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Abstract

In this paper, we present some enhanced error estimates for augmented subspace methods
with the nonconforming Crouzeix-Raviart (CR) element. Before the novel estimates, we derive
the explicit error estimates for the case of single eigenpair and multiple eigenpairs based on
our defined spectral projection operators, respectively. Then we first strictly prove that the
CR element based augmented subspace method exhibits the second-order convergence rate
between the two steps of the augmented subspace iteration, which coincides with the practical
experimental results. The algebraic error estimates of second order for the augmented subspace
method explicitly elucidate the dependence of the convergence rate of the algebraic error on
the coarse space, which provides new insights into the performance of the augmented subspace
method. Numerical experiments are finally supplied to verify these new estimate results and
the efficiency of our algorithms.
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1 Introduction

Solving large-scale eigenvalue problems is a basic and challenging task in the field of scientific
and engineering computing. Compared with linear boundary value problems, it is always more
difficult to solve eigenvalue problems because it requires more computational work and memory.
In order to solve these large-scale sparse eigenvalue problems, Krylov subspace type methods
(Implicitly Restarted Lanczos/Arnoldi Method (IRLM/IRAM) [25]), Preconditioned INVerse IT-
eration (PINVIT) method [7, 15, 18], Locally Optimal Block Preconditioned Conjugate Gradient
(LOBPCG) method [19, 20], Jacobi-Davidson-type techniques [3] and Generalized Conjugate Gra-
dient Eigensolver (GCGE) [21, 32] have been developed. All these popular methods include the
orthogonalization steps during computing Rayleigh-Ritz problems which are always the bottlenecks
for designing efficient parallel schemes for determining relatively many eigenpairs.
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As one of the effective methods to solve eigenvalue problems, the two-grid method has been
proposed and analyzed in [31] for the linear eigenvalue problem. This algorithm requires solving a
small-scale eigenvalue problem on a coarse mesh and a large-scale linear boundary value problem on
a fine mesh. When the mesh sizes of the coarse mesh (H) and the fine mesh (h) have an appropriate
proportional relation (H =

√
h), the optimal error estimate for the approximate solution can be

derived. However, owing to the strict constraints on the ratio (i.e., H =
√
h), the two-grid method

only performs on two mesh levels and can not be used to design the eigensolver for the algebraic
eigenvalue problems which come from the finite element discretization of the eigenvalue problems
of the differential operators.

Recently, a type of augmented subspace methods and their multilevel correction methods is
proposed for solving eigenvalue problems in [10, 17, 23, 27, 26, 29, 30]. In this type of methods,
there exists an augmented subspace which is used in each correction step and constructed with the
low dimensional finite element space defined on the coarse grid. The idea of augmented subspace
gives birth to the type of augmented subspace methods which only needs the low dimension finite
element space on the coarse mesh and the final finite element space on the finest mesh. The
augmented subspace methods can transform the solution of the eigenvalue problem on the final
level of mesh to the solution of linear boundary value problems on the final level of mesh and
the solution of the eigenvalue problem on the low dimensional augmented subspace. This type of
methods can also work even the coarse and finest meshes have no nested property [14]. Based on
the augmented subspace methods, the multilevel correction methods give the ways to construct the
multigrid methods for eigenvalue problems [10, 17, 27, 26, 29], and also in [30], the authors design
an eigenpair-wise parallel eigensolver for the eigenvalue problems. This type of parallel method
avoids doing orthogonalization and inner-products in the high dimensional space which accounts
for a large portion of the wall time in the parallel computation. The above references are mainly
investigated based on conforming finite element methods, and in [28, 16], the authors extend this
type of methods to the case of the nonconforming finite element methods for the Laplace eigenvalue
problem and the Steklov eigenvalue problem, respectively.

In [28], the author first illustrates the error estimate of the solution operator with respect to the
eigenspace in Theorem 2.1. Then the augmented subspace method and its multilevel correction
method is presented based on the nonconforming finite element method, and the algebraic error
estimates are evaluated by utilizing the finest mesh size in Corollary 5.2, which is called “super-
close” in Remark 5.3. However, these derived algebraic error estimates only prove the first order
convergence rate, while the second order algebraic error accuracy is obtained in the numerical
experiments.

Based on above, in this paper, we provide some new and enhanced error estimates from the
following two aspects:

• In the spatial discretization of CR element, we separately derive the explicit error estimates
for the case of single eigenpair and multiple eigenpairs based on our defined spectral projection
operators. These estimates depict the relationship between the errors of spectral projections
of the eigenvalue problem and the errors of finite element projection of the corresponding
linear boundary value problem with an explicit constant expression related to the eigenvalues
and their gap.

• For the first time, we strictly prove that the augmented subspace method based on the
nonconforming CR element exhibits the second-order convergence rate between the two aug-
mented subspace iteration steps, which coincides with the practical experimental results.

Our proposed algebraic error estimates are superior to the results in [28]. More importantly, these
algebraic error estimates of second order for the augmented subspace method explicitly elucidate
the dependence of the convergence rate on the coarse space, which provides new insights into the
performance of the augmented subspace method.
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The overall structure of this paper goes as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the nonconforming
CR element method for the eigenvalue problem and derive new error estimates based on our defined
spectral projection operators. The augmented subspace method and the algebraic error estimates
of second order will be given in Section 3. In Section 4, numerical experiments are presented
to validate the theoretical error estimates and the efficiency of our algorithms. Some concluding
remarks are provided in the last section.

2 CR element discretization for the eigenvalue problem

In our methodology description, we set the Laplace eigenvalue problem as an example. The frame-
work of the theoretical analysis of the method can also be developed to other eigenvalue problems,
for example, linear elasticity eigenvalue problems. Additionally, it should be noted that the letter
C (with or without subscripts) denotes a generic positive constant which may be different at its
different occurrences throughout this paper.

Now, let us concern with the following Laplace eigenvalue problem: Find (λ, u) ∈ R ×H1
0 (Ω),

such that  −∆u = λu, in Ω,
u = 0, on ∂Ω,

|u|21 = 1,
(2.1)

where | · |1 represents H1-type semi-norm (cf. [1]) and Ω ⊂ R2 is a bounded and convex domain
with Lipschitz boundary ∂Ω. Let V = H1

0 (Ω) and W = L2(Ω). Then the variational formulation
of (2.1) is provided as: Find (λ, u) ∈ R× V such that a(u, u) = 1 and

a(u, v) = λb(u, v), ∀v ∈ V, (2.2)

where a(·, ·) and b(·, ·) are defined as follows

a(u, v) =

∫
Ω

∇u · ∇vdΩ, b(u, v) =

∫
Ω

uvdΩ.

