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Abstract. Numerical simulation of the spherically symmetric Einstein–Euler (EE) system faces
severe challenges due to the stringent physical admissibility constraints of relativistic fluids and the
geometric singularities inherent in metric evolution. This paper proposes a high-order Constraint-
Preserving (CP) compact Oscillation-Eliminating Discontinuous Galerkin (cOEDG) method specif-
ically tailored to address these difficulties. The method integrates a scale-invariant oscillation-
eliminating mechanism [M. Peng, Z. Sun, K. Wu, Math. Comp., 94: 1147–1198, 2025] into a compact
Runge–Kutta DG framework. By characterizing the convex invariant region of the hydrodynamic
subsystem with general barotropic equations of state, we prove that the proposed scheme preserves
physical realizability (specifically, positive density and subluminal velocity) directly in terms of con-
servative variables, thereby eliminating the need for complex primitive-variable checks. To ensure
the geometric validity of the spacetime, we introduce a bijective transformation of the metric po-
tentials. Rather than evolving the constrained metric components directly, the scheme advances
unconstrained auxiliary variables whose inverse mapping automatically enforces strict positivity and
asymptotic bounds without any limiters. Combined with a compatible high-order boundary treat-
ment, the resulting CPcOEDG method exhibits robust stability and design-order accuracy in cap-
turing strong gravity-fluid interactions, as demonstrated by simulations of black hole accretion and
relativistic shock waves.
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1. Introduction. Einstein’s theory of general relativity [11] asserts that matter
and energy curve spacetime. In regimes dominated by strong relativistic effects, such
as black holes, neutron stars, and high-energy transients, Newtonian approximations
are no longer adequate, and fluid dynamics must be reformulated on a curved space-
time governed by the Einstein equations. The canonical model for this interaction is
the Einstein–Euler (EE) system, where the relativistic Euler equations for the fluid
are tightly coupled with the dynamical evolution of the spacetime metric.

The EE system is highly nonlinear, and exact solutions are rarely available in
physically interesting settings. A central numerical difficulty is that smooth initial
data typically evolve into discontinuous solutions (e.g., shocks), causing high-order
schemes to develop spurious Gibbs-type oscillations. For the EE system, these oscil-
lations are often spurious, and they tend to violate essential physical constraints (e.g.,
positivity of density and pressure, subluminal velocity), which can lead to nonlinear
instabilities and eventual blow-up of the simulation. Hence, robust, high-resolution,
constraint-preserving (CP) numerical schemes are indispensable for accurately pre-
dicting relativistic dynamics and interpreting multimessenger observations.
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The discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method, introduced by Reed and Hill [25] and
systematically developed by Cockburn and Shu [4, 5, 6, 7, 8], provides a powerful
framework for such simulations thanks to its high-order accuracy, inherent parallelism,
and geometric flexibility. However, applying DG methods to the EE system raises two
major challenges:

(1) Constraint preservation. Physical constraints on both the spacetime met-
ric and the hydrodynamic state are crucial for physical fidelity and numerical stability.
These include positivity of density and pressure, subluminal velocity, and admissibility
of the metric components. Violating these constraints may generate complex eigenval-
ues of the Jacobian, rendering the discrete problem ill-posed and causing simulation
failure. For hyperbolic conservation laws, two main approaches are widely used to en-
force such bounds for high-order schemes: flux-correction limiters [15, 35, 31], which
blend high-order fluxes with first-order bound-preserving ones, and local scaling lim-
iters [39, 38, 34, 28], which guarantee pointwise constraints provided that the cell
averages are admissible.

(2)Control of spurious oscillations and enhancement of robustness. Typ-
ical oscillation-control strategies include slope limiters [16, 41, 24, 10], artificial viscos-
ity [14, 42, 37], and damping-based frameworks. Recently, Liu, Lu, and Shu [21, 20]
proposed an innovative damping-based technique, the oscillation-free DG (OFDG)
method, which maintains L2 stability, consistency, and optimal error estimates. How-
ever, the damping term in OFDG is not scale-invariant. In the presence of strong
shocks, the damping can become stiff and severely restrict the allowable time step
and efficiency unless one resorts to exponential Runge–Kutta methods [20].

To overcome this limitation, the oscillation-eliminating DG (OEDG) method was
developed in [22]. In OEDG, the original damping is replaced by a separate, scale-
invariant oscillation-eliminating (OE) procedure that acts as a filter. OE procedure,
applied after each Runge–Kutta (RK) stage, exactly solves an auxiliary ODE to mod-
ify high-order modes using scale-invariant jump information. The method preserves
conservation, cell averages, and optimal convergence, maintains stability under stan-
dard CFL conditions, and can be nonintrusively appended to existing DG codes. It
has been successfully extended to unstructured meshes [9], adapted to Hermite WENO
schemes [12], and applied to a variety of hyperbolic systems [1, 19, 36] and related
frameworks [17, 23].

To address the above numerical challenges, we propose a high-order CP com-
pact OEDG (CPcOEDG) method for spherically symmetric EE systems. The main
theoretical and algorithmic contributions are summarized as follows:

• Characterization of admissible states in conservative variables. We
derive a necessary and sufficient condition for physical admissibility of the
fluid directly in terms of the conservative vector U . In contrast to standard
approaches that verify constraints in primitive variables—a process compli-
cated by relativistic nonlinearities and implicit mappings—we prove that the
admissible set Gc is convex and can be explicitly characterized as

Gc =
{
U = (T 00, T 01)⊤ : T 00 − |T 01| > 0

}
.

This explicit convexity provides the theoretical foundation for rigorous con-
straint preservation throughout the numerical evolution.

• GQL-based flux inequalities. To establish the CP property, we employ
the Geometric Quasi-Linearization (GQL) framework [30, 33, 29] to derive
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the following key flux inequalities:

F (U) · n > s1(U)U · n, F (U) · n < s2(U)U · n,

where the flux function F (U) is defined in (2.10), and s1 and s2 are given in
(3.13). This formulation compensates for the breakdown of the standard Lax–
Friedrichs (LF) splitting property in the present context. While LF splitting
is a widely used tool for proving CP properties requiring U ± 1

si
F (U) ∈ Gc,

we show in Lemma B.1 that this condition seems not applicable for the EE
system with Harten–Lax–van Leer (HLL) flux. The derived GQL inequalities
provide the alternative bounds needed for a rigorous stability analysis.

• Rigorous preservation of physical constraints for barotropic fluids.
Stability analysis of the EE system is often hindered by the implicit nature
of general barotropic equations of state. Building upon the convex structure
of Gc, we establish a theoretical guarantee that the numerical solution re-
mains physically admissible. Specifically, we prove that the DG spatial oper-
ator, combined with the Zhang–Shu limiter [40], satisfies the weak constraint-
preserving property under forward-Euler time stepping. Following the convex
decomposition technique from [18, 3], we extend our theoretical analysis to
the general compact RKDG case, thereby guaranteeing positive density and
subluminal velocity for arbitrary high orders under suitable CFL conditions.

• Intrinsic enforcement of metric constraints. To enforce the geometric
constraints on the spacetime metric (namely, metric potentials A ∈ (0, 1)
and B ∈ (0,∞)), we introduce a bijective change of variables. Rather than
evolving A and B directly, we evolve unconstrained auxiliary variables Y,Z ∈
R via the transformation

Y = 1
8 ln
(

1
A − 1

)
+ 1

2 , Z = ln(B).

This mapping ensures that A and B automatically satisfy their strict bounds
for any real-valued numerical solution of (Y,Z), effectively eliminating the
need for artificial metric limiters.

• Metric regularity and global continuity. We propose a hybrid update
strategy to maintain the smoothness and consistency of the spacetime geom-
etry. The variable Y is evolved via a pointwise ODE at element nodes, while
Z is recovered by spatial integration of the Einstein constraint equation (2.9).
By employing high-order numerical fluxes at cell interfaces for the spatial in-
tegration, the reconstructed metric components—specifically, A at each time
step and B across all RK stages—remain globally continuous.

• Order-preserving boundary treatment. In standard RKDG schemes,
exactly enforcing time-dependent Dirichlet boundary conditions at each RK
stage typically induces order reduction. We address this by combining the
compact RKDG framework [3] with the compatible boundary condition tech-
nique [2]. This boundary treatment imposes data consistently with all inter-
mediate stage updates, thereby preserving the full design-order accuracy of
the method.

• Numerical validation. Extensive numerical experiments demonstrate that
our scheme retains high-order accuracy while robustly preserving physical
constraints. The method effectively eliminates nonphysical oscillations and
achieves designed convergence rate, providing a reliable tool for the simulation
of astrophysical phenomena such as neutron stars and black hole accretion.
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The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces the governing equations of
the EE system in spherically symmetric general relativity and the associated admis-
sible set together with its equivalent conservative formulation; Section 3 details the
numerical scheme and presents the CFL condition that guarantees the CP property;
Section 4 reports numerical results; and conclusions are given in Section 5. Through-
out the paper, the speed of light c is normalized to 1, and repeated upper–lower index
pairs are summed over according to the Einstein summation convention.

2. Governing equations.

2.1. The EE equations. The local conservation laws of the relativistic Euler
equations can be expressed in terms of the four-current Jµ and the stress-energy
tensor Tµν . With Greek indices µ, ν = 0, 1, 2, 3, an ideal fluid satisfies

Jµ = ρ0u
µ, Tµν = (ρ+ p)uµuν + pgµν ,

where ρ0 is the rest-mass density, e is the specific internal energy, and ρ = ρ0(1+e) is
the rest energy density in the comoving frame. The quantity p denotes the pressure,
uµ the fluid four-velocity, and gµν the spacetime metric with line element ds2 =
gµν dx

µdxν , satisfying gµλgλν = δµν .
The corresponding local conservation laws are

∇µJ
µ = 0,(2.1)

∇µT
µν = 0,

where ∇µ denotes the covariant derivative associated with gµν . To close the system,
we prescribe both the spacetime geometry and an equation of state:

• Spacetime geometry. The metric is determined by Einstein’s field equa-
tions

(2.2) Rµν − 1
2g

µνR = κTµν ,

where Rµν is the Ricci tensor, R is the scalar curvature, and κ = 8π is the
Einstein coupling constant. We work in units with Newton’s gravitational
constant G = 1.

• Equation of state. We assume a barotropic relation

(2.3) p = P (ρ),

satisfying

(2.4) P (0) = 0, 0 < P ′(ρ) < 1, P (ρ) <
√

P ′(ρ) ρ.

