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Abstract In magnetostatics and eddy current problems, formulated in terms of the
magnetic vector potential, the solution is not unique, because the addition of an irrota-
tional function to the solution remains a valid solution. The tree-cotree decomposition
is a gauging technique to recover uniqueness when using finite elements, and it consists
in considering the mesh as a graph, and building a spanning tree on that graph. The idea
has been recently extended to isogeometric analysis, applying the construction of the
spanning tree on the control mesh, or equivalently, on the Greville grid. In the present
paper we extend the construction to hierarchical splines, a set of splines with multi-level
structure for adaptive refinement, by constructing a spanning tree for each single level.
Since for degree 𝑝 = 1 the spaces of finite elements and hierarchical splines coincide,
the presented construction is also valid for quadrilateral finite element meshes with
hanging nodes. To assess the correctness of the method, we present numerical results
for the Maxwell eigenvalue problem.

1 Introduction

The equations for magnetostatics and magneto-quasistatics, or eddy currents, which
describe the solution of slowly varying magnetic fields [12], are commonly formulated in
terms of the magnetic vector potential. For example, assuming homogeneous boundary
conditions, the magnetostatic formulation is given by
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∫
Ω

𝜈 curlAℎ · curlvℎ dΩ =

∫
Ω

Jsrc · vℎ dΩ, for all vℎ ∈ 𝑉ℎ, (1)

where 𝜈 is the magnetic reluctivity, Jsrc is an excitation current and𝑉ℎ ⊂ H0 (curl;Ω) is
a curl-conforming discrete space. These formulations are usually discretized with edge
finite elements, and it is known that the solution is unique up to an irrotational field.
To recover uniqueness, one of the possible gauging techniques, which works directly at
discrete level, is tree-cotree gauging [1, 18, 19]. The idea of the method is to consider
the vertices and edges of the finite element mesh as nodes and edges of a graph, and
then construct a spanning tree on this graph. The spanning tree is a subgraph that
passes through every node without closing any loop, and it contains as many edges
as the number of nodes minus one. Selecting the basis functions associated to edges
in the complementary of the tree, which is called the cotree, leads to a linear system
which is uniquely solvable. The application of tree-cotree techniques to high order finite
elements can be achieved either with hierarchical conforming elements1 [22], applying
the tree construction only to low order functions, or with a careful construction of the
basis of edge elements [2].

An alternative to high order finite elements that has gained popularity is isogeometric
analysis (IGA), a discretization method based on splines [11], and an analogue to edge
finite elements are the curl-conforming spline spaces introduced in [5]. It has been
shown in [13] that tree-cotree techniques can be easily generalized in the case of tensor-
product splines, by exploiting the existence of commutative isomorphisms between
spline spaces and finite element spaces defined in an auxiliary grid, called the Greville
grid. Tree-cotree techniques in IGA have also been used to explicitly construct a basis
of cohomology generators for formulations in terms of the scalar magnetic potential
[14], and also in conjunction with domain decomposition methods [17].

One of the drawbacks of the spline spaces from [5] is their tensor-product structure,
which only permits global refinement. To remove this constraint, spaces with local
refinement capabilities have been studied in recent years in IGA, with (truncated)
hierarchical B-splines being probably the most popular ones [24, 9]. They are based on
a simple multi-level structure, where the space of each level is tensor-product, and the
set of active functions from each level is chosen from their supports. As for the tensor-
product case, curl-conforming spaces with hierarchical splines have been introduced in
[8], along with certain conditions on the hierarchical meshes to guarantee the absence
of spurious harmonic functions [8, 23].

While the construction of the tree to gauge the problem is easy for tensor-product
splines, the extension to hierarchical splines is not obvious. It is not possible to build a
global tree across all refinement levels, because the correspondence with finite elements
in an auxiliary grid does not hold anymore. Moreover, the meshes of hierarchical splines
are analogous to quadrilateral/hexahedral meshes with hanging nodes in finite elements,
and we are not aware of any extension of tree-cotree gauging in this setting, although a
multi-level gauging has been presented in [10]. In this paper we introduce tree-cotree
techniques for spaces of hierarchical splines in simply connected domains with full
Dirichlet boundary: exploiting the multi-level structure of hierarchical splines, a tree is
1 The construction of hierarchichal finite elements, where new functions are added for each degree, is
different from hierarchical B-splines, where functions are added and removed at each level.
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built for each level, creating an object that we define as a multi-level tree. We present
the algorithm for the construction of the tree, and we show that it provides a valid gauge
using numerical tests. It is also worth to remark that, for degree 𝑝 = 1, hierarchical
spline spaces coincide with finite elements. Therefore, our method provides an extension
of tree-cotree gauging to finite element meshes with hanging nodes.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we recall the main concepts to
define the tensor-product spline spaces on a single level, and the associated Greville grid
in which we build the tree. Section 3 introduces the definitions of hierarchical splines,
and extends the concept of Greville grids to Greville subgrids, which will be necessary
to define the multi-level tree. The construction of the tree is detailed in Section 4, along
with the algorithm to build it in practice. The correctness of the computed gauge is
validated in Section 5 by numerical tests, solving the Maxwell eigenvalue problem to
prove that gauging does not affect the computed eigenvalues.

