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Abstract

This paper presents a highly robust third-order accurate finite volume weighted essentially non-
oscillatory (WENO) method for special relativistic hydrodynamics on unstructured triangular meshes.
We rigorously prove that the proposed method is physical-constraint-preserving (PCP), namely, al-
ways preserves the positivity of the pressure and the rest-mass density as well as the subluminal con-
straint on the fluid velocity. The method is built on a highly efficient compact WENO reconstruction
on unstructured meshes, a simple PCP limiter, the provably PCP property of the Harten–Lax–van Leer
flux, and third-order strong-stability-preserving time discretization. Due to the relativistic effects, the
primitive variables (namely, the rest-mass density, velocity, and pressure) are highly nonlinear im-
plicit functions in terms of the conservative variables, making the design and analysis of our method
nontrivial. To address the difficulties arising from the strong nonlinearity, we adopt a novel quasilin-
ear technique for the theoretical proof of the PCP property. Three provable convergence-guaranteed
iterative algorithms are also introduced for the robust recovery of primitive quantities from admissible
conservative variables. We also propose a slight modification to an existing WENO reconstruction to
ensure the scaling invariance of the nonlinear weights and thus to accommodate the homogeneity of
the evolution operator, leading to the advantages of the modified WENO reconstruction in resolving
multi-scale wave structures. Extensive numerical examples are presented to demonstrate the robust-
ness, expected accuracy, and high resolution of the proposed method.
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1 Introduction

Relativistic hydrodynamics (RHD) plays a key role in high-energy astrophysical phenomena and labo-
ratory plasma experiments when the fluid moves close to the speed of light or/and its internal energy
is comparable to the rest-mass density. The strong nonlinearity of the RHD system makes it extremely
difficult to obtain its analytical solutions. Hence numerical simulation has become a powerful and pri-
mary tool to solve and understand it. In the past several decades, many high-resolution and high-order
accurate numerical methods have been developed for the RHD equations, including but not limited to fi-
nite volume methods (e.g. [33, 43, 3, 7]), finite difference methods (e.g. [9, 8, 38, 55]), and discontinuous
Galerkin (DG) methods (e.g. [37, 68, 23, 44]). Adaptive mesh refinement [61] and adaptive moving mesh
[19] were used to further improve the resolution of discontinuities and complicated RHD flow structures.
The interested readers are referred to the review [29, 30], the textbook [40], and a limited list of some
recent works [15, 52, 28, 32] as well as references therein.

Most of the existing numerical schemes for RHD equations were designed on structured meshes, and
there are only a few works [14, 11] done on unstructured meshes which are highly desirable for some
applications in problems with complex geometries. We are interested in developing robust high-order
finite volume schemes for RHD on unstructured meshes. An important building block for high-order
finite volume methods is the reconstruction of the variables inside the computational cell from the cell
averages. For example, the well-known weighted essentially non-oscillatory (WENO) reconstruction
[25, 22], stemming from the essentially non-oscillatory (ENO) reconstruction [18], has become one of
the most popular reconstruction techniques on structured meshes. The strategies of ENO or WENO
reconstructions were extended to unstructured triangular meshes in, for example, [1, 20, 26]. To make the
order of WENO accuracy higher than that of the reconstruction on each smaller stencil, the linear weights
in the classic WENO reconstruction should be carefully designed [20]. This requirement makes the
extension and implementation of the classic WENO reconstruction on unstructured meshes difficult and
complicated, as the desired optimal linear weights depend on the quadrature points and the topological
structure of the mesh, and moreover, the linear weights could easily become negative which need some
special treatment [41]. Such difficulty may be avoided if one decreases the WENO accuracy order on the
combined large stencil to the highest accuracy order among the small candidate stencils (see, e.g., [16,
12, 13, 69, 2]), so that the linear weights could be chosen equally or even rather arbitrarily as long as their
summation equals one. Recently, Zhu and Qiu [69, 70] proposed a new type of WENO reconstruction,
which is based on a combination of a high degree polynomial with several linear polynomials. This
new WENO reconstruction is highly compact and efficient, and its linear weights can also be chosen
arbitrarily. As a result, it has been easily extended to two-dimensional (2D) triangular meshes [72] and
three-dimensional (3D) tetrahedral meshes [71]. More recently, the multi-resolution WENO schemes
with similar linear weights were proposed in [73].