Based on the bilinear forms a(·, ·) and b(·, ·), we can respectively define the norms on the spaces
V and W as

∥v∥a =
√
a(v, v), ∀v ∈ V, (2.3)

and

∥w∥b =
√
b(w,w), ∀w ∈W. (2.4)

We can find that the norms ∥ · ∥a and ∥ · ∥b defined in (2.3) and (2.4) are equivalent to the H1-type
semi-norm | · |1 and L2 norm ∥ · ∥0, respectively. It is well known that the eigenvalue problem (2.2)
has an eigenvalue sequence {λj} (cf. [2, 9])

0 < λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · · ≤ λk ≤ · · · , lim
k→∞

λk = ∞.

And the associated eigenfunctions are provided as

u1, u2, · · · , uk, · · · .

Here a(ui, uj) = δij (δij denotes the Kronecker function).
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Let Th be a quasi-uniform triangulation of Ω. Denote by Eh the set of all edges of Th. Eh =
E i
h ∪ Eb

h, where E i
h denotes the interior edge set and Eb

h denotes the edge set lying on the boundary
∂Ω. The CR element space Vh is defined as

Vh :=
{
v ∈ L2(Ω) : v|K ∈ span{1, x, y},

∫
ℓ

v|K1
ds =

∫
ℓ

v|K2
ds,

when K1 ∩K2 = ℓ ∈ E i
h and

∫
ℓ

v|Kds = 0, if ℓ ∈ Eb
h

}
, (2.5)

where K, K1, K2 ∈ Th.
The CR element approximation to (2.2) is defined as follows: Find (λ̄h, ūh) ∈ R× Vh such that

ah(ūh, ūh) = 1 and

ah(ūh, vh) = λ̄hb(ūh, vh), ∀vh ∈ Vh, (2.6)

where ah(·, ·) is defined as

ah(wh, vh) =
∑

K∈Th

∫
K

∇wh∇vhdK, ∀wh, vh ∈ Vh.

The bilinear form ah(·, ·) is Vh-elliptic on V + Vh. Hence, we define the norms ∥ · ∥a,h and ∥ · ∥b
on V + Vh as

∥v∥2a,h = ah(v, v), ∥v∥2b = b(v, v), for v ∈ V + Vh. (2.7)

For the eigenvalue problem (2.6), the Rayleigh quotient holds for the eigenvalue λ̄h,

λ̄h =
ah(ūh, ūh)

b(ūh, ūh)
.

Similarly, the discrete eigenvalue problem (2.6) also has an eigenvalue sequence

0 < λ̄1,h ≤ λ̄2,h ≤ · · · ≤ λ̄Nh,h,

and the corresponding discrete eigenfunction sequence

ū1,h, ū2,h, · · · , ūNh,h,

with the property ah(ūi,h, ūj,h) = δij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ Nh, where Nh is the dimension of Vh.

In order to state the error estimate for the eigenpair approximation by the CR finite element
method, we define the CR finite element projection Ph : V 7→ Vh as follows

ah(Phu, vh) = λb(u, vh), ∀vh ∈ Vh. (2.8)

It is obvious that the finite element projection operator Ph has the following error estimates.

Lemma 2.1 ([8, 22]). Assume the source equation corresponding to the eigenvalue problem has
H2(Ω) regularity. Then the following error estimates hold

∥u− Phu∥a,h ≤ C1h∥u∥2, (2.9)

∥u− Phu∥b ≤ C2h
2∥u∥2. (2.10)

Before stating error estimates of the CR finite element method for the eigenvalue problem, we
introduce the following lemma.
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Lemma 2.2. For any eigenpair (λ, u) of (2.2), the following equality holds

(λ̄j,h − λ)b(Phu, ūj,h) = λb(u− Phu, ūj,h), j = 1, · · · , Nh.

Proof. Since −λb(Phu, ūj,h) appears on both sides, we only need to prove that

λ̄j,hb(Phu, ūj,h) = λb(u, ūj,h).

From (2.2), (2.6) and (2.8), the following equalities hold

λ̄j,hb(Phu, ūj,h) = ah(Phu, ūj,h) = λb(u, ūj,h).

Then the proof is completed.

Now, let us consider the error estimates for the first k eigenpair approximations associated with
λ̄1,h ≤ · · · ≤ λ̄k,h. For the following analysis in this paper, we define µi = 1/λi for i = 1, 2, · · · ,
and µ̄i,h = 1/λ̄i,h for i = 1, · · · , Nh.

Theorem 2.1. Let us define the spectral projection F̄k,h : Vh+V 7→ span{ū1,h, · · · , ūk,h} as follows

ah(F̄k,hw, ūi,h) = ah(w, ūi,h), i = 1, · · · , k for w ∈ Vh + V. (2.11)

Then the associated exact eigenfunctions u1, · · · , uk of eigenvalue problem (2.2) have the following
error estimates∥∥ui − F̄k,hui

∥∥
a,h

≤ 2∥ui − Phui∥a,h +

√
µ̄k+1,h

δk,i,h
∥ui − Phui∥b , 1 ≤ i ≤ k, (2.12)

where δk,i,h is defined as follows

δk,i,h = min
k<j≤Nh

∣∣∣∣ 1

λ̄j,h
− 1

λi

∣∣∣∣ . (2.13)

Furthermore, these k exact eigenfunctions have the following error estimate in ∥·∥b-norm∥∥ui − F̄k,hui
∥∥
b
≤
(
2 +

µ̄k+1,h

δk,i,h

)
∥ui − Phui∥b , 1 ≤ i ≤ k. (2.14)

Proof. Since (I − F̄k,h)Phui ∈ Vh and (I − F̄k,h)Phui ∈ span{ūk+1,h, · · · , ūNh,h}, the following
orthogonal expansion holds

(I − F̄k,h)Phui =

Nh∑
j=k+1

αj ūj,h, (2.15)

where αj = ah(Phui, ūj,h). From Lemma 2.2, we have

αj = ah(Phui, ūj,h) = λ̄j,hb
(
Phui, ūj,h

)
=

λ̄j,hλi
λ̄j,h − λi

b
(
ui − Phui, ūj,h

)
=

1

µi − µ̄j,h
b
(
ui − Phui, ūj,h

)
. (2.16)

From the orthogonal property of eigenfunctions ū1,h, · · · , ūNh,h, we acquire

1 = ah(ūj,h, ūj,h) = λ̄j,hb(ūj,h, ūj,h) = λ̄j,h ∥ūj,h∥2b ,
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which leads to the following property