2 Splines defined on a single level

In this section we introduce the spline de Rham sequence for dimension two, both
for single-patch and multi-patch domains. These spaces will be used to construct the
corresponding sequences of hierarchical splines in the next section. We also present the
definition of the Greville grids, that will be necessary to apply the tree-cotree gauging
in Section 4.

2.1 Spline de Rham sequence in a single-patch domain

Given two integers 𝑛 > 0 and 𝑝 > 0, and a knot vector Ξ = {𝜉1, 𝜉2, . . . , 𝜉𝑛+𝑝+1},
with 0 = 𝜉1 ≤ 𝜉2 ≤ . . . ≤ 𝜉𝑛+𝑝+1 = 1, the B-spline basis of degree 𝑝 is obtained
using the Cox-de Boor formula, and we denote by 𝑆𝑝 (Ξ) the corresponding spanned
space. Multivariate B-splines of degree 𝑝 are defined in the unit square Ω̂ = (0, 1)2 by
tensor-product, from given values 𝑛1, 𝑛2 > 0 and knot vectors Ξ1,Ξ2. It is well known
that a discrete de Rham sequence can be constructed using B-splines of mixed degrees
𝑝 and 𝑝 − 1 [5, 4]. We will denote the spaces of the sequence as 𝑋 𝑘 , for 𝑘 = 0, 1, 2. For
this work, we are mainly interested in the first two spaces, which are defined as

𝑋0 =𝑆𝑝 (Ξ1) ⊗ 𝑆𝑝 (Ξ2),
𝑋1 =𝑆𝑝−1 (Ξ′1) ⊗ 𝑆𝑝 (Ξ2) × 𝑆𝑝 (Ξ1) ⊗ 𝑆𝑝−1 (Ξ′2),

where Ξ′
𝑖

is built from Ξ𝑖 removing the first and last knots. Moreover, we also denote by
B̂𝑘 the basis for 𝑋 𝑘 , for 𝑘 = 0, 1, 2, which is built from standard B-splines for degree 𝑝

and Curry-Schoenberg splines for degree 𝑝 − 1, as in [21].
We assume that our physical domain Ω ⊂ R2 is a surface constructed through a

parametrization F : Ω̂ → Ω and, as standard in IGA, in practice it will be defined
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by splines or NURBS, with the same degree and continuity as 𝑋0. Then, the discrete
spaces 𝑋 𝑘 in the physical domain are defined by suitable pull-backs, and in particular
we have

𝑋0 (Ω) = {𝑢 : 𝑢 ◦ F ∈ 𝑋0}, 𝑋1 (Ω) = {u : 𝐷F⊤ (u ◦ F) ∈ 𝑋1},

where 𝐷F is the Jacobian of the parametrization. The bases B𝑘 are defined applying
the same pull-backs to the basis functions in the parametric domain.

2.2 Spline de Rham sequence in multi-patch domains

More complex domains can be defined using multi-patch techniques. We assume that
the domain is formed by several patches Ω =

⋃𝑁𝑝

𝑖=1 Ω
(𝑖) , each patch parametrized in

the form F(𝑖) : Ω̂ → Ω(𝑖) and satisfying that Ω(𝑖) ∩ Ω( 𝑗 ) = ∅ for 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 . Moreover,
we assume that 𝜕Ω(𝑖) ∩ 𝜕Ω( 𝑗 ) corresponds to either a vertex or a full edge for each
patch. Assuming that the two parametrizations at the interfaces coincide up to an affine
transformation, and that the same holds for their corresponding knot vectors, one can
define discrete conforming spaces in the multi-patch domain as

𝑋0 (Ω) = {𝑢 ∈ 𝐻1 (Ω) : 𝑢 |Ω(𝑖) ∈ 𝑋0 (Ω(𝑖) )},
𝑋1 (Ω) = {u ∈ H(curl;Ω) : u|Ω(𝑖) ∈ 𝑋1 (Ω(𝑖) )}.