Although these WENO schemes are stable and robust in many numerical experiments, they may
fail to simulate ultra-relativistic flows with large Lorentz factor (high speed), low pressure, low den-
sity, and/or strong discontinuities. A major cause of the failure is the violation of the intrinsic physical
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constraints, namely, the positivity of the pressure and the rest-mass density as well as the subluminal
constraint on the fluid velocity. In fact, if any of these constraints are numerically violated, the cor-
responding discrete problem could become ill-posed as the hyperbolicity of the system is lost, which
may finally lead to numerical instability or blowup of the code. It is therefore necessary to develop
physical-constraint-preserving (PCP) numerical methods. In the past decade, two types of limiters were
developed for constructing high-order bound-preserving type schemes for hyperbolic conservation laws.
One is the simple scaling limiting procedure, which was first proposed by Zhang and Shu for scalar con-
servation laws [63] and the compressible Euler equations [64] on structured rectangular meshes, and later
extended to unstructured triangular meshes [66]. Another type is the flux-correction limiting procedure;
see e.g. [59, 21, 58]. We also refer the interested reader to recent thorough reviews in [60, 42], and some
recent works [35, 48, 51] as well as references therein. These limiting techniques were also generalized
to achieve PCP schemes for RHD. The first PCP work for RHD was done in [55], where an explicit form
of the admissible state set was established, the local Lax–Friedrichs scheme was rigorously proven to be
PCP, and high-order PCP finite difference WENO schemes were proposed with flux-correction PCP lim-
iters. Bound-preserving DG methods were designed for the special RHD by Qin, Shu, and Yang in [36]
with a provable L1-stability. The PCP Lagrangian finite volume schemes with the HLLC flux were later
developed in [24]. Recently, a minimum principle on specific entropy and high-order accurate invari-
ant region preserving numerical methods were proposed in [49] for the special RHD. These works were
focused on the special RHD system with an ideal equation of state. PCP central DG schemes were con-
structed in [57], where a general equation of state was considered. Frameworks of designing high-order
PCP methods were established in [47] for general RHD. The design and analysis of PCP schemes were
carried out in [56, 54] for the relativistic magnetohydrodynamics (MHD), which extended the positivity-
preserving non-relativistic MHD schemes [48, 50, 51]. The analysis revealed for the first time that the
PCP property of MHD schemes is strongly connected with a discrete divergence-free condition on the
magnetic field [56, 48]. Besides, a flux limiter was proposed in [39] to enforce the positivity of the rest-
mass density, and a subluminal reconstruction was developed in [3] to ensure the subluminal bound of
the fluid velocity.

The aim of this paper is to construct, analyze, and implement a robust PCP third-order finite volume
method for the special RHD on unstructured triangular meshes. A distinctive feature of the proposed
method lies in its desirable non-oscillatory property, homogeneity, and provably PCP property. To achieve
this goal, we will make the following efforts in this work.

• Due to relativistic effects, neither the primitive quantities nor the flux can be explicitly expressed
by the conservative variables. This makes the design and analysis of the PCP schemes nontrivial
in the RHD case. To address the difficulties arising from the strong nonlinearity, we adopt a novel
quasilinear technique to theoretically prove the PCP property of our method. This technique was
named Geometric Quasi-Linearization (GQL) [53] due to its intrinsic geometric meaning; see the
general GQL framework recently established in [53].

• Due to the nonlinear implicit mappings from the conservative variables to the primitive quantities
and flux, it requires to solve a nonlinear algebraic equation to recover the corresponding primi-
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tive quantities from the conservative variables in numerical computations. We present three prov-
able convergence-guaranteed algorithms for the robust recovery of physically admissible primitive
quantities.

• To achieve high-order accuracy in spatial discretization, we employ the compact and efficient
WENO reconstruction proposed in [72] on triangular meshes. It will be observed that the non-
linear weights used in [72] do not satisfy certain scaling-invariance property, which seems impor-
tant for simulating multi-scale problems (see Examples 4.4 and 4.5 of this paper). We propose a
slight modification to the nonlinear weights to ensure its scaling invariance and to accommodate
the homogeneity of the evolution operator. The modified WENO reconstruction will be shown to
be advantageous in resolving multi-scale wave structures.

