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Abstract
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1 Introduction

We consider the scalar hyperbolic equations with a stiff source term in the multi-dimensional

case:

w+V - Fu) = és(u), (i, 0) = uo(x), (1.1)

with € > 0 being a constant. We assume that the source term s = s(u) is dissipative in the

sense that

s'(u) <0, s(0)=0. (1.2)

Then the entropy solution to (1.1) satisfies the bound-preserving properties (see e.g. [23]):
i) Hu('at)HLoo < HuOHLoo for t > 0;

ii) If up(xz) > 0 for any z, then u(z,t) > 0 for any x and ¢ > 0; Also, if uy(z) < 0 for any

x, then u(z,t) < 0 for any x and ¢t > 0.

In this paper, our target is to design schemes that numerically preserve these properties
independent of ¢.

We remark that the hypothesis (1.2) on the source term is realistic. Indeed, there are
many physical models which fall into this category, e.g., the model of combustion [2], Euler
equations of gas dynamics with heat transfer [19], and shallow water equations with friction
force of the bottom [5]. The motivation of this study is to construct numerical schemes for
the simple scalar model (1.1). In the future, we expect to generalize the idea in this work to
hyperbolic systems with stiff source terms which have similar dissipation properties.

Moreover, without the assumption (1.2), the L>-norm decreasing property for the solu-
tion can no longer be expected to hold [3]. For scalar equations with more general nonlinear
source terms, e.g. the source term with multiple equilibrium points in [24], we cannot expect
the monotonicity for the L*>°-norm in general. However, the invariant region, between two
equilibrium points of the source term in [24], could be expected to be preserved. In [9], Do-

nat et al. studied the conditions that preserve the invariant region for the implicit-explicit



(IMEX) RK schemes. Nevertheless, it is quite frustrating that even the first-order semi-
implicit scheme could only preserve the invariant region under the conditions dependent on
the stiffness parameter €. This issue is beyond the scope of this paper.

Bound-preserving high order numerical methods for conservation laws have been actively
studied in the last few years. Zhang and Shu constructed uniformly high order accurate
schemes satisfying a strict maximum principle for scalar conservation laws [43]. By splitting
the cell average into a convex combination of values at quadrature points and then rewriting
the scheme for the cell average into a convex combination of formally monotone schemes,
the numerical solutions satisfy a maximum principle with the aid of a simple scaling lim-
iter first introduced in [27]. The framework was then successfully applied to compressible
Euler equations [44, 46], shallow water equations [37, 36], relativistic hydrodynamics [28],
convection-diffusion equations [47], Navier-Stokes equations [42] and so on. There exists
another popular approach for preserving physical bounds of the numerical solutions by Xu
[39] where the parameterized maximum principle preserving flux limiter was proposed. This
approach works well numerically but could be shown to keep accuracy only up to third-order.
This technique was also applied to various problems for preserving the bound of physical
quantities (see e.g. [38, 26, 35, 6]). For details, we refer readers to the review papers [45, 40].

The numerical approximation of hyperbolic equations with stiff source terms has been
intensively studied since the pioneering work by LeVeque and Yee [24]. The main difficulty
is the incorrect propagation speed of the discontinuities which may happen with insufficient
spatial or temporal resolution. Various techniques have been proposed to overcome this
difficulty (see e.g. [1, 10, 34]). Error estimates to the schemes for hyperbolic equations with
stiff source terms have been derived (see e.g. [33, 30, 3]).

There are rare works on bound-preserving schemes for hyperbolic equations with stiff
sources. Zhao et al. developed a positivity-preserving semi-implicit DG scheme for the
extended magnetohydrodynamics [48]. In their work, the time splitting integration is applied

and thus the scheme is at most first-order accurate in time. Recently, Chertock et al.



proposed a class of second-order semi-implicit time integration methods with steady-state
and sign-preserving property for systems of ODEs with stiff terms [4], and successfully applied
it to the shallow water equations with stiff friction term [5]. More recently, we constructed
a class of second-order positivity-preserving implicit-explicit (IMEX) RK methods for the
system of ordinary differential equations arising from the semi-discretization of the Kerr-
Debye model [18]. We remark that all the schemes mentioned above are designed for specific
models and are only up to second-order accuracy in time. It is highly nontrivial to design
a time integrator which has high-order accuracy and allows the time step size much larger
than the stiffness parameter .

In this work, we first construct high-order exponential strong stability preserving (SSP)
RK and multi-step methods. Since the exponential functions decay to zero too fast, the
scheme only produces solutions with essentially zero value given inconsistent initial values
in the unresolved region. However, in some cases (e.g. source terms of polynomial type, see
numerical examples in section 5), the exact solution is of order € instead of being essentially
zero. For capturing this kind of solutions more accurately, we modify the exponential scheme
by replacing the exponential function with a polynomial without destroying the accuracy,
hence obtaining high-order modified exponential RK methods. The bound-preserving prop-
erty and the weak asymptotic-preserving property are shown for these methods. Combining
these time integration methods with the semi-discrete DG schemes, we successfully obtain
the bound-preserving DG schemes.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we construct exponential RK and multi-
step methods and then propose modified exponential RK methods by replacing the exponen-
tial functions with polynomials. For these methods, we show the bound-preserving property
and the weak asymptotic-preserving property. In section 3, we combine the time discretiza-
tion with the DG method and discuss the bound-preserving property by using the scaling
limiter. Numerical examples for non-stiff and stiff ODEs are conducted in section 4. We

validate our method for solving the scalar hyperbolic equations with non-stiff and stiff source



terms in 1D and 2D cases in section 5. Some concluding remarks are given in section 6.

2 Time discretization

In this section, we focus on time discretization and consider initial value problem of ordinary
differential equation (ODE) for the scalar function u = u(t):

w = flu)+ és(u), w(0) = o, (2.1)

with constant ¢ > 0. Here f(u) denotes the non-stiff part and Zs(u) the stiff part, which
correspond to the convection term and the source term in semi-discrete schemes for (1.1),

respectively. We make the following assumption on (2.1):

Assumption 2.1. 1. The Euler forward scheme for the non-stiff part satisfies the maxi-
mum principle: There exists Atg > 0, such that for any 0 < At < Atg,if 0 <u < M,
then

0 <u+ Atf(u) < M,

if —M < u <0, then

—M <wu+ Atf(u) <0.
2. The stiff source term satisfies the dissipative property (1.2): s'(u) < 0 and s(0) = 0.
Our goal is to design a scheme for (2.1) which enjoys two properties:
i) |u(®)] < u(0)] for t > 0;
ii) If w(0) > 0, then u(t) > 0 for t > 0; Also, if u(0) < 0, then u(t) <0 for t > 0.

We follow the idea of exponential Runge-Kutta methods (see e.g. [16]) and rewrite (2.1)

as follows:
1 %
wp = f(0) + ~(s(w) + ) — La, 22)
with u a constant to be determined. Then the exponential form is obtained:

% (e%tu) — et (f(u) + %(S(U) + NU>> - (2:3)
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In the following, we will use explicit Runge-Kutta methods and multi-step methods to dis-

cretize (2.3).

2.1 Euler forward

We start with the Euler forward time discretization on (2.3) and obtain
n+1 —EAt n n At n n
uttt =e" - (u™ + Atf(u ))—i—?(s(u )+ pu) | . (2.4)
The bound-preserving property for (2.4) is easily shown below:

Proposition 2.1. For the exponential Euler forward scheme (2.4), if 0 < u™ < M, and

0 < At < Atg, and p > supgc,<p(—5'(u)), then
0<u™! < et + KA < (2.5)
€
The conclusion is the same for the negative value of u™.

Proof. On Assumption 2.1, we have
0 <u"+ Atf(u") < M,

with 0 < At < Atg. Set G(u) := s(u) + pu. Since p > supge,<pr(—s'(u)), G(u) is non-
decreasing for 0 < u < M. Then G(u") > G(0) = s(0) = 0 and G(u") < G(M) =
s(M)+ pM < uM (Here we use s'(u) < 0 and thus s(M) < s(0) = 0). Finally, we arrive at
the estimate for u"*!:

0 <"l < e EA(L gAt)M <M,
where we have used the inequality e* > 1 + x. The argument is the same for —M < u" <0

with M > 0. [l

Notice that the exponential function e~ 2% in (2.4) decays to zero too fast. If we take
the initial value ug = O(1) and At > ¢, then £At > 1 and thus numerically only solution

with the value being essentially zero is obtained. However, in some cases (e.g. source terms



of polynomial type, see numerical examples in section 5), the exact solution is of order e
instead of being essentially zero. For capturing this kind of solutions more accurately, we
modify the scheme (2.4) by replacing the exponential function with a polynomial without

destroying the accuracy:

ut = ﬁ (<u" s At + 2 ) + mm) . (2.6

It is easy to see that this scheme also enjoys the bound-preserving property with the same
assumption in Proposition 2.1.

Recall that a classical asymptotic-preserving (AP) scheme requires that, the numerical
scheme projects any initial data into the local equilibrium [20], with an accuracy of O(e) in
one time step At > ¢, i.e.,

s(u")=0(e), n>1, (2.7)

for any initial value ug. Obviously, the exponential Euler forward method (2.4) is AP in
this classical sense. However, the modified Euler forward scheme (2.6) does not satisfy this

property. Instead, it is AP in the weak sense [20].