The additional requirement P (ρ) <
√

P ′(ρ) ρ is crucial for our CP analysis
and is sharp for the GQL-based flux inequalities in Lemma 3.4.

Remark 2.1. Condition (2.4) automatically implies

(2.5) p < ρ, sign(p) = sign(ρ),
ρ

p
> 1 if p > 0.

This relation plays a central role in the analysis of barotropic equations of
state.
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2.2. Spherically symmetric EE system. In standard Schwarzschild coordi-
nates, the spherically symmetric gravitational metric [26] takes the form

(2.6) ds2 = −B (t, r) dt2 +
1

A (t, r)
dr2 + r2

(
dθ2 + sin2 θdφ2

)
,

where A := 1− 2M
r ∈ (0, 1), B ∈ (0,∞),

√
B(t, r) is the lapse function, and M is the

mass function. Here, the coordinates (t, r) denote temporal and radial components,
respectively, forming the spacetime coordinate system x = (x0, x1, x2, x3) = (t, r, θ, φ).

If we further assume that this metric is Lipschitz and that the stress-energy tensor
is bounded in L∞ [32], then the EE system (2.1)–(2.3) is weakly equivalent to

∂U

∂t
+

∂(
√
ABF (U))

∂r
= S(U , A,B, r),(2.7)

∂M

∂t
= −1

2
κr2

√
ABT 01,(2.8)

1

B

∂B

∂r
=

1−A

Ar
+

κr

A
T 11,(2.9)

where the conserved variables U , flux F , and source term S are defined by

U =
(
T 00, T 01

)⊤
, F =

(
T 01, T 11

)⊤
,(2.10)

S = −
√
AB

 2

r
T 01

2

r
T 11 +

1−A

2Ar

(
T 00 − T 11

)
+

κr

A

(
T 00T 11 − (T 01)2

)
− 2p

r

 .

Let V = (ρ, p, v)⊤ be the primitive variables with velocity v = 1√
AB

u1

u0 and W =
1√

1−v2
the Lorentz factor. The components of the stress-energy tensor are

T 00 = (ρ+ p)W 2 − p, T 01 = (ρ+ p)W 2v, T 11 = (ρv2 + p)W 2.(2.11)

2.3. Physical constraints of fluid variables in EE equations. The admis-
sible set Gp for the hydrodynamic component of the EE system, written in terms of
the primitive variables V , is defined as

(2.12) Gp =
{
(ρ, p, v)⊤ | ρ > 0, p > 0, |v| < 1

}
.

Our goal is to show that this admissible set can be equivalently characterized in terms
of the conservative variables, denoted by Gc in (2.16). As a first step, we establish
the following lemma describing the relation between velocity and momentum.

Lemma 2.2. Let u := T 01/T 00. If |u| < 1 and condition (2.5) holds (implying
sign(ρ) = sign(p)), then the physical velocity v is uniquely given by

(2.13) v(u) =
2u

1 + p
ρ +

√(
1 + p

ρ

)2
− 4p

ρu
2

.

Proof. From the definition of the stress-energy tensor in (2.11), we obtain the
relation

puv2 − (ρ+ p)v + ρu = 0, with u :=
T 01

T 00
.
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Solving this quadratic equation for v yields two roots:

v±(u) =
ρ+ p±

√
(ρ+ p)

2 − 4ρpu2

2pu
.(2.14)

To identify the physically admissible root, we substitute (2.11) into (2.14) and rewrite
(2.14) as

v±(u) =
ρ+ p±

√
(ρ+ p)

2 − 4ρp
(

(ρ+p)v
ρ+pv2

)2
2p (ρ+p)v

ρ+pv2

.

This can be further simplified using a perfect square identity:

v±(u) =
ρ+ p±

∣∣∣ (ρ−pv2)(ρ+p)
ρ+pv2

∣∣∣
2p (ρ+p)v

ρ+pv2

=
1

2v

(
ρ

p
+ v2 ±

∣∣∣∣ρp − v2
∣∣∣∣) .

Since we restrict to physically meaningful velocities v ∈ (−1, 1), we have

v±(u) =
1

2v

(
ρ

p
+ v2 ±

(
ρ

p
− v2

))
,

i.e., v+(u) = ρ/(pv) and v−(u) = v. According to (2.5), v+(u) > 1. Therefore, only
v−(u) is admissible and the velocity is uniquely given by

v(u) =
ρ+ p−

√
(ρ+ p)

2 − 4ρpu2

2pu
=

2u

1 + p
ρ +

√(
1− p

ρ

)2
+ 4(1− u2)pρ

.(2.15)

We next show that the constraint |v| < 1 is equivalent to |u| < 1.

Lemma 2.3. The function v(u) is monotone for u ∈ (−1, 1) and satisfies v(1) = 1
and v(−1) = −1. Consequently,

|v| < 1 is equivalent to |u| < 1.

Theorem 2.4. The admissible set Gp is equivalent to the set of conservative vari-
ables Gc, defined by

(2.16) Gc =
{
U =

(
T 00, T 01

)⊤
: U · n > 0 with n = (1,±1)⊤

}
.

Furthermore, the set Gc is convex.

Proof. The convexity of Gc follows immediately from the linearity of the inequali-
ties defining it and is therefore omitted. We focus on proving the equivalence Gp = Gc.

Inclusion Gp ⊂ Gc. Consider a primitive state V = (ρ, p, v)⊤ ∈ Gp. Using the ideal
fluid relations, we compute

(2.17) T 00(V )−
∣∣T 01(V )

∣∣ = ρ+ p|v|2 − (ρ+ p)|v|
1− v2

=
p
(

ρ
p − |v|

)
1 + |v|

.

Since p < ρ and |v| < 1, the right-hand side is strictly positive. Hence, U(V ) ∈ Gc.
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Inclusion Gc ⊂ Gp. Conversely, assume U ∈ Gc. Then |u| < 1 holds and, by
Lemma 2.3, this implies |v| < 1. Furthermore, we have

(2.18) T 00 − |T 01| = ρ− p|v|
1 + |v|

>
p(1− |v|)
1 + |v|

> 0,

which guarantees p > 0. The positivity of ρ then follows from the fact that p and ρ
share the same sign. Thus V ∈ Gp, completing the proof.

2.4. Metric constraints and auxiliary variables. To ensure the Lorentzian
signature (−,+,+,+) of the metric (2.6), the metric potentials must strictly satisfy

(2.19) A(t, r) ∈ (0, 1) and B(t, r) ∈ (0,∞).

Automatic constraint preservation. We propose an approach that evolves
unconstrained auxiliary variables Y and Z instead of the constrained variables M
and B. This bijective mapping ensures that the metric constraints are intrinsically
satisfied via the inverse transformations, thereby removing the need for any post-
processing limiters or cut-off techniques.

• Transformation between Y and M . We define the auxiliary variable Y
through

(2.20) Y = −1

8
ln
( r

2M
− 1
)
+

1

2
.

The inverse transformation is explicitly given by

(2.21) M =
r

2
(
1 + e−8(Y−1/2)

) ∈
(
0,

r

2

)
.

Thus, for any real-valued numerical solution Y , the mass function M remains
strictly within (0, r/2), which in turn ensures A = 1− 2M/r ∈ (0, 1).

• Transformation between Z and B. We set Z = ln(B), so that the inverse
mapping B = eZ guarantees B ∈ (0,∞) for all real Z.

Since A and B are assumed Lipschitz continuous, the variables M , Y , and Z are
also continuous. Consequently, the evolution equations (2.8)–(2.9) for A and B can
be reformulated in terms of Y and Z, and the resulting spherically symmetric EE
system is given by (3.1) in a weak sense.

3. Numerical scheme. In this section, we present the numerical framework for
solving the EE system on the domain Ω = [rL, rR]:

(3.1)

∂U

∂t
+

∂(
√
A(Y )B(Z)F (U))

∂r
= S(U , A(Y ), B(Z), r),

∂tY = −κr

8

√
A(Y )

B(Z)

T 01

1−A
,

∂rZ =
1−A(Y )

A(Y ) r
+

κr

A(Y )
T 11.

The framework consists of the cOEDG scheme forU , the discretization and continuous
reconstruction of Y and Z, and the enforcement of fluid constraints. Note that in (3.1),
only the evolution of the conservative variables U involves convection; accordingly,
we discretize U and (Y,Z)⊤ using different strategies.



8 YUCHEN HUANG, MANTING PENG, AND KAILIANG WU

3.1. The cOEDG method for U . The cOEDG scheme combines a componen-
twise OEDG damping mechanism [19] with the compact Runge–Kutta DG (cRKDG)
formulation. The latter blends the standard DG spatial operator with a local opera-
tor to maintain compactness and high order under nonhomogeneous Dirichlet condi-
tions [13]. To preserve compactness, the cOEDG method applies the OE step only at
the final stage of the cRKDG update.

We first recall the conventional DG and local spatial discretizations for U . Let
Ij = (rj− 1

2
, rj+ 1

2
), j = 1, . . . , N , form a partition of the domain Ω. We define the

finite element space

Vk
h =

{
q ∈ L2(Ω) : q|Ij ∈ Pk(Ij), j = 1, . . . , N

}
,

where Pk(Ij) denotes the space of polynomials of degree at most k on the cell Ij . The
conventional and local DG methods seek a numerical solution Uh ∈ [Vk

h]
2 satisfying∫

Ij

(Uh)t · ϕ dr = LDG/loc
j (Uh, Ah, Bh;ϕ), ∀ϕ ∈ [Vk

h]
2,(3.2)

with

LDG
j (Uh, Ah, Bh;ϕ) :=

∫
Ij

√
AhBhF (Uh) · ∂rϕ dr −

[
̂(√
ABF

)
j+ 1

2

· ϕ
(
r−
j+ 1

2

)
−

̂(√
ABF

)
j− 1

2

· ϕ
(
r+
j− 1

2

)]
+

∫
Ij

S(Uh, Ah, Bh, r) · ϕ dr,

and

Lloc
j (Uh, Ah, Bh;ϕ) :=

∫
Ij

√
AhBhF (Uh) · ∂rϕ dr −

[√
Ah,j+ 1

2
Bh,j+ 1

2
F j+ 1

2
· ϕ
(
r−
j+ 1

2

)
−
√
Ah,j− 1

2
Bh,j− 1

2
F j− 1

2
· ϕ
(
r+
j− 1

2

)]
+

∫
Ij

S(Uh, Ah, Bh, r) · ϕ dr,

where F is the physical flux and
̂(√
ABF

)
j+ 1

2

=
̂(√
ABF

)(
U±

j+
1
2

, A±
j+

1
2

, B
j+

1
2

)
denotes the HLL numerical flux at the interface r

j+
1
2
, where

̂(√
ABF

)(
U±

j+
1
2

, A±
j+ 1

2

, B
j+

1
2

)
=
αR
j+ 1

2

(
√
ABF )−

j+ 1
2

− αL
j+ 1

2

(
√
ABF )+

j+ 1
2

αR
j+ 1

2

− αL
j+ 1

2

+
αL
j+ 1

2

αR
j+ 1

2

(
U+

j+ 1
2

−U−
j+ 1

2

)
αR
j+ 1

2

− αL
j+ 1

2

,

with

αL
j+ 1

2
= min

(
λ1

(
U−

j+ 1
2

)
, λ1

(
U+

j+ 1
2

)
, 0
)
,(3.3a)