• To validate the robustness, accuracy, and effectiveness of our method, we conduct extensive numer-
ical tests on unstructured triangular meshes. It will be shown that our PCP scheme is capable of
simulating benchmark problems and more challenging problems in regular and irregular domains
successfully, such as a relativistic forward-facing step problem with initial velocities v1 = 0.999
and shock-vortex interaction problems involving the low pressure and density of 1.78×10−20 and
7.8×10−15, respectively.

This paper is organized as follows. We will introduce the governing equations of special RHD in
Section 2. Section 3 presents high-order PCP finite volume method for the RHD equations, including the
outline and key ingredients of our method in Subsection 3.1, high-order characteristic WENO reconstruc-
tion on unstructured triangular mesh with a modification of the nonlinear weights to be scaling invariant
in Subsection 3.2, a PCP limiting operator in Subsection 3.3, three convergence-guaranteed algorithms
for primitive variables recovery in Subsection 3.4, and the rigorous proof of the PCP property in Subsec-
tion 3.5. In Section 4, we provide extensive one-dimensional (1D) and 2D numerical tests on demanding
RHD problems to validate the effectiveness of our method. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 Governing equations of special relativistic hydrodynamics

The equations governing RHD can be formulated in the covariant form as




∂α(ρuα) = 0,

∂αT αβ = 0,
(1)

which describe the conservation laws of the baryon number density and the stress-energy tensor T αβ .
Here ρ represents the rest-mass density, uα stands for the four-velocities, and ∂α = ∂xα is the covariant
derivative. We have employed in (1) the Einstein summation convention over the repeated index α , with
the Greek indices running from 0 to 3. For an ideal fluid the stress-energy tensor takes the form of

T αβ = ρHuαuβ + pgαβ ,
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where p is the pressure, H = 1+ e+ p
ρ

denotes the specific enthalpy, e represents the specific internal
energy, and the geometrized unit system is used so that the speed of light c in vacuum equals one.
Equations (1) are closed by an equation of state, e.g., e = e(p,ρ). In this paper, we focus on the ideal
equation of state, which reads

e =
p

(Γ−1)ρ
(2)

with the constant Γ∈ (1,2] being the ratio of specific heats; the restriction Γ≤ 2 is required by compress-
ibility assumptions and the relativistic causality (cf. [55]).

For the special relativity, the spacetime metric (gαβ )4×4 is Minkowski’s tensor diag{−1,1,1,1}. The
four-dimensional space-time coordinates become (xα) = (t,x1,x2,x3)

>, and the four-velocities become
(uα) = γ(1,v1,v2,v3)

>, where γ = 1/
√

1−‖vvv‖2 is the Lorentz factor with ‖ · ‖ denoting 2-norm of the
fluid velocity vector vvv = (v1,v2,v3). Thus, in the special RHD case, system (1) can be rewritten as

∂U
∂ t

+
3

∑
i=1

∂Fi(U)

∂xi
= 0, (3)

where the conservative vector U and the fluxes, Fi, 1≤ i≤ 3, are defined by

U = (D,m1,m2,m3,E)>, F1 = (Dv1,m1v1 + p,m2v1,m3v1,m1)
>, (4)

F2 = (Dv2,m1v2,m2v2 + p,m3v2,m2)
>, F3 = (Dv3,m1v3,m2v3,m3v3 + p,m3)

>, (5)

with
D = ργ, mi = ρHγ

2vi, E = ρHγ
2− p (6)

denoting the mass density, momentum in xi-direction, and energy, respectively.
From equations (4)–(6), we see that the conservative vector U and the fluxes Fi can be explicitly

expressed by using the primitive quantities W := (ρ,vvv, p)> in the local rest frame. However, unlike the
non-relativistic case, for RHD there are no explicit expressions for either the fluxes Fi or the primitive
vector W in terms of the conservative variables U. This poses more additional challenges for the numeri-
cal simulations of the RHD than that for the non-relativistic case. In practice, in order to evaluate the flux
Fi(U) in the computations, we have to first recover the primitive quantities W from the conservative vec-
tor U by performing the inverse transformation of (6), within every mesh cell and at each time step. Given
a conservative vector U = (D,mmm,E)>, we can get the values of the corresponding {p(U),vvv(U),ρ(U)} as
follows: first numerically solve a nonlinear algebraic equation [55]

ΦU(p) :=
p

Γ−1
−E +

‖mmm‖2

E + p
+D

√
1− ‖mmm‖2

(E + p)2 = 0, p ∈ [0,+∞), (7)

by utilizing a root-finding algorithm to obtain the pressure p(U); then calculate the velocity and rest-mass
density by

vvv(U) = mmm/
(
E + p(U)

)
, ρ(U) = D

√
1−‖vvv(U)‖2. (8)
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We denote the above recovery procedure by the operator W : U→W, namely,

W = W (U) =
(

ρ(U),vvv(U), p(U)
)>

.