Proposition 2.2 (weak AP of the modified Euler forward scheme). On Assumption 2.1,
and further assuming that s(u) # 0 for u # 0, the modified exponential Euler forward scheme
(2.6) is AP in the weak sense: for any e > 0 and any initial value ug, and At > ¢, there

exists an integer N > 1 (independent of At), such that
s(u")=0(e), n>N.. (2.8)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that ug > 0. We provide a proof by contradic-
tion. Suppose that there exists At > e, such that VN > 1, In > N, s(u™) = O(e) does not
hold. Since u" is non-increasing w.r.t. n, we deduce that 3N > 1 such that u™ > ¢ for any

n > N.
S (<u" FaLf) + 2 s(r) + uu">> ,
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s(u™)

Since ¢ < u™ < u® for any n > N and s(u) # 0 for u # 0, we have 1+Z?u") < —r with

r=r(e,u’) > 0. Thus u"™ < (1 —r)u™. By iteration, we have uV™* < (1 — r)*u" for any

k > 1, which makes a contradiction if we take k sufficiently large. O]

2.2 Runge-Kutta method
2.2.1 Second-order Runge-Kutta method

Now let us discretize (2.3) with the second-order SSP RK method [14] and obtain

uM = e~ = A ((u” + Atf(u")) + %(s(u") + ,uu”)) , (2.9a)
Ut = %e—ﬁ%ué (( )+ Atf(uV)) + A;( (uM) 4 put >)) : (2.9b)

Proposition 2.3. For the second-order exponential RK scheme (2.9), if 0 < u" < M, and

0 <At < Atp, pp > supgc,<p(—5' (), then

0 <u® < e EM(1 4+ ﬂAt)M <M, (2.10)

0 <u™! < emEAY 4 “At + 2( At?)M < M. (2.11)
The conclusion is the same for the negative value of u™.
Proof. The first stage is Euler forward. By Proposition 2.1, we deduce that,

0<u <e” (1+“At)

For the second stage, since p > supg<,<y/(—s'(w)), G(u) := s(u) + pu is non-decreasing for

0<u< M. As0<u < e ©2Y(1+ EAHM < M, we have G(uM)) > G(0) = 0 and

W) < Gle (1+“At)M) ue*%At(HgAt)M. (2.12)



Now it is easy to see that «"*! > 0. The upper bound of u"*! is:

1 1 At
W< EANT 4 e BN L EANM + Sl et 1+ By M
2 2 € 2e €
i 1
—e (1 Enr S (Ean?)M <
€ 2 ¢
The argument is the same for the negative value of u”. O]

Remark 2.4. Note that in the proof of Propositions 2.1 and 2.3, the upper bound of u"*!

is controlled by using the inequalities e* > 142 and e* > 1+ x + %, respectively, which are
exactly the first several terms of the Taylor series of e* at x = 0. Actually, in the estimate of
the upper bound, f and s are both dropped and do not make any contribution. Hence, the
problem is essentially equivalent to considering only the case that f = s = 0. In this case, the
ODE (2.1) is reduced to 9 = 0, which is rewritten as < (e=‘u) = gegtu in the exponential
form. If we set v = ety and X = £, then the simplified case is nothing but the test equation
% = Av. When the explicit RK methods are applied, we will obtain v = ¢(AAt)v"
with ¢ being the stability function, which is equivalent to u"*' = e M@(AAt)u". It is
well-known that, for an s-stage explicit RK method with order s, the stability function
oz)=14+z2+---+ % Hence, it is of no surprise that the upper bound of u"*! is always

controlled by the Taylor expansion inequality of ¢* at = 0. We will rediscover this fact for

the third-order exponential Runge-Kutta method later.

Replacing exponential functions by polynomials in (2.9) results in the following second-

order modified RK scheme:

1) _ 1 n n At " .
w = R Tar (0 M) + ) ) ) (2.13a)
u = : (00 + atp)) + A s®) 1 w®)), (2.130)
2(14 LAt + (LAL)?) 2 £ T

which has the following bound-preserving property:
Proposition 2.5. For the second-order modified exponential RK scheme (2.13), if 0 < u™ <

M, and 0 < At < Atg, p > supgc,<p(—5'(u)), then

1+ LAt
0 <uM < € M< M 2.14
=0T s EAt+ 1(BAE)2T — 7 (2.14)
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0 <u"' < M. (2.15)
The conclusion is similar for the negative value of u™.

The proof is similar to that of Proposition 2.1. The only difference is that here in the

1+£2 At

g Teag M for uM. This

estimate of u"!, we should use the sharper upper bound
fact will make a difference in the bound-preserving limiters for the DG and finite volume

methods. We will turn back to this issue in section 3.

Proposition 2.6 (weak AP of the modified second-order exponential RK scheme). On
Assumption 2.1, and further assuming that s(u) # 0 for u # 0, the second-order modified
exponential Fuler forward scheme is AP in the weak sense: for any ¢ > 0 and any initial

value u®, and At > ¢, there exists an integer N, > 1 (independent of At), such that
s(u")=0(e), n>N.. (2.16)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that ©° > 0. We provide a proof by contradic-
tion. Suppose that there exists At > ¢, such that VN > 1, I3n > N, s(u™) = O(e) does not
hold. Since u™ is non-increasing w.r.t. n, we deduce that 4N > 1 such that u™ > ¢ for any

n > N. With z = At and = = %, we have

1 1
n+l ~ (1 + (1)
B TC IR e b p(L+2)u
1 1 1 At
_2(1+Z+%22)u 2( Z>1+z+%,22(u 3 (su") + pu))
142 At s(u”
20 +2+322) ¢ un
(14 p(u™)x) s(u™)

=u"(1+

).

2(1+ p(um)a + 5(u(ur)z)?) u"

o(1+p(u™)z)
2(1+p(u™)z+ 5 (p(u)x)?)’?

With g > 0, the expression as a function of z, is non-decreasing for

0 < x < oco. Thus for x > 1, we have

14 p(u™) - (1 + p(u™)z) 1
2(1+ p(ur) + 5 (p()?) 201+ p(um)z + 5(u(um)r)?) — p(ur)’

10



and thus

1+ p(u™) s(u™)
2(1+ p(u) + 5(u(ur))?) u
Since ¢ < u™ < u? for any n > N and s(u) # 0 for u # 0, we have

un-f—l <un(1+

).

Lp(u™) s(u™)
20w+ L (uw)?)

—r with r = r(e,u%) > 0. Immediately we obtain "™ < (1 — r)u™. By iteration uV** <

(1 —r)*u® for k > 1, which makes a contradiction if we take k sufficiently large. n
2.2.2 Third-order Runge-Kutta method
We discretize (2.3) with the classical third-order SSP RK method [31]:
(1) —LEA¢ n n At n n
ut =e" (u™ + Atf(u")) + ?(s(u )+ pu) ), (2.17a)
3 _iu 1 1a At
u(2) = 16_%€Atun + ZG%ZAt ((U(l) + Atf(u(l))) + _(S(U(l)) + Mu(l))) ) (217b)
€
1 2 At
u"tt = ge_gmu” + ge_%%m ((u(2) + Atf(u®)) + = (s(u?) + ;Lu@))> : (2.17¢)
€

The bound-preserving property is given as follows. The proof is omitted since it is similar

to that for the second order scheme.

Proposition 2.7. For the third-order exponential RK scheme (2.17), if 0 < u™ < M, and

0 < At < Atp, 1 > supgc,<sp(—5s'(u)), then

0 <u® < e 2281+ LA < M, (2.18)
g
u 1. p 3
0<u® <e #8014 Lary ~Ean)v < 2m 2.19
SUu s e 2 ( + 2- + 4(8 ) ) = ) ( )
. 1 1
0 <utl < e ¥8t(1 4 Far g §(HAt)2 + g(ﬁAt)g)M < M. (2.20)
£ £ g

The conclusion is similar for the negative value of u™.

Remark 2.8. Note that we could only prove that 0 < u® < e 2211+ LAt + 1(£AL)?) M.

The upper bound of u® is not less than M necessarily, but could be controlled by %M .

By replacing exponential functions by polynomials in (2.17), we have the following

scheme:

1

LU —
14+ 2+ 3224 32°

((u” + Atf(u")) + %(s(u") + ,uu")) : (2.21a)

11



4@ — 3 "
= 1 1 1
1+2+ %,22 + %23
A1+ 32+ 522 + 52°%)
1
un+1 — u®
31+ 2+ 322+ £23)
1 1 1
3(1+ 2+ 3224 £2%)

((u(l) + Atf(uM)) + %(s(u(l)) + uu(l))) ,  (2.21b)

<(u(2) + Atf(u®)) + %(s(u@)) + /Lu@))) . (2.21¢)

with z = EAt and 1 = p(u") = supg<,<i.136520n (=5 (0)).

Proposition 2.9. For the third-order polynomial RK scheme (2.21), if 0 < u™ < M, and

0 <At < Atg, p> SUP0§u§1.13652M(_5/(U)); then

0 <uV < 1+ At M < M, (2.22)
T T 14 EAL+ S (EAL)2 4 F(EALRT T
1+ 2EAL+ L(EAL)?
0 <u® < 2¢ i(cAY) M < 1.13652M, (2.23)

T 1+ AL+ S (EAL)?2 4 £ (EAL)3
0 <u"™ < M. (2.24)

The conclusion is similar for the negative value of u™.

The proof to the weak AP property of the third-order modified exponential RK method

(2.21) is similar as before and thus omitted here.
2.2.3 Fourth-order Runge-Kutta method

There exists no explicit four-stage fourth-order SSP Runge-Kutta method with non-negative
coefficients [22, 13]. However, fourth order SSP methods with more than four stages do
exist. Here, we take two fourth-order SSP Runge-Kutta methods as examples. The first one
is the optimal five-stage fourth-order Runge-Kutta method, which is developed in [22, 32]
and proved to be optimal in [29]. The second one is the ten-stage fourth-order method
by Ketcheson in [21], which has excellent SSP coefficient, low storage and simple rational
coefficients.