αR
j+ 1

2
= max

(
λ2

(
U−

j+ 1
2

)
, λ2

(
U+

j+ 1
2

)
, 0
)
.(3.3b)
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Here, λ1 and λ2 denote the smallest and largest eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix

∂
(√

ABF
)
/∂U (see Appendix A for explicit formulas). All cell integrals are evalu-

ated by Gauss quadrature; that is, for any f ,

∫
Ij

f(r) dr ≈
NGQ∑
l=0

wj,l f
(
rGQ
j,l

)
,

where {wj,l} and {rGQ
j,l } are the Gauss weights and nodes on Ij . The values of A

and B at the Gauss points are obtained by evaluating the interpolating polynomials
constructed from their nodal values in Subsection 3.2 , whereas the values of U at
the Gauss points are computed directly from the numerical solution.

Consider an explicit RK method of order r with s stages, associated with the
Butcher tableau

c L
b

with L = (aim)s×s, b = (b1, . . . , bs),

where L is a strictly lower triangular matrix. The corresponding cRKDG scheme is

Un
σ = FτU

n
h,(3.4a) ∫

Ij

Un,i
σ · ϕdr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ · ϕ dr +∆t

i−1∑
m=0

aimLloc
j (Un,m

σ , An,m
h , Bn,m

h ;ϕ) ,(3.4b)

∫
Ij

Un,s
h · ϕdr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ · ϕ dr +∆t

s−1∑
i=0

biLDG
j

(
Un,i

σ , An,i
h , Bn,i

h ;ϕ
)
,(3.4c)

Un+1
h = Un,s

h .(3.4d)

Here, the updates of Ah(Y ) and Bh(Z) are postponed until Subsection 3.2.

Remark 3.1. By replacing the local spatial operator Lloc
j with the DG spatial

operator LDG
j and inserting the OE procedure after each RK stage, we recover the

conventional OEDG method

Un
σ = FτU

n
h,∫

Ij

Un,i
h · ϕ dr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ · ϕ dr +∆t

i−1∑
m=0

aimLDG
j (Un,m

σ , An,m
h , Bn,m

h ;ϕ) ,

Un,i
σ = FτU

n,i
h ,∫

Ij

Un,s
h · ϕdr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ · ϕ dr +∆t

s−1∑
i=0

biLDG
j

(
Un,i

σ , An,i
h , Bn,i

h ;ϕ
)
,

Un+1
h = Un,s

h .

The operator Fτ maps Uh to FτUh = Uσ(·, τ) through a pseudo-time t̂ damping
ODE for Uσ(r, t̂) with initial data Un

h:
(3.6)

d

dt̂

∫
Ij

Uσ · ϕdr +
k∑

m=0

βj

∫
Ij

[
Λm
j (Uh)

hj

(
Uσ − Pm−1Uσ

)]
· ϕdr = 0, ∀ϕ ∈ [Pk(Ij)]

2,

Uσ(r, 0) = Un
h(r).
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Here, Λm
j = diag

(
σm
j (T 00), σm

j (T 01)
)
. The approximate local maximal wave speed

βj is given by the spectral radius of ∂
√
ABF
∂U

(
U

n

h,j , A
n

h,j , B
n

h,j

)
, where the cell averages

are U
n

h,j := 1
|Ij |
∫
Ij
U n

h,jdx, A
n

h,j , and B
n

h,j . The operator Pm is the standard L2

projection onto [Pm(Ij)]
2, and P−1 is understood as P 0.

Unlike the standard OEDG choice, for i ∈ {0, 1} we take componentwise damping
coefficients

σm
j

(
T 0i
h

)
=


0, if T 0i

h ≡ avg(T 0i
h ) on Ij ,

(2m+ 1)hm
j

(2k − 1)m!

√[
∂m
r T 0i

h

]2
j− 1

2

+
[
∂m
r T 0i

h

]2
j+ 1

2∥∥T 0i
h − avg(T 0i

h )
∥∥
L∞(Ω)

, otherwise,

where [w]j+ 1
2
= w(r+

j+ 1
2

)− w(r−
j+ 1

2

) denotes the jump at the interface r = rj+ 1
2
.

Remark 3.2. The original OEDG methods employ damping coefficients based on
the maximum over all components. However, in scenarios such as Example 4.3, the
initial momentum satisfies T 01

h ≡ 0, which contradicts the nonconstant assumption
used in the optimal error analysis of the original OEDG theory [22]. In such cases,
the standard approach yields maxj σ

m
j ≈ O(h1/2), which can degrade the observed

accuracy.
To avoid this, we adopt a componentwise damping strategy. This ensures that

whenever the damping coefficient for a given component scales at a lower order, the
associated residual term

∫
(T 0i

h − Pm−1T 0i
h )ϕ dr is of sufficiently high order to com-

pensate. As a result, the damping term remains high-order and does not destroy the
design-order accuracy of the scheme.

Remark 3.3. Consider an orthonormal basis {Φ(m)
j }km=0 of Pk(Ij) and expand

T 0i
h =

k∑
m=0

(
T 0i
h

)(m)
Φ

(m)
j .

The solution of the damping ODE (3.6) admits the explicit form

T 0i
σ =

(
T 0i
h

)(0)
Φ

(0)
j +

k∑
m=1

exp
(
−βj τ

hj

m∑
l=0

σ l
j

(
T 0i
h

)) (
T 0i
h

)(m)
Φ

(m)
j .

Equivalently, in terms of modal coefficients,

(
T 0i
σ

)(0)
=
(
T 0i
h

)(0)
,

(
T 0i
σ

)(m)
= exp

(
−βj τ

hj

m∑
l=0

σ l
j

(
T 0i
h

)) (
T 0i
h

)(m)
, m ≥ 1.

Thus the OE step acts as a modal filter that preserves the cell average while expo-
nentially damping the higher modes [22].

3.2. Updates for (Y,Z). We evolve the pointwise values of the metric variables
(Y,Z) at the k+1 Gauss–Lobatto (GL) nodes {rj,ℓ}kℓ=0, with rj,0 = rj− 1

2
and rj,k =

rj+ 1
2
.
Stagewise update for Y . For interior GL nodes ℓ = 1, . . . , k− 1, we apply the RK

method to the pointwise ODE

(3.7) ∂tY (rj,ℓ) = − κ rj,ℓ
8

√
A
(
Y (rj,ℓ)

)
B
(
Z(rj,ℓ)

) T 01(rj,ℓ)

1−A
(
Y (rj,ℓ)

) .
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At the cell interfaces ℓ ∈ {0, k}, all intermediate RK stages use the same pointwise
formula (3.7). Only in the final RK stage do we evaluate the right-hand side using
interface numerical states from an HLL scheme. For instance, at the right interface
rj,k = r−

j+ 1
2

, we set

(3.8) ∂tY
−
j+ 1

2

= −
κ rj+ 1

2

8

√√√√ Âj+ 1
2

B
(
Zj+ 1

2

) T̂ 01
j+ 1

2

1− Âj+ 1
2

.

Here, T̂ 01 and Â are obtained by an HLL construction with signal speeds αL ≤ 0 ≤ αR

(see (3.3)):
(3.9)

T̂ 01 =
αR(T 01)R−αL(T 01)L+

(√
AB T 11

)
L
−
(√

AB T 11
)
R

αR−αL , Â = αRAR−αLAL

αR−αL .

with (·)L and (·)R denoting the left/right traces at the interface, and the metric
coefficient B(Z) being reconstructed from Z.

Interface continuity of Y in the final stage. Assume (Y n
j+ 1

2

)+ = (Y n
j+ 1

2

)− holds

at time tn for all interfaces. In the final RK stage, we use the same interface states
(AL, AR), (T 01

L , T 01
R ), and (

√
AB T 11)L/R to compute Âj+ 1

2
and T̂ 01

j+ 1
2

via (3.9) on

both sides. Hence the right- and left-trace updates apply identical increments in (3.8),
which yields

(
Y n+1
j+ 1

2

)−
= Y n

j+ 1
2
−∆t

s−1∑
i=0

bi
κ rj+ 1

2

8

√√√√√ Ân,i

j+ 1
2

B n,i

j+ 1
2

T̂ 01n,i

j+ 1
2

1− Ân,i

j+ 1
2

=
(
Y n+1
j+ 1

2

)+
,

so Y remains continuous across the interface at tn+1.
Continuous updates for Z. Given a boundary or matching condition Zh(t, rm),

the solution is determined via the line integral
(3.10)

Zh(t, rj,l) = Zh(t, rj,l−1) +

∫ rj,l

rj,l−1

(
1−Ah(t, x)

Ah(t, x)x
+

κx

Ah(t, x)
T 11
h (t, x)

)
dx

≈ Zh(t, rj,l−1) +

NZ∑
m=0

γ
(m)
j,l

(
1−Ah(t, x

m
j,l)

Ah(t, x
(m)
j,l )x

(m)
j,l

+
κx

(m)
j,l

Ah(t, x
(m)
j,l )

T 11
h (t, x

(m)
j,l )

)
,

where {(γ(m)
j,l , x

(m)
j,l )}NZ

m=1 are Gauss weights and nodes on [rj,l−1, rj,l] with NZ =
⌈(k + 1)/2⌉. This integral formulation uniquely determines Zh. Since the interface
value Zh(t, rj− 1

2
) is shared by neighboring cells, it automatically enforces continuity

across cell interfaces.

