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Abstract

Splitting methods constitute a well-established class of numerical schemes for
solving convection-diffusion-reaction problems. They have been shown to be ef-
fective in solving problems with periodic boundary conditions. However, in the
case of Dirichlet boundary conditions, order reduction has been observed even
with homogeneous boundary conditions. In this paper, we propose a novel split-
ting approach, the so-called initial-corrected splitting method, which succeeds in
overcoming order reduction. A convergence analysis is performed to demonstrate
second-order convergence of this modified Strang splitting method. Furthermore,
we conduct numerical experiments to illustrate the performance of the newly de-
veloped splitting approach.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the following abstract convection-diffusion-reaction prob-
lem

∂tu(t) = Du(t) + a · ∇u(t) + f(t, u(t)),

u(t)|∂Ω = b(t),

u(0) = u0,

(1.1)

where D denotes a second-order elliptic differential operator and a is a space-dependent
convection coefficient. The nonlinear source term f is assumed to be sufficiently smooth.
We consider this problem on a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R

d with smooth boundary ∂Ω,
initial data u0, and Dirichlet boundary conditions given by b : [0, T ] × ∂Ω → R. The
boundary data b may be time-dependent and is assumed to be sufficiently smooth.

In the context of convection-diffusion-reaction problems, the choice of boundary
conditions is a significant factor in determining the overall behavior of the solutions.
For periodic boundary conditions, there are usually no issues, and no special care has to
be taken in the analysis. However, Dirichlet conditions are often needed in applications.
In this case, a specific value of the solution at the boundary is imposed.

The pursuit of efficient numerical methods for solving convection-diffusion-reaction
problems is an active area of research. Among the various methods available, split-
ting methods are widely studied and can be used to efficiently solve such problems.
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In this approach we split the convection-diffusion-reaction problem into two separate
subproblems:

∂tv(t) = Dv(t) + f(t, v(t)),

v(t)|∂Ω = b(t),
(1.2)

and
∂tw(t) = a · ∇w(t),

w(t)|Γ = c(t),
(1.3)

where Γ denotes the inflow boundary and c(t) = b(t)|Γ.
The primary advantage of splitting methods is that they allow for the independent

treatment of each subproblems, i.e. they do not require a monolithic solver for the full
problem (1.1). Instead, specifically tailored methods for the subproblems can be used.
For example, the diffusion-reaction problem (1.2) can be solved efficiently by using
implicit or IMEX methods and a multigrid preconditioner (among many other options).
On the other hand, for the convection part an explicit scheme is usually sufficient.
Furthermore, splitting methods can be very effective in preserving certain properties of
the solution. For example, the numerical solution is positive if the numerical solution
of the subproblems have this property (see, e.g., [11]).

Our study focuses on the Strang splitting method for solving the convection-diffusion-
reaction problem (1.1). Let τ be the time step size. Then, one step of the classical
Strang splitting in the time interval [tn, tn+1] is given by

un+1 = ϕD,f
τ

2

◦ ϕw
τ ◦ ϕD,f

τ

2

(un), (1.4)

where ϕD,f
t and ϕw

t are the flows of the problems specified in (1.2) and (1.3), respec-
tively. For the purpose of our analysis, we assume that these flows are computed
exactly. This corresponds to the situation where the splitting error dominates the
numerical error for the subflows.

Strang splitting is a well-known second-order method (see, e.g., [14, 18]). However,
numerical experiments have shown that even when homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions are imposed, the Strang splitting method of the form (1.4) suffers from
order reduction (see the experiments in Sections 4 and 5). Commonly only first order
convergence is observed in this setting.

The reason for the order reduction is that when (1.1) is split into (1.2) and (1.3),
Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed on the diffusion-reaction equation (1.2),
while inflow boundary conditions are imposed on the convection equation (1.3). As a
result, during the internal step of the splitting process, there is a lack of compatibility
between inflow boundary conditions and the prescribed Dirichlet boundary conditions.
This observation encourages us to find modified splitting methods that do not suffer
from order reduction.