Let fi(W) denote the flux Fi that is expressed as a vector function of the primitive variables W. Then the
flux function Fi(U) in terms of the conservative variables U can be expressed by

Fi(U) = fi(W (U)) = fi ◦W (U), 1≤ i≤ 3.

In the following, we shall restrict our attention to the special RHD system in the two space dimen-
sions:

∂U
∂ t

+
∂F1(U)

∂x
+

∂F2(U)

∂y
= 0, (9)

where (x,y) represents the spatial coordinates; the conservative vector U and the fluxes Fi reduce to

U = (D,m1,m2,E)>, F1 = (Dv1,m1v1 + p,m2v1,m1)
>, F2 = (Dv2,m1v2,m2v2 + p,m2)

>.

In physics, the rest-mass density ρ and pressure p should be positive, and, as required by the relativistic
causality, the fluid velocity magnitude ‖vvv‖ must not exceed the speed of light c. That is, the primitive
vector must stay in the following set

Gw :=
{

W = (ρ,vvv, p)> ∈ R4 : ρ > 0, p > 0, ‖vvv‖< c = 1
}
, (10)

where the speed of light in vacuum c = 1 as we employed the geometrized unit system. Accordingly, the
conservative vector U must satisfy the following constraints

Gu :=
{

U = (D,mmm,E)> ∈ R4 : ρ(U)> 0, p(U)> 0, ‖vvv(U)‖< 1
}
. (11)

The functions ρ(U), p(U) and vvv(U) in (11) are highly nonlinear and have no explicit expressions, as
defined by (7) and (8). This makes the studies on PCP numerical methods for RHD nontrivial.

We refer to Gu as the physically admissible state set. The following two properties of Gu were
rigorously proven in [55].

Lemma 2.1. The admissible state set Gu is a convex set.

Lemma 2.2. The admissible state set Gu is exactly equivalent to the following set

G(1)
u :=

{
U = (D,mmm,E)> ∈ R4 : D > 0, g(U)> 0

}
, (12)

where the function g(U) := E−
√

D2 +‖mmm‖2 is a concave function.

The satisfaction of constraints (11) is necessary, not only for physical significance, but also for the
hyperbolicity and well-posedness of the special RHD system (9). In fact, as long as U∈Gu, the system (9)
is strictly hyperbolic. Let λ

(k)
n (U) and Rn(U) be the eigenvalues and the corresponding right eigenmatrix
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of the rotated Jacobian matrix An(U), which are given in detail in Appendix A. Note that for any ζ > 0
and any U ∈ Gu, the following homogeneous properties hold

Fi(ζ U) = ζ Fi(U), g(ζ U) = ζ g(U), (13)

and the following properties hold

λ
(k)
n (ζ U) = λ

(k)
n (U), Rn(ζ U) = Rn(U), R−1

n (ζ U) = R−1
n (U). (14)

Based on (13), we can show the following properties.

Lemma 2.3. If U ∈ Gu, then for any constant ζ > 0, ζ U ∈ Gu.

Proof. This directly follows from Lemma 2.2 and g(ζ U) = ζ g(U)> 0. �

Proposition 2.1. Let St denote the exact time evolution operator of the RHD system (9), i.e. the exact
solution satisfies

U(xxx, t) = St
(
U(xxx,0)

)
.

Then for any constant ζ > 0, we have

U(xxx, t) =
1
ζ

St
(
ζ U(xxx,0)

)
.

This indicates the exact time evolution operator St is homogeneous.

Proof. Based on Fi(ζ U) = ζ Fi(U) and Lemma 2.3, one can verify that ζ U(xxx, t) is the exact solution to
the RHD system (9) with initial data ζ U(xxx,0). This completes the proof. �

3 Numerical method

In this section, we present a high-order PCP finite volume method, which always keeps numerical so-
lutions in the admissible state set Gu, for the 2D special RHD equations (9) on unstructured triangular
meshes.