With the optimal five-stage fourth-order Runge-Kutta method, the time discretization

12



for (2.3) is presented in the Shu-Osher form [31]:

At
ull) =em el (QI,OU" + BroAtf(u") + 51,0?(5(10”) + Mun)) 7 (2.25a)
(2) _ et (c2—e1) ) 1) At ) 1)
u =€ = (6] (]U + e 5 Oé2,1UJ + 52,1Atf(u ) + 62 1?( (U ) + MU ) ,
(2.25h)
(8) _ e (cs—c) @) 2) At @) (2)
u® == e oy qu 4 e7E azou'? + B3 oAt f(u') + ﬁg,z?(s(u )+ pu'?) ),

(2.25¢)

At
u® :e_%c‘*moq,ou” 4 o e (camca)At (a4,3u(3) + 54,3Atf(u(3)) + 64,3?(5(u(3)) + ,uu(?’))> ,

(2.25d)

At
utt = s (e C2)Ata572u(2) + ¢ = (es—ea)At <a5,3u(3) + 55’3&5]0(”(3)) + 65,3?(3(1/}3)) + MU(S)))

b At
+ e (eamea) At (045,416 + B alht f(u™) + B 4—( () + MU(4))> ; (2.25¢)

with

1.0 =1,

a0 =0.444370493651235,
az o =0.620101851488403,
oy, o =0.178079954393132,

a9 =0.517231671970585,
and

B1,0 =0.391752226571890,

B4.3 =0.544974750228521,

and

c1 =0.391752226571890,

¢4 =0.935010630967653,

g1 = 0.555629506348765,
g9 = 0.379898148511597,
oy 3 = 0.821920045606868,

as 3 = 0.096059710526147,

B2.1 = 0.368410593050371,

B5.3 = 0.063692468666290,

co = 0.586079689311540,

0521.

as 4 = 0.386708617503269,

B3 = 0.251891774271694,

Bs5.4 = 0.226007483236906,

cg = 0.474542363121400,

The bound-preserving property is easily shown in the same approach:

13



Proposition 2.10. For the five-stage fourth-order exponential RK scheme (2.25), if 0 <
u" <M, and 0 < At < Atg, p1 > SUPycy<1.073300 (—5 (1)), then
2,3 L4

<u"t <e (1 S M < M,
0<u" <e” (+z+2—|—6+24+fyz)

with z = £At and v =~ 0.004477718303076 < ﬂo The conclusion is similar for the negative

value of u™.

Now we replace exponential functions by polynomials and construct modified exponential
RK methods. Set the polynomial of degree 5 as
2,3 A

G)(2) =1 G 2.2
P (2) —|—z—|—2+6+24+72 (2.26)

—Ciz

where the parameter 7 is the same with that in Proposition 2.10. Then we replace e
by 1/p®(c;iz) for i = 1,2,3,4 and e~ (em=en)z = on? Jeem? Ty pO) (¢, 2) /p©®) (¢, 2) for (m,n) =
(2,1),(3,2),(4,3),(5,2),(5,3),(5,4) in (2.25) and deduce the schemes:

1 At
ult :p(5)(clz_) (%,ou" + BroAtf(u") + 51,0?(3(Un) + lmn)> ; (2.27a)
1 (5) At
2) _ 1 1
u( ) _p(5)(02z) 062,0U + p(5) (Oég 111, —|— ﬂQJAtf(u( )> + 5271?( + L ) )
(2.27D)
OIS TP S i S P )+ B Atf(u®?) + 5 ﬁ( 2) 4+ pu®) |,
20 (c3) 30 (5) 3,2 3,2 527
(2.27¢)
u® = agou” + = (0 5u® 4 BusAtf(u®) + 8 ﬁ( N 4 pu®
p(5) (042) 4,0 (5) 4,3 4,3 4,3 c
(2.27d)
o 2O (32 At
T % (080 + Brade () 4 a6 + uu<3>>)
®)(c52) PP (cs2) B
®) (¢4 At
+ i_(S) §C4Z; (a574u(4) + 5574Atf(u(4)) + ﬁ574?<5(u(4)) + Mu(4))) ) (2.276)
5

The bound-preserving property of (2.27) is presented in the following and the proof is omit-

ted.
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Proposition 2.11. For the five-stage fourth-order modified exponential RK scheme (2.27),

if 0 <u” <M, and 0 < At < Atg, p1 > SUPyey<1 304530 (—5 (1)), then
0 S un-‘rl S M,
The conclusion is similar for the negative value of u™.

Remark 2.12. In constructing the fourth-order modified exponential RK method, we could
also replace exponential functions in (2.25) by polynomials

2 Z3 Z4 25

B)() = 1 2L L2 2.2
P (2) +Z+2+6+24+120’ (2.28)

which is exactly the Taylor expansion series up to degree 5 for e* at z = 0. In this case, the
conclusion in Proposition 2.11 will be replaced by

22 23 24 5

< l+z+5+5+5+92

= 22 23 4 25

1+2z+ o + a + 54 + 120

0< un-‘rl

M < M.

The bound-preserving property also holds. However, this scheme behaves not well when
¢ < At with inconsistent initial values. The convergence order is not uniform as the mesh

refines.

Next, we construct exponential RK scheme based on the ten-stage fourth-order RK

method in [21]:
(1) —EeiAt n 1 n 1 n n
ut =e e L u" 4 éAt(f(u )+ g(s(u )+ pu™)) |, (2.29a)

: u | N .
ult) = gmelconime)At (u“) + 6Azf(f(u“)) + E(S(u(’)) + ,uu(’)))> , i=1,2,3,  (2.29b)

3 _u 2 _u 1 1
u® = ge—;csmun + ge—;(cs—m)m (u(4) + éAt(f(u(4)) + g(S(u(4)) + /w(fl)))) . (2.29¢)

~ n ~ 1 ) 1 A A
W) = g Eleinamed (u“)+aAt(f(u(”)wLE(S(u(”)+uu(’)))>, i=5.6,7,8, (229d)

1 W 9 b 1 1
un+1 _ 2_5e—gc10Atun + %6_2(610_04)At <u(4) + éAt(f<U(4)) + g(8(,&(4)) + uu(4)))>
3 —(ero-co)ar [, 9) 1 Y 1 L(ofr ) ()
—1—56 e (€107 u +6At(f(u )+ g(s(u )+ put)) ), (2.29¢)
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with

1 1 2 ) 1
CL=—=, Ca=Cy=—, (3=C=—, C4=C=—, (g==, Cg=cCy=lL.
1 67 2 5 3, 3 6 27 4 7 3, 8 67 9 10
The corresponding modified scheme reads as:
u =Ly 1At( Fl) + 2(s™) + pu)) ) (2.30a)
P9 (¢, 2) 5
u ) = L( @ At(f(u )) + 1( uD) + pu)) ) i=1,2,3, (2.30b)
0 (ciy12) 5 T
3 1 10)(0 z) 1
G) =2 __— & At - ) 2.30
u 5p(10)(c5z)u Tz 5p10)(c5z) (U + (f () + 5 (s(u'V) + pu )))7 (2.30c)
(u!

. (10)(, 1
G+1) _ P (ciz) u® (1 z)
TS S Alt( ) + ~(s(ut) + puu i=56,7.8,  (2.30d)

1 1 (042) 1
Tk £_\c) LAy (@ @)
“ 25 p(10)<0102’)u T3 25 p(w)(cmz) ( + 6 (f (™) + - (s(u'™) + pu )))
gp(m)(cloz) u éAt(f(u ) + g(3<u )+ ™)) ), (2.30e)
with z = At and p"'?(z) the stability function:
22 2 2 178 720 27 28 29 210

10)(.) =1 4z 4z
pE) =14zt 2 N 6 - 24 i 2160 N 6480 i 9720 i 155520 * 4199040 i 251942400

The bound-preserving properties of the ten-stage fourth-order exponential RK scheme
(2.29) and the modified exponential RK scheme (2.30) are presented in the following and

the proof is omitted as well.

Proposition 2.13. For the ten-stage fourth-order exponential RK scheme (2.29), if 0 <

u" <M, and 0 < At < Atg, pt > Supg<,<ig76n(—5' (1)), then
0 S un+1 S M.

For the ten-stage fourth-order modified exponential RK scheme (2.30), if 0 < u" < M,

and 0 < At < Atg, p > SUPgc,<oossans (—5 (1)), then
0 S Un+1 S M

The conclusion is similar for the negative value of u™.
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Before concluding this part, we give several remarks on the relations between our work

and the existing work in the literature.

Remark 2.14. We remark that the modified RK methods developed above are only AP in
the weak sense and thus the convergence orders in the unresolved region are nontrivial to
analyze theoretically. We will test the accuracy in the numerical examples. They all have

around first-order of accuracy with ¢ < At.

Remark 2.15. In [25], Li and Pareschi developed a class of exponential RK methods with
positivity-preserving properties for the Boltzmann equations. We remark that our methods
are different from theirs. As pointed out in Remark 4 in [25], for preserving the positivity of
the distribution function, they require that ¢; < ¢; for j < ¢ where ¢; denotes the usual time
nodes in RK methods. However, the classical third-order SSP method [31] does not satisfy

this restriction.

Remark 2.16. Very recently, in [12], based on explicit SSP RK methods with non-decreasing
abscissas, Gottlieb et al. constructed a class of explicit SSP integrating factor RK methods
for problems with a linear component that is stiff and a nonlinear component that is not.
If assuming that the abscissas are non-decreasing and only considering hyperbolic equations

with linear source, our schemes before modification are exactly the same with theirs.