3.3. Constraint preservation for the hydrodynamic variables U . Con-
straint preservation is essential for the robustness and physical reliability of the com-
putation, and it is also required for the bijectivity of the conservative-to-primitive
mapping. Denote the CP operator by B. The combined algorithmic framework for
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the EE system is

Un
σ = BFτU

n
h,(3.11a) ∫

Ij

Un,i
h ·ϕ dr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕdr +∆t

i−1∑
m=0

aim Lloc
j (Un,m

σ , An,m
h , Bn,m

h ;ϕ) ,(3.11b)

Un,i
σ = BUn,i

h ,(3.11c) ∫
Ij

Un,s
h ·ϕ dr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕdr +∆t

s−1∑
i=0

bi LDG
j

(
Un,i

σ , An,i
h , Bn,i

h ;ϕ
)
,(3.11d)

Un+1
h = Un,s

h .(3.11e)

Since the OE procedure does not alter the cell average, the CP property of the cOEDG
method is identical to that of the underlying cRKDG method. Our CP strategy is
built on the GQL-based flux inequalities in Lemma 3.4, which imply the weak CP
property (Lemma 3.1 in [18]) for the three spatial operators in (3.12). This differs
from the usual SSP-RKDG approach, which writes each stage solution as a convex
combination of forward-Euler steps with the DG spatial operator.

Framework of CP for the EE system following [18].
Step 1: We first prove the key GQL-based flux inequalities for the EE system.
Step 2: Using these inequalities, we show that the weak CP property holds for the

three discretizations

(3.12) LDG
j , ±Lloc

j ,

under the classic local scaling limiter, where the scaling coefficient is computed
using only local extremal points.

Step 3: We then prove that the cell averages at the next stage satisfy the constraint
via a convex combination of forward-Euler steps with the three spatial dis-
cretizations in (3.12). This yields a CFL condition under which the cell
averages remain admissible.

This CP methodology for compact RK methods [18] bypasses the SSP order barrier
and leads to a four-stage, fourth-order bound-preserving cRKDG method.

GQL-based flux inequalities for the EE system.

Lemma 3.4 (GQL-based flux inequalities). If U ∈ Gc, then

F (U) · n > s1(U)U · n, F (U) · n < s2(U)U · n,

where

(3.13) s1(U) :=
v −

√
P ′(ρ)

1−
√
P ′(ρ) v

< 0, s2(U) :=
v +

√
P ′(ρ)

1 +
√

P ′(ρ) v
> 0

are the eigenvalues of the Jacobian ∂F /∂U , and V (U) = (ρ, p, v).

Proof. Let cs :=
√
P ′(ρ) ∈ (0, 1). Since |v| < 1 for any U ∈ Gc, a direct algebraic

computation yields the decompositions

F (U)− s1(U)U =
1

(1− v2)(1− csv)

(
L1

L2

)
,

s2(U)U − F (U) =
1

(1− v2)(1− csv)

(
R1

R2

)
,
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where

(
L1

L2

)
:=(cs − v)

(
ρ+ pv2

(ρ+ p)v

)
+ (1− csv)

(
(ρ+ p)v
ρv2 + p

)
,(

R1

R2

)
:=(cs + v)

(
ρ+ pv2

(ρ+ p)v

)
− (1 + csv)

(
(ρ+ p)v
ρv2 + p

)
.

To prove the inequalities, it suffices to verify L · n > 0 and R · n > 0. For L · n one
checks

L1 ± L2 =(1∓ v) (1± v)
2
(csρ± p) .

For R · n we similarly obtain

R1 ±R2 =(1± v)(1∓ v)2 (csρ± p) .

The assumptions (2.4) together with the basic inequality (2.5) guarantee that all
factors on the right-hand side are strictly positive.

The GQL-based flux inequalities yield the following consequence for the HLL flux.

Corollary 3.5. Let (U i, Ai, Bi) with U i ∈ Gc for i = 1, 2 and let
̂(√
ABF

)
be

the HLL flux. If λmax{−αL, αR} < 1, then

(
U2 + λ

̂(√
ABF

)(
U1/2, A1/2, B1/2

))
· n > 0,(

U1 − λ
̂(√
ABF

)(
U2/1, A2/1, B2/1

))
· n > 0.

Proof. By Lemma 3.4 we can rewrite (3.5) as

U2 · n+
αR

√
A1B1F + αLαR (U2 −U1)

αR − αL
· n

=

(
1 +

αLαR

αR − αL
λ

)
U2 · n− αLαR

αR − αL
λU1 · n+

αR

αR − αL
λ
√
A1B1F · n

− αL

αR − αL
λ
√

A2B2F · n

>

(
1 +

αLαR

αR − αL
λ

)
U2 · n− αLαR

αR − αL
λU1 · n+

αRαL

αR − αL
λU2 · n

−
(
αL
)2

αR − αL
λU2 · n

=
(
1 + αLλ

)
U2 · n > 0,
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and similarly

U1 · n− αR
√
A1B1F + αLαR (U2 −U1)

αR − αL
· n

=

(
1 +

αLαR

αR − αL
λ

)
U1 · n− αLαR

αR − αL
λU2 · n− αR

αR − αL
λ
√
A1B1F · n

+
αL

αR − αL
λ
√
A2B2F · n

>

(
1 +

αLαR

αR − αL
λ

)
U1 · n− αLαR

αR − αL
λU2 · n−

(
αR
)2

αR − αL
λU2 · n

+
αLαR

αR − αL
λU2 · n

=
(
1− αRλ

)
U1 · n > 0.

Weak CP property. As shown in Lemma 3.6, we apply the classical local scaling
limiter based on the minimal point in each cell Ij to enforce the CP property. The

limited solution T̃ 0i
h on cell Ij is defined by

(3.14) T̃ 0i
h (r) = θj

(
T 0i
h (r)− T 0i

h

)
+ T 0i

h , i = 0, 1,

with

θj = min

{
ε−

(
T 00
h − |T 01

h |
)

mj −
(
T 00
h − |T 01

h |
) , 1

}
, ε = min

{
10−13, T 00

h − |T 01
h |
}
,

and

mj = min
r∈Ij

{
T 00
h (r)−

∣∣T 01
h (r)

∣∣}.
Here, T 0i

h denotes the cell average of T 0i
h on Ij . For the second-, third-, and fourth-

order CPcOEDG methods, the quantity mj can be obtained analytically by consid-
ering the local extrema and cell boundary points, and thus we omit the details for
brevity.

Lemma 3.6 (CP after limiting ). After applying the local scaling limiter (3.14),
for every cell Ij and for any point r ∈ Ij, we have

if T 00
h − |T 01

h | ≥ ϵ > 0, then T̃ 00
h (r)−

∣∣T̃ 01
h (r)

∣∣ ≥ ε > 0.

Proof. By definition of the limiter and the triangle inequality,

T̃ 00
h (r)−

∣∣T̃ 01
h (r)

∣∣ ≥ θj

(
T 00
h (r)− T 00

h

)
+ T 00

h −
∣∣∣θj(T 01

h (r)− T 01
h

)
+ T 01

h

∣∣∣
≥ θj

[(
T 00
h (r)− |T 01

h (r)|
)
−
(
T 00
h − |T 01

h |
)]

+
(
T 00
h − |T 01

h |
)

≥ ϵ > 0.

Hence the stated CP property holds at every point r ∈ Ij .
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Theorem 3.7 (Weak CP). Assume that for every cell Ij, the cell average Uh, all
nodal values Uh(rj,l), and the auxiliary state U j,∗ defined in (3.18) are admissible, and
that the node set {rj,l} contains the interfaces {r

j± 1
2
} and all Gauss quadrature nodes

{rGQ
j,l }. Let µDG > 0 and µloc > 0 be the method-dependent constants determined by

the RK discretization, and choose any δ ∈ (0, 1) such that the source contribution at
the cell-average level is admissible:

ŨS(δ) := Uh +
∆t µDG/loc

1− δ
S(Uh, Ah, Bh, r) ∈ Gc.

Let λ := ∆t/∆x. If the CFL condition

max{αR
j± 1

2
, αL

j± 1
2
} λ̃DG/loc

j± 1
2

< 1

with

λ̃
DG/loc

j− 1
2

:=
λµDG/loc

δ γj,1
, λ̃

DG/loc

j+ 1
2

:=
λµDG/loc

δ γj,NGL

,

holds for all j, then the forward-Euler cell-average updates satisfy

(3.15) U
FE,DG

j = Uh + λµDG LDG
j

(
Uh, Ah, Bh;1

)
∈ Gc,

and
U

FE,±loc

j = Uh ± λµloc Lloc
j

(
Uh, Ah, Bh;1

)
∈ Gc.

Here γj,l and rGL
j,l are the GL weights and nodes on Ij with

∑
l γj,l = 1, and the

overline denotes the cell average on Ij.

Proof. We split the cell average into δUh and (1− δ)Uh, represent the δ portion
via GL quadrature, and the (1 − δ) portion via Gauss quadrature. This yields the
convex decomposition

U
FE,DG/±loc

h = δ γj,1 H
DG/±loc
j,1 + δ γj,NGL

H
DG/±loc
j,NGL

+ δ
(
1− γj,1 − γj,NGL

)
U

DG/±loc
j,∗

+ (1− δ)ŨS(δ),

with endpoint and interior contributions

H
DG/±loc
j,1 = UGL

j,1 + λ̃
DG/loc

j− 1
2

F̂
DG/±loc(

U−
j− 1

2

, UGL
j,1

)
,

(3.16)

H
DG/±loc
j,NGL

= UGL
j,NGL

− λ̃
DG/loc

j+ 1
2

F̂
DG/±loc(

UGL
j,NGL

, U+
j+ 1

2

)
,

(3.17)

U
DG/±loc
j,∗ =

Uh − γj,1 U
GL
j,1 − γj,NGL

UGL
j,NGL

1− γj,1 − γj,NGL

∈ Gc (by the limiting assumption).

(3.18)

Here F̂
DG

is the HLL flux, and F̂
±loc

is the trace of ±F taken from within Ij .

By Lemma 3.4 and Corollary 3.5, the endpoint states H
DG/±loc
j,1 and H

DG/±loc
j,NGL

are admissible under the condition max{αR
j± 1

2

, αL
j± 1

2

} λ̃DG/loc

j± 1
2

< 1. The source con-

tribution is admissible by the choice of δ. Since the weights in the decomposition are

nonnegative and sum to one, U
FE,DG/±loc

h ∈ Gc by the convexity of Gc.
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For the admissibility of US in the weak CP property, we have the following lemma,
which follows directly from the convexity of Gc and is stated without proof.