Many researchers have devoted their efforts to adapting splitting methods to avoid
the order reduction phenomenon that occurs in diffusion-reaction problems with non-
trivial boundary conditions (see, e.g., [2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 15, 16]. These approaches,
however, mainly focus on splitting between diffusion and reaction. In this paper, we
present a new splitting approach, the so-called initial-corrected splitting method, which
aims at overcoming the order reduction when splitting between diffusion, reaction and
convection.

The main ideas of our proposed splitting method is to minimize the influence of the
inflow boundary conditions by subtracting the initial data from the solution. This will
effectively eliminate the incompatibility condition that is encountered in the internal
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step of the classical Strang splitting scheme. We then rewrite the convection-diffusion-
reaction problem (1.1) so that homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed
and the initial data are zero. The detailed construction of our splitting schemes will be
described in Section 2.

Our new splitting approach is constructed directly from the initial data, requiring no
computation of a correction term (as is common in the literature; see, e.g., [2, 3, 6, 8]).
This leads to an accurate scheme that is also computationally efficient.

In addition to proposing the initial-corrected splitting method, we also conduct
a convergence analysis of the proposed method applied to (1.1). We prove that the
method based on Strang splitting achieves second-order convergence. This analysis
provides further insight into the convergence properties of our method. Furthermore, a
series of numerical experiments will be performed to illustrate the performance of our
new splitting approach and to show its versatility for a wide range of problems.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the construction of the initial-
corrected splitting method. In Section 3, we provide a comprehensive error analysis
of the modified Strang splitting scheme, including a detailed proof of second-order
convergence. Finally, Sections 4 and 5 present a series of numerical experiments in one
and two dimensions.

2 Description of the method

In this section, we will provide a detailed description of the newly proposed split-
ting approach, referred to as the initial-corrected splitting method, for the convection-
diffusion-reaction problem (1.1). Let us first consider the case of time-independent
boundary conditions. By doing so we aim to present a clear and coherent explanation
of the main ideas underlying our approach.

Our goal is to rewrite problem (1.1) in such a way that homogeneous Dirichlet
boundary conditions are imposed and the initial data are set to zero. The transforma-
tion turns out to be solution-dependent. Let un denote the numerical solution of (1.1)
at time t = tn and τ the (actual) step size of the integrator. In order to determine the
numerical approximation un+1 at time tn+1 = tn + τ , we have to solve (1.1) with initial
data u(tn) = un. For this we set

zn = un (2.1)

and û(t) = u(t)−zn for tn ≤ t ≤ tn+1. Then û(t) satisfies the following initial boundary
value problem

∂tû(t) = Dû(t) + a · ∇û(t) + h(t, û(t)), (2.2a)

û|∂Ω = 0, (2.2b)

û(tn) = ûn = 0, (2.2c)

where h denotes the following modified nonlinearity

h(t, û(t)) = f(t, û(t) + zn) + Dzn + a · ∇zn. (2.3)

By setting v̂(t) = v(t) − zn, ŵ(t) = w(t) − zn, we now split (2.2) as follows:

∂tv̂(t) = Dv̂(t) + h(t, v̂(t)),

v̂|∂Ω = 0,
(2.4)
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and
∂tŵ(t) = a · ∇ŵ(t),

ŵ|Γ = 0.
(2.5)

We call this splitting a modified (Strang) splitting or more precisely an initial-corrected
splitting scheme. One step of this initial-corrected Strang splitting scheme for time-
invariant boundary conditions is described in Algorithm 1 below.

Algorithm 1: Initial-corrected Strang splitting for (1.1); time-invariant b

Input: Initial data un at time tn, step size τ
Output: Numerical solution un+1 at time tn+1

1 Let zn = un and v̂(tn) = un − zn = 0;
2 Compute the solution of (2.4) with initial data v̂(tn) to obtain v̂

(

tn + τ
2

)

;
3 Compute the solution of (2.5) with initial data ŵ(tn) = v̂

(

tn + τ
2

)

to obtain
ŵ(tn + τ);

4 Compute the solution of (2.4) with initial data v̂
(

tn + τ
2

)

= ŵ(tn + τ) to
obtain ûn+1 = v̂(tn + τ);