2.3 Multi-step method

In this section, we use the SSP multi-step methods (see Table 5.1 in [14]) to discretize (2.3)

and obtain the exponential multi-step methods. The second-order one is given as

3 2At 1
u"tt = Z—le’gm (u” + 2Atf(u™) + T(s(u”) + uu”))) + Ze’s?“Atu”’Q, (2.31)
the third-order one:
16 3At
u" :2—76_§At ((u” + 3Atf(u")) + —(s(u"™) + ,uu”))
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12At, . L
e (s(u"™7) + pu )) , (2.32)

and the fourth-order one:

5
L . . A : A
T (au A7) () /w”“")) (2:33)

=1

with
1557 1 1 2063 9
= g = ———— g3 = —— oy = —— ar — —
17320000 TP 320000 1200 YT 480007 10
and
5323561 2659 904987 1567579
P = 2304000’ B2 = 2304000’ bs = 2304000’ fa = 768000 Ps = 0.

Proposition 2.17. 1. For the second-order exponential multi-step scheme (2.31), if 0 <

u" 2w <M, and 0 < At < Atg, > supgc,<p(—5'(u)), then

2 1
0 <urtt < (Se=tdrr 4 2ap 4 Le-a) 4 < o, (2.34)
4 € 4

2. For the third-order exponential multi-step scheme (2.32), if 0 < u" 3, u™ < M, and

0 < At < Atp, pt > supgc,<p(—5s'(u)), then

16 11 12
0<u" < | =e%(1+3 —e 1+ =)\ M< M 2.35
<u < <27e (1+ z)+27e ( +Hz)) , ( )

with z = "fAt > 0.

3. For the fourth-order exponential multi-step scheme (2.33), if 0 < u™* < M, for i =

0,1,---,4 and 0 < At < Atp, 1 > supgc,<p(—5'(w)), then
0 <u"' < M, (2.36)

with z = gAt > 0.

The conclusion is similar for the negative value of u™.

One important issue for the multi-step methods is the initialization. One usually uses

the RK methods to start the multi-step methods [11]. However, the explicit RK methods
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are not suitable for the stiff problems, and in the class of implicit methods only the implicit
Euler backward methods has the desired bound-preserving property.

For the second-order exponential multi-step method (2.31), the first-order implicit-explicit
(IMEX) method is enough to keep the accuracy and also has bound-preserving property:

At

u" =" 4 Atf(u™) + ?s(u"“). (2.37)

For the higher order exponential multi-step methods (2.32) and (2.33), if ¢ > At or
e < At with well-prepared initial value, we can use our (modified) exponential RK method
designed in the last subsection. If ¢ < At with an initial layer, our modified RK methods do
not work well. The reason is that they are only weak AP and thus the numerical solutions
in the first several time steps are not accurate. Hence, the multi-step methods shown above
seem to be difficult to use for problems with initial layers. We will therefore mainly focus

on the exponential RK methods in the following sections.

3 Bound-preserving DG methods

In this section, we couple the modified exponential RK methods with the semi-discrete DG
scheme and discuss the bound-preserving property. We take the one dimensional case as
an example and some remarks on two dimensional case and the finite volume ENO/WENO
schemes will be given later.
We first discretize (1.1) in space following [8]. Denote the computational domain by I C
R. For each partition of the interval I, {a:ﬁ%};y:o, we set [; = (:cjfé, ijr%) forj=1,---,N.
For simplicity, we assume that the partition is uniform with mesh size h. Define the finite
element space:
Vi={velL'):vl, eP"),j=1,--- N}, (3.1)
where ]P’k([j) denotes the space of polynomials in I; of degree at most k& > 0. The semi-

discrete DG scheme for (1.1) reads as

J

J



~

for all j and all v, € V}*. Here fj = (ujjrl,ujil) is the numerical flux, which is chosen
2 2

to be a Lipschitz continuous monotone flux, i.e., f (+,-) is nondecreasing in its first argument

and nonincreasing in its second argument. For instance, the global Lax-Friedrichs flux is

defined by

~

1
fluv) =S (f(u) + f(v) —alv —w)),  a=max|f(u)]. (3.3)
We approximate the integral of the source term in (3.2) by quadrature rules:
L
/ g(x)dz ~ Az ngg(xf). (3.4)
I; B=1
Here wg > 0 are integration weights and xf are integration points. We denote the set of

these integration points by

S ={2], B=1,--,L}. (3.5)

Note that, to keep the accuracy, the quadrature rules are required to be exact for polyno-
mials up to degree 2k [7, 17]. To present our scheme more clearly, we keep using the weak

formulation and do not introduce basis functions. We introduce the notation [41]

+ i)y (3.6)

w3, 2

(ST
[N

1
2

Hj(u,v) := /1 Fw)()e — fy

and use (-,-);, to denote the inner product on L*(I;) and (-,-) 1, to denote the quadrature

product in I; which is defined as

(u, v)lj = Az Z wgu(xf)v(xf) (3.7)
5=1

Then the semi-discrete DG scheme with source term approximated by quadrature rules can

be rewritten as

() on)s, = Han,wn) + ~ (s(un), o)y, (3.8)

which is reformulated as
1 1%
((un)e, vn)1; =Hj(up, vn) + B (s(un) + pun, vn)y, — - (un, o)y, ,
1
=H;(up,vp) + - (s(un) + Muh,?}hhj - g(uhavh>1ja
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and is equivalent to

(5 un)e, vn), = €' (Hj () + = (s(un) + pun, >) - (3.9)

We apply the modified exponential RK methods developed in section 2 to (3.9). For

simplicity, we take the second-order method (2.13) as an example and deduce:

(ugz)ﬂ}h)fj :1 + gAt—i— %(gAt)Q <<uhavh)fj + AtHj(uhvvh> + - <8(uh) +:U’uhvvh>lj) )
(3.10a)
1
n+1 — n .
(Wi o)ty =537 EAL+ %(gm)z)(“h’“h)fﬂ

1 At
+ 5 ((Ug), Uh)[]. + AtHj(ug), Uh) + ? <S(U§Ll)> + ,uugll), Uh>[-) . (310b)

In the following, we discuss the bound-preserving property of the scheme (3.10). Setting

the test function vy, = 1 results in

_ 1 —n rn rn At ¢ n n
W, = 1+ EAL+ L(EAL)? <(uj "MLy =) T 2 el ) + (xf))) ’

5=1
(3.11a)
1 1 . . At &
—ndl —n ~(1) » 1) B B
B T EAr LAy Y T2 (57 = My = F00) + 50 Do el (@) + i)
I3 2\¢ B=1

(3.11b)

First we briefly review the techniques introduced in [43] for controlling the bound of the
convection part (; — A( fj 41— fj_ 1 )). Here we only list the main results and refer readers
to [43] and [45] for details. Choose N to be the smallest integer satisfying 2N — 3 > k

and consider the N-point Legendre Gauss-Lobatto quadrature rule on the interval I; =

[xj_%, xj+%]. We denote these quadrature points on /; as
GL Sl 42 “N-1 ~N
S; :{xj_%:xj e T T T :a:j+%}. (3.12)

Define 0, = up(2$) for a = 1,--- , N, and let @, be the quadrature weights for the interval
[—3, 3] such that SN Ga=1.
Assume that w1, u;rl and 0, (o =1,---,N) are all in the range [m, M]. By splitting
2 2

the cell average u; into a convex combination of values at quadrature points and then writing
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the convection term (u; — A( fj 41— fjf%» into a convex combination of formally monotone

schemes, under the condition Aa < w; with a being the constant in the global Lax-Friedrichs

flux defined in (3.3), we have the bound for the convective part:

m < a;— Nfi1— fo1) <M. (3.13)

[
N

To ensure that u__,, u;;l and 0, (o = 1,--- ,N) are all in the range [m, M|, a scaling
2 2

limiter is applied to keep the accuracy and conservativity [27]: The polynomial p;(z) (i.e.

the polynomial on the interval [; in the DG scheme) is modified to p;(z) which is calculated

by
~ . . ) M —u} m— uj
pi(r) = 0(pj(z) —u}) +uj, 0=min{ A, | |, 1}, (3.14)
with
M; = e pi(z), m; = JQ;EL pi(). (3.15)

Now we analyze the bound-preserving property of our scheme (3.10). Assume that m <
u} < M for any j with m <0 and M > 0. In the first stage (3.10a), by applying the limiter

(3.14) with m; and M; replaced by

M; = max p;j(z), m;= min p;(x), (3.16)

GL SI GL SI
2eSGLUS; 2€SGLUS;
w have the bound for the convection term

~ ~

mgﬂ?—)\(f;;%—f?_%)SM, (3.17)
and the values at all quadrature points
m < u’,’f(x]’g) < M. (3.18)
Take 1 = sup,,<,<p(—5'(w)). Then s(u) + pu as a function of u is non-decreasing for
m < u < M and thus we have
pm < s(m) + pm < s(up(x])) + pup (x]) < s(M) + pM < pM. (3.19)
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Remembering that 25:1 wg =1 and wg > 0, by (3.11a) we have

1+ 2At

) 1+ 2At
1+ LAt + S(LAL)? J

m<u;’ <
= T I EAT+ L(EAr?

(3.20)

Now for the second stage (3.10b), we can get the bound of ﬂ?“ in the same procedure,

P
except that the constant m and M in the limiter should be replaced by ﬁm and
£ 2\e

1+EAL .
W ]\47 respectlvely.

