the expected first-order convergence rate in the
[°(L")-norm. The BP-ES, BP and HO results exhibit nearly second-order convergence. In the
final cycle, the convergence rate is 1.91 for both BP-ES and BP, while the HO error shrinks at the
rate 1.98. These results align with those reported in [44} 45| [46]). The I>(H') errors are shown in
Figure The LO convergence rate is 0.59 in the final cycle, while BP-ES, BP and HO achieve
optimal first-order convergence rates 0.98, 0.99 and 1.02, respectively.
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Figure 3: Example 1. The convergence behavior of EG errors for LO, HO, and BP schemes.

As expected, we obtain the optimal convergence rate for both BP and BP-ES with the em-
ployed limiters. Since the exact solution is smooth, the differences between the constrained EG
approximations and the underlying HO scheme are insignificant.

7.2. Example 2. Convergence test for an inviscid Burgers equation

In this example, we examine the performance of our numerical schemes applied to the non-
linear inviscid Burgers equation

ou u?
at+V'(2V)—O (55)
with v = (1,0) in the computational domain Q = (0, 1)2. The inflow boundary condition is
imposed on '™ = {(x, y) € dQ : x = 0}, and the outflow boundary condition is applied elsewhere.
The initial condition is given by ug(x,y) = sin(27x). For this nonlinear test, we choose the
entropy 1(u) = u*/4 with the corresponding entropy flux q(u) = (u5 /5, 0).

Note that the unique entropy solution develops a shock at the critical time ¢, = % However,
before ¢., the solution remains smooth and can be obtained using the method of characteristics
[35]. To determine the exact solution value u(x,t) = ugy(xg) for t < t., we solve the nonlinear
equation X = X —uo(Xo)V? for X using fixed-point iterations. Similarly to Example[7.T} the prob-
lem that we consider in this nonlinear test is essentially one dimensional, although computations
are performed in a two-dimensional domain.

We first test the convergence behavior of the LO, HO, BP, and BP-ES schemes by solving
the Burgers equation (33)) up to the final time 7 = 0.1< 7. on seven uniformly refined meshes
(h=27"to h =277). The time step Az = 0.002/ is also refined in each cycle.

The I*(L")-error of the EG solution ufS is reported in Figure @ The unconstrained HO
scheme exhibits second-order convergence at the rate 1.99 in the final cycle. This demonstrates
that our baseline EG discretization of the nonlinear problem is second-order accurate, despite
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Figure 4: Example 2. The diagrams show (a) error behavior and (b) solution profiles along the line y = 0.5.

the use of the linear Taylor approximation (ZI)) and of the group finite element formulation (22).
The convergence rate of the LO scheme is 0.87 in the final cycle, while the BP and BP-ES
convergence rates become as high as 2.10 and 2.38, respectively. This indicates that the first-
order error of the LO approximation is fully compensated in the limiting stage.

Next, we extend the final time to T = 1.0 > 7, and run a BP-ES simulation of the propagating
shock. In this test, we use the mesh with spacing 4 = 277 and the time step At = 0.001. For
comparison purposes, we also present the LO, HO, and BP results. The profiles of numerical
solutions along the middle line {y = 0.5} are plotted in Figure [4b]

As expected, the results obtained with the entropy stable and bound-preserving LO scheme
are free from spurious oscillations and capture the shock location correctly. The HO scheme
is neither entropy stable nor bound preserving. In this example, it produces some oscillations
around the shock. It is worth noting that these oscillations are less significant than those observed
in simulations with classical CG-Q; methods (cf. Figure 2 in [47]). The stabilizing effect of the
EG enrichment ou;, was also observed in [33]] in the context of linear advection problems.

7.3. Example 3. Convergence test for the two-dimensional KPP problem
In the third example, we consider a smooth version of the two-dimensional Kurganov-Petrova-
Popov (KPP) test [48]]. The nonlinear hyperbolic conservation law

Z_Lt‘ +V-f(u) = 0, f(u) = (sin(u), cos(u)) (56)
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is solved in the computational domain Q = (-2,2) x (2.5, 1.5). In our grid convergence study,
we use the smooth initial condition

%(1 + %(1 + cos(mr y/x2 +y2)) if Yx2+y2<1,

uo(x, y) = 57
n

- otherwise.
4

We select the square entropy n(u) = u?/2, which is is associated with the entropy flux [44]
q(u) = (cos(u) + usin(u), — sin(u) + ucos(u)) . (58)

When it comes to calculating the artificial viscosity coefficients dfj and the LLF fluxes using
formulas and (10), respectively, we use 2 = 1 as a global upper bound for the maximum
wave speed. More accurate estimates of that speed can be found in [46].