In this situation, there is a one-to-one correspondence between functions of neighboring
patches that do not vanish on the interface, and they can be identified up to orientation,
as it is done in finite elements. We refer the reader to [6, Sect. 4.4] for the details on how
to define the spaces in the multi-patch setting. By abuse of notation, we will denote in
the same way the bases of the single-patch and multi-patch cases, namely B𝑘 .

2.3 The Greville grid and auxiliary finite element spaces

In the univariate setting, each basis function is associated to a Greville abscissa defined
by the knot average 𝑃𝑖 = (𝜉𝑖+1+. . .+𝜉𝑖+𝑝)/𝑝, for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛. In the unit square, we can
associate to each basis function in B̂0 a Greville point, defined as the Cartesian product
of univariate points, and map them through F to obtain the corresponding Greville
points for B0, the basis functions in the physical domain. By connecting the Greville
points we obtain a Cartesian grid in the parametric domain Ω̂, and a structured grid
of bilinear quadrilaterals that approximate the physical domain Ω. We will refer to this
as the Greville grid, and it will be denoted by 𝐺. By construction, the basis functions
in B0 are associated to the nodes of the Greville grid, while the basis functions in
B1 are associated to its edges. Moreover, we can define in the grid 𝐺 the discrete
spaces of lowest order nodal elements and lowest order finite edge elements, that we
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denote by 𝑍0 and 𝑍1. Then, identifying each basis function of the spline spaces with
the corresponding basis functions of these auxiliary finite element spaces, there exist
linear isomorphisms 𝐼0, 𝐼1 such that the following diagram commutes [6]

𝑋0 (Ω)
grad
−−−−−−→ 𝑋1 (Ω)

𝐼0y 𝐼1y
𝑍0 grad

−−−−−−→ 𝑍1.

(2)

In the multi-patch setting, due to the assumptions on how the patches are defined, the
Greville points at the interface between two neighboring patches coincide. Therefore,
it is possible to associate a Greville grid to the spline spaces also in this more general
setting, with the difference that the grid is structured on each patch, but globally
unstructured. The finite element spaces and the isomorphisms can also be defined in the
multi-patch setting, and abusing notation, we will denote them as in the single-patch
case. Examples of Greville grids are shown in Figure 1. To simplify the presentation, in
the following the examples will be given for single-patch domains, and the visualization
will be done for the Greville grid of the parametric domain.

Fig. 1: Example of two-dimensional Greville grids for the single-patch (left) and multi-
patch case (right).

Remark 1 The Greville grid and the lowest order finite element spaces are auxiliary
tools for the tree-cotree algorithm that will be introduced afterwards. Since the tree-
cotree algorithm is based on topological properties, any other mesh with the same
number of nodes and edges, and the same connectivity, would also work.

3 Hierarchical B-splines

Hierarchical splines are defined using a multi-level structure. First, we define standard
spaces of splines on each level, as in the previous section, that can be either single-patch
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or multi-patch. Then, by choosing the regions where we want to apply local refinement,
we apply a selection algorithm in which basis functions are activated according to the
relation of their supports with these regions [15, 24]. While the focus will be on the
first two spaces of the de Rham sequence, for completeness we introduce the notation
for the whole sequence, introduced in [8].

From now on we will assume that the spaces have vanishing boundary conditions,
i.e., we will work with 𝑋0 (Ω) ∩𝐻1

0 (Ω) and 𝑋1 (Ω) ∩H0 (curl;Ω). To simplify notation,
we will use the same notation 𝑋0 (Ω) and 𝑋1 (Ω) for the spaces with vanishing boundary
conditions.

3.1 Definition of hierarchical splines

We start defining for 𝑘 = 0, 1, 2 a sequence of nested spline spaces

𝑋 𝑘
0 ⊂ 𝑋 𝑘

1 ⊂ . . . ⊂ 𝑋 𝑘
𝐿−1 ⊂ 𝑋 𝑘

𝐿 ,

where for every level ℓ, the spaces 𝑋 𝑘
ℓ

for 𝑘 > 0 are defined from 𝑋0
ℓ
, and they form

a de Rham sequence as in the previous section. We denote the basis for each of these
spaces by B𝑘