Proposition 3.1. Consider the modified second-order RK method coupled with the semi-
discrete DG scheme (3.10). Assume that the quadrature weights of the integration for the
source term are non-negative and the CFL condition Aa < wq. In the first stage (3.10a), if

L, u(2%) (a=1,---,N) and u”(a:f) (6 =1,---,L) are all in the range [m, M]

- +
u, g, U f

J—3 J+3
with m <0 and M > 0, then

14+ EAt
1+ EAL+ 1(EAL)?

1+ EAt
i E (3.21)

m < u; <
1+ EAL+ 1(EAL)?

In the second stage (3.10b), ifu;_s, u;l, uM (%) (a=1,--- ,N) andu"(m?) B=1,---,L)

1+£A¢t m 1+EA¢
IHEAH S (A2 Y 1+ E A+ (EAL)2

are all in the range | M], then

m <t < M. (3.22)
The bound of these point values is guaranteed by applying the scaling limiter (3.14).

Remark 3.2. Note that in the original paper on the maximum-principle-preserving schemes
for scalar conservation laws, the constant m and M, i.e., the lower and upper bound of the
solutions, are naturally taken to be the minimum and maximum of the given initial values
[43]. However, in our case, the magnitudes of the solutions will decay with time due to
the dissipation of the source term. Therefore, the constants m and M should vary with
time and be taken as the minimum and maximum values of numerical solutions evaluated as
polynomials. If the constants m and M are fixed to be the minimum and maximum values
of the initial data, then the parameter p will be fixed. In fact, with fixed pu, the scheme does
not work well in the stiff case with inconsistent initial values. We remark that evaluating

extrema of polynomials will increase the computational cost, especially in the 2D case.
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Remark 3.3. Other types of spatial discretization such as the finite volume ENO/WENO
scheme could be coupled with the modified exponential RK methods. Moreover, our time
integrators could be applied to problems in the 2D case. The bound-preserving property
could be derived in the same approach. The derivations are omitted here for saving space.

We refer readers to the review paper [45] for details.

4 Numerical results for the ODE solver

In this part, we test the accuracy of our (modified) exponential RK and multi-step methods
on the initial value problem of the scalar ODE (2.1). In the following part, for the (modified)

exponential fourth-order RK method, we refer to the five-stage fourth-order one.

4.1 Non-stiff case

We first test the accuracy of our methods for the non-stiff case. In the ODE (2.1), we take
f(u) = —u?, s(u) = —u?, ¢ = 1, the initial value ug = 1 and the final time ¢ = 1.

The errors at t = 1 for the (modified) exponential RK methods are listed in Table 4.1.
In the table, we denote errors for the exponential RK methods and the modified exponen-
tial RK methods by “error (exp)” and “error (modify)”, respectively. In the computation,
the parameter 1 = p(u™) is set to be the lower bound in the propositions. For example,
[t = SUPp<y<i.13652un (— (1)) = 3(1.13652u™)? for the third-order modified exponential RK
method. The table shows clear convergence orders except that the third-order modified RK
method has some “superconvergence”. Moreover, the errors for the modified RK methods
are smaller than those for the exponential RK methods.

We also discuss the impact of the values of p on the numerical behaviour presented in
Table 4.2. Here we use the second-order (modified) exponential RK method. Note that in
the propositions, for preserving the bound of the numerical solution, we only require the
lower bound of the parameter p. From the table, we can observe that, if p is much larger

than the lower bound in the proposition, there will be some order degeneration phenomenon.
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Table 4.1: Error table for the (modified) exponential Runge-Kutta method for solving the

scalar ODE in the non-stiff case.
N | error (exp) | order | error (modify) | order

20 7.37e-03 - 1.09e-04 -
40 3.63e-03 | 1.024 1.18e-04 -0.108
80 1.80e-03 | 1.012 7.40e-05 0.667
160 | 8.96e-04 | 1.006 4.08e-05 0.861
320 | 4.47e-04 | 1.003 2.13e-05 0.936
20 8.13e-05 - 2.86e-04 -
40 2.20e-05 | 1.887 6.98e-05 2.038
30 2.66e-06 | 1.956 1.72e-05 2.021
160 | 1.44e-06 | 1.981 4.27e-06 2.011
320 | 3.61e-07 | 1.991 1.06e-06 2.005
20 1.23e-05 - 1.60e-06 -
40 1.46e-06 | 3.073 9.85e-08 4.020
80 1.77e-07 | 3.038 6.29e-09 3.969
160 | 2.19e-08 | 3.020 4.21e-10 3.899
320 | 2.71e-09 | 3.010 3.03e-11 3.797
20 2.90e-07 - 2.60e-07 -
40 1.59e-08 | 4.191 1.57e-08 4.045
80 9.23e-10 | 4.104 9.57e-10 4.038
160 | 5.55e-11 | 4.055 5.88e-11 4.024
320 | 3.33e-12 | 4.059 3.57e-12 4.041

first-order

second-order

third-order

fourth-order
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Moreover, the modified RK method is better than the exponential RK method in the aspects

of magnitudes of errors and convergence orders.

Table 4.2: Error table for different values of 1 with the second order modified exponential
RK method for solving the scalar ODE in the non-stiff case.

N | error (exp) | order | error (modify) | order

20 | 8.13e-05 - 2.86e-04 -

40 | 2.20e-05 | 1.887 6.98e-05 2.038

80 | 5.66e-06 | 1.956 1.72e-05 2.021

p=30" | 60 | 144006 | 1.981 4.27¢-06 2.011
320 | 3.61e-07 | 1.991 1.06e-06 | 2.005
20 | 3.730-02 ; 3.51c-02 :
40 | 1.40e-02 | 1.416 1.01e-02 1.798

= 3(3u)? 80 | 4.290-03 | 1.703 |  2.78¢-03 1.858
160 | 1.17e-03 | 1.880 |  7.40e-04 | 1.912
320 | 3.01e-04 [1.954| 1.92¢-04 | 1.950
20 | 1.85¢-01 ; 1.87¢-01 :
40 | 8.71e-02 | 1.084 |  6.27¢-02 1.580

= 3(5unY’ 80 | 4.88¢-02 |0.836 1.88¢-02 1.736

160 | 2.18e-02 | 1.163 5.41e-03 1.799
320 | 7.45e-03 | 1.547 1.48e-03 1.867
20 3.87e-01 - 4.84e-01 -
40 3.67e-01 | 0.075 3.65e-01 0.408
p=3(10u")? | 80 1.95e-01 | 0.915 1.87e-01 0.967
160 | 1.32e-01 | 0.561 6.28e-02 1.571
320 | 9.16e-02 | 0.528 1.90e-02 1.721

Next, we move to the exponential multi-step methods. In the non-stiff case, the exponen-
tial RK methods are good enough to start the multi-step methods. For example, we use the
second-order exponential RK method to initialize the third-order multi-step method. The

results are presented in Table 4.3 which shows clear convergence orders.

4.2 Stiff case

We now focus on the numerical behavior of the ODE solver on the stiff case. Set f(u) = —u?,

s(u) = —u® and € = 1 x 107*. Since the linear source term results in exponential decay in
time, we take s(u) to be a polynomial of high degree in order to guarantee that u is not that

small for t = O(1).
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First we discuss the consistent initial value, i.e., s(ug) = O(g). In the numerical examples,
we take ug = 0.1. The errors for the RK methods and the multi-step methods at t = 1 are
listed in Table 4.4 and Table 4.5, respectively. Here we use the exponential RK methods to
start the multi-step methods. They all have full order of accuracy.

For the inconsistent initial value, we take uy = 1. For the RK methods, the errors
are listed in Table 4.6. As expected, the exponential RK methods only output numerical
solutions of zero value, which does not converge to the numerical solution with ¢ < At. The
modified RK method all have similar convergence orders of around first-order and similar
magnitudes of errors. We remark that the modified RK methods are only AP in the weak
sense and thus the convergence orders in the unresolved region are nontrivial to analyze
theoretically.

Next, we move to the exponential multi-step methods in the case of ¢ < At with the
inconsistent initial value. In order to verify the accuracy of our methods without the effects
of the initial layer, we use exact solutions in the first several time steps to do initialization. As

shown in Table 4.7, they all behave with a first-order convergence order. We also try to use

Table 4.3: Error table for the exponential multi-step methods for solving the scalar ODE in
the non-stiff case.

N error order
20 | 7.20e-04 -
40 | 1.88e-04 | 1.934
80 | 4.83e-05 | 1.965
160 | 1.22e-05 | 1.982
320 | 3.07e-06 | 1.991
20 | 1.44e-04 -
40 | 1.97e-05 | 2.867
80 | 2.58e-06 | 2.928
160 | 3.32e-07 | 2.960
320 | 4.21e-08 | 2.979
20 | 8.87¢-05 -
40 | 3.81e-06 | 4.541
80 | 1.62e-07 | 4.554
160 | 8.89e-09 | 4.190
320 | 5.58e-10 | 3.994

second-order

third-order

fourth-order
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Table 4.4: Error table for the (modified) exponential RK methods for the scalar ODE in the

stiff case with consistent initial value.
N | error (exp) | order | error (modify) | order

20 2.03e-03 - 6.78e-04 -
40 1.06e-03 | 0.945 3.27e-04 1.053
80 9.41e-04 | 0.965 1.60e-04 1.028
160 | 2.74e-04 | 0.981 7.94e-05 1.014
320 | 1.38e-04 | 0.990 3.95e-05 1.007
20 2.87e-05 - 1.61e-04 -
40 9.14e-06 | 1.649 4.02e-05 2.005
30 2.47e-06 | 1.886 1.00e-05 2.005
160 | 6.38e-07 | 1.954 2.50e-06 2.003
320 | 1.62e-07 | 1.979 6.24e-07 2.001
20 1.28e-05 - 1.93e-05 -
40 1.14e-06 | 3.486 2.93e-06 2.719
80 1.15e-07 | 3.311 3.97e-07 2.884
160 | 1.27e-08 | 3.178 5.14e-08 2.949
320 | 1.49e-09 | 3.095 6.53e-09 2.976
20 8.10e-06 - 3.24e-06 -
40 4.72e-07 | 4.102 2.21e-07 3.874
80 2.83e-08 | 4.061 1.41e-08 3.969
160 | 1.73e-09 | 4.033 8.86e-10 3.993
320 | 1.07e-10 | 4.017 5.55e-11 3.998

first-order

second-order

third-order

fourth-order

Table 4.5: Error table for the multi-step methods for the scalar ODE in the stiff case with
consistent initial value (initialization with exponential RK methods).