Let xxx := (x,y) represents the 2D spatial coordinates. Assume that the 2D domain Ω is partitioned into
triangular control volumes Th. For every cell K ∈ Th, integrating the RHD system (9) over K and then
using the divergence theorem gives

d
dt

∫∫

K
Udxxx+

3

∑
j=1

∫

E j
K

n( j)
K ·F(U)ds = 0, (15)

where E j
K,1 ≤ j ≤ 3, stand for the three edges of triangle K, the real vector n( j)

K = (n( j)
K,1,n

( j)
K,2) denotes

the unit outward normal vector of edge E j
K , and n( j)

K ·F(U) := n( j)
K,1F1(U)+n( j)

K,2F2(U).
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3.1 Outline and key ingredients of our method

Let UK(t) denotes the numerical approximation to the cell-averaged solution 1
|K|
∫∫

K U(xxx, t)dxxx, where |K|
is the area of cell K. From (15), one can obtain a semi-discrete finite volume method for the RHD system
(9), in the following form

d
dt

UK =− 1
|K|

3

∑
j=1

∫

E j
K

F̂
(

Uint(K)
h ,Uext(K)

h ;n( j)
K

)
ds, (16)

where F̂(Uint(K)
h ,Uext(K)

h ;n( j)
K ) denotes the numerical flux which approximates n( j)

K · F(U) and will be
specified later, Uh(xxx, t) is a suitable high-order numerical approximation to the exact solution U(xxx, t),
and the superscripts “int(K)” and “ext(K)” are the associated limits of Uh at the cell interfaces which are
taken from the interior and exterior of K, respectively.

To achieve (k+1)th-order accuracy in space, we use a piecewise polynomial vector function Uh(xxx, t)∈
Vk

h to approximate the exact solution U(x, t) for any fixed t, where

Vk
h :=

{
u = (u1, · · · ,u4)

> : ul|K ∈ Pk(K), 1≤ l ≤ 4,∀K ∈Th

}
,

and Pk(K) is the space of polynomials of total degree up to k in cell K. In our finite volume method, the
approximate solution function Uh(xxx, t) is reconstructed from the cell averages

{
UK : K ∈Th

}
. Mathe-

matically, the reconstruction procedure can be denoted by an operator RK
h : V0

h→ Vk
h, which maps the

cell averages
{

UK : K ∈Th
}

to the piecewise polynomial solution Uh. For notational convenience, in the
following we will temporarily suppress the t dependence of all quantities, if no confusion arises.

The edge integral in (16) cannot be analytically evaluated in general and should be approximated by
some 1D quadrature, for example, the Q-point Gauss quadrature with 2Q−1≥ k. Then the semi-discrete
scheme (16) becomes

dUK

dt
=− 1
|K|

3

∑
j=1
|E j

K|
Q

∑
q=1

ωqF̂
(

Uint(K)
h (xxx( jq)

K ),Uext(K)
h (xxx( jq)

K );n( j)
K

)
=: LK(Uh), (17)

where |E j
K| represents the length of E j

K , {xxx( jq)
K }1≤q≤Q denote the Gauss quadrature points on E j

K , and
{ωq}1≤q≤Q are the associated weights with ∑Q

q=1 ωq = 1. For a third-order accurate scheme with k = 2,
we take Q = 2 and ω1 = ω2 = 1/2.

In order to define the PCP finite volume schemes, we introduce the following two subsets of Vk
h:

Gk
h :=

{
u ∈ Vk

h : uK =
1
|K|

∫∫

K
u(xxx)dxxx ∈ Gu,∀K ∈Th

}
,

Gk
h :=





u ∈Gk
h : u( jq)

K ∈ Gu,1≤ j ≤ 3,1≤ q≤ Q,

uK− 2
3ω̂1

3
∑
j=1

Q
∑

q=1
ωqu( jq)

K

1−2ω̂1
∈ Gu,∀K ∈Th




,
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where u( jq)
K := u

∣∣
K(xxx

( jq)
K ), uK is the cell average of u over cell K, and ω̂1 =

1
L(L−1) is the first weight of

the L-point Gauss-Lobatto quadrature with L :=
⌈k+3

2

⌉
.