∥ūj,h∥2b =
1

λ̄j,h
= µ̄j,h. (2.17)

Because of (2.6) and the definitions of eigenfunctions ū1,h, · · · , ūNh,h, we obtain the following
equalities

ah(ūj,h, ūk,h) = δjk, b

(
ūj,h

∥ūj,h∥b
,
ūk,h

∥ūk,h∥b

)
= δjk, 1 ≤ j, k ≤ Nh. (2.18)

Then due to (2.15), (2.16), (2.17) and (2.18), we have the following estimates

∥∥(I − F̄k,h)Phui
∥∥2
a,h

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nh∑

j=k+1

αj ūj,h

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

a,h

=

Nh∑
j=k+1

α2
j

=

Nh∑
j=k+1

(
1

µi − µ̄j,h

)2

b
(
ui − Phui, ūj,h

)2
≤ 1

δ2k,i,h

Nh∑
j=k+1

∥ūj,h∥2b b
(
ui − Phui,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

=
1

δ2k,i,h

Nh∑
j=k+1

µ̄j,hb

(
ui − Phui,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

≤ µ̄k+1,h

δ2k,i,h

Nh∑
j=k+1

b

(
ui − Phui,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

≤ µ̄k+1,h

δ2k,i,h
∥ui − Phui∥2b , (2.19)

where the last inequality holds since
ū1,h

∥ū1,h∥b
, · · · , ūj,h

∥ūj,h∥b
are the normal orthogonal basis for the

space Vh in the sense of the inner product b(·, ·).
From (2.19), the following inequality holds∥∥(I − F̄k,h)Phui

∥∥
a,h

≤
√
µ̄k+1,h

δk,i,h
∥ui − Phui∥b . (2.20)

Since F̄k,h is the spectral projection operator with respect to ah(·, ·), we write

∥F̄k,h∥a,h ≤ 1 (2.21)

From (2.20), (2.21) and the triangle inequality, it follows that∥∥ui − F̄k,hui
∥∥
a,h

≤ ∥ui − Phui∥a,h +
∥∥(I − F̄k,h)Phui

∥∥
a,h

+
∥∥F̄k,h(Ph − I)ui

∥∥
a,h

≤ ∥ui − Phui∥a,h +
∥∥(I − F̄k,h)Phui

∥∥
a,h

+
∥∥F̄k,h

∥∥
a,h

∥(Ph − I)ui∥a,h

≤ 2∥ui − Phui∥a,h +

√
µ̄k+1,h

δk,i,h
∥ui − Phui∥b .

This is the desired result (2.12).

Similarly, with the help of (2.15), (2.16), (2.17) and (2.18), we have the following estimates

∥∥(I − F̄k,h)Phui
∥∥2
b
=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nh∑

j=k+1

αj ūj,h

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

b

=

Nh∑
j=k+1

α2
j ∥ūj,h∥

2
b

6



=

Nh∑
j=k+1

(
1

µi − µ̄j,h

)2

b
(
ui − Phui, ūj,h

)2 ∥ūj,h∥2b
≤ 1

δ2k,i,h

Nh∑
j=k+1

∥ūj,h∥4b b

(
ui − Phui,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

=
1

δ2k,i,h

Nh∑
j=k+1

µ̄2
j,hb

(
ui − Phui,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

≤
µ̄2
k+1,h

δ2k,i,h
∥ui − Phui∥2b ,

which leads to the inequality∥∥(I − F̄k,h)Phui
∥∥
b
≤ µ̄k+1,h

δk,i,h
∥ui − Phui∥b . (2.22)

According to the definitions (2.7) of the norms ∥·∥a,h and ∥·∥b and the reference [12], we know that
the norm ∥ · ∥a,h is relatively compact with respect to the norm ∥ · ∥b. Combined with (2.21), we
get ∥F̄k,h∥b ≤ 1. And from (2.22) and the triangle inequality, we find the following error estimates
for the eigenfunction approximations in the ∥·∥b-norm∥∥ui − F̄k,hui

∥∥
b
≤ ∥ui − Phui∥b +

∥∥(I − F̄k,h)Phui
∥∥
b
+
∥∥F̄k,h(Phui − ui)

∥∥
b

≤
(
1 + ∥F̄k,h∥b

)
∥Phui − ui∥b +

∥∥(I − F̄k,h)Phui
∥∥
b

≤
(
2 +

µ̄k+1,h

δk,i,h

)
∥ui − Phui∥b .

This is the second desired result (2.14) and the proof is completed.

In order to make sense of the estimates (2.12) and (2.14), and for simplicity of notation, we
assume that the eigenvalue gap δk,i,h has a uniform lower bound which is denoted by δk,i (which
can be seen as the “true” separation of the eigenvalues λ1, · · · , λk from the unwanted eigenvalues)
in the following parts of this paper. This assumption is reasonable when the mesh size is small
enough. Then we have the following convergence order based on Theorem 2.1 and the convergence
results of CR finite element method for boundary value problems.

Corollary 2.1. Under the conditions of Lemma 2.1, Theorem 2.1 and δk,i,h having a uniform
lower bound δk,i, the following error estimates hold

∥ui − Fk,hui∥a,h ≤ C3h∥u∥2, 1 ≤ i ≤ k, (2.23)

∥ui − Fk,hui∥b ≤ C4h
2∥u∥2, 1 ≤ i ≤ k. (2.24)

The following theorem gives the error estimates for the one eigenpair approximation and the
proof is similar to that of Theorem 2.1.

Theorem 2.2. Let (λ, u) denote an exact eigenpair of the eigenvalue problem (2.2). Assume the
eigenpair approximation (λ̄i,h, ūi,h) has the property that µ̄i,h = 1/λ̄i,h is the closest to µ = 1/λ.
The corresponding spectral projector Ei,h : Vh + V 7→ span{ūi,h} is defined as follows

ah(Ei,hw, ūi,h) = ah(w, ūi,h), for w ∈ Vh + V.

Then the following error estimate holds

∥u− Ei,hu∥a,h ≤ 2∥u− Phu∥a,h +

√
µ̄1,h

δλ,h
∥u− Phu∥b , (2.25)

7



where δλ,h is defined as follows

δλ,h := min
j ̸=i

|µ̄j,h − µ| = min
j ̸=i

∣∣∣∣ 1

λ̄j,h
− 1

λ

∣∣∣∣ . (2.26)

Furthermore, the eigenfunction approximation ūi,h has the following error estimate in ∥·∥b-norm

∥u− Ei,hu∥b ≤
(
2 +

µ̄1,h

δλ,h

)
∥u− Phu∥b . (2.27)

Proof. Since (I − Ei,h)Phu ∈ Vh and (I − Ei,h)Phu ∈ span{ū1,h, · · · , ūi−1,h, ūi+1,h, · · · , ūNh,h},
the following orthogonal expansion holds

(I − Ei,h)Phu =
∑
j ̸=i

αj ūj,h, (2.28)

where αj = ah(Phu, ūj,h) has the same equality (2.16).