N error | order

20 | 5.20e-04 -

40 | 1.44e-04 | 1.853

80 | 3.77e-05 | 1.933

160 | 9.63e-06 | 1.970

320 | 2.43e-06 | 1.986

20 | 6.51e-06 -
40 | 7.36e-07 | 3.145
80 | 1.02e-07 | 2.850
160 | 1.43e-08 | 2.834
320 | 1.93e-09 | 2.892
20 | 1.88e-06 -
40 | 7.98e-08 | 4.555
80 | 1.25e-08 | 2.672
160 | 9.68e-10 | 3.693
320 | 6.22e-11 | 3.962

second-order

third-order

fourth-order
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Table 4.6: Error table for the (modified) exponential RK methods for the scalar ODE in the
stiff case with inconsistent initial value.

N | error (exponent) | order | error (polynomial) | order
20 6.79e-02 - 1.38e-02 -
40 6.79e-02 0.000 5.44e-03 1.342
first-order 80 6.79e-02 0.000 2.42e-03 1.168
160 6.79e-02 0.000 1.12e-03 1.105
320 6.79e-02 0.000 5.32e-04 1.079
20 6.79e-02 - 1.29e-02 -
40 6.79e-02 0.000 4.83e-03 1.419
socondorder 80 6.79e-02 0.000 2.04e-03 1.241
160 6.79e-02 0.000 8.97e-04 1.189
320 6.79e-02 0.000 3.96e-04 1.178
20 6.79e-02 - 2.39e-02 -
40 6.79e-02 0.000 7.13e-03 1.745
third-order 80 6.79e-02 0.000 2.79e-03 1.351
160 6.79e-02 0.000 1.16e-03 1.265
320 6.79e-02 0.000 4.88e-04 1.253
20 6.79e-02 - 1.76e-01 -
40 6.79e-02 0.000 1.69e-02 3.384
fourth-order 80 6.79e-02 0.000 5.60e-03 1.591
160 6.79e-02 0.000 2.22e-03 1.331
320 6.79e-02 0.000 9.21e-04 1.273
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the first-order IMEX method to start the second-order multi-step method. The first-order

convergence is observed in Table 4.8.

Table 4.7: Error table for the multi-step methods for the scalar ODE in the stiff case with
inconsistent initial value (initialization with the exact solution).

N error order

20 | 3.00e-04 -
40 | 1.84e-04 | 0.710
80 | 1.04e-04 | 0.824
160 | 5.59e-05 | 0.892
320 | 2.92e-05 | 0.934
20 | 1.58e-04 -
40 | 8.16e-05 | 0.958
80 | 4.16e-05 | 0.971
160 | 2.10e-05 | 0.985
320 | 1.05e-05 | 0.995
20 | 1.88e-05 -
40 | 1.19e-06 | 3.984
80 | 6.27e-06 | -2.398
160 | 4.30e-06 | 0.544
320 | 2.21e-06 | 0.958

second-order

third-order

fourth-order

Table 4.8: Error table for the second-order multi-step method for the scalar ODE in the stiff
case with inconsistent initial value (initialization with first-order IMEX).
N error | order
20 | 6.74e-04 -
40 | 2.85e-04 | 1.240
80 | 1.25e-04 | 1.186
160 | 5.65e-05 | 1.150
320 | 2.58e-05 | 1.133

We summarize the numerical results shown above:

i) In the non-stiff case, i.e., € > At, the (modified) exponential RK and the multi-step
methods all have full convergence orders. We also observe that the values of p should
not be set much larger than the lower bound, otherwise there will be order degeneration

phenomenon.

ii) In the stiff case with well-prepared initial value, the (modified) exponential RK and
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the multi-step methods all have full convergence orders. If the inconsistent initial value
is given, the modified RK methods and the multi-step methods initialized with exact

solutions all have first-order convergence.

Finally, we remark that the motivation for replacing the exponential functions by poly-
nomials is to treat the stiff problems with inconsistent initial values without resolving the
initial layer. However, for the multi-step method, the initialization problem is not easy to
attack. Therefore, it seems that the exponential multi-step methods is not easily applicable
for the stiff problems, and it is not very meaningful to develop modified multi-step methods
following similar approaches for the RK methods. In the numerical examples for the PDEs
below, we will not discuss the multi-step methods and will focus on the modified exponential

RK methods only.

5 Numerical results for the DG scheme

In this section, we apply the modified exponential RK method to the semi-discrete DG
scheme and discuss the accuracy and bound-preserving property of the scheme. In the
numerical examples, unless otherwise stated, the CFL number is taken to be 1/3, 1/6 and
1/10 [43] for k = 1,2,3 where k denotes the polynomials of degree in the finite element
space. The numerical flux is taken to be the global Lax-Friedrichs flux. For the numerical
tests without explicit analytic solutions, the “exact” solutions are computed via the spectral

method with an extremely refined mesh.

5.1 Non-stiff case

Example 5.1 (1D advection equation with source term). We solve the 1D advection equation

with source term:

1
ur +uy ==s(u), 0<zx<2m, ¢>0,
£

u(z,0) =ug(x),
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with periodic boundary condition.

In the computation, the initial condition is set to be
1 .
u(z,0) = ug(x) = 5(1 + sin(x)) (5.1)
with the final time ¢ = 0.5. The source term is s(u) = —u. The exact solution is

u(z,t) = e_%tu[)(x — 1)

The errors with and without limiters are listed in Table 5.1. We observe designed order
of accuracy without limiter and order degeneration with limiter, especially for high-order
methods. The order degeneration phenomenon is also observed in [43]. The reason is that
the high-order RK methods depend more heavily on the error cancellations in different stages,

but the bound-preserving limiter after each stage will destroy this cancellation.

Table 5.1: Example 5.1: 1D advection equation with linear source term. Modified exponen-
tial RK method without and with limiter (left: no limiter; right: limiter). e = 1.

N | L' error | order | L* error | order | L! error | order | L™ error | order

20 | 5.97e-03 - 4.55e-03 - 7.00e-03 - 8.35e-03 -
40 | 1.49e-03 | 2.000 | 1.19e-03 | 1.930 | 1.76e-03 | 1.993 | 2.12¢-03 | 1.981
80 | 3.92e-04 | 1.927 | 2.88e-04 | 2.051 | 4.52e-04 | 1.958 | 6.37e-04 | 1.732
160 | 9.66e-05 | 2.023 | 7.39e-05 | 1.962 | 1.08e-04 | 2.061 | 1.53e-04 | 2.056
320 | 2.39e-05 | 2.015 | 1.91e-05 | 1.952 | 2.60e-05 | 2.063 | 4.03e-05 | 1.925
640 | 6.07e-06 | 1.977 | 4.67e-06 | 2.033 | 6.47e-06 | 2.005 | 1.01e-05 | 1.991
20 | 1.63e-04 - 1.58e-04 - 2.74e-04 - 3.89e-04 -
40 | 2.04e-05 | 2.999 | 1.97e-05 | 3.007 | 4.48e-05 | 2.616 | 1.03e-04 | 1.916
80 | 2.55e-06 | 3.002 | 2.46e-06 | 2.997 | 6.21e-06 | 2.849 | 2.84e-05 | 1.858
160 | 3.19e-07 | 3.000 | 3.08e-07 | 3.000 | 8.59e-07 | 2.856 | 1.02e-05 | 1.474
320 | 3.99e-08 | 3.000 | 3.85e-08 | 3.000 | 1.21e-07 | 2.824 | 2.35e-06 | 2.121
640 | 4.98e-09 | 3.000 | 4.81e-09 | 3.000 | 1.60e-08 | 2.921 | 4.87e-07 | 2.274
20 | 3.37e-06 - 3.82e-06 - 8.46e-06 - 1.64e-05 -
40 | 2.06e-07 | 4.033 | 2.03e-07 | 4.234 | 1.07e-06 | 2.988 | 4.84e-06 | 1.757
80 | 1.27e-08 | 4.024 | 1.39e-08 | 3.867 | 1.40e-07 | 2.934 | 1.26e-06 | 1.937
160 | 7.89e-10 | 4.006 | 8.57e-10 | 4.021 | 1.92e-08 | 2.861 | 3.16e-07 | 2.000
320 | 4.93e-11 | 4.000 | 5.37e-11 | 3.998 | 2.61e-09 | 2.882 | 8.05e-08 | 1.972
640 | 3.27e-12 | 3.915 | 3.35e-12 | 4.000 | 3.59e-10 | 2.862 | 2.19e-08 | 1.881

Pl

P2

P3
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Figure 5.1: Example 5.1: 1D advection equation with piecewise constant initial value. Third-
order modified exponential RK method with P2-DG. The grid number N = 160. Solid line:
exact solution; circle: numerical solution (cell averages). Left: with limiter; right: without
limiter.