5 Compute un+1 = ûn+1 + zn;

For time-dependent boundary conditions, i.e., b = b(t), additional challenges arise.
The piecewise constant correction zn = un is no longer accurate enough and it is
necessary to provide a time-dependent correction zn(t). Since the boundary values of
zn(t) should approximate b(t) = u(t)|∂Ω, the simplest choice for the correction is a
first-order Taylor approximation. Therefore, we set

zn(t) = un + (t− tn)
(

Dun + a · ∇un + f(tn, un)
)

(2.6)

and carry out the transformation û(t) = u(t)− zn(t) for tn ≤ t ≤ tn+1. In this way, get
again (2.2), however, the nonlinearity h now has the form

h(t, û(t)) = f(t, û(t) + zn(t)) − f(tn, un)

+ (t− tn)
(

D + a · ∇
)(

Dun + a · ∇un + f(tn, un)
)

.
(2.7)

This leads to the following algorithm for time-dependent boundary conditions.

Algorithm 2: Initial-corrected Strang splitting for (1.1); time-dependent b

Input: Initial data un at time tn, step size τ
Output: Numerical solution un+1 at time tn+1

1 Let zn(t) and h(t, û(t)) be given by (2.6) and (2.7), respectively, and let
v̂(tn) = un − zn(tn) = 0;

2 Compute the solution of (2.4) with initial data v̂(tn) to obtain v̂
(

tn + τ
2

)

;
3 Compute the solution of (2.5) with initial data ŵ(tn) = v̂

(

tn + τ
2

)

to obtain
ŵ(tn + τ);

4 Compute the solution of (2.4) with initial data v̂
(

tn + τ
2

)

= ŵ(tn + τ) to
obtain ûn+1 = v̂(tn + τ);

5 Compute un+1 = ûn+1 + zn(tn + τ);

Our proposed splitting approach offers a notable advantage over the methods pre-
sented in [2, 3, 6, 8] when dealing with time-dependent boundary conditions. Our
approach eliminates the need to compute a correction term, and zn or zn(t) can be
computed directly from the initial data for each step in advance, greatly reducing both
implementation complexity and computational cost. In the next section a compre-
hensive convergence analysis is performed to theoretically establish the second-order
convergence property of the proposed splitting method.
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3 Convergence analysis

This section is devoted to conduct a thorough error analysis of the modified Strang
splitting method applied to (1.1). First, we provide the analytical framework that we
use extensively in our convergence analysis. Then, we will study both the local error
and the global error of the modified Strang splitting method applied to (1.1).

3.1 Analytical framework

In this section, we will consider the following abstract evolution equation

∂tû(t) + Aû(t) = a · ∇û(t) + h(t, û(t)), (3.1)

where h(t, û(t)) is defined as in (2.3) or (2.7). The linear operator A is defined as Av =
−Dv for all v ∈ D(A). For instance, if we consider the problem in L2(Ω), the domain
D(A) of A is H2(Ω) ∩H1

0 (Ω), for D being a second-order strongly elliptic differential
operator. Note that the problem (3.1) is equivalent to the problem (2.2a)–(2.2b), with
the homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions incorporated into the domain of the
operator A. For the purpose of error analysis, we consider the following assumptions:

Assumption 3.1. Let X be a Banach space equipped with the norm ‖ · ‖. We assume

that the operator −A is the infinitesimal generator of an analytic semigroup e−tA.

There exists a constant ω ≥ 0 such that fractional powers (ωI+A)γ are well-defined
for γ ∈ R, see [12]. Let us recall some properties of the analytic semigroup e−tA that
will be extensively used throughout this section. For t ∈ [0, T ] there exists a constant
C such that

‖e−tA‖ ≤ C. (3.2)

Moreover, the analytic semigroup e−tA satisfies the following parabolic smoothing prop-
erty

‖(ωI + A)γe−tA‖ ≤ Ct−γ , γ > 0, (3.3)

uniformly for t ∈ (0, T ].
We need an appropriate framework to incorporate the nonlinearity f , which we will

establish in the next assumption:

Assumption 3.2. Let f : X → X be sufficiently Fréchet differentiable in a strip along

the exact solution. We assume that all derivatives of f are uniformly bounded.