Then due to (2.16), (2.17), (2.18) and (2.28), we have the following estimates

∥(I − Ei,h)Phu∥2a,h =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
j ̸=i

αj ūj,h

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

a,h

=
∑
j ̸=i

α2
j

=
∑
j ̸=i

(
1

µ− µ̄j,h

)2

b
(
u− Phu, ūj,h

)2 ≤ 1

δ2λ,h

∑
j ̸=i

∥ūj,h∥2b b
(
u− Phu,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

=
1

δ2λ,h

∑
j ̸=i

µ̄j,hb

(
u− Phu,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

≤ µ̄1,h

δ2λ,h

∑
j ̸=i

b

(
u− Phu,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

(2.29)

≤ µ̄1,h

δ2λ,h
∥u− Phu∥2b , (2.30)

where the last inequality holds since
ū1,h

∥ū1,h∥b
, · · · , ūj,h

∥ūj,h∥b
are the normal orthogonal basis for the

space Vh in the sense of the inner product b(·, ·).
From (2.29), the following inequality holds

∥(I − Ei,h)Phu∥a,h ≤
√
µ̄1,h

δλ,h
∥u− Phu∥b . (2.31)

Since Ei,h is the spectral projection operator with respect to ah(·, ·), we get ∥Ei,h∥a,h ≤ 1. And
from (2.31) and the triangle inequality, it follows that

∥u− Ei,hu∥a,h ≤ ∥u− Phu∥a,h + ∥(I − Ei,h)Phu∥a,h + ∥Ei,h(Ph − I)u∥a,h
≤ ∥u− Phu∥a,h + ∥(I − Ei,h)Phu∥a,h + ∥Ei,h∥a,h ∥(Ph − I)u∥a,h

≤ 2∥u− Phu∥a,h +

√
µ̄1,h

δλ,h
∥u− Phu∥b .

This is the desired result (2.25).

Similarly, with the help of (2.16), (2.17), (2.18) and (2.28), we have the following estimates

∥(I − Ei,h)Phu∥2b =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
j ̸=i

αj ūj,h

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

b

=
∑
j ̸=i

α2
j ∥ūj,h∥

2
b
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=
∑
j ̸=i

(
1

µ− µ̄j,h

)2

b
(
u− Phu, ūj,h

)2 ∥ūj,h∥2b
≤ 1

δ2λ,h

∑
j ̸=i

∥ūj,h∥4b b

(
u− Phu,

ūj,h
∥ūj,h∥b

)2

≤
µ̄2
1,h

δ2λ,h
∥u− Phu∥2b ,

which leads to the inequality

∥(I − Ei,h)Phu∥b ≤
µ̄k+1,h

δk,i,h
∥u− Phu∥b . (2.32)

Due to the definitions (2.7) of the norms ∥ · ∥a,h and ∥ · ∥b, we illustrate that the norm ∥ · ∥a,h is
relatively compact with respect to the norm ∥ · ∥b. And together with ∥Ei,h∥a,h ≤ 1, we obtain
∥Ei,h∥b ≤ 1. From (2.32), ∥Ei,h∥b ≤ 1 and the triangle inequality, we find the following error
estimates for the eigenfunction approximations in the ∥·∥b-norm

∥u− Ei,hu∥b ≤ ∥u− Phu∥b + ∥(I − Ei,h)Phu∥b + ∥Ei,h(Phu− u)∥b

≤ (1 + ∥Ei,h∥b) ∥Phu− u∥b + ∥(I − Ei,h)Phu∥b ≤
(
2 +

µ̄1,h

δλ,h

)
∥u− Phu∥b .

This is the second desired result (2.27) and the proof is completed.

Similarly, in order to make sense of the estimates (2.25) and (2.27), and for simplicity of notation,
we assume that the eigenvalue gap δλ,h defined by (2.26) has also a uniform lower bound which
is denoted by δλ (which can be seen as the “true” separation of the eigenvalue λ from others)
in the following parts of this paper. This assumption is also reasonable when the mesh size is
small enough. Then we also have the following convergence result based on Theorem 2.2 and the
convergence results of CR finite element method for boundary value problems.

Corollary 2.2. Under the conditions of Lemma 2.1, Theorem 2.2 and δλ,h having a uniform lower
bound δλ, the following error estimates hold

∥u− Ei,hu∥a,h ≤ C5h∥u∥2, (2.33)

∥u− Ei,hu∥b ≤ C6h
2∥u∥2. (2.34)

3 Augmented subspace method and its error estimates

In this section, we first present the augmented subspace method for solving the eigenvalue problem
(2.2) based on CR element. This method contains solving the auxiliary linear boundary value
problem in the fine finite element space Vh and the eigenvalue problem on the augmented subspace
VH,h which is built by the coarse finite element space VH and a finite element function in the fine
finite element space Vh. In order to eliminate the compatibility error of the CR element space VH ,
we use the conforming linear finite element space WH to construct the augmented subspace VH,h.
Then, the new convergence analysis is given for this augmented subspace method.

In order to design the augmented subspace method, we first generate a coarse mesh TH with
the mesh size H and the coarse linear finite element space WH is defined on the mesh TH . For the

positive integer ℓ and some given eigenfunction approximations u
(ℓ)
1,h, · · · , u

(ℓ)
k,h which are the approx-

imations for the first k eigenfunctions ū1,h, · · · , ūk,h of (2.2), we can do the following augmented

subspace iteration step which is defined by Algorithm 1 to improve the accuracy of u
(ℓ)
1,h, · · · , u

(ℓ)
k,h,

9



Algorithm 1: Augmented subspace method for the first k eigenpairs

1. For ℓ = 1, we define û
(ℓ)
i,h = u

(ℓ)
i,h, i = 1, · · · , k, and the augmented subspace

V
(ℓ)
H,h =WH + span{û(ℓ)1,h, · · · , û

(ℓ)
k,h}. Then solve the following eigenvalue problem: Find

(λ
(ℓ)
i,h, u

(ℓ)
i,h) ∈ R× V

(ℓ)
H,h such that ah(u

(ℓ)
i,h, u

(ℓ)
i,h) = 1 and

ah(u
(ℓ)
i,h, vH,h) = λ

(ℓ)
i,hb(u

(ℓ)
i,h, vH,h), ∀vH,h ∈ V

(ℓ)
H,h, i = 1, · · · , k. (3.1)