ℓ
, for each level ℓ = 0, . . . , 𝐿. Moreover, we notice that at each level we

have a Greville grid 𝐺ℓ .
To define hierarchical B-splines, we also need a nested sequence of closed subdo-

mains
Ω = Ω0 ⊇ Ω1 ⊇ . . . ⊇ Ω𝐿 ⊇ Ω𝐿+1 = ∅,

where each subdomain is defined as the union of supports of functions from the previous
level, namely

Ωℓ+1 =
⋃
𝛽∈Sℓ

supp 𝛽, for some Sℓ ⊂ B2
ℓ , ℓ = 0, . . . , 𝐿 − 1. (3)

Let us define, for ℓ = 0, . . . , 𝐿 and ℓ′ ∈ {ℓ, ℓ + 1}, the subset of basis functions with
(open) support completely contained in Ωℓ′ , namely

B𝑘
ℓ,ℓ′ = {𝛽 ∈ B

𝑘
ℓ : supp 𝛽 ⊂ Ωℓ′ }.

Then, the basis of hierarchical B-splinesH 𝑘
𝐿

is defined, for 𝑘 = 0, 1, 2, by applying the
following recursive algorithm:

1. H 𝑘
0 = B𝑘

0 ,
2. H 𝑘

ℓ+1 = (H 𝑘
ℓ
\ B𝑘

ℓ,ℓ+1) ∪ B
𝑘
ℓ+1,ℓ+1, for ℓ = 0, . . . , 𝐿 − 1.

That is, we start from the basis of tensor-product B-splines for the coarsest space, and
at each step we remove coarse basis functions with support contained in Ωℓ+1, and add
fine basis functions with support contained in the same subdomain. It has been proved
in [24] (see also [8]) that the functions in H 𝑘

ℓ
are linearly independent for any ℓ. We

will denote by 𝑊 𝑘
ℓ
= span{H 𝑘

ℓ
} the space of hierarchical B-splines up to level ℓ.
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We also define the set of active basis functions of level ℓ, and the set of deactivated
functions of level ℓ, respectively as

A𝑘
ℓ = (B𝑘

ℓ,ℓ \ B
𝑘
ℓ,ℓ+1), D𝑘

ℓ = B𝑘
ℓ,ℓ+1. (4)

It is easy to see, due to the nestedness of the subdomains, that H 𝑘
ℓ
= (⋃ℓ−1

ℓ′=0A𝑘
ℓ′ ) ∪

B𝑘
ℓ,ℓ

= (⋃ℓ
ℓ′=0A𝑘

ℓ′ ) ∪ D
𝑘
ℓ

, and as a consequenceH 𝑘
𝐿
=
⋃𝐿

ℓ=0A𝑘
ℓ

, because Ω𝐿+1 = ∅.

3.2 The Greville subgrids and associated finite element spaces

We now introduce the Greville subgrids, that will play a prominent role in the tree-cotree
decomposition. Following [8], we denote by 𝐺ℓ,ℓ′ , with ℓ′ ∈ {ℓ, ℓ + 1}, the Greville
subgrid formed by the cells associated to basis functions in B2

ℓ,ℓ′ , that is, functions of
level ℓ with support completely contained in Ωℓ′ . We note that, by the definition of the
basis and due to the support of B-splines, a basis function belongs to B𝑘

ℓ,ℓ′ if and only
if it is associated to an internal entity of the subgrid 𝐺ℓ,ℓ′ . Accordingly, basis functions
associated to boundary entities do not belong to B𝑘

ℓ,ℓ′ . This motivates the presentation
for vanishing boundary conditions, to treat in the same manner all the boundary entities
of the Greville subgrid. By abuse of notation, we will also denote by 𝐺ℓ,ℓ′ the domain
covered by the union of the cells in the Greville subgrid.

In Figure 2 we present two examples of Greville subgrids for hierarchical splines
of degrees 𝑝 = 1 and 𝑝 = 2. First of all, note that for degree 𝑝 = 1 there is a clear
correspondence between the hierarchical mesh and the Greville subgrids, but this is
lost when increasing the degree, due to the definition of the Greville points as knot
averages. In fact, due to the difference of the knot averages between levels, the domains
𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1 and 𝐺ℓ+1,ℓ+1 are in general not equal, even if both correspond to functions with
support contained in Ωℓ+1. These geometric differences between the grids will not be
important for the tree-cotree decomposition, because the construction of the tree will
be based on the topology of the mesh. We also remark that the active entities associated
to active functions in A𝑘

ℓ
of the hierarchical basis are contained in the closure of the

subdomain 𝐺ℓ,ℓ \𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1, while those associated to deactivated functions are contained
in the interior of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1.