Lemma 3.8. If S(Uh, Ah, Bh, r) ∈ Gc, we may take δ = 1. Otherwise, there
exists a unique positive root λS such that

T 00(US(λS)) = |T 01(US(λS))|.

For any ∆tµDG/loc

1−δ ∈ [0, λ−1
S ), the convexity of Gc implies

ŨS(δ) ∈ Gc.

Combining Theorem 3.7 and Lemma 3.8, we can tune δ to maximize the time step
size subject to

∆t

λS +maxj αj± 1
2
λ̃

DG/loc

j± 1
2

/∆t
≤ 1.

Stage cell-average evolution splitting. In [18], the authors show how to write
each stage update as a convex combination of forward-Euler steps applied to LDG

j and

L±loc
j , namely

(3.19)

U
n,l+1

h =

l∑
m=0

aDG
lm

(
U

n,m

h +∆tµDG
lm LDG

j (Un,m
h , Ah, Bh, r;1)

)
+

l∑
m=0

aloclm

(
U

n,m

h +∆tµloc
lmLloc

j (Un,m
h , Ah, Bh, r;1)

)
+

l∑
m=0

a−loc
lm

(
U

n,m

h +∆tµ−loc
lm L−loc

j (Un,m
h , Ah, Bh, r;1)

)
,

with
∑

m(aDG
lm + aloclm + a−loc

lm ) = 1. After applying the local scaling limiter, we obtain

U
n,l+1

h ∈ Gc provided that

∆t

λS(U
n,m
h ) + maxj αj± 1

2
λ̃

DG/loc

j± 1
2

(µ
DG/±loc
lm ,Un,m

h )/∆t
≤ 1

holds for all m. We give concrete examples for the kth-order CPcOEDG method
with k = 2, 3, 4 in Section 4, together with the corresponding stage average splittings
computed in [18].

Example 1 (Second-order CPcOEDG method). Following [18, 3], the second-
order CPcOEDG method can be written as

Un
σ = BFτU

n
h,∫

Ij

Un,1
h ·ϕdr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +

∆t

2
Lloc
j

(
Un,0

σ , An,0
h , Bn,0

h ;ϕ
)
,

Un,1
σ = BUn,1

h ,∫
Ij

Un+1
h ·ϕ dr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +∆tLDG

j

(
Un,1

σ , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;ϕ
)
.
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Since the first stage is simply a forward-Euler step with the local operator Lloc
h , we

only detail the splitting of the last-stage cell average:

U
n+1

h =(1− C)
[
U

n

σ +∆t
C

2(1− C)
L−loc
j (Un

σ, A
n
h, B

n
h ;1)

]
+ C

[
U

n,1

σ +∆t
1

C
LDG
j (Un,1

σ , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;1)
]
, C =

√
3− 1.

Example 2 (Third-order CPcOEDG scheme). Following [18, 3], the third-order
CPcOEDG method is given by

Un
σ = BFτ U

n
h,∫

Ij

Un,1
h ·ϕdr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +

∆t

3
Lloc
j

(
Un,0

σ , An,0
h , Bn,0

h ;ϕ
)
,∫

Ij

Un,2
h ·ϕdr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +

2∆t

3
Lloc
j

(
BUn,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;ϕ
)
,∫

Ij

Un+1
h ·ϕdr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +

∆t

4
LDG
j

(
Un,0

σ , An,0
h , Bn,0

h ;ϕ
)

+
3∆t

4
LDG
j

(
BUn,2

h , An,2
h , Bn,2

h ;ϕ
)
,

where Un,0
σ ≡ Un

σ. The corresponding cell-average updates admit the convex forms

U
n,2

h = (1− C1)
[
U

n

h +∆t
C1

3(1− C1)
Lloc
j

(
BU n

h , A
n
h, B

n
h ;1

)]
+ C1

[
BU n,1

h +∆t
2

3C1
Lloc
j

(
BU n,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;1
)]
,

and

U
n+1

h = (1− C2 − C3)
[
ĈU

n

h +∆t
C2

3(1− C2 − C3)Ĉ
Lloc
j

(
BU n

h , A
n
h, B

n
h ;1

)]
+ (1− C2 − C3)

[
(1− Ĉ)U

n

h +∆t
1

4(1− C2 − C3)(1− Ĉ)
LDG
j

(
BU n

h , A
n
h, B

n
h ;1

)]
+ C2

[
BU n,1

h +∆t
2C3

3C2
Lloc
j

(
BU n,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;1
)]

+ C3

[
BU n,2

h +∆t
3

4C3
LDG
j

(
BU n,2

h , An,2
h , Bn,2

h ;1
)]
,

where (·) denotes the cell average over Ij, (C1, C2, C3) = (0.4764, 0.2442, 0.5242),

and Ĉ ∈ [0, 1] is a free parameter chosen to minimize

max

{
λloc C2

3(1− C2 − C3) Ĉ
,

λDG

4(1− C2 − C3) (1− Ĉ)

}
,

thereby maximizing the admissible time step. Here λloc and λDG are the effective CFL
prefactors associated with the local and DG operators, respectively.

Example 3 (Fourth-order CPcOEDG method). A key advantage of the cRKDG
framework is that it bypasses the SSP order barrier: no four-stage, fourth-order SSP
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RK scheme exists. The fourth-order CPcOEDG method is given in [18, 3] and also

presented in Appendix C for completeness. The stage cell averages U
n,ℓ

h for ℓ = 2, 3, 4
split as

U
n,2

h = (1− C1)
[
U

n

h +∆t
C1

2(1− C1)
L−loc
j

(
BU n

h , A
n
h, B

n
h ;1

)]
+ C1

[
BU n,1

h +∆t
1

2C1
Lloc
j

(
BU n,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;1
)]
,

U
n,3

h = (1− C2 − C3)
[
U

n

h +∆t
C2

2(1− C2 − C3)
L−loc
j

(
BU n

h , A
n
h, B

n
h ;1

)]
+ C2

[
BU n,1

h +∆t
C3

2C2
L−loc
j

(
BU n,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;1
)]

+ C3

[
BU n,2

h +∆t
1

C3
L−loc
j

(
BU n,2

h , An,2
h , Bn,2

h ;1
)]
.

The final update can also be written in convex form [18]:

U
n+1

h = (1− C4 − C5 − C6)
[
U

n

h +∆t
C4

2(1− C4 − C5 − C6)
L−loc
j

(
BU n

h , A
n
h, B

n
h ;1

)
+∆t

1

6(1− C4 − C5 − C6)
LDG
j

(
BU n

h , A
n
h, B

n
h ;1

)]
+ C4

[
BU n,1

h +∆t
C5

2C4
L−loc
j

(
BU n,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;1
)
+∆t

1

3C4
LDG
j

(
BU n,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;1
)]

+ C5

[
BU n,2

h +∆tL−loc
j

(
BU n,2

h , An,2
h , Bn,2

h ;1
)
+∆t

1

3C5
LDG
j

(
BU n,2

h , An,2
h , Bn,2

h ;1
)]

+ C6

[
BU n,3

h +∆t
1

6C6
LDG
j

(
BU n,3

h , An,3
h , Bn,3

h ;1
)]
.

Here (C1, . . . , C6) = (0.5, 0.2346, 0.6850, 0.3334, 0.3066, 0.1142).

4. Numerical Experiments. In this section, we validate the performance of
the proposed CPcOEDG method through a series of benchmark tests for the spheri-
cally symmetric EE system. We employ a barotropic equation of state of the form

(4.1) p = σ̃2ρ, σ̃ ∈ (0, 1).

The tests cover several representative curved spacetimes, including the Schwarzschild,
Tolman–Oppenheimer–Volkoff (TOV), and Friedmann–Robertson–Walker (FRW) met-
rics. Unless otherwise stated, we set κ = 8π. While the theoretical CFL condition
derived in (3.19) provides a sufficient condition for constraint preservation, in practice
somewhat larger time steps can often be used. In our computations, we adopt CFL
numbers of 0.317, 0.169, and 0.05 for the second-, third-, and fourth-order schemes,
respectively.

For time-dependent Dirichlet boundary conditions, prescribing boundary data
at intermediate RK stage times g

(
tln
)
is known to reduce accuracy to second order

for general nonlinear systems [13]. We therefore employ the RK boundary update
strategy for time-dependent Dirichlet data proposed in [2], which in our experiments
maintains the intended high-order accuracy. Overall, the tests confirm that the pro-
posed CPcOEDG method is both high-order accurate and effective.

All computations are implemented in C++ with long double precision. For several
examples, reference solutions are obtained with a Godunov scheme as in [32].
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Boundary treatment for Dirichlet problems. For Heun’s third-order RK
scheme, the stage boundary data are

b10 = g(t) +
τ

3
g′(t),

b20 = g(t) +
2τ

3
g′(t) +

2τ2

9
g′′(t),

and for the classical fourth-order RK method,

b10 = g(t) +
τ

2
g′(t),

b20 = g(t) +
τ

2
g′(t) +

τ2

4
g′′(t),

b30 = g(t) + τg′(t) +
τ2

2
g′′(t) +

τ3

4
g′′′(t).

Here, bl0 denotes the lth stage approximation of the boundary data corresponding to
the exact boundary function g(t).

4.1. Accuracy tests. We first assess the convergence rates of the proposed CP-
cOEDG scheme under Dirichlet boundary conditions prescribed by exact solutions.
Three fully relativistic smooth models are considered, including two distinct coordi-
nate transformations of the flat FRW metric

(4.2) ds2 = −dt̃ 2+ t̃
(
dr̃ 2+ r̃ 2

(
dθ2+sin2 θ dϕ2

))
, t̃ measured from the Big Bang,

and the TOV metric [27]. For each case we report the L1, L2, and L∞ errors and
convergence rates of ρ, v, A, and B obtained by the second-, third-, and fourth-order
CPcOEDG methods.

Example 4.1 (FRW-1 model). For the first FRW test, we adopt the coordinate
transformation

(4.3) t = t̃+
r̃2

4
, r = r̃

√
t̃.

This leads to the Schwarzschild-form metric (2.6) with

(4.4) A(t, r) = 1− v2, B(t, r) =
1

1− v2
.

The exact solution is

(4.5) ρ(t, r) =
16v2

3 (1 + σ̃2)
2
κr2

, v(t, r) =
1−

√
1− ξ2

ξ
, with σ̃ =

1√
3
,

where ξ := r
t .