2. Solve the following linear boundary value problems: Find û
(ℓ+1)
i,h ∈ Vh such that

ah(û
(ℓ+1)
i,h , vh) = λ

(ℓ)
i,hb(u

(ℓ)
i,h, vh), ∀vh ∈ Vh, i = 1, · · · , k. (3.2)

3. Define the augmented subspace V
(ℓ+1)
H,h =WH + span{û(ℓ+1)

1,h , · · · , û(ℓ+1)
k,h } and solve the

following eigenvalue problem: Find (λ
(ℓ+1)
i,h , u

(ℓ+1)
i,h ) ∈ R× V

(ℓ+1)
H,h such that

ah(u
(ℓ+1)
i,h , u

(ℓ+1)
i,h ) = 1 and

ah(u
(ℓ+1)
i,h , vH,h) = λ

(ℓ+1)
i,h b(u

(ℓ+1)
i,h , vH,h), ∀vH,h ∈ V

(ℓ+1)
H,h , i = 1, · · · , k. (3.3)

Solve (3.3) to obtain (λ
(ℓ+1)
1,h , u

(ℓ+1)
1,h ), · · · , (λ(ℓ+1)

k,h , u
(ℓ+1)
k,h ).

4. Set ℓ = ℓ+ 1 and go to Step 2 for the next iteration until convergence.

where the superscript with parentheses denotes the number of iteration steps of the augmented
subspace method.

It should be noted that, although Vh is nonconforming, we can still get the following nested
relationship because of conforming linear finite element space WH ,

WH ⊂ VH,h ⊂ Vh. (3.4)

In order to derive the algebraic error estimates of Algorithm 1, we first concern with the error
estimates of the projection operator PH,h : Vh → VH,h. The definition of PH,h is given as follows.

ah (PH,hvh, vH,h) = ah (vh, vH,h) , ∀vH,h ∈ VH,h, for vh ∈ Vh. (3.5)

From (3.4), it follows that

∥vh − PH,hvh∥a,h = inf
vH,h∈VH,h

∥vh − vH,h∥a,h, (3.6)

and

∥ūh − PH,hūh∥b = sup
f∈L2(Ω),∥f∥b=1

b (ūh − PH,hūh, f)

= sup
f∈L2(Ω),∥f∥b=1

ah (ūh − PH,hūh, Thf)

= sup
f∈L2(Ω),∥f∥b=1

ah (ūh − PH,hūh, Thf − vH,h) , ∀vH,h ∈ VH,h.

Thus,
∥ūh − PH,hūh∥b ≤ ηa (VH,h) ∥ūh − PH,hūh∥a,h, (3.7)
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where
ηa (VH,h) = sup

f∈L2(Ω),∥f∥b=1

inf
vH,h∈VH,h

∥Thf − vH,h∥a,h. (3.8)

By virtue of (3.4), we provide
ηa (VH,h) ≤ ηa (WH) . (3.9)

Theorem 3.1. Let us define the spectral projection F
(m)
k,h : Vh 7→ span{u(m)

1,h , · · · , u
(m)
k,h } for any

integer m ≥ 1 as follows

ah(F
(m)
k,h wh, u

(m)
i,h ) = ah(wh, u

(m)
i,h ), i = 1, · · · , k for wh ∈ Vh. (3.10)

Then the exact eigenfunctions ū1,h, · · · , ūk,h of (2.6) and the eigenfunction approximations u
(ℓ+1)
1,h ,

· · · , u(ℓ+1)
k,h from Algorithm 1 with the integer ℓ ≥ 1 have the following error estimate

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ λ̄i,h

√
1 +

η2a(WH)

λk+1

(
δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i

)2
(
1 +

1

λk+1δ
(ℓ)
k,i

)
η2a(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

,

(3.11)
where ηa (WH) is defined by (3.8). Furthermore, the following ∥·∥b-norm error estimate holds∥∥∥ūi,h − F

(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b
≤

(
1 +

1

λk+1δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i

)
ηa(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

. (3.12)

Here denote by δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i the uniform lower bound of the eigenvalue gap δ

(ℓ+1)
k,i,h , which is defined as

δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i,h := min

k<j≤Nh

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

λ
(ℓ+1)
j,h

− 1

λi

∣∣∣∣∣ . (3.13)

Proof. First, let us consider the error estimate
∥∥∥ūi,h − F

(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
b
. Due to Algorithm 1, we know

that the approximations u
(ℓ)
1,h, · · · , u

(ℓ)
k,h come from (3.1) (the case that ℓ = 1) or (3.3) (the case that

ℓ > 1). Similarly with the derivation in the case of the conforming finite element method (refer to
Theorem 3.1 in [13]), for both cases, there exist exact eigenfunctions ū1,h, · · · , ūk,h such that the

following error estimates for the eigenvector approximations u
(ℓ)
1,h, · · · , u

(ℓ)
k,h hold for i = 1, · · · , k

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
b

≤
(
1 + µk+1

δ
(ℓ)
k,i

)
ηa(V

(ℓ)
H,h)

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤
(
1 + µk+1

δ
(ℓ)
k,i

)
ηa(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

, (3.14)

where we have used the inequality ηa(V
(ℓ)
H,h) ≤ ηa(WH) since WH ⊂ V

(ℓ)
H,h.

From the definition of the spectral projection F
(ℓ)
k,h. Then there exist k real numbers q1, · · · , qk ∈

R such that F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h has the following expansion

F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h =

k∑
j=1

qju
(ℓ)
j,h. (3.15)

From (3.5), we obtain the orthogonal property of the projection operator P(ℓ+1)
H,h , that is to say,

ah(ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h, vH,h) = 0, ∀vH,h ∈ V

(ℓ+1)
H,h .

11



Together with the definition of V
(ℓ+1)
H,h in Step 3 of Algorithm 1, we supply∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

= ah

(
ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

)
= ah

(
ūi,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)
= ah

ūi,h −
k∑

j=1

λ̄i,h
qj

λ
(ℓ)
j,h

û
(ℓ+1)
j,h , ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

 .

Because of (2.6), (3.2) and V
(ℓ+1)
H,h ⊂ Vh, we provide

∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

= λ̄i,hb

ūi,h −
k∑

j=1

qj

λ
(ℓ)
j,h

λ
(ℓ)
j,hu

(ℓ)
j,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h


= λ̄i,hb

ūi,h −
k∑

j=1

qju
(ℓ)
j,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

 ,

combined with (3.15), then∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

= λ̄i,hb
(
ūi,h − F

(ℓ)
k,hūi,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)
≤ λ̄i,h

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
b

∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b
.