Our high-order PCP finite volume schemes on unstructured triangular meshes are built on the follow-
ing four key ingredients (KI):

(KI-1) High-order reconstruction operator Rk
h : V0

h → Vk
h. This operator represents the reconstruc-

tion procedure which constructs the piecewise polynomial solution Uh from the cell averages{
UK : K ∈Th

}
. Several high-order reconstruction techniques were developed on unstructured tri-

angular meshes in the literature, including but not limited to [45, 72]. In our finite volume method,
the reconstruction operator should keep the conservativeness:

1
|K|

∫∫

K
Rk

h(u)dxxx =
1
|K|

∫∫

K
udxxx, ∀K ∈Th, ∀u ∈ V0

h, (18)

which yields
Uh ∈Gk

h, provided that UK ∈ Gu ∀K ∈Th, (19)

namely, the operator range satisfies
Rk

h(G
0
h)⊆Gk

h. (20)

Most of the existing reconstruction approaches satisfy (18), and in particular, we employ the simple
high-order WENO reconstruction recently developed in [72]. We will take the case k = 2 as an
example to illustrate the WENO reconstruction procedure Rk

h in Section 3.2.

(KI-2) High-order PCP limiting operator Πh : Gk
h→ Gk

h. This operator denotes a simple limiter, which

maps the reconstructed numerical solution Uh ∈Gk
h to Ũh := Πh(Uh) ∈Gk

h. The limiter also main-
tains the high-order accuracy and the conservativeness

1
|K|

∫∫

K
Πh(u)dxxx =

1
|K|

∫∫

K
udxxx, ∀K ∈Th, ∀u ∈Gk

h.

Clearly, the limited solution Ũh := Πh(Uh) ∈Gk
h satisfies

Ũint(K)
jq := Ũint(K)

h (xxx( jq)
K ) ∈ Gu, Ũext(K)

jq := Ũext(K)
h (xxx( jq)

K ) ∈ Gu, ∀ j,q,K,

which guarantee the existence and uniqueness of the positive solution to the nonlinear equation (7)
and therefore, theoretically ensure the unique (physically admissible) primitive variables

W̃int(K)
jq := W

(
Ũint(K)

jq

)
∈ Gw, W̃ext(K)

jq := W
(

Ũext(K)
jq

)
∈ Gw. (21)

More details of the PCP limiter Πh will be presented in Section 3.3.

(KI-3) Convergence-guaranteed algorithms for recovery of primitive variables. Although the existence
and uniqueness of the positive solution to the nonlinear equation (7) are ensured in theory by the
PCP limiting procedure in (KI-2), some root-finding algorithms, such as Newton’s method, may
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still fail to get the unique positive solution of (7). In Section 3.4, we will present three effective
algorithms for solving the nonlinear equation (7). We will rigorously prove the proposed algorithms
provably guarantee the convergence in recovering the unique primitive variables W ∈Gw from any
given admissible U ∈ Gu.

(KI-4) The PCP numerical flux and provable PCP property. In order to preserve the cell averages UK ∈
Gu during the time evolution of the fully discrete scheme, we need to seek a spatial discretization
operator LK such that the following PCP property

UK +∆tLK(Ũh) ∈ Gu ∀K ∈Th, provided that Ũh ∈Gk
h, (22)

holds under some CFL condition on ∆t, where the requirement Ũh = Πh(Uh) ∈ Gk
h is ensured by

the PCP limiter in (KI-2). We achieve the PCP property (22) by adopting the HLL numerical flux

F̂hll(U−,U+;n) =
σrn ·F(U−)−σln ·F(U+)+σlσr(U+−U−)

σr−σl
(23)

with

σl(U−,U+;n) := min
{

λ
(1)
n (U−),λ (1)

n (U+),0
}
,

σr(U−,U+;n) := max
{

λ
(4)
n (U−),λ (4)

n (U+),0
}
.

In Theorem 3.1 of Section 3.5, we will rigorously prove: if the numerical flux F̂ in (17) chosen as
the above HLL flux F̂hll , then the resulting spatial discretization operator LK satisfies the desired
PCP property (22). Some other numerical fluxes such as the Lax-Friedrichs flux and the HLLC
flux also meet the PCP property (22) in this framework.