3.3 Constraints for exactness of the sequence

Although the construction of the de Rham sequence of hierarchical splines is possible
for any hierarchical mesh, there are situations in which the spaces of hierarchical splines
𝑊 𝑘 (Ω) do not form an exact sequence, and this may cause the appearance of spurious
results. A necessary and sufficient condition for exactness was first identified in [8,
Thm. 5.5]. However, in the same paper it was shown that there exist situations in which
the sequence is exact, but spurious results still appear. For this reason the authors



8 M. Merkel and R. Vázquez

(a) Hierarchical mesh, 𝑝 = 1 (b) Greville subgrid of level 0 (c) Greville subgrid of level 1

(d) Hierarchical mesh, 𝑝 = 2 (e) Greville subgrid of level 0 (f) Greville subgrid of level 1

Fig. 2: Example for degrees 𝑝 = 1 (top row) and 𝑝 = 2 (bottom row) of hierarchical
meshes with three levels (left), and the corresponding Greville subgrids for levels ℓ = 0
(center) and ℓ = 1 (right). The Greville subgrid 𝐺ℓ,ℓ corresponds to all the highlighted
gray region, and the Greville subgrid 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1 corresponds to the dark gray region. The
entities of the Greville subgrids associated to active basis functions are marked with
blue vertices (A0

ℓ
) and red edges (A1

ℓ
), while those associated to deactived functions

are marked with cyan vertices (D0
ℓ
) and orange edges (D1

ℓ
). Note that all the internal

entities of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1 correspond to deactivated functions.

introduced a sufficient condition for exactness based on the structure of the hierarchical
mesh, which reads as follows

Assumption 1. For each level ℓ = 0, . . . , 𝐿 and for any basis function 𝛽 ∈ B𝑘
ℓ

, with
𝑘 = 0, 1, 2, the region supp 𝛽 ∩ (Ω \Ωℓ+1) is connected and simply connected.

Another sufficient condition, which covers different cases, was presented in [23], with
the main advantage that it can be generalized to arbitrary dimension. We also remark
that a refinement algorithm that automatically satisfies this condition was recently
introduced, in the two-dimensional case, in [7].

Assumption 2. Let us assume that in (3) we have Sℓ ⊂ B0
ℓ
. Moreover, let 𝛽1, 𝛽2 ∈

B0
ℓ,ℓ+1. If they share an (ℓ + 1)-intersection, as in [23, Def. 4.1] with 𝑛 = 2, they must

be connected through a shortest chain of functions in B0
ℓ,ℓ+1, as in [23, Def. 4.3].
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The condition consists of two parts: first, we assume that the refined region is the
union of support of functions in B0

ℓ
instead of B2

ℓ
, that is, they have degree 𝑝 instead

of degree 𝑝 − 1. Second, whenever two refined functions are too close, there must be
other refined functions in between that connect them. We remark that the condition
appearing in [23], to which we refer for the details, is a bit more complex, because it
covers situations that do not occur in the two-dimensional case.

The analysis of these conditions is beyond the focus of this paper. Therefore, without
further details, from now on we will assume that the hierarchical meshes satisfy either
Assumption 1 or Assumption 2.

4 Tree-cotree decomposition for hierarchical B-splines

As already mentioned in the introduction, the solution of the magnetostatic problem (1)
is not unique, and a similar issue arises in the formulation of the magneto-quasistatic
problem. One of the techniques to recover uniqueness for lowest order finite elements
is tree-cotree gauging. In this section we will start presenting the basics of the tree-
cotree decomposition for finite elements, and its extension to splines of one single level,
introduced for the first time in [13]. Then, we will present the extension to multilevel
hierarchical splines, including the algorithm to construct what we call a multi-level tree.

4.1 Tree-cotree gauging for splines of a single level

In order to apply tree-cotree gauging for low order finite elements, as explained in
[1, 3, 18, 19] the idea is to consider the finite element mesh as a graph G = (N , E),
where the nodesN and edges E of the graph correspond to the vertices and edges of the
mesh. Then, using an algorithm from graph theory, one builds a spanning tree T on the
graph. A spanning tree is a subgraph that passes through every node and that does not
contain any cycle, and therefore, for a connected graph, it contains as many edges as the
number of nodes minus one. Tree-cotree gauging is then applied by removing from the
linear system the basis functions associated to the edges of the tree, or in other words,
by keeping only those associated to the complementary of the tree, which is called the
cotree. It is important to remark that, in order to take into account Dirichlet boundary
conditions, the tree must be grown starting from the boundary. This kind of behavior
can be obtained by constructing a minimum spanning tree, for instance using Kruskal’s
algorithm [16], and applying a lower weight to those edges associated to functions on
which we impose Dirichlet boundary conditions. This procedure is also equivalent to
collapse each connected component of the Dirichlet boundary into a single node [20].