The problem is solved on uniform partitions of the domain Ω = [3, 7] over t ∈
[15, 16] using second-, third-, and fourth-order CPcOEDG schemes. Boundary values
are prescribed from the exact solution (4.5). Results at t = 16 for the P1, P2, and P3

CPcOEDG schemes are reported in Table 1–Table 3 and confirm high-order accuracy
with the expected optimal rates.

As noted in Remark 3.2, we also compare the density errors of the fourth-order
CPcOEDG and OEDG schemes in Table 4. The CPcOEDG method attains the
optimal rate, whereas the OEDG scheme exhibits a reduction from the expected
fourth order to below third order in the L∞ norm.
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Table 1
Errors and convergence rates of the second-order CPcOEDG scheme for Example 4.1.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

30 2.52E-09 – 1.62E-09 – 1.79E-09 –
60 6.01E-10 2.07 3.25E-10 2.32 3.07E-10 2.54
90 2.64E-10 2.03 1.38E-10 2.12 1.20E-10 2.31
120 1.47E-10 2.02 7.56E-11 2.08 6.08E-11 2.37
150 9.40E-11 2.02 4.79E-11 2.04 3.59E-11 2.36

v

30 6.28E-06 – 4.29E-06 – 4.93E-06 –
60 1.34E-06 2.23 8.66E-07 2.31 1.05E-06 2.23
90 5.69E-07 2.12 3.75E-07 2.06 5.04E-07 1.81
120 3.13E-07 2.08 2.10E-07 2.02 2.95E-07 1.86
150 1.98E-07 2.06 1.35E-07 1.98 1.94E-07 1.89

A

30 1.66E-05 – 8.40E-06 – 5.49E-06 –
60 4.12E-06 2.01 2.08E-06 2.01 1.36E-06 2.02
90 1.82E-06 2.01 9.22E-07 2.01 6.01E-07 2.01
120 1.02E-06 2.00 5.18E-07 2.01 3.37E-07 2.01
150 6.55E-07 2.00 3.31E-07 2.00 2.16E-07 2.01

B

30 2.88E-05 – 1.51E-05 – 1.15E-05 –
60 7.17E-06 2.00 3.76E-06 2.00 2.87E-06 2.00
90 3.19E-06 2.00 1.67E-06 2.00 1.28E-06 2.00
120 1.79E-06 2.00 9.40E-07 2.00 7.18E-07 2.00
150 1.15E-06 2.00 6.01E-07 2.00 4.60E-07 2.00

Example 4.2 (FRW-2 model). We next consider an alternative coordinate trans-
formation to standard Schwarzschild coordinates,

(4.6) t =
Ψ0

2

√
4t̃2 + t̃r̃2

t̃
, r = r̃

√
t̃,

applied to the FRW metric (4.2). The resulting Schwarzschild metric is again of the
form (2.6), with

(4.7) A(t, r) = 1− v2, B(t, r) =
1

Ψ(t, r) (1− v2)
, Ψ(t, r) = Ψ0

√
t̃

4t̃2 + r2
,

where Ψ0 ≡ 1 in the computations. The constant σ̃ in the equation of state is the
same as in (4.5). The exact solution is

(4.8) (ρ, v) =

(
4

3 (1 + σ̃2)
2
κt̃2

,
r

2t̃

)
, t̃ =

t2 +
√

t4 − r2Ψ4
0

2Ψ2
0

.

Tables 5 to 7 display the numerical L1, L2, and L∞ errors and convergence rates
at t = 16 of all components (ρ, v,A,B) for the kth-order CPcOEDG schemes with
k = 2, 3, 4. The results show that the observed convergence rates closely match the
theoretical order k for each method and for all three norms, even in the presence of
nonhomogeneous Dirichlet boundaries.
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Table 2
Errors and convergence rates of the third-order CPcOEDG method for Example 4.1.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

30 8.75E-12 – 5.71E-12 – 8.62E-12 –
60 1.19E-12 2.88 7.49E-13 2.93 1.08E-12 3.00
90 3.64E-13 2.93 2.25E-13 2.96 3.22E-13 2.98
120 1.51E-13 3.05 9.29E-14 3.08 1.33E-13 3.09
150 7.32E-14 3.26 4.52E-14 3.23 6.44E-14 3.23

v

30 2.84E-08 – 1.80E-08 – 2.62E-08 –
60 3.80E-09 2.90 2.29E-09 2.97 3.37E-09 2.96
90 1.16E-09 2.93 6.95E-10 2.95 1.01E-09 2.96
120 4.84E-10 3.04 2.91E-10 3.02 4.19E-10 3.07
150 2.33E-10 3.27 1.43E-10 3.18 2.02E-10 3.28

A

30 1.18E-08 – 8.23E-09 – 9.22E-09 –
60 1.48E-09 2.99 1.03E-09 3.00 1.17E-09 2.97
90 4.40E-10 3.00 3.05E-10 3.00 3.49E-10 2.99
120 1.86E-10 3.00 1.29E-10 3.00 1.48E-10 2.99
150 9.52E-11 3.00 6.59E-11 3.00 7.58E-11 2.99

B

30 1.99E-08 – 1.43E-08 – 1.71E-08 –
60 2.48E-09 3.00 1.79E-09 3.00 2.18E-09 2.98
90 7.35E-10 3.00 5.32E-10 3.00 6.48E-10 2.99
120 3.10E-10 3.00 2.24E-10 3.00 2.74E-10 2.99
150 1.59E-10 3.00 1.15E-10 3.00 1.41E-10 2.99

Example 4.3 (TOV model). The TOV model describes static singular isothermal
spheres and yields a time-independent metric of the form

(4.9) A(t, r) = 1− 8πG γ, B(t, r) = B0 r
4σ̃2

1+σ̃2 in (2.6),

where

(4.10) γ =
1

2πG

(
σ̃2

1 + 6σ̃2 + σ̃4

)
, σ̃ =

1√
3
, B0 = 1.

The exact solution is

(4.11) ρ(t, r) =
γ

r2
, v(t, r) = 0,

with boundary data prescribed as (ρ(t, rL), v(t, rL)) and (ρ(t, rR), v(t, rR)).
The simulation runs over t ∈ [15, 16] on Ω = [3, 7]. The L1, L2, and L∞ errors

for the kth-order CPcOEDG schemes (k = 2, 3, 4) are reported in Table 8–Table 10.
For comparison, Table 11 lists the density errors for the fourth-order OEDG scheme,
which exhibits only first-order accuracy in all three norms due to the uniform damping
coefficients in the OE procedure, as discussed in Remark 3.2.

4.2. Physical fidelity tests. Beyond accuracy on smooth solutions, we demon-
strate that the proposed method is CP and effectively eliminates spurious oscillations
through several benchmark problems, including accretion onto a Schwarzschild black
hole (Example 4.4), a shock wave model (Example 4.5), and a time-reversal test (Ex-
ample 4.6).
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Table 3
Errors and convergence rates of the fourth-order CPcOEDG method for Example 4.1.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

30 3.16E-14 – 2.46E-14 – 4.79E-14 –
60 1.90E-15 4.06 1.29E-15 4.25 2.43E-15 4.30
90 3.49E-16 4.18 2.34E-16 4.22 4.35E-16 4.25
120 1.16E-16 3.83 7.55E-17 3.93 1.37E-16 4.02
150 4.56E-17 4.18 2.97E-17 4.18 5.37E-17 4.19

v

30 7.35E-11 – 4.88E-11 – 8.48E-11 –
60 4.96E-12 3.89 2.97E-12 4.04 5.12E-12 4.05
90 9.65E-13 4.04 5.73E-13 4.06 1.06E-12 3.89
120 3.16E-13 3.88 1.90E-13 3.83 3.49E-13 3.85
150 1.28E-13 4.07 7.66E-14 4.07 1.42E-13 4.01

A

30 4.06E-11 – 2.28E-11 – 2.86E-11 –
60 2.46E-12 4.04 1.38E-12 4.05 1.74E-12 4.04
90 4.82E-13 4.03 2.69E-13 4.03 3.41E-13 4.02
120 1.51E-13 4.02 8.46E-14 4.02 1.08E-13 4.01
150 6.16E-14 4.03 3.45E-14 4.03 4.39E-14 4.02

B

30 7.22E-11 – 4.15E-11 – 5.33E-11 –
60 4.52E-12 4.00 2.60E-12 4.00 3.34E-12 4.00
90 8.94E-13 4.00 5.13E-13 4.00 6.61E-13 4.00
120 2.83E-13 4.00 1.62E-13 4.00 2.09E-13 4.00
150 1.16E-13 4.00 6.65E-14 4.00 8.58E-14 4.00

Table 4
Errors and convergence rates for the density ρ and velocity v in Example 4.1 obtained with the

fourth-order OEDG method.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

30 8.83E-11 – 5.85E-11 – 9.81E-11 –
60 5.98E-12 3.88 3.56E-12 4.04 5.33E-12 4.20
90 1.19E-12 3.97 6.98E-13 4.02 1.08E-12 3.93
120 3.81E-13 3.96 2.23E-13 3.97 3.51E-13 3.92
150 1.57E-13 3.98 9.20E-14 3.96 2.12E-13 2.25

Example 4.4 (Accretion onto a Schwarzschild black hole). We perform a long-
time simulation up to t = 160 using the fourth-order CPcOEDG scheme to study the
steady state for a Schwarzschild black hole of mass M = 1 with right-boundary inflow.
The strong gravitational field of the Schwarzschild black hole curves the spacetime
metric to

A(t, r) = B(t, r) = 1− 2

r
, Ω = [2.2, 20.2],

and the Einstein coupling constant is set to κ = 0. The analytic steady state is

(4.12) ρ(r) =
D0(1− v2)

−vr(r − 2)
, v(r) = −

√
ϖ(r), D0 = 0.016,
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Table 5
Errors and convergence rates for the second-order CPcOEDG scheme in Example 4.2.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

10 5.00E-13 – 2.53E-13 – 1.59E-13 –
20 1.25E-13 2.00 6.33E-14 2.00 4.04E-14 1.98
40 3.12E-14 2.00 1.58E-14 2.00 1.02E-14 1.99
80 7.81E-15 2.00 3.95E-15 2.00 2.54E-15 2.00
160 1.95E-15 2.00 9.89E-16 2.00 6.41E-16 1.99

v

10 1.58E-07 – 9.12E-08 – 8.33E-08 –
20 4.16E-08 1.93 2.40E-08 1.92 2.36E-08 1.82
40 1.03E-08 2.01 5.99E-09 2.00 6.26E-09 1.91
80 2.47E-09 2.06 1.45E-09 2.05 1.58E-09 1.98
160 6.92E-10 1.83 3.99E-10 1.86 4.26E-10 1.89

A

10 4.08E-07 – 2.04E-07 – 1.02E-07 –
20 1.02E-07 2.00 5.10E-08 2.00 2.55E-08 2.00
40 2.55E-08 2.00 1.27E-08 2.00 6.37E-09 2.00
80 6.37E-09 2.00 3.19E-09 2.00 1.59E-09 2.00
160 1.59E-09 2.00 7.96E-10 2.00 3.98E-10 2.00

B

10 7.19E-04 – 3.67E-04 – 2.35E-04 –
20 1.80E-04 2.00 9.19E-05 2.00 5.90E-05 1.99
40 4.50E-05 2.00 2.30E-05 2.00 1.48E-05 2.00
80 1.12E-05 2.00 5.74E-06 2.00 3.70E-06 2.00
160 2.81E-06 2.00 1.44E-06 2.00 9.26E-07 2.00

where ϖ(r) satisfies

(4.13) (1−ϖ)ϖ
σ̃2

1−σ̃2 =

(
1− 2

r

)(
2

r

) 4σ̃2

1−σ̃2

, σ̃ = 0.1.