In this test, no analytical solution is available. Therefore, the experimental order of conver-
gence (EOC) for h = 277 is determined by the differences in the L!- and L>—norms of numerical
solutions on three successively refined grids. Given the numerical solutions calculated on meshes
with spacings h, 2h, and 4h, the three-level EOCs are calculated as follows:

lloean — uopllp

EOC = logz(

)’ EOC,: = log, (||M4h - M2h||L2)

llee2r, — upllp 22, — uplly2

The time step is set to keep the ratio Ar/h = 0.256 fixed. The values of EOC;: and EOC;2
are output at the final time 7 = 1.0. Table [I] presents the results of our grid convergence study.
It can be seen that the convergence rates of the HO, BP and BP-ES schemes are approximately
twice as high as the EOC of the LO approximation.

| LO HO BP BP-ES
EOC, | 0.87 193 185 182
EOC.: | 0.83 173 172 1.69

Table 1: Example 3: KPP convergence test with smooth initial conditions, L! and L? convergence rates.

7.4. Example 4. Two-dimensional rotational KPP test

In the final example, we solve the nonlinear conservation law [56]in the same computational
domain, Q = (-2,2) X (=2.5, 1.5), but using the discontinuous initial condition [48]
7
7” if 2+ < 1,
uo(x,y) = (59)

T .
1 otherwise.

The so-defined classical KPP problem admits infinitely many weak solutions. The unique en-
tropy solution at the final time 7" = 1.0 exhibits a two-dimensional rotational wave structure [46|
48,144 The challenge of this test is to ensure that a numerical scheme provides entropy stability
to prevent convergence to incorrect weak solutions. In our BP-ES method, we perform algebraic
entropy fixes using the square entropy 7(x) = u*/2 and the entropy flux q(x) given by .
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We run computations on a uniform mesh using the discretization parameters 27 = 277 and
At = 0.001. All the other settings are the same as in the Example 3.

In Figures [5] and [6] we compare the EG solutions produced by the LO, BP, and BP-ES
schemes at the final time. In addition, we present the BP-ES result obtained using a flux-corrected
transport (FCT) algorithm from [33] instead of MCL to enforce preservation of local bounds.
Details of the FCT limiting procedure can be found in [23} (33} 34} 142]].

1.1e+01 1.1e+01

7.9e-01 7.9e-01
(a) LO (b) BP

1.1e+01 1.1e+01

(c) FCT-BP-ES (d) BP-ES

Figure 5: Example 4. Numerical solutions produced by different schemes at 7 = 1.0. The colormap of the filled contour
plots represents 25 discrete values in the range [7, 77”].

Since the LO scheme is entropy stable, the corresponding numerical solution provides an
inaccurate but qualitatively correct approximation to the spiral-shaped shock, as shown in Fig-
ure[5a} No entropy stability conditions are enforced in the BP method. As a result, we observe
the merging of two shocks in Figure[5b] This failure to reproduce the wave structure of the en-
tropy solution highlights the need to apply entropy fixes. Figures[5c|and [5d| show that solutions
produced by the entropy-stable FCT-BP-ES and BP-ES schemes preserve the correct rotating
wave structure, similarly to the LO scheme. For a better visual comparison of the LO, BP-ES,
and FCT-BP-ES results, we plot the corresponding solution profiles along the line connecting the
top left corner of Q to the bottom right corner. The plots are displayed in Figure
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(a) LO (b) BP

(c) FCT-BP-ES (d) BP-ES

Figure 6: Example 4: Numerical solutions produced by different schemes at 7' = 1.0.

8. Conclusions

The local conservation property of enriched Galerkin methods makes them a promising tool
for solving hyperbolic conservation laws. In the nonlinear case, preservation of local bounds and
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Figure 7: Example 4. Solution profiles along the left diagonal of Q at 7 = 1.0.

entropy stability are essential requirements for physical admissibility of finite element approx-
imations. The proposed limiting algorithms guarantee the validity of corresponding inequality
constraints and preserve optimal convergence behavior in tests with smooth exact solutions. The
use of EG cell averages and CG nodal values as degrees of freedom facilitates extensions of mod-
ern limiting techniques for finite volume, DG, and CG discretizations of nonlinear hyperbolic
systems, such as the Euler equations of gas dynamics and the shallow water equations [23]]. The
design of customized limiters for EG discretizations of porous media flow models [26, 27 [29]
requires more significant effort and represents a prospective avenue for further research.
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