We also test another piecewise constant initial value for the same linear advection equa-

tion with linear source term:

1, 0<z<m,

ug(z) =
0, m™<ax<27.
In the computation, the third-order modified exponential RK method is applied to the DG
scheme. The final time ¢ = 0.5 and the grid number N = 160. As shown in Figure 5.1, the
numerical solution stays non-negative with the bound-preserving limiter. As a comparison,

we also show the result of the same DG scheme without limiter. The undershoot near the

discontinuity is then apparent.

Example 5.2 (1D Burgers’ equation with source term). We solve the 1D Burgers’ equation

with periodic boundary condition.

2 1
g+ (%)x :gs(u), 0<x<2m >0,

u(z,0) =ug(x),

Take the initial value

o) = %(sin(af;) +1) (5.2)
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and the source term s(u) = —u. The final time ¢ = 0.2. The relaxation parameter ¢ = 1.
Again, we can clearly observe the designed order of accuracy without limiter in Table
5.2. In this case, the numerical results with limiter are almost the same with those without

limiter.

Table 5.2: Example 5.2: 1D Burgers’ equation with linear source term. Modified exponential
RK method without and with limiter (left: no limiter; right: limiter). ¢ = 1.

N | L' error | order | L™ error | order | L' error | order | L error | order

20 | 6.12e-03 - 5.28e-03 - 6.67e-03 - 6.98e-03 -
40 | 1.70e-03 | 1.848 | 1.53e-03 | 1.783 | 1.76e-03 | 1.920 | 1.72e-03 | 2.018
80 | 4.66e-04 | 1.865 | 4.30e-04 | 1.834 | 4.74e-04 | 1.895 | 4.69e-04 | 1.877
160 | 1.23e-04 | 1.922 | 1.13e-04 | 1.923 | 1.24e-04 | 1.934 | 1.16e-04 | 2.021
320 | 3.17e-05 | 1.957 | 2.88e-05 | 1.976 | 3.18e-05 | 1.962 | 2.88e-05 | 2.001
640 | 8.07e-06 | 1.974 | 7.23e-06 | 1.997 | 8.09¢e-06 | 1.976 | 7.23e-06 | 1.997
20 | 2.31e-04 - 2.52e-04 - 2.39e-04 - 2.52e-04 -
40 | 2.86e-05 | 3.015 | 3.73e-05 | 2.755 | 2.90e-05 | 3.043 | 3.73e-05 | 2.755
80 | 3.57e-06 | 3.006 | 4.59e-06 | 3.021 | 3.59e-06 | 3.016 | 4.59e-06 | 3.021
160 | 4.45e-07 | 3.003 | 5.90e-07 | 2.959 | 4.46e-07 | 3.007 | 5.90e-07 | 2.959
320 | 5.55e-08 | 3.002 | 7.47e-08 | 2.982 | 5.56e-08 | 3.003 | 7.47e-08 | 2.982
640 | 6.94e-09 | 3.001 | 9.40e-09 | 2.991 | 6.95e-09 | 3.002 | 9.40e-09 | 2.991
20 | 4.62e-06 - 6.40e-06 - 4.62e-06 - 6.40e-06 -
40 | 2.71e-07 | 4.091 | 4.41e-07 | 3.858 | 2.71e-07 | 4.091 | 4.41e-07 | 3.858
80 | 1.80e-08 | 3.910 | 2.81e-08 | 3.973 | 1.80e-08 | 3.910 | 2.81e-08 | 3.973
160 | 1.14e-09 | 3.983 | 1.84e-09 | 3.930 | 1.14e-09 | 3.983 | 1.84e-09 | 3.930
320 | 7.17e-11 | 3.992 | 1.19e-10 | 3.959 | 7.17e-11 | 3.992 | 1.19e-10 | 3.959
640 | 4.63e-12 | 3.952 | 7.38e-12 | 4.005 | 4.63e-12 | 3.951 | 7.38e-12 | 4.005

Pl

PQ

P3

Example 5.3 (2D advection equation with source term). We solve the 2D advection equation

with periodic boundary condition.
1
U + Uy + Uy :gs(u), 0<zx<2m >0,
U,(l’, Y, 0) :Uo(l‘, 3/)7

Take the initial value

up(z) = exp(sin(x + y)) — exp(—1) (5.3)
with the source term s(u) = —u. The exact solution is
t
(. .£) = (exp(sin(e +y — 20) — exp(~1) exp (). (5.4)
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In the computation, the final time ¢ = 1.2 and the parameter ¢ = 1. For the sake of simplicity,
the uniform grid is used with Ax = Ay.
The errors are presented in Table 5.3. Once more, we observe designed order of accuracy

without limiter and order degeneration with limiter, especially for high-order methods.

Table 5.3: Example 5.3: 2D advection equation with linear source term. Modified exponen-
tial RK method without and with limiter (left: no limiter; right: limiter). ¢ = 1.

N | L' error | order | L* error | order | L' error | order | L error | order

20 | 4.26e-03 - 3.29e-02 - 4.50e-03 - 3.26e-02 -
40 | 8.71e-04 | 2.289 | 9.81e-03 | 1.745 | 9.07e-04 | 2.311 | 9.67e-03 | 1.754
80 | 1.92e-04 | 2.181 | 2.71e-03 | 1.856 | 1.98e-04 | 2.199 | 2.68e-03 | 1.852
160 | 4.55e-05 | 2.080 | 7.10e-04 | 1.934 | 4.65e-05 | 2.088 | 7.05e-04 | 1.926
320 | 1.11e-05 | 2.032 | 1.81e-04 | 1.969 | 1.13e-05 | 2.041 | 1.81e-04 | 1.964
20 | 2.57e-04 - 5.58e-03 - 2.88e-04 - 5.75e-03 -
40 | 2.97e-05 | 3.113 | 7.46e-04 | 2.903 | 3.34e-05 | 3.107 | 7.46e-04 | 2.946
80 | 3.65e-06 | 3.024 | 9.37e-05 | 2.993 | 4.33e-06 | 2.950 | 9.37e-05 | 2.993
160 | 4.54e-07 | 3.007 | 1.17e-05 | 2.996 | 5.75e-07 | 2.912 | 1.17e-05 | 2.996
320 | 5.67e-08 | 3.002 | 1.47e-06 | 2.999 | 7.83e-08 | 2.875 | 2.05e-06 | 2.517
20 | 1.97e-05 - 8.33e-04 - 2.81e-05 - 8.33e-04 -
40 | 1.21e-06 | 4.026 | 5.70e-05 | 3.868 | 1.69e-06 | 4.056 | 5.70e-05 | 3.868
80 | 7.56e-08 | 4.003 | 3.60e-06 | 3.987 | 1.38e-07 | 3.613 | 3.60e-06 | 3.987
160 | 4.72e-09 | 4.002 | 2.27e-07 | 3.989 | 1.41e-08 | 3.293 | 5.58e-07 | 2.688
320 | 2.95e-10 | 4.001 | 1.42e-08 | 3.999 | 1.66e-09 | 3.080 | 1.45e-07 | 1.941
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Example 5.4 (2D Burgers’ equation with source term). We solve the 2D Burgers’ equation
with periodic boundary condition.

2 2
1
e+ (%), =2s(u), 0<z<2om t>0,

e+ (5 2 v T2

Take the initial value

up(z) = %(sin(m Fy)41) (5.5)

with the linear source s(u) = —u. The final time ¢ = 1.2. The parameter is ¢ = 1.
Similar to the results in 1D Burgers’ equation, the designed orders of accuracy with and

without limiters are observed.

35



5.2 Stiff case

In this section, we investigate the numerical behaviour of our methods for solving the stiff
problems.

As in the numerical examples for the ODE, since the linear source term results in expo-
nential decay in time, with small , the solution decays to zero for t = O(1). Hence, we take
the source to be polynomial with high degree in this part. For saving space, we only present
the numerical results with limiters.

We start with the 1D linear advection equation. In Example 5.1, take the source term to
be s(u) = —u” and € = 1 x 107%. From Table 5.5, we observe that the converge orders are
all around one, which is the same with the results for the ODE. Moreover, the errors with
high order methods are slightly larger than those with low order methods.

Presented in Figure 5.2 are the numerical and exact solutions with stiff source for the
stiff advection equation with the initial value (5.1). We observe that, with the mesh number
N =160, i.e., Az, At < ¢, the profiles of the solutions are captured well.

Next, we move to 1D Burgers’ equation with stiff source term. As shown in Table 5.6, they

Table 5.4: Example 5.4: 2D Burgers’ equation with linear source term. Modified exponential
RK method without and with limiter (left: no limiter; right: limiter). ¢ = 1.