At the right boundary we prescribe (ρ(rR), v(rR)) from (4.12) with r = rR, and
impose a pure outflow condition at the left boundary. The domain Ω is discretized
into 400 uniform cells.

Figure 1 shows that the scheme remains stable over the entire simulation, pre-
serves admissibility even as v approaches the speed of light near the black hole, and
accurately captures the steady state.

4.3. Example 4.5: Shock wave model.

Example 4.5 (Shock wave model [26]). We next consider a Riemann-type prob-
lem on the domain Ω = [3, 7]. The simulation is initialized at t = t0 and evolved to
t = t0+1. The initial primitive variables exhibit a discontinuity at r0 = 5. The space-
time is constructed by matching an FRW-1 metric (left) with a TOV metric (right)
across the interface r0, in such a way that the metric components are continuous. The
initial conditions for the fluid are

(4.14)
(
ρ(t0, r), v(t0, r)

)
=


(
3v2

κr2
,
1−

√
1− ξ2

ξ

)
, r < r0,( γ

r2
, 0
)
, r > r0,
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Table 6
Errors and convergence rates for Example 4.2 using the third-order CPcOEDG scheme.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

4 7.59E-15 – 3.84E-15 – 2.22E-15 –
6 2.25E-15 3.00 1.14E-15 3.00 6.63E-16 2.98
8 9.51E-16 2.99 4.80E-16 3.00 2.75E-16 3.06
10 4.88E-16 2.99 2.45E-16 3.01 1.35E-16 3.18
12 2.83E-16 3.00 1.42E-16 3.00 7.83E-17 2.99

v

4 1.17E-09 – 7.05E-10 – 5.94E-10 –
6 3.69E-10 2.84 2.24E-10 2.83 1.87E-10 2.85
8 1.57E-10 2.98 9.54E-11 2.96 7.96E-11 2.97
10 7.44E-11 3.34 4.53E-11 3.34 3.81E-11 3.30
12 4.05E-11 3.33 2.46E-11 3.36 2.08E-11 3.33

A

4 5.04E-11 – 3.44E-11 – 2.95E-11 –
6 1.49E-11 3.00 1.02E-11 3.00 8.94E-12 2.95
8 6.31E-12 3.00 4.31E-12 3.00 3.81E-12 2.96
10 3.23E-12 3.00 2.21E-12 3.00 1.97E-12 2.96
12 1.88E-12 2.98 1.28E-12 3.00 1.15E-12 2.95

B

4 8.10E-08 – 5.30E-08 – 4.59E-08 –
6 2.36E-08 3.04 1.57E-08 3.00 1.39E-08 2.95
8 9.88E-09 3.03 6.63E-09 3.00 5.92E-09 2.96
10 5.04E-09 3.02 3.40E-09 3.00 3.05E-09 2.97
12 2.91E-09 3.02 1.97E-09 3.00 1.77E-09 2.98
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Fig. 1. Velocity v (left) and density ρ (right) at t = 160 computed by the fourth-order CP-
cOEDG method for Example 4.4.

with ξ = r/t and the same parameter γ as in Example 4.3.
The piecewise metric coefficients at t = t0 are

(4.15) A(t0, r) =

{
1− v2, r < r0,

1− 8πG γ, r > r0,
B(t0, r) =


1

1− v2
, r < r0,

B0 r
4σ̃2

1+σ̃2 , r > r0,
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Table 7
Errors and convergence rates for Example 4.2 using the fourth-order CPcOEDG method.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

4 3.76E-18 – 1.89E-18 – 1.06E-18 –
6 7.46E-19 3.99 3.75E-19 3.99 2.11E-19 3.98
8 2.37E-19 3.99 1.19E-19 3.99 6.71E-20 3.97
10 9.72E-20 3.99 4.88E-20 3.99 2.75E-20 4.00
12 4.69E-20 3.99 2.36E-20 3.99 1.33E-20 3.96

v

4 1.17E-12 – 6.61E-13 – 5.28E-13 –
6 2.28E-13 4.02 1.30E-13 4.02 1.05E-13 3.99
8 7.16E-14 4.03 4.09E-14 4.01 3.35E-14 3.97
10 2.90E-14 4.05 1.66E-14 4.03 1.41E-14 3.86
12 1.39E-14 4.04 8.04E-15 3.99 7.03E-15 3.84

A

4 7.11E-13 – 3.73E-13 – 2.57E-13 –
6 1.40E-13 4.01 7.36E-14 4.01 5.08E-14 4.00
8 4.39E-14 4.03 2.31E-14 4.03 1.59E-14 4.03
10 1.76E-14 4.11 9.24E-15 4.10 6.53E-15 4.00
12 8.03E-15 4.30 4.23E-15 4.29 3.16E-15 3.98

B

4 1.09E-09 – 5.74E-10 – 4.02E-10 –
6 2.15E-10 4.00 1.13E-10 4.00 7.91E-11 4.01
8 6.82E-11 4.00 3.59E-11 4.00 2.50E-11 4.01
10 2.79E-11 4.00 1.47E-11 4.00 1.02E-11 4.00
12 1.35E-11 4.00 7.09E-12 4.00 4.94E-12 4.00

Table 8
Errors and convergence rates of the second-order CPcOEDG method for Example 4.3.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

100 5.60E-08 – 5.29E-08 – 1.09E-07 –
200 1.32E-08 2.09 1.27E-08 2.06 2.23E-08 2.28
400 3.18E-09 2.05 3.17E-09 2.00 5.08E-09 2.13
800 7.81E-10 2.03 7.94E-10 2.00 1.17E-09 2.12

v

100 3.09E-05 – 2.37E-05 – 4.05E-05 –
200 7.38E-06 2.06 5.43E-06 2.12 8.99E-06 2.17
400 1.67E-06 2.14 1.24E-06 2.13 2.00E-06 2.17
800 4.33E-07 1.95 3.13E-07 1.98 4.96E-07 2.01

A

100 2.04E-06 – 1.62E-06 – 3.47E-06 –
200 4.74E-07 2.11 4.61E-07 1.82 9.92E-07 1.81
400 1.17E-07 2.02 1.25E-07 1.88 2.62E-07 1.92
800 2.96E-08 1.98 3.27E-08 1.94 6.72E-08 1.96

B

100 4.42E-05 – 2.47E-05 – 2.14E-05 –
200 9.52E-06 2.22 5.39E-06 2.20 4.81E-06 2.15
400 2.19E-06 2.12 1.25E-06 2.11 1.14E-06 2.08
800 5.22E-07 2.07 2.99E-07 2.06 2.76E-07 2.04
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Table 9
Errors and convergence rates of the third-order CPcOEDG method for Example 4.3.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

100 3.25E-10 – 3.27E-10 – 6.47E-10 –
200 4.05E-11 3.00 4.06E-11 3.01 8.11E-11 3.00
400 5.01E-12 3.02 5.02E-12 3.02 1.01E-11 3.00
800 6.22E-13 3.01 6.24E-13 3.01 1.26E-12 3.01

v

100 1.14E-07 – 1.02E-07 – 1.57E-07 –
200 1.49E-08 2.94 1.30E-08 2.97 2.09E-08 2.91
400 1.79E-09 3.06 1.59E-09 3.02 2.53E-09 3.05
800 2.24E-10 3.00 1.99E-10 3.00 3.15E-10 3.00

A

100 2.37E-08 – 2.18E-08 – 4.67E-08 –
200 2.97E-09 3.00 2.73E-09 2.99 5.99E-09 2.96
400 3.72E-10 3.00 3.43E-10 3.00 7.56E-10 2.98
800 4.65E-11 3.00 4.29E-11 3.00 9.50E-11 2.99

B

100 1.53E-07 – 8.52E-08 – 7.38E-08 –
200 2.00E-08 2.94 1.11E-08 2.94 9.54E-09 2.95
400 2.54E-09 2.97 1.41E-09 2.98 1.21E-09 2.98
800 3.21E-10 2.99 1.77E-10 2.99 1.52E-10 2.99

Table 10
Errors and convergence rates of the fourth-order CPcOEDG method for Example 4.3.

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ

25 4.49E-10 – 3.80E-10 – 5.59E-10 –
50 2.38E-11 4.24 2.22E-11 4.10 3.46E-11 4.02
100 1.36E-12 4.13 1.37E-12 4.01 2.20E-12 3.97
200 8.14E-14 4.06 8.59E-14 4.00 1.39E-13 3.99

v

25 2.50E-07 – 2.45E-07 – 5.14E-07 –
50 1.12E-08 4.48 1.09E-08 4.50 2.33E-08 4.46
100 5.79E-10 4.28 5.56E-10 4.29 1.15E-09 4.35
200 3.31E-11 4.13 3.14E-11 4.15 6.19E-11 4.21

A

25 3.31E-08 – 3.94E-08 – 1.08E-07 –
50 1.59E-09 4.38 1.77E-09 4.48 5.31E-09 4.35
100 8.71E-11 4.19 9.21E-11 4.26 2.76E-10 4.26
200 5.10E-12 4.10 5.25E-12 4.13 1.54E-11 4.17

B

25 3.29E-07 – 1.76E-07 – 1.25E-07 –
50 8.08E-09 5.35 4.28E-09 5.36 2.93E-09 5.42
100 1.35E-10 5.90 7.27E-11 5.88 5.89E-11 5.64
200 5.06E-12 4.74 2.69E-12 4.76 2.46E-12 4.58

where σ̃ = 1/
√
3. Enforcing continuity of the metric at r0 = 5 fixes

v0 := v(t0, r
−
0 ) =

√
8πG γ, t0 =

r0
(
1 + v20

)
2v0

, B0 =
r
− 4σ̃2

1+σ̃2

0

1− v20
.
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Table 11
Errors and convergence rates for the density ρ of the fourth-order CPcOEDG method with the

original OE coefficients of [23].