The application of tree-cotree gauging for splines of a single level follows the same
idea [13]. As it was explained in Section 2.3, the basis functions of the curl-conforming
space are associated to the edges of the Greville grid. It is then sufficient to consider
the Greville grid as a graph, and build the spanning tree on the Greville grid, applying
exactly the same algorithms as in finite elements. Thanks to the isomorphisms between
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the spline spaces and the auxiliary finite element spaces of the Greville grid (2), this
will provide a valid gauge for the splines, by simply removing from the linear system
the indices corresponding to basis functions associated to edges of the tree. We note
that the construction is valid both in the single-patch or in the multi-patch case.

4.2 Tree-cotree gauging for hierarchical splines

The construction of the tree for splines on a single level is very simple, due to the
existence of commutative isomorphisms with the auxiliary finite element spaces in the
Greville grid. On the contrary, the extension to hierarchical splines is not obvious. In
fact, it is not known if such isomorphisms exist for hierarchical splines, and even if that
was the case, the corresponding Greville mesh across all levels would contain hanging
nodes, as in the meshes of Figure 2. The presence of hanging nodes, that have no
functions attached to them, prevents an easy interpretation of the mesh as a graph on
which one can build the spanning tree, and in fact we are not aware of any application
of tree-cotree gauging on finite element meshes with hanging nodes. Therefore, a new
tree construction for the correct gauging of hierarchically refined B-splines is necessary
and will be outlined in the following.

It is clear from (4) that the basis functions appearing in the hierarchical construction
are related to the Greville subgrids. Indeed, the functions inB𝑘

ℓ,ℓ
andB𝑘

ℓ,ℓ+1 respectively
correspond to the interior entities of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ and 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1. In order to obtain a valid gauge
we will build a spanning tree on the Greville subgrid of each level, 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , with some
constraints to ensure that the space of gradient fields of functions in 𝑊0

𝐿
is correctly

removed from the solution space 𝑊1
𝐿

.
We start considering for each level ℓ the Greville subgrid 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , and define the graph

Gℓ = (Nℓ , Eℓ), consisting of nodes and edges Nℓ and Eℓ , respectively. Note that the
graph depends on the choice of the refined regionΩℓ , and it is not necessarily connected.
Both the set of nodes and edges can be divided into entities in the interior of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ and
on its boundary 𝜕𝐺ℓ,ℓ , namely

Nℓ = N int
ℓ ∪ N

𝜕
ℓ , Eℓ = Eint

ℓ ∪ E
𝜕
ℓ .

Due to the definition of active functions, and since we are assuming vanishing boundary
conditions, the boundary entities always correspond to non-active functions. Regarding
the interior entities, they can be further divided into those associated to active basis
functions in A𝑘

ℓ
and deactivated basis functions in D𝑘

ℓ
, with 𝑘 = 0 for the nodes and

𝑘 = 1 for the edges, namely

N int
ℓ = NA

ℓ
∪ ND

ℓ
, E int

ℓ = EA
ℓ
∪ ED

ℓ
.

To achieve a correct gauging condition we propose the following approach. On each
level ℓ we construct a tree Tℓ using the following three steps:

1. Construct a spanning tree on the boundary subgraph G𝜕
ℓ
= (N𝜕

ℓ
, E𝜕

ℓ
).

2. Grow the tree to the interior of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ using active edges from EA
ℓ

.



Tree-cotree gauging for two-dimensional hierarchical splines 11

3. Grow the tree to the remaining nodes using deactivated edges from ED
ℓ

.

That is, we first build a spanning tree on the boundary of𝐺ℓ,ℓ (or more precisely, on each
connected component of the boundary of𝐺ℓ,ℓ) using the boundary edges of the Greville
subgrid, independently of whether they are associated to the Dirichlet boundary or not.
Then, we grow the tree on active edges, which is equivalent to work in the closure of
𝐺ℓ,ℓ \𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1. Finally, the tree is grown on the region of deactivated functions, 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1,
only if there are nodes that have not been reached. An illustration of the procedure is
shown in Figure 3 for a simple mesh and degree 𝑝 = 1.