And considering (3.14), (3.7) and the inequality ηa(V
(ℓ+1)
H,h ) ≤ ηa(WH), we render∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

≤ λ̄i,h

(
1 +

1

λk+1δk,i

)
η2a(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

,

i.e., ∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ λ̄i,h

(
1 +

1

λk+1δk,i

)
η2a(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

. (3.16)

Since u
(ℓ+1)
1,h , · · · , u(ℓ+1)

k,h only come from (3.3) and the orthogonal property ah((I−P(ℓ+1)
H,h )ūi,h, (I−

F ℓ
k,h)P

(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h) = 0, we have for i = 1, · · · , k∥∥∥ūi,h − F

(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

=
∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

+
∥∥∥(I − F ℓ

k,h)P
(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

≤

(
1 +

η2a(V
(ℓ+1)
H,h )

λk+1

(
δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i

)2
)∥∥∥(I − P(ℓ+1)

H,h )ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

≤

(
1 +

η2a(WH)

λk+1

(
δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i

)2
)∥∥∥(I − P(ℓ+1)

H,h )ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

.

Thus, ∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤
√
1 +

η2a(WH)

λk+1

(
δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i

)2 ∥∥∥(I − P(ℓ+1)
H,h )ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

.
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Together with (3.16), we arrive at∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ λ̄i,h

√
1 +

η2a(WH)

λk+1

(
δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i

)2
(
1 +

1

λk+1δ
(ℓ)
k,i

)
η2a(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

.

We have the following ∥·∥b-error estimate∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b
≤

(
1 +

µk+1

δ
(ℓ+1)
k,i

)
ηa(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

.

The proof is completed.

Remark 3.1. The convergence result (3.11) in Theorem 3.1 means that the augmented subspace
methods have the second order convergence rate. In addition, in order to accelerate the convergence
rate, we should decrease the term ηa(WH) which depends on the coarse space WH . That is to say,
enlarging the subspace WH can speed up the convergence.

Remark 3.2. In this paper, we are only concerned with the error estimates for the eigenvector
approximation since the error estimates for the eigenvalue approximation can be deduced from the
following error expansion (refer to (4.9) in [28]),

0 ≤ λ̂i − λ̄i,h =
ah(ūi,h − ψ, ūi,h − ψ)

b(ψ,ψ)
− λ̄i,h

b(ūi,h − ψ, ūi,h − ψ)

b(ψ,ψ)
+ 2

ah(ūi,h, ψ)− b(λ̄i,hūi,h, ψ)

b(ψ,ψ)
,

where ψ is the eigenvector approximation for the exact eigenvector ūi,h and

λ̂i =
ah(ψ,ψ)

b(ψ,ψ)
.

It is obvious that the parallel computing method can be used for Step 2 of Algorithm 1 since
each linear equation can be solved independently. Thereout, the augmented subspace method can
be used to design a type of parallel schemes for eigenvalue problems. Step 3 of Algorithm 1 is to
solve the eigenvalue problem (3.3). But in order to assemble the matrices for (3.3), we need to do
the inner products of the k vectors in the high dimensional space Vh, which is a very low scalable
process for the parallel computing [21, 30]. That is to say, the inner product computation of many
high dimensional vectors is indeed a bottleneck for parallel computing. In order to overcome this
essential bottleneck, we give another version of the augmented subspace method for only one (may
be not the smallest one) eigenpair which represents the single process version of this type of parallel
schemes. The corresponding numerical method is defined by Algorithm 2. Here we will also give
a sharper error estimate for this type of the method.

In Algorithm 2, we assume that the given eigenpair approximation (λ
(ℓ)
i,h, u

(ℓ)
i,h) ∈ R × Vh with

different superscripts is the closest to an exact eigenpair (λ̄i,h, ūi,h) of (2.6). Based on this set-
ting, we can give the following convergence result for the augmented subspace method defined by
Algorithm 2.

Theorem 3.2. For any integer m ≥ 1, according to the eigenpair approximation (λ
(m)
i,h , u

(m)
i,h ) ∈

R× Vh, we define the spectral projector E
(m)
i,h : Vh 7→ span{u(m)

i,h } as follows

ah(E
(m)
i,h wh, u

(m)
i,h ) = ah(wh, u

(m)
i,h ), for wh ∈ Vh.

Then the eigenpair approximation (λ
(ℓ+1)
i,h , u

(ℓ+1)
i,h ) ∈ R × Vh produced by Algorithm 2 satisfies the

following error estimates∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ λ̄i,h

√
1 +

η2a(WH)

λ1
(
δ
(ℓ+1)
λ

)2
(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ)
λ

)
η2a(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

,
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Algorithm 2: Augmented subspace method for one eigenpair

1. For ℓ = 1, we define û
(ℓ)
i,h = u

(ℓ)
i,h, and the augmented subspace V

(ℓ)
H,h =WH + span{û(ℓ)i,h}.

Then solve the following eigenvalue problem: Find (λ
(ℓ)
i,h, u

(ℓ)
i,h) ∈ R× V

(ℓ)
H,h such that

ah(u
(ℓ)
i,h, u

(ℓ)
i,h) = 1 and

ah(u
(ℓ)
i,h, vH,h) = λ

(ℓ)
i,hb(u

(ℓ)
i,h, vH,h), ∀vH,h ∈ V

(ℓ)
H,h. (3.17)

2. Solve the following linear boundary value problem: Find û
(ℓ+1)
i,h ∈ Vh such that

a(û
(ℓ+1)
i,h , vh) = λ

(ℓ)
i,hb(u

(ℓ)
i,h, vh), ∀vh ∈ Vh. (3.18)

3. Define the augmented subspace V
(ℓ+1)
H,h =WH + span{û(ℓ+1)

i,h } and solve the following

eigenvalue problem: Find (λ
(ℓ+1)
i,h , u

(ℓ+1)
i,h ) ∈ R× V

(ℓ+1)
H,h such that ah(u

(ℓ+1)
i,h , u

(ℓ+1)
i,h ) = 1 and

ah(u
(ℓ+1)
i,h , vH,h) = λ

(ℓ+1)
i,h b(u

(ℓ+1)
i,h , vH,h), ∀vH,h ∈ V

(ℓ+1)
H,h . (3.19)

Solve (3.19) and the output (λ
(ℓ+1)
i,h , u

(ℓ+1)
i,h ) is chosen such that u

(ℓ+1)
i,h has the largest

component in span{û(ℓ+1)
i,h } among all eigenfunctions of (3.19).