In particular, Assumption 3.2 implies that f is locally Lipschitz continuous in a
strip along the exact solution u(t). Consequently, there exists a constant L(R) such
that

‖f(t, u(t)) − f(t, v)‖ ≤ L‖u(t) − v‖, (3.4)

for max ‖u(t) − v‖ ≤ R.
The exact solution of (3.1) at the time tn+1 = tn + τ is given by the variation-of-

constants formula as follows:

û(tn+1) = e−τAû(tn) +

∫ τ

0
e−(τ−s)A

(

a · ∇û(tn + s) + h(tn + s, û(tn + s))
)

ds. (3.5)
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Therefore, the exact solution of (1.1) can be expressed in the following way

u(tn+1) = z(tn+1) + e−τAû(tn) +

∫ τ

0
e−(τ−s)A

(

a · ∇û(tn + s)
)

ds

+

∫ τ

0
e−(τ−s)Ah(tn + s, û(tn + s))ds,

(3.6)

where z(t) = u(t) − û(t) is the correction employed in the transformation.
We now proceed by splitting (3.1) into the following two subproblems

∂tv̂(t) + Av(t) = h(t, v̂(t)), (3.7)

and
∂tŵ(t) = a · ∇ŵ(t),

ŵ(t)|Γ = 0.
(3.8)

Our main convergence result for the modified Strang splitting applied to (1.1) is
stated in Theorem 3.1. For that, we employ the following assumption on the data
of (1.1).

Assumption 3.3. Let Ω be a bounded domain in R
d, let D be a second-order strongly

elliptic differential operator with smooth coefficients, and let the space-dependent con-

vection coefficient a and the boundary data b(t) be sufficiently smooth. We further

assume that the solution u(t) of (1.1) is sufficiently smooth.

We are now in a position to formulate our main convergence result.

Theorem 3.1. Let the Assumptions 3.1-3.3 be satisfied. Then there exists a constant

τ0 > 0 such that for all step sizes 0 < τ ≤ τ0 and tn = nτ we have that the modified

Strang splitting applied to (1.1) satisfies the global error bound

‖un − u(tn)‖ ≤ Cτ2(1 + |log τ |), 0 ≤ nτ ≤ T, (3.9)

where the constant C depends on T but is independent of τ and n.

In the following subsections, we will study the local error and the global error of
the modified Strang splitting method applied to (1.1) within the framework of analytic
semigroups.

3.2 Local error

In this subsection, we derive the local error bound for the modified Strang splitting
applied to (1.1). For this purpose, let us consider one step of the numerical solution,
starting at time tn with the initial value u(tn) on the exact solution. The solution
of (3.7) with the initial value v̂(tn) = û(tn) = u(tn) − un and step size τ/2 can be
expressed by the variation-of-constants formula

Y = v̂
(

tn +
τ

2

)

= e−
τ

2
Aû(tn) +

∫ τ

2

0
e−( τ

2
−s)Ah(tn + s, v̂(tn + s))ds. (3.10)

The solution of (3.8) with the full step size is represented by a Taylor series as follows

ŵ(tn + τ) = Y + τa · ∇Y +
τ2

2
a · ∇ (a · ∇Y ) + O(τ3), (3.11)
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where O(τ3) denotes the bounded remainder term of order 3. Carrying out again a
half step of (3.7) with the initial value v̄

(

tn + τ
2

)

= ŵ(tn + τ) yields one step of the
modified Strang splitting scheme applied to (1.1):

Sτu(tn) = z(tn+1) + e−τAû(tn) +

∫ τ

2

0
e−(τ−s)Ah(tn + s, v̂(tn + s))ds

+ τe−
τ

2
Aa · ∇Y +

τ2

2
e−

τ

2
Aa · ∇ (a · ∇Y )

+

∫ τ

τ

2

e−(τ−s)Ah(tn + s, v̄(tn + s))ds + O(τ3),

(3.12)

where again z(t) = u(t) − û(t) is the correction employed in the transformation.
Let us denote by δn+1 = Sτu(tn) − u(tn+1) the local error. Subtracting the exact

solution (3.6) from the numerical solution (3.12) gives the following representation of
the local error