(a) Tree of level 0 (b) Tree of level 1 (c) Tree of level 2 (d) Multi-level tree

Fig. 3: Illustration of the trees built on each level for degree 𝑝 = 1, for a three-level
mesh. The first three figures show the tree of each single level, where the whole gray
region corresponds to 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , and the dark gray region corresponds to 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1. At each
level, we first build the tree on the boundary of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ (blue edges), then on the active
edges (red edges), and finally on the deactivated edges (cyan edges). The right figure
(d) shows the multi-level tree, combining active edges of the three levels.

With some abuse of notation, we will denote by T A
ℓ

and T D
ℓ

the restriction of the
tree Tℓ to edges associated to active and deactivated functions, respectively. The union
of the active tree parts then defines the “multi-level tree”

M𝐿 =

𝐿⋃
ℓ=0
T A
ℓ

.

Since the multi-level tree consists of active edges, associated to active functions, we can
define the multi-level cotree as the set of complementary active edges (or functions),
and employ them for the decomposition of the linear system as in the single level case.
We also show in Figure 3 a visualization of the multi-level tree. Note that the plot of
the multi-level tree is not clear for degree greater than one, because, in the Greville
submeshes, active edges of different levels would overlap.

In practice, the construction of the multi-level tree can be achieved working on
each level independently. To build the tree on each level respecting the three steps,
one can employ an algorithm to find a minimum spanning tree on weighted graphs,
such as Kruskal’s algorithm [16]. The construction of the multi-level tree with such an
algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Construct multi-level treeM𝐿

M𝐿 ← {}
for ℓ = 0 to 𝐿 do

Set weights of edges in E𝜕
ℓ

to 1
Set weights of edges in EA

ℓ
to 2

Set weights of edges in ED
ℓ

to 3
Find a minimum spanning tree Tℓ on Gℓ (e.g. using Kruskal’s algorithm)
M𝐿 ← M𝐿 ∪ TAℓ

end for
return M𝐿

Remark 2 The multi-level tree is not really a tree, because the union of Greville subgrids
from different levels does not form a valid graph. We have decided to call this object
a multi-level tree because it gives an idea of how it is constructed, and to maintain the
tree-cotree nomenclature.

Remark 3 We note that basis functions associated to deactivated edges ED
ℓ

are not part
of the hierarchical basisH1

𝐿
, and therefore they are not relevant for the final multi-level

tree and cotree. In fact, in our configuration of a simply connected domain Ω ⊂ R2 with
homogeneous boundary conditions, step 3 of the algorithm could be removed. However,
the presence of deactivated functions is important if the domain has non-trivial topology.
This will be the subject of a forthcoming paper for the three-dimensional case.

5 Numerical results

To numerically verify the correctness of the proposed tree-cotree decomposition for
hierarchical B-splines, we solve the Maxwell eigenvalue problem in terms of the electric
field strength E. We write directly the discrete problem given in weak formulation by∫

Ω

𝜈curl Eℎ · curl E′ℎ = 𝜔2
∫
Ω

𝜖Eℎ · E′ℎ, for all E′ℎ ∈ 𝑉ℎ

where Eℎ ∈ 𝑉ℎ and 𝜔 ∈ R are the unknown eigenmodes and eigenfrequencies, re-
spectively, and the material properties 𝜈 and 𝜖 represent the magnetic reluctivity and
the electric permittivity, for simplicity both are taken equal to one. The discrete space
𝑉ℎ ⊂ H0 (curl;Ω) is chosen as the space of curl-conforming hierarchical splines,
𝑉ℎ = 𝑊1

𝐿
.

For the solution of this problem with tree-cotree gauging, we follow the procedure
explained in [18]. While the use of tree-cootree gauging is not particularly advantageous
for the Maxwell eigenvalue problem, we chose it as a model problem because it serves
to test the validity of the gauge. Indeed, when the eigenvalue problem is solved without
a gauging method, one obtains zero eigenvalues associated to gradient fields, and their
number corresponds to the dimension of the discrete kernel of the curl operator. If
the problem is gauged correctly, these zero eigenvalues are removed from the solution
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without affecting the remaining eigenvalues. If gauging is not applied correctly, spurious
modes appear in the computed solution.

We present some numerical tests to test the validity of the tree-cotree decomposition.
All the tests are performed using the GeoPDEs library [25] in MATLAB 2025a, and
the eigenvalue problem is solved using the eig command.