Remark 3.1. To compute F̂hll
(

Ũint(K)
jq , Ũext(K)

jq ;n( j)
K

)
for LK(Ũh) in (22), we need to evaluate

n( j)
K ·F

(
Ũint(K)

jq

)
=

2

∑
i=1

n( j)
K,i Fi

(
Ũint(K)

jq

)
, n( j)

K ·F
(

Ũext(K)
jq

)
=

2

∑
i=1

n( j)
K,i Fi

(
Ũext(K)

jq

)
. (24)

As mentioned in Section 2, unlike the non-relativistic case, for RHD there are no explicit expressions
for Fi(U). To evaluate the flux Fi(U) in (24), we have to first recover the primitive quantities W̃int(K)

jq

and W̃ext(K)
jq from the conservative vectors Ũint(K)

jq and Ũext(K)
jq , respectively. The recovery is theoretically

ensured by (KI-2), and three provably convergent algorithms for practical recovery are discussed in
(KI-3) and Section 3.4.

Assume that the time interval is partitioned into a mesh {t0 = 0, tn+1 = tn +∆tn,0≤ n < Nt} with the
time step-size ∆t determined by some CFL condition. Let Un

K denote the numerical approximation to the
cell-averaged solution on cell K at t = tn. Let Un

(xxx) denote the piece-wise constant function defined by
the cell averages {Un

K : K ∈Th}.
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Based on the above four key ingredients (KI-1)–(KI-4) and the forward Euler time discretization, we
obtain a fully discrete PCP finite volume method:

Un+1
K = Un

K +∆tnLK
(
Ũh
)
= Un

K +∆tnLK

(
ΠhR

k
hUn

)
(25)

with the initial cell averages given by

U0
K =

1
|K|

∫∫

K
U(xxx,0)dxxx ∈ Gu ∀K ∈Th.

The PCP property of the scheme (25) can be easily verified by induction as follows:

• Thanks to the convexity of Gu, one has U0
K ∈ Gu.

• Given Un
K ∈Gu, we have Un ∈G0

h, which implies Rk
hUn ∈Gk

h by (20). Thus ΠhR
k
hUn ∈Gk

h by the
PCP limiter. This ensures Un+1

K ∈ Gu by (22).

For clarification, we draw the flowchart of the PCP method (25) in Fig. 1.
The PCP scheme is only first-order accurate in time. To achieve high-order accuracy in time, we can

use the strong-stability-preserving (SSP) high-order methods [17]. Since an SSP method is formally a
convex combination of the forward Euler method, the PCP property remains valid due to the convexity
of Gu. For example, when the third-order accurate SSP Runge-Kutta (SSP-RK) method is adopted, we
obtain the following third-order accurate, fully discrete, PCP finite volume method:





U∗K = Un
K +∆tnLK

(
ΠhR

k
hUn

)
,

U∗∗K =
3
4

Un
K +

1
4

(
U∗K +∆tnLK

(
ΠhR

k
hU∗

))
,

Un+1
K =

1
3

Un
K +

2
3

(
U∗∗K +∆tnLK

(
ΠhR

k
hU∗∗

))
.

(26)

Remark 3.2. The HLL numerical flux F̂hll not only meets the PCP requirement, but also has a homoge-
neous property as the flux function F(U) in (13). This leads to the homogeneity of the spacial discretiza-
tion operator LK , namely, LK(ζ Uh) = ζ LK(Uh),∀ζ > 0, as it will be shown in the proof of Theorem 3.2.
If the high-order reconstruction operator Rk

h and the PCP limiting operator Πh are both homogeneous,
namely,

Rk
h(ζ U) = ζRk

h(U), Πh(ζ U) = ζ Πh(U), (27)

then our numerical method preserves the scaling invariance property of the RHD system; see Theorem
3.2. We remark that some existing WENO reconstructions may not satisfy the above homogeneity, due
to the loss of scaling invariance of the nonlinear weights; see Remark 3.3. We will show our (slightly
modified) WENO reconstruction operator Rk

h and the PCP limiting operator Πh satisfy (27); see Lemma
3.2, identity (45), and Theorem 3.2.