δn+1 = δ
[1]
n+1 + δ

[2]
n+1, (3.13)

where

δ
[1]
n+1 = τe−

τ

2
Aa · ∇Y +

τ2

2
e−

τ

2
Aa · ∇ (a · ∇Y ) −

∫ τ

0
e−(τ−s)Aa · ∇û(tn + s)ds, (3.14)

and

δ
[2]
n+1 =

∫ τ

2

0
e−(τ−s)Ah(tn + s, v̂(tn + s))ds

+

∫ τ

τ

2

e−(τ−s)Ah(tn + s, v̄(tn + s))ds

−

∫ τ

0
e−(τ−s)Ah(tn + s, û(tn + s))ds.

(3.15)

Let us first consider δ
[1]
n+1. By setting

kn(s) = e−(τ−s)Ak̂n(s), k̂n(s) = a · ∇û(tn + s), (3.16)

and using the midpoint rule, we get

∫ τ

0
kn(s)ds = τkn

(τ

2

)

+

∫ τ

0
M(s, τ)k′′n(s)ds, (3.17)

with M(s, τ) = s2/2 for s ≤ τ/2 and M(s, τ) = (τ − s)2/2 for s > τ/2. In view of

(3.16) and (3.17), we can rewrite δ
[1]
n+1 as follows:

δ
[1]
n+1 = δ

[1,1]
n+1 + δ

[1,2]
n+1, (3.18)

where

δ
[1,1]
n+1 = τe−

τ

2
Aa ·

(

∇Y −∇û
(

tn + τ
2

))

+
τ2

2
e−

τ

2
Aa · ∇ (a · ∇Y ) , (3.19)

δ
[1,2]
n+1 = −

∫ τ

0
M(s, τ)k′′n(s)ds. (3.20)
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Using (3.5) and (3.10) we have

û
(

tn +
τ

2

)

− Y =

∫ τ

2

0
k̃n(s)ds + O(τ2), (3.21)

where k̃n(s) is given by (3.16) with τ replaced by τ/2. Note that in the above estimate,
we used h(tn + s, û(tn + s))−h(tn + s, v̂(tn + s)) = O(τ). Taylor expansion of k̃n yields
the formula

∫ τ

2

0
k̃n(s)ds =

τ

2
k̃n

(τ

2

)

+

∫ τ

2

0

∫ s

τ

2

k̃′n(ξ)dξds. (3.22)

Plugging (3.22) into (3.21) we get

û
(

tn +
τ

2

)

− Y =
τ

2
a · ∇û

(

tn +
τ

2

)

+

∫ τ

2

0

∫ s

τ

2

k̃′n(ξ)dξds. (3.23)

Inserting (3.23) into (3.19) we obtain

δ
[1,1]
n+1 = −τe−

τ

2
AAA−1a · ∇

∫ τ

2

0

∫ s

τ

2

k̃′n(ξ)dξds + O(τ3). (3.24)

To estimate δ
[1,1]
n+1, we need to bound the integral In =

∫

τ

2

0

∫ s
τ

2

k̃′n(ξ)dξds. Since the

compatibility condition at the boundary is satisfied, i.e. ∇û(tn)|∂Ω = 0, it follows that
k̂n(0) ∈ D(A). Therefore

‖In‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ τ

2

0

∫ s

τ

2

k̃′n(ξ)dξds

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤

∫ τ

2

0

∫ s

τ

2

‖e−( τ

2
−ξ)AAk̂n(ξ) + e−( τ

2
−ξ)Ak̂′n(ξ)‖dξds

≤

∫ τ

2

0

∫ s

τ

2

‖e−( τ

2
−ξ)A‖‖Ak̂n(0)‖dξds

+ ‖Ae−
τ

4
A‖

∫ τ

2

0

∫ s

τ

2

‖e−( τ

4
−ξ)A‖‖O(ξ)‖dξds

+

∫ τ

2

0

∫ s

τ

2

‖e−( τ

2
−ξ)A‖‖k̂′n(ξ)‖dξds

≤ Cτ2.