Example 1 (Simple refinement in a square) In the first numerical example the domain
is the square Ω = (0, 𝜋)2, and we consider a simple refinement in the central part of the
domain. Starting from an 8 × 8 mesh, we refine at each step the central part consisting
of a square of 4 × 4 elements of the finest level, as in Figure 3. We stop the refinement
at the third level. We solve the Maxwell eigenvalue problem with degrees 𝑝 = 1 and
𝑝 = 3, and compare the eigenvalues computed applying tree-cotree gauging with the
non-zero eigenvalues obtained with the ungauged formulation, which are considered to
be correct.

The multi-level tree for degree 𝑝 = 1 is the one already displayed in Figure 3. The
computed eigenvalues, that are shown in Figure 4, demonstrate that the construction of
the multi-level tree provides a valid gauge. For degree 𝑝 = 3, we plot separately the
trees for the three levels in Figure 5. As already mentioned, a plot of the multi-level tree
would not be clear, because the Greville subgrids of the different levels overlap. The
comparison of the computed eigenvalues in Figure 6 confirms the validity of the gauge
also for high degree.

Example 2 (Refinement creating a hole) In the second numerical test we consider again
the square Ω = (0, 𝜋)2. Starting from an 8 × 8 mesh, we now refine the elements
in such a way that the refined region has a hole in it, see Figure 9d, and therefore
the Greville subgrid of fine levels has non-trivial topology. We refine the mesh in
such a way that it only has three levels. We plot in Figure 7 and Figure 9 the trees
obtained for degrees 𝑝 = 1 and 𝑝 = 3, respectively. We note that, although the Greville
subgrids have holes in them, it is not necessary to apply any special treatment due to
the topology, because all the boundaries are treated as Dirichlet boundary conditions.
In fact, the spanning tree connects the two boundaries without issues. In Figure 8 and
Figure 10 we plot the computed eigenvalues for the same degrees. As in the previous
tests, there is no difference between the eigenvalues obtained for the problem without
gauging or applying tree-cotree gauging. We can therefore conclude that the tree-cotree
decomposition that we propose is correct also in this case.
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Fig. 4: Eigenvalues of the Maxwell eigenvalue problem of Example 1 for 𝑝 = 1
computed applying tree-cotree gauging and non-zero eigenvalues of the ungauged for-
mulation.

(a) Tree of level 0 (b) Tree of level 1 (c) Tree of level 2 (d) Hierarchical mesh

Fig. 5: Illustration of the trees built on each level for degree 𝑝 = 3, for Example 1. The
first three figures (a)-(c) show the tree of each single level, where the whole gray region
corresponds to 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , and the dark gray region corresponds to 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1. The blue edges
correspond to the edges on the boundary of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , the red edges to the active edges,
and the cyan edges to the deactivated edges. The right figure (d) shows the hierarchical
mesh.
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Fig. 6: Eigenvalues of the Maxwell eigenvalue problem of Example 1 for 𝑝 = 3
computed applying tree-cotree gauging and non-zero eigenvalues of the ungauged for-
mulation.
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(a) Tree of level 0 (b) Tree of level 1 (c) Tree of level 2 (d) Multi-level tree

Fig. 7: Illustration of the trees built on each level for degree 𝑝 = 1, for Example 2. The
first three figures (a)-(c) show the tree of each single level, where the whole gray region
corresponds to 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , and the dark gray region corresponds to 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1. The blue edges
correspond to the edges on the boundary of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , the red edges to the active edges, and
the cyan edges to the deactivated edges. The right figure (d) shows the multi-level tree,
combining edges of the three levels.
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Fig. 8: Eigenvalues of the Maxwell eigenvalue problem of Example 2 for 𝑝 = 1
computed applying tree-cotree gauging and non-zero eigenvalues of the ungauged for-
mulation.

(a) Tree of level 0 (b) Tree of level 1 (c) Tree of level 2 (d) Hierarchical mesh

Fig. 9: Illustration of the trees built on each level for degree 𝑝 = 3, for Example 2. The
first three figures (a)-(c) show the tree of each single level, where the whole gray region
corresponds to 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , and the dark gray region corresponds to 𝐺ℓ,ℓ+1. The blue edges
correspond to the edges on the boundary of 𝐺ℓ,ℓ , the red edges to the active edges,
and the cyan edges to the deactivated edges. The right figure (d) shows the hierarchical
mesh.



16 M. Merkel and R. Vázquez

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
0

500

1,000

𝑖

ei
ge

nv
al

ue
𝜆
𝑖

tree-cotree gauged formulation
ungauged formulation

Fig. 10: Eigenvalues of the Maxwell eigenvalue problem of Example 2 for 𝑝 = 3
computed applying tree-cotree gauging and non-zero eigenvalues of the ungauged for-
mulation.
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