4. Set ℓ = ℓ+ 1 and go to Step 2 for the next iteration until convergence.

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b
≤

(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ+1)
λ

)
ηa(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

.

Here denote by δ
(ℓ+1)
λ the uniform lower bound of the eigenvalue gap δ

(ℓ+1)
λ,h , which is defined as

δ
(ℓ+1)
λ,h := min

j ̸=i

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

λ
(ℓ+1)
j,h

− 1

λ

∣∣∣∣∣ .
Proof. First, let us consider the error estimate

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
b
. Because of Algorithm 2, we

understand that u
(ℓ)
i,h may stem from two places, i.e., (3.17) for ℓ = 1 and (3.19) for ℓ > 1. Both

cases present the following error estimate for the eigenvector approximation u
(ℓ)
i,h. Similarly with

the derivation process in the case of the conforming finite element method (refer to Theorem 3.2
in [13]), we get

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
b

≤

(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ)
λ

)
ηa(V

(ℓ)
H,h)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤

(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ)
λ

)
ηa(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

, (3.20)

where we have used the inequality ηa(V
(ℓ)
H,h) ≤ ηa(WH) since WH ⊂ V

(ℓ)
H,h.
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According to the orthogonal property of the projection operator P(ℓ+1)
H,h , i.e.,

ah(ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h, vH,h) = 0, ∀vH,h ∈ V

(ℓ+1)
H,h ,

and the definition of V
(ℓ+1)
H,h in Step 3 of Algorithm 2, we get∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

= ah

(
ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

)
= ah

(
ūi,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)
= ah

(
ūi,h − λ̄i,h

λ
(ℓ)
i,h

qû
(ℓ+1)
i,h , ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)

= ah

(
ūi,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)
− λ̄i,h

λ
(ℓ)
i,h

qah

(
û
(ℓ+1)
i,h , ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)
.

And by virtue of (2.6), (3.18) and V
(ℓ+1)
H,h ⊂ Vh, we have∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

= λ̄i,hb
(
ūi,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)
− λ̄i,hb

(
qu

(ℓ)
i,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)
.

Since the spectral projection E
(ℓ)
i,h satisfies

E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h = qu

(ℓ)
i,h,

combined with (3.20), (3.7) and the inequality ηa(V
(ℓ+1)
H,h ) ≤ ηa(WH), we obtain∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥2
a,h

= λ̄i,hb
(
ūi,h − E

(ℓ)
i,hūi,h, ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)

H,h ūi,h

)
≤ λ̄i,h

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
b

∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b

≤ λ̄i,h

(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ)
λ

)
ηa(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

ηa(V
(ℓ+1)
H,h )

∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ λ̄i,h

(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ)
λ

)
η2a(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

. (3.21)

Since the approximation u
(ℓ+1)
i,h only comes from (3.19), we have

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤

√√√√1 +
η2a(V

(ℓ+1)
H,h )

λ1
(
δ
(ℓ+1)
λ

)2 ∥∥∥(I − P(ℓ+1)
H,h )ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤
√

1 +
η2a(WH)

λ1
(
δ
(ℓ+1)
λ

)2 ∥∥∥(I − P(ℓ+1)
H,h )ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

.

From (3.21), there holds

∥∥∥ūi,h − P(ℓ+1)
H,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ λ̄i,h

(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ)
λ

)
η2a(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

. (3.22)
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And considering (3.22), we have the following estimate

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ λ̄i,h

√
1 +

η2a(WH)

λ1
(
δ
(ℓ+1)
λ

)2
(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ)
λ

)
η2a(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ)
i,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

.(3.23)

The following ∥·∥b-error estimate holds

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b
≤

(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ+1)
λ

)
ηa(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

. (3.24)

From (3.23) and (3.24), the proof is completed.

Corollary 3.1. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.2, the eigenfunction approximation u
(ℓ+1)
i,h has

the following error estimates∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤
(
γ(λ̄i,h)

)ℓ ∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

, (3.25)∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b

≤

(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ+1)
λ

)
ηa(WH)

∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

, (3.26)

where

γ(λ̄i,h) = λ̄i,h

√
1 +

η2a(WH)

λ1
(
δ
(ℓ+1)
λ

)2
(
1 +

1

λ1δ
(ℓ)
λ

)
η2a(WH). (3.27)

The error estimate for the eigenvalue approximation λ
(ℓ)
i,h can be deduced from Theorem 3.2 and

Remark 3.2.

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, numerical experiments are presented to validate our theoretical results. Here, we
are concerned with the Laplace eigenvalue problem (2.1), where the computing domain is set to
be the unit square Ω = (0, 1) × (0, 1). WH and Vh are chosen as the conforming linear element
and the CR element spaces defined on the coarse mesh TH and the fine mesh Th, respectively. The
fine mesh Th is obtained from the coarse mesh TH by the regular refinement of uniform triangular
mesh.

Since the coarse space WH is the conforming linear finite element space defined on the coarse
mesh TH , together with the theories of the error estimates of CR element and conforming linear
element [8, 11], it is known that the following estimate holds when the mesh size h < H,

ηa(WH) ≤ sup
f∈L2(Ω),∥f∥b=1

{
∥Tf − Thf∥a,h + inf

vH∈WH

∥Tf − vH∥a
}

≤ CH,

where the constant C depends on shape of the meshes TH and Th.
Based on Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, the convergence results can be concluded with the following

inequalities ∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ C
(
CH

)2ℓ ∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(1)
k,hūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

, i = 1, · · · , k, (4.1)
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∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b
≤ CH

∥∥∥ūi,h − F
(ℓ+1)
k,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

, i = 1, · · · , k, (4.2)

and ∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

≤ C
(
CH

)2ℓ ∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

, (4.3)∥∥∥ūi,h − E
(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
b

≤ CH
∥∥∥ūi,h − E

(ℓ+1)
i,h ūi,h

∥∥∥
a,h

. (4.4)

One of the purposes of this section is to check the overall error estimates and algebraic error
estimates (4.1)-(4.4) of our proposed methods. It should be noted that the exact finite element
eigenfunction is obtained by solving the eigenvalue problem directly on the fine space Vh, which
is the CR element space defined on the fine mesh Th. To make it more intuitive, in all the follow-
ing figures, the notations with and without “dir” superscript stand for the exact finite element
eigenfunctions and the augmented subspace approximations, respectively. The other purpose of
this section is to carry out the numerical tests for the computational complexity by comparing
Algorithms 1 and 2 with the Krylov-Schur method directly applied on the final mesh without
coarsening to verify the advantage of our algorithms.