(3.25)

Thanks to the sufficient smoothness of a, it follows that ‖A−1a · ∇‖ is bounded. Using
(3.2), (3.24), and (3.25), we get

δ
[1,1]
n+1 = AO(τ3) + O(τ3). (3.26)

To bound ‖δ
[1,2]
n+1‖, it is sufficient to show the boundedness of k′′n(s). The second

time derivative of kn(s) is given by

k′′n(s) = Ae−(τ−s)AAk̂n(s) + 2Ae−(τ−s)Ak̂′n(s) + e−(τ−s)Ak̂′′n(s), (3.27)
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where k̂n(s) given in (3.16). Thus, we have

δ
[1,2]
n+1 = −

∫ τ

0
M(s, τ)Ae−(τ−s)AAk̂n(s)ds − 2

∫ τ

0
M(s, τ)Ae−(τ−s)Ak̂′n(s)ds

−

∫ τ

0
M(s, τ)e−(τ−s)Ak̂′′n(s)ds

= −P (s) −Q(s) −R(s).

(3.28)

Let us now estimate the various integrals on the right-hand side of (3.28). We set

P (s) =

∫ τ

0
M(s, τ)Ae−(τ−s)AAk̂n(s)ds = P1(s) + P2(s),

where

P1(s) =

∫ τ

2

0

s2

2
Ae−(τ−s)AAk̂n(s)ds, P2(s) =

∫ τ

τ

2

(τ − s)2

2
Ae−(τ−s)AAk̂n(s)ds.

Since Ak̂n(0) = O(1), by using (3.2) and the parabolic smoothing property (3.3), we
get

P1(s) =

∫ τ

2

0

s2

2
Ae−(τ−s)AAk̂n(s)ds

=

∫ τ

2

0

s2

2
Ae−(τ−s)AAk̂n(0)ds +

∫ τ

2

0

s2

2
A2e−(τ−s)AO(s)ds

= A

∫ τ

2

0

s2

2
e−(τ−s)A

(

Ak̂n(0)
)

ds

+ A
(

Ae−
τ

2
A
)

∫ τ

2

0

s2

2
e−( τ

2
−s)AO(s)ds

= AO(τ3),

(3.29)

and

P2(s) =

∫ τ

τ

2

(τ − s)2

2
Ae−(τ−s)AAk̂n(s)ds

= A

∫ τ

τ

2

(τ − s)2

2
e−(τ−s)A

(

Ak̂n(0)
)

ds

+ A

∫ τ

τ

2

(τ − s)
(

(τ − s)e−(τ−s)AA
)

O(s)ds

= AO(τ3).

(3.30)

Further, by (3.2) and Assumption 3.3, k̂n is twice continuously differentiable. Therefore,
we get the following estimates:

Q(s) = 2

∫ τ

0
M(s, τ)Ae−(τ−s)Ak̂′n(s)ds = AO(τ3), (3.31)

and

R(s) =

∫ τ

0
M(s, τ)e−(τ−s)Ak̂′′n(s)ds = O(τ3). (3.32)

Combining (3.29), (3.30), (3.31) and (3.32), we obtain the following representation of

δ
[1,2]
n+1 :

δ
[1,2]
n+1 = AO(τ3) + O(τ3). (3.33)
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This together with (3.26) yields that

δ
[1]
n+1 = δ

[1,1]
n+1 + δ

[1,2]
n+1 = AO(τ3) + O(τ3). (3.34)

To complete the local error estimate, we still need to bound ‖δ
[2]
n+1‖ in (3.15). We

set

ln(s) = e−(τ−s)A l̂n(s), l̂n(s) = h(tn + s, v̂(tn + s)) − h(tn + s, û(tn + s)),

and

l̃n(s) = e−(τ−s)A l̄n(s), l̄n(s) = h(tn + s, v̄(tn + s)) − h(tn + s, û(tn + s)).

Thus, we can rewrite δ
[2]
n+1 as follows:

δ
[2]
n+1 =

∫ τ

2

0
ln(s)ds +

∫ τ

τ

2

l̃n(s)ds.

Taylor expansion of ln leads to

ln(s) = ln

(τ

2

)

+ O(τ2).