N
L1 norm L2 norm L∞ norm

error order error order error order

ρ
25 5.12E-05 – 3.44E-05 – 5.92E-05 –
50 2.62E-05 0.97 1.77E-05 0.96 3.08E-05 0.94
100 1.31E-05 1.00 8.98E-06 0.98 1.61E-05 0.94

On the spatial boundaries rR = 7 and rL = 3, the primitive variables are set as

(ρL(t), vL(t)) =

(
3 vL(t)

2

κr2L
,
1−

√
1− (rL/t)2

rL/t

)
, (ρR(t), vR(t)) =

(
γ

r2R
, 0

)
.

This setup generates two shock waves: a stronger shock propagating into the TOV
region and a weaker shock moving into the FRW-1 region. We compare the density
ρ and velocity v computed by the fourth-order CPcOEDG method on 400 uniform
cells with those from Godunov schemes on 10,000 uniform cells at t = t0 + 0.2,
t0 + 0.6, and t0 + 1 in Figures 2 to 4. The scheme maintains CP, sharply resolves
the discontinuities, and exhibits no spurious oscillations in the primitive variables—in
contrast to conventional CPcRKDG schemes.

In addition, Figure 5 shows the metric functions Ah and Bh at t = t0 + 1, con-
firming preservation of metric continuity. Overall, both primitive and metric variables
remain free of spurious oscillations, demonstrating the OE capability of the proposed
method for shock-dominated problems.
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Fig. 2. Density (left) and velocity (right) for Example 4.5 computed by the fourth-order CP-
cOEDG method at t = t0 + 0.2.

Example 4.6 (Time reversal model). Finally, we repeat Example 4.5 with the
time direction reversed. The initial conditions are identical to those in Example 4.5,

except that t0 = − r0(1+v2
0)

2v0
, which results in the formation of two rarefaction waves

at early times.
Figures 6, 7, and 8 show the numerical solutions of the conservative variables T 00

and T 01 obtained by the fourth-order CPcOEDG scheme at t = t0 +0.2, t = t0 +0.6,



28 YUCHEN HUANG, MANTING PENG, AND KAILIANG WU

3 3.5 4 4.5 5 5.5 6 6.5 7

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5
10

-3

CPcOEDG

Reference

3 3.5 4 4.5 5 5.5 6 6.5 7

-0.1

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

CPcOEDG

Reference

Fig. 3. Density (left) and velocity (right) for Example 4.5 computed by the fourth-order CP-
cOEDG method at t = t0 + 0.6.
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Fig. 4. Velocity v (left) and density ρ (right) at t = t0 + 1 obtained with the fourth-order
CPcRKDG and CPcOEDG methods for Example 4.5.

and t = t0+1, respectively, together with reference solutions from a Godunov scheme
on 10,000 uniform cells.

Figure 9 presents the metric functions A and B computed by the CPcOEDG
scheme at t = t0 + 1. All numerical results agree closely with the reference solu-
tions, maintain CP, and display no spurious oscillations, thereby further validating
the effectiveness of our proposed method.

5. Conclusions. This paper has proposed a high-order constraint-preserving
compact Oscillation-Eliminating Discontinuous Galerkin (CPcOEDG) method for the
spherically symmetric EE system. The proposed scheme successfully addresses the
dual challenges of maintaining relativistic hydrodynamic constraints and ensuring the
geometric validity of the evolving spacetime metric.

The core theoretical contribution is a rigorous characterization of the admissible
state set. We proved that the physical constraints of relativistic fluids, specifically
positivity of density and subluminal velocity, define a convex set directly in terms of
the conservative variables. This observation enables a robust bound-preserving frame-
work that operates without the complexity of primitive-variable checks. In addition,
we introduced a bijective change of variables for the metric potentials, which intrin-
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Fig. 5. Metric variables A (left) and B (right) at t = t0 + 1 for Example 4.5, computed by the
fourth-order CPcOEDG method.
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Fig. 6. Numerical solution of T 00 (left) and T 01 (right) at t = t0 + 0.2 obtained with the
fourth-order CPcOEDG method for Example 4.6.
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Fig. 7. Conservative variables T 00 (left) and T 01 (right) at t = t0 + 0.6 for Example 4.6,
computed with the fourth-order CPcOEDG method.
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Fig. 8. Conservative variables T 00 (left) and T 01 (right) at t = t0 + 1 for Example 4.6,
computed with the fourth-order CPcOEDG method.
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Fig. 9. Metric functions A (left) and B (right) at t = t0 + 1 for Example 4.6, computed with
the fourth-order CPcOEDG method.

sically enforces positivity and asymptotic bounds on the metric. By coupling this
geometric transformation with a hybrid update strategy and a compatible boundary
treatment, our method avoids the order reduction commonly observed in standard
RKDG schemes near boundaries.

Extensive numerical experiments, including FRW cosmologies, TOV stars, and
black hole accretion, have validated the performance of the scheme. The results con-
firm that the CPcOEDG method achieves design-order accuracy on smooth solutions
while exhibiting strong robustness and oscillation-free shock-capturing capabilities in
regimes with strong gravity–fluid interactions.

Future work will focus on extending this constraint-preserving framework to
multi-dimensional general relativistic hydrodynamics and exploring its application
to more complex astrophysical scenarios involving fully dynamic spacetime evolution.

Appendix A. Numerical flux. The characteristic eigenvalues of the Jacobian

matrix ∂
(√

ABF
)
/∂U are analytically given by

λ1 =
√
AB

v −
√
P ′(ρ)

1−
√
P ′(ρ)v

, λ2 =
√
AB

v +
√
P ′(ρ)

1 +
√

P ′(ρ)v
.
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Appendix B. Proof of the violation of the LF splitting property.

Lemma B.1 (Violation of LF splitting). Let s1(U) < 0 < s2(U) be the eigenval-
ues of the Jacobian ∂F (U)/∂U defined in (3.13). Then, in general, the LF splitting
based on s1, s2 does not preserve the admissible set Gc. More precisely, there exist
states U ∈ Gc such that

U +
1

s2(U)
F (U) /∈ Gc, U − 1

s1(U)
F (U) /∈ Gc.

Proof. The sign condition s1(U) < 0 < s2(U) implies, through the eigenvalue
representation (3.13), that the fluid velocity satisfies v ∈ (−cs, cs). We first show that

U +
1

s2(U)
F (U) /∈ Gc

for a suitable admissible state U ∈ Gc. The argument for the other state U −
s1(U)−1F (U) is analogous and can be obtained by replacing F with −F .

Define

R+ :=

(
R+

1

R+
2

)
:= U +

1

s2(U)
F (U).

A direct computation shows that the scalar quantity

(B.1) P+(v) := R+
1 +R+

2 = (1 + v)Q+(v),

where
Q+(v) := (csρ+ p)(1 + v2) + 2v(ρ+ csp),

is a cubic polynomial in v. The factorization (B.1) implies that P+(v) has three real
roots v0, v1, v2 satisfying

v0v2 = 1, v0 + v2 < 0, v1 = −1.

Hence v0 < −1 and v2 ∈ (−1, 0), while v1 = −1 is the remaining root.
The admissible set Gc is characterized (in this transformed frame) by positivity

conditions of the form R+
1 ±R+

2 > 0. Therefore, if we can find a velocity v ∈ (−cs, cs)
such that

P+(v) = R+
1 +R+

2 < 0,

then the corresponding LF-split state R+ violates at least one of the defining inequal-
ities of Gc.

Since P+(v) = (1 + v)Q+(v) and 1 + v > 0 for all v ∈ (−1, 1), it suffices to study
the sign of Q+(v). Under the barotropic equation of state and the structural relation
(2.5), we have

Q+(−cs) = (csρ+ p)(1 + c2s) + 2(−cs)(ρ+ csp)

= (csρ+ p) + c2s(csρ+ p)− 2csρ− 2c2sp

= (p− csρ) + c2s(csρ− p)

= (1− c2s)(p− csρ).

Since 0 < cs < 1 and csρ > p by assumption, we have 1 − c2s > 0 and p − csρ < 0,
hence

Q+(−cs) = (1− c2s)(p− csρ) < 0.
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Because −cs ∈ (−1, 0) and 1− cs > 0, this implies

P+(−cs) = (1− cs)Q+(−cs) < 0.

For such a state, if the velocity v approaches v = −cs from the interior of (−cs, cs),
we have R+

1 + R+
2 < 0, showing R+ /∈ Gc. The proof for U − s1(U)−1F (U) follows

by the same argument, after replacing F by −F , and is omitted.

Appendix C. The fourth-order CPcOEDG method. For completeness,
we list the fourth-order CPcOEDG scheme following [18]:

Un
σ = BFτ U

n
h,∫

Ij

Un,1
h ·ϕ dr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +

∆t

2
Lloc
j

(
Un,0

σ , An,0
h , Bn,0

h ;ϕ
)
,∫

Ij

Un,2
h ·ϕ dr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +

∆t

2
Lloc
j

(
BUn,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;ϕ
)
,∫

Ij

Un,3
h ·ϕ dr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +∆tLloc

j

(
BUn,2

h , An,2
h , Bn,2

h ;ϕ
)
,∫

Ij

Un+1
h ·ϕ dr =

∫
Ij

Un
σ ·ϕ dr +

∆t

6
LDG
j

(
Un,0

σ , An,0
h , Bn,0

h ;ϕ
)

+
∆t

3
LDG
j

(
BUn,1

h , An,1
h , Bn,1

h ;ϕ
)

+
∆t

3
LDG
j

(
BUn,2

h , An,2
h , Bn,2

h ;ϕ
)

+
∆t

6
LDG
j

(
BUn,3

h , An,3
h , Bn,3

h ;ϕ
)
.
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