We should note that all the following numerical tests are accomplished on LSSC-IV in the State
Key Laboratory of Scientific and Engineering Computing, Academy of Mathematics and Systems
Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, where each computing node has two 18-core Intel Xeon
Gold 6140 processors at 2.3 GHz and 192 GB memory. The linear equations (3.2) in Algorithm 1
and (3.18) in Algorithm 2 are solved by the package PETSc [4, 5, 6] with the geometric multigrid
method. The eigenvalue problems (3.1) and (3.3) in Algorithm 1 and (3.17) and (3.19) in Algorithm
2 are solved by the Krylov-Schur algorithm from SLEPc [24]. The single processor is adopted for
the convergence tests and 36 processors for the computational complexity tests.

4.1 Tests for overall error estimates and computational efficiency

In this subsection, we carry out numerical examples to check the overall error estimates and the
computational complexity of our algorithms. In the tests of error and computational efficiency, we
fix the coarse mesh sizes H =

√
2/8 and H =

√
2/32, respectively, and divide the fine mesh Th. The

initial eigenfunction approximations are obtained in two steps: (1) The initial coarse eigenfunction
approximations are produced by solving the eigenvalue problem (2.1) on the coarse space VH ; (2)
The interpolation matrix is used to project the initial coarse eigenfunction approximations onto the

space Vh to get the initial eigenfunction approximations u
(1)
1,h, · · · , u

(1)
k,h. Then we do the iteration

steps by the augmented subspace method defined by Algorithms 1 and 2.

For comparison, we conduct the tests that the SLEPc solver (Krylov-Schur method) is applied
directly on the mesh Th without coarsening, which we also call the single level solver. Figure
1 gives the overall errors for the first 4 eigenvalues 2π2, 5π2, 5π2, 8π2 and their corresponding
eigenfunctions by our algorithms and the single level solver with H =

√
2/8, and Figure 2 shows

the CPU time for computing the first and the smallest 4 eigenpair approximations withH =
√
2/32.

From Figure 1, it follows that the error convergence orders of the first 4 eigenvalues and their
corresponding eigenfunctions by our algorithms are O(h2) and O(h), respectively. Furthermore,
from the left subfigure of Figure 1, we can find that the augmented subspace method can also
obtain the lower bound approximations of the eigenvalues.

As for the computational efficiency, from Figures 1 and 2, it can be seen that the augmented
subspace method provides almost the same results as the single level solver but with smaller
computational work.

17



Figure 1: Errors for the eigenpair approximations by our algorithms and the single level solver for
the first 4 eigenvalues 2π2, 5π2, 5π2, 8π2 and their corresponding eigenfunctions with H =

√
2/8.

Figure 2: CPU time for our algorithms and the single level solver with H =
√
2/32: The left

subfigure shows the CPU time for the first eigenpair approximation and the right subfigure shows
the CPU time for the smallest 4 eigenpair approximations.

4.2 Tests for algebraic error estimates

In this subsection, we check the algebraic error estimates of our proposed algorithms, which is
also one of the main contributions of this paper. In the following numerical example, we set the
fine mesh size h =

√
2/512 for testing the convergence. The initial eigenfunction approximation

is produced by solving the eigenvalue problem (2.1) on the coarse space WH . Then we do the
iteration steps by the augmented subspace method defined by Algorithms 1 and 2.

In order to validate the convergence results stated in (4.1)-(4.4), we check the numerical errors
corresponding to the linear finite element space WH with different sizes H. The aim is to check
the dependence of the convergence rate on the mesh size H.

Figure 3 shows the convergence behaviors for the first eigenfunction by the augmented subspace
methods corresponding to the coarse mesh size H =

√
2/8,

√
2/16,

√
2/32 and

√
2/64, respec-

tively. The convergence rates related with ∥ · ∥a,h and ∥ · ∥b are 0.048503, 0.013692, 0.0035433 and
0.00089758, and 0.052093, 0.014819, 0.0038451 and 0.001132, separately. These results show that
the augmented subspace method defined by Algorithms 1 and 2 have the second order convergence
speed which also validates the results (4.1)-(4.4).

Then, we check the performance of Algorithm 1 for computing the smallest 4 eigenpairs. Figure
4 shows the corresponding convergence behaviors for the smallest 4 eigenfunctions by Algorithm
1 with the coarse space being the linear finite element space on the mesh with size H =

√
2/8,√

2/16,
√
2/32 and

√
2/64, respectively. Taking the 4-th eigenfunction for example, we can find
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Figure 3: The convergence behaviors for the first eigenfunction by Algorithm 1 corresponding to
the coarse mesh size H =

√
2/8,

√
2/16,

√
2/32 and

√
2/64, respectively.

that the corresponding convergence rates are 0.52894, 0.14163, 0.033235 and 0.0084715, which
states the second order convergence speed of the method defined by Algorithm 1. Furthermore,
from Figure 4, we can find the convergence rate for the 4-th eigenfucntion is slower than that for
the 1-st eigenfunction which is consistent with Theorem 3.1.

The final task is to check the performance of Algorithm 2 for computing the only 4-th eigenpair.
Figure 5 shows the corresponding convergence behaviors for the only 4-th eigenfunction by Algo-
rithm 2 with the coarse space being the linear finite element space on the mesh with sizeH =

√
2/8,√

2/16,
√
2/32 and

√
2/64, respectively. The convergence rates corresponding to ∥ · ∥a,h and ∥ · ∥b

shown in Figure 5 are 0.5321, 0.14456, 0.033682 and 0.0085807, and 0.35757, 0.12384, 0.034523
and 0.0089362, separately. These results show that the augmented subspace method defined by
Algorithm 2 has the second order convergence speed which validates the results (4.3)-(4.4).

5 Concluding remarks

In this paper, some enhanced error estimates for the CR element based augmented subspace method
are deduced for solving eigenvalue problems. Before the new estimates, the explicit error estimates
for single eigenpair and multiple eigenpairs based on our defined spectral projection operators
are derived, respectively. Then we prove the second order algebraic error convergence rate of the
augmented subspace method. Based on the new algebraic error results, we can also produce the
corresponding sharper error estimates for the multigrid or multilevel methods which are designed
based on the augmented subspace method and the sequence of grids.
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Figure 4: The convergence behaviors for the smallest 4 eigenfunctions by Algorithm 1 with the
coarse space being the linear finite element space on the mesh with size H =

√
2/8,

√
2/16,

√
2/32

and
√
2/64, respectively.

Figure 5: The convergence behaviors for the only 4-th eigenfunction by Algorithm 2 with the coarse
space being the linear finite element space on the mesh with size H =

√
2/8,

√
2/16,

√
2/32 and√

2/64, respectively.
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