In view of (3.21), (3.23), (3.25), and by using ∇û(tn) = 0, we get

ln

(τ

2

)

= O(τ2),

∫ τ

2

0
ln(s)ds = O(τ3). (3.35)

In a similar way, using (3.11), (3.23), (3.25), and ∇û(tn) = 0, we obtain

l̃n(s) = O(τ2),

∫ τ

τ

2

l̃n(s)ds = O(τ3). (3.36)

Combining (3.35) and (3.36) we arrive at

δ
[2]
n+1 = O(τ3). (3.37)

From (3.13), combining (3.34) and (3.37), we get the following representation of the
local error

δn+1 = δ
[1]
n+1 + δ

[2]
n+1 = AO(τ3) + O(τ3). (3.38)

Next, we study the global error of the modified Strang splitting method applied
to (1.1).

3.3 Global error

In this subsection, we show that the modified Strang splitting method is convergent
of order two. In particular, we provide the proof of Theorem 3.1. Let us denote by
en = un − u(tn) the global error. Thus, we have

en+1 = Sτun − Sτu(tn) + δn+1, (3.39)

where δn+1 = Sτu(tn) − u(tn+1) denotes the local error. The numerical solution Sτun
can be expressed in the same way as (3.12) by first integrating (3.7) with the initial
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value v̂(tn) = 0 and then proceeding as described in Algorithm 1 or 2. In order to
distinguish the arising functions from those in (3.12), we call them v̂nu(t), v̄nu(t), and

Ynu =

∫ τ

2

0
e−( τ

2
−s)Ah(tn + s, v̂nu(tn + s))ds.

This shows that

Sτun = z(tn+1) +

∫ τ

2

0
e−(τ−s)Ah(tn + s, v̂nu(tn + s))ds

+ τe−
τ

2
Aa · ∇Ynu +

τ2

2
e−

τ

2
Aa · ∇ (a · ∇Ynu)

+

∫ τ

τ

2

e−(τ−s)Ah(tn + s, v̄nu(tn + s))ds + O(τ3).

(3.40)

Taking the difference of (3.40) and (3.12) results in

en+1 = e−τAen + En + δn+1 + O(τ3), (3.41)

where En are the differences of the corresponding terms in (3.40) and (3.12), respec-
tively. Solving (3.41) and using ‖e0‖ = 0 together with the estimate (3.38) of the
defects and the Lipschitz continuity of f gives

‖en‖ ≤ Cτ
n−1
∑

k=1

∥

∥

∥
e−(n−k−1)τA

∥

∥

∥
‖ek‖ + Cτ

n−1
∑

k=1

∥

∥

∥
e−(n−k− 1

2
)τAa · ∇

∥

∥

∥
‖ek‖

+
n−2
∑

k=0

∥

∥

∥
e−(n−k−1)τA

(

AO(τ3) + O(τ3)
)

∥

∥

∥
+ ‖δn‖ + O(τ2).

(3.42)

Using the parabolic smoothing (3.3) and the fact that ‖δn‖ = O(τ2), we obtain

‖en‖ ≤ Cτ

n−1
∑

k=1

‖ek‖ + Cτ

n−1
∑

k=1

∥

∥

∥
e−(n−k)τAA

1

2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥
A−

1

2 a · ∇
∥

∥

∥
‖ek‖

+ Cτ3
n−2
∑

k=0

∥

∥

∥
e−(n−k−1)τAA

∥

∥

∥
+ nCτ3 + Cτ2

≤ Cτ
n−1
∑

k=1

‖ek‖ + Cτ
n−1
∑

k=1

t
−

1

2

n−k‖ek‖ + Cτ3
n−1
∑

k=1

1

kτ
+ Cτ2

≤ Cτ
n−1
∑

k=1

‖ek‖ + Cτ
n−1
∑

k=1

t
−

1

2

n−k‖ek‖ + Cτ2(1 + log |τ |).

(3.43)

The application of a discrete Gronwall lemma completes the proof of the second-order
convergence of the modified Strang splitting.