N | L' error | order | L* error | order | L! error | order | L™ error | order

20 | 1.66e-03 - 3.07e-02 - 1.72e-03 - 3.74e-02 -
40 | 4.31e-04 | 1.942 | 1.15e-02 | 1.411 | 4.37e-04 | 1.972 | 1.16e-02 | 1.693
80 | 1.08e-04 | 2.001 | 3.82e-03 | 1.595 | 1.08e-04 | 2.013 | 3.82e-03 | 1.596
160 | 2.70e-05 | 1.996 | 1.07e-03 | 1.833 | 2.71e-05 | 2.002 | 1.07e-03 | 1.833
320 | 6.78e-06 | 1.993 | 2.83e-04 | 1.921 | 6.79¢e-06 | 1.996 | 2.83e-04 | 1.921
20 | 3.39e-04 - 1.39e-02 - 3.43e-04 - 1.39e-02 -
40 | 4.97e-05 | 2.769 | 4.47e-03 | 1.641 | 5.00e-05 | 2.781 | 4.47e-03 | 1.641
80 | 6.70e-06 | 2.892 | 1.10e-03 | 2.028 | 6.70e-06 | 2.898 | 1.10e-03 | 2.028
160 | 8.60e-07 | 2.960 | 1.56e-04 | 2.810 | 8.60e-07 | 2.962 | 1.56e-04 | 2.810
320 | 1.09e-07 | 2.984 | 2.07e-05 | 2.920 | 1.09e-07 | 2.984 | 2.07e-05 | 2.920
20 | 8.48e-05 - 9.99e-03 - 9.73e-05 - 9.99e-03 -
40 | 9.42e-06 | 3.169 | 1.53e-03 | 2.711 | 9.42e-06 | 3.368 | 1.53e-03 | 2.712
80 | 6.06e-07 | 3.959 | 1.54e-04 | 3.310 | 6.06e-07 | 3.959 | 1.54e-04 | 3.310
160 | 4.06e-08 | 3.902 | 1.17e-05 | 3.713 | 4.05e-08 | 3.902 | 1.17e-05 | 3.713
320 | 2.59e-09 | 3.970 | 7.87e-07 | 3.897 | 2.59e-09 | 3.969 | 7.87e-07 | 3.897
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Table 5.5: Example 5.1: 1D advection equation with stiff source term. Modified exponential

RK method with limiter. ¢ =1 x 107%. The source term s(u) = —u".
N | L' error | order | L* error | order
20 | 7.88e-02 - 6.07e-02

40 | 3.58e-02 | 1.137 | 3.18e-02 | 0.936
80 | 1.63e-02 | 1.141 | 1.46e-02 | 1.126
160 | 7.28e-03 | 1.159 | 6.35e-03 | 1.196
320 | 3.21e-03 | 1.180 | 2.75e-03 | 1.210
20 | 1.53e-01 - 1.08e-01 -
40 | 7.00e-02 | 1.126 | 5.78e-02 | 0.906
80 | 3.11e-02 | 1.170 | 2.68e-02 | 1.110
160 | 1.36e-02 | 1.196 | 1.18e-02 | 1.181
320 | 5.81e-03 | 1.225 | 5.06e-03 | 1.222
20 | 3.11e-01 - 1.46e-01 -
40 | 1.64e-01 | 0.927 | 1.15e-01 | 0.354
80 | 7.49e-02 | 1.126 | 6.12e-02 | 0.905
160 | 3.29e-02 | 1.185 | 2.82¢-02 | 1.120
320 | 1.42e-02 | 1.218 | 1.22e-02 | 1.203
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— exact solution — exact solution
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(a) N =80 (b) N =160

Figure 5.2: Example 5.1: 1D linear advection equation with stiff source term. The the initial
value (5.1) with limiter. Third-order modified exponential RK method with P2-DG. N = 80
and N =160, t = 3, Az = 2x/N, At = Az/10. Solid line: exact solution; circle: numerical
solution (cell averages).
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all have first-order of accuracy with Az, At < . Presented in Figure 5.3 are the numerical
and exact solutions with stiff source. With the grid number N = 80, the maximum value
of the numerical solutions does not coincide with that of the exact solutions. With the grid
number N = 160, the profiles of the solutions are captured well. This example indicates that

the grid number should not be too small when using our methods.

Table 5.6: Example 5.2: 1D Burgers’ equation with stiff source term. Modified exponential

RK method with limiter, source term s(u) = —u”.
N | L' error | order | L™ error | order
20 | 1.91e-01 4.97e-02

40 | 6.12e-02 | 1.644 | 1.44e-02 | 1.785
80 | 2.49e-02 | 1.295 | 5.75e-03 | 1.326
160 | 1.08e-02 | 1.212 | 2.50e-03 | 1.204
320 | 4.73e-03 | 1.189 | 1.10e-03 | 1.177
20 | 7.96e-01 - 2.05e-01 -
40 | 1.21e-01 | 2.719 | 2.76e-02 | 2.893
80 | 4.15e-02 | 1.544 | 9.38e-03 | 1.559
160 | 1.64e-02 | 1.339 | 3.72¢-03 | 1.334
320 | 6.65e-03 | 1.302 | 1.52e-03 | 1.289
20 | 1.55e+00 - 4.70e-01 -
40 | 9.82e-01 | 0.659 | 2.63e-01 | 0.837
80 | 1.42e-01 | 2.793 | 3.26e-02 | 3.013
160 | 4.59e-02 | 1.626 | 1.04e-02 | 1.652
320 | 1.77e-02 | 1.374 | 4.00e-03 | 1.378
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We also investigate the 2D linear equation with stiff source. The initial value is
1 .
up(z,y) = §(s1n(x +3y) + 1) (5.6)

and the parameter ¢ = 1 x 1074

Again, the first-order convergence orders are observed in Table 5.7. Illustrated in Figure
5.4 are the numerical and exact solutions. We observe good resolution of our scheme for this
2D example.

The results of our methods for the 2D Burgers’ equation with stiff source are presented
in Table 5.8, which shows around first-order accuracy. Here, the initial value is taken to be

(5.6) and the parameter ¢ = 1 x 1074
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Figure 5.3: Example 5.2: 2D linear advection equation with stiff source term. The initial
value (5.1) with limiter. Third-order modified exponential RK method with P2-DG. N = 80
and N = 160, t = 0.2, Az = 27/N, At = Ax/20/ maxu. Solid line: exact solution; circle:
numerical solution (cell averages).

Table 5.7: Example 5.3: 2D linear advection equation with stiff source term. Modified

exponential RK method with limiter, source term s(u) = —u”.
N | L' error | order | L™ error | order
20 | 2.27e-01 3.91e-01

40 | 8.83e-02 | 1.362 | 2.17e-01 | 0.850
80 | 2.46e-02 | 1.847 | 8.24e-02 | 1.399
160 | 9.83e-03 | 1.322 | 3.35e-02 | 1.298
320 | 4.28e-03 | 1.199 | 1.39e-02 | 1.270
20 | 2.72e-01 - 4.14e-01 -
40 | 1.73e-01 | 0.652 | 2.86e-01 | 0.531
80 | 4.51e-02 | 1.937 | 1.29e-01 | 1.152
160 | 1.80e-02 | 1.329 | 5.76e-02 | 1.161
320 | 7.45e-03 | 1.270 | 2.48e-02 | 1.216
20 | 3.30e-01 - 5.91e-01 -
40 | 2.93e-01 | 0.172 | 4.72e-01 | 0.326
80 | 2.02e-01 | 0.532 | 2.97e-01 | 0.667
160 | 4.98¢-02 | 2.024 | 1.34e-01 | 1.145
320 | 1.91e-02 | 1.383 | 5.97e-02 | 1.170
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Figure 5.4: Example 5.3: 2D linear advection equation with stiff source term. The initial
value (5.6). Third-order modified exponential RK method with P2-DG. N = 160, t = 0.2,
Ax = Ay =27 /N, At = Az /10. Left: numerical solution; right: exact solution.

Table 5.8: Example 5.4: 2D Burgers’ equation with stiff source term. The initial value:

up(z,y) = (sin(z + 3y) + 1). Modified exponential RK method with limiter, source term

s(u) = —u'.

N | L' error | order | L* error | order
20 | 1.88e-01 - 3.81e-01 -
40 | 5.39e-02 | 1.801 | 1.03e-01 | 1.881
80 | 1.17e-02 | 2.198 | 2.67e-02 | 1.953
160 | 4.44e-03 | 1.402 | 8.14e-03 | 1.714
320 | 1.92e-03 | 1.212 | 3.08e-03 | 1.403
20 | 2.28e-01 - 4.14e-01 -
40 | 1.30e-01 | 0.805 | 2.05e-01 | 1.010
80 | 2.12e-02 | 2.618 | 2.92e-02 | 2.812
160 | 7.46e-03 | 1.509 | 1.12e-02 | 1.388
320 | 2.98e-03 | 1.325 | 4.87e-03 | 1.199
20 | 3.00e-01 - 5.91e-01 -
40 | 2.51e-01 | 0.255 | 4.72¢-01 | 0.326
80 | 1.60e-01 | 0.652 | 2.63e-01 | 0.840
160 | 2.47e-02 | 2.695 | 3.27e-02 | 3.010
320 | 8.22e-03 | 1.587 | 1.17e-02 | 1.484
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6 Concluding remarks

In this work, we develop high-order modified exponential RK methods by replacing the ex-
ponential functions by polynomials without destroying the accuracy. The bound-preserving
property and the weak asymptotic-preserving property are shown for these methods. By
applying these time discretization methods to the semi-discrete DG schemes, we successfully
obtain the bound-preserving DG schemes. Various numerical tests validate the theoretical
analysis of our scheme.

We also mention several drawbacks of this work. Although our schemes are high-order
accurate in resolved region and with consistent initial values in unresolved region, they de-
generate to around first-order of accuracy with unresolved initial layers numerically. It is
nontrivial to analyze this order degeneration phenomenon theoretically. New and powerful
ideas need to be introduced to construct higher-order and uniformly accurate time inte-
grators with bound-preserving property. We also hope to extend the idea in this work to
specific hyperbolic systems with stiff sources, e.g. reactive Euler equations, for preserving
the positivity of the density and pressure.

Moreover, we only focus on the time discretization for scalar hyperbolic equations with
stiff source terms, with the standard DG spatial discretization. It is well-known that the
spatial discretization of the source term should also mimic that of the convection term to
avoid non-physical numerical wave propagations. In [15], a class of monotone finite-difference
schemes and a split-step scheme are analyzed theoretically and numerically. We hope to
extend the analysis in [15] to our newly developed time discretizations with different spatial

discretizations. These issues constitute our ongoing work.
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