4 Numerical results in one space dimension

In this section, we provide a series of numerical results for the convection-diffusion-
reaction problem (1.1) on the domain Ω = [0, 1] and with D = 1

10∂xx and a(x) = x2.
The boundary conditions on the left and right sides are denoted by b1 and b2, respec-
tively. We employ the standard centered second-order finite differences to discretize
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the Laplacian and the first-order upwind scheme for the convection term. For the dis-
cretization we use 200 grid points. The reference solution is computed using the ODE45
solver with absolute and relative tolerances set to 10−9. In the simulations presented
here, the scheme (1.4) is referred to as the classical Strang splitting, while the scheme
given by Algorithm 1 or 2 (an initial-corrected splitting method) is referred to as the
modified Strang splitting.

Example 4.1. In this example, we consider (1.1) with the reaction term f(t, u(t, x)) =
u2(t, x)+φ(t, x) where the source function φ(t, x) is chosen such that u(t, x) = x(1−x)et

is the exact solution. The source term φ(t, x) is given by

φ(t, x) = (1 − 3x− x2)et − (x2 − 2x3 + x4)e2t.

We impose homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions, i.e., b1 = b2 = 0. The initial
data u0(x) = x(1 − x) is chosen to comply with these boundary conditions. The
numerical results are displayed in Figure 1a.

Example 4.2. This example considers (1.1) with the reaction term f(t, u(t, x)) =
u2(t, x), subject to inhomogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions with b1 = 1 and
b2 = 2. The initial data is chosen as u0(x) = 1 + sin

(

π
2x

)

, ensuring that the prescribed
boundary conditions are satisfied. The numerical results are shown in Figure 1b.
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(c) Time-dependent BCs

Figure 1: The absolute error in the discrete infinity norm is computed at t = 1 by
comparing the numerical solution to a reference solution.
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Example 4.3. In this example, we consider (1.1) with the reaction term f(t, x) defined

f(t, x) = et
(

1 + (1 + 0.2π2) sin2(πx) − 0.2π2 cos2(πx) − x2π sin(2πx)
)

.

The problem is subject to time-dependent boundary conditions, with the left boundary
condition b1(t) = 1 + sin(5t) and the right boundary condition b2(t) = 1 + sin(10πt).
The initial data is given by u0(x) = 1 + sin2(πx). The numerical results are shown in
Figure 1c.

It is observed that all simulations presented in Figure 1 show the expected or-
der reduction to approximately order one for the classical Strang splitting scheme,
even when homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed. In contrast, the
modified Strang splitting method achieves second-order convergence, exhibiting sig-
nificantly enhanced accuracy regardless of whether homogeneous, inhomogeneous or
time-dependent Dirichlet boundary conditions are applied.

5 Numerical results in two space dimensions

In this section, we consider the convection-diffusion-reaction problem (1.1) with
f(t, u(t)) = eu(t) on Ω = [0, 1]2, where D is the standard second-order finite difference
approximation of the Laplacian, using 50 × 50 grid points. The diffusion coefficient is
set to 0.1, while the velocity field is defined as a = (x2, y2). Homogeneous Dirichlet
boundary conditions are imposed. The initial condition is specified as

u0(x, y) = e−100(x−0.5)2e−100(y−0.5)2 sin(πx) sin(πy).

The reference solution is computed using ODE45 solver, with the absolute and relative
tolerances are set to 10−7. The error in the discrete infinity norm is computed at t = 1
by comparing the numerical solution to a reference solution. The numerical results
are displayed in Figure 2. We observe an order reduction to approximately order one
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Figure 2: The absolute error in the discrete infinity norm is computed at t = 1 by
comparing the numerical solution to a reference solution. Slope 2 is displayed by a
dash-dotted line.

in the infinity norm for the classical Strang splitting, whereas for the modified Strang
splitting, second-order accuracy is observed.
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6 Conclusion

We have proposed an initial-corrected splitting method that effectively overcomes
the observed order reduction when splitting convection-diffusion-reaction problems with
Dirichlet boundary conditions. Specifically, we have proposed a correction for which
we have demonstrated second-order convergence both analytically and numerically.
Moreover, the proposed approach is easy to apply and is computationally efficient.
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