11



Set n = 0; Initialize Un
K ∈G0

h

Compute the time step size ∆tn by (57)

Reconstrucition: Un
h = Rk

h(U
n
) ∈Gk

h, see Section 3.2

Physical-constraint-preserving limiter: Ũh := Πh(Un
h) ∈Gk

h, see Section 3.3

Recover primitive variables, see Section 3.4:

W̃int(K)
jq = W

(
Ũint(K)

jq

)
∈ Gw, W̃ext(K)

jq := W
(

Ũext(K)
jq

)
∈ Gw

Evolution: Un+1
K = Un

K +∆tnLK

(
Ũh

)
; Constraint-preserving

property proven in Section 3.5 ensures Un+1
K ∈G0

h

tn+1 = tn +∆tn

tn+1 < Tstop

Yes
No

End

Figure 1: The flowchart of the proposed method.
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3.2 High-order reconstruction operator Rk
h

This section introduces a reconstruction procedure Rk
h : V0

h → Vk
h on unstructured triangular meshes,

which constructs the piecewise polynomial solution Uh from the cell averages
{

UK : K ∈Th
}

. In fact,
one can use any proper high-order reconstruction techniques, and the PCP property is not affected by
the chosen reconstruction approach. In this paper, we employ the new high-order WENO reconstruction
recently developed by Zhu and Qiu [72], because it is highly compact and efficient as its linear weights
can be chosen rather arbitrarily provided that their summation equals one. We observe that the nonlinear
weights in [72] do not satisfy certain scaling invariance property, so that the resulting WENO recon-
struction operator is generally not homogeneous. A (slight) modification to the nonlinear weights will be
proposed to address this.

3.2.1 Review of a WENO reconstruction for scalar problems

We first briefly review the WENO reconstruction in [72] for scalar functions on triangular meshes. We
take the case k = 2 as an example to illustrate the third-order accurate WENO reconstruction proce-
dure. Given the cell averages u = {uK : K ∈ Th} of a scalar, we reconstruct a quadratic polynomial as
approximation on an arbitrary target cell K0 ∈Th:

PK0u := ϖ0

(
1
γ0

φ2(x,y)−
4

∑̀
=1

γ`

γ0
φ
(`)
1 (x,y)

)
+

4

∑̀
=1

ϖ`φ
(`)
1 (x,y), (28)

where

• φ2(x,y) is a quadratic polynomial, and {φ (`)
1 (x,y),1≤ `≤ 4} are four linear polynomials; they are

reconstructed from the cell averages {uK} and satisfy

1
|K0|

∫∫

K0

φ2(x,y)dxdy = uK0,
1
|K0|

∫∫

K0

φ
(`)
1 (x,y)dxdy = uK0, 1≤ `≤ 4; (29)

• {γ`,0≤ `≤ 4} are the linear weights, which are all positive, and their summation equals one;

• {ϖ`,0 ≤ ` ≤ 4} are the nonlinear weights for suppressing potential nonphysical oscillations in
discontinuous problems.

First, we construct φ2(x,y). Taking the requirement (29) into account, we express φ2(x,y) as

φ2(x,y) = uK0 +
5

∑
j=1

a jψ j(x,y) (30)

with

ψ1 =
x− x0√
|K0|

, ψ2 =
y− y0√
|K0|

, ψ3 =
(x− x0)(y− y0)

|K0|
− 1
|K0|2

∫∫

K0

(x− x0)(y− y0)dxdy,

ψ4 =
(x− x0)

2

|K0|
− 1
|K0|2

∫∫

K0

(x− x0)
2dxdy, ψ5 =

(y− y0)
2

|K0|
− 1
|K0|2

∫∫

K0

(y− x0)
2dxdy,

13
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Figure 2: Reconstruction stencils N0 and N1,N2,N3,N4 (from left to right).

where (x0,y0) denotes the barycenter of the target cell K0. The coefficients aaa = (a1,a2, . . . ,a5) in (30)
are determined by solving the least-squares problem

min
aaa∈R5

∑
K∈N0

∣∣∣∣
1
|K|

∫∫

K
φ2(x,y)dxdy−uK

∣∣∣∣
2

where N0 := {K0,K1,K2,K3,K11,K12,K21,K22,K31,K32} denotes the large stencil for the target cell K0 as
shown in Fig. 2.

Next, we construct φ
(`)
1 (x,y), 1 ≤ ` ≤ 4. With the requirement (29) taken into account, we express

φ
(`)
1 (x,y) as

φ
(`)
1 (x,y) = uK0 +

2

∑
j=1

b(`)j ψ j(x,y), (31)

where the coefficients bbb(`) = (b(`)1 ,b(`)2 ) are determined by solving the least-squares problems

min
bbb(`)∈R2

∑
K∈N`

∣∣∣∣
1
|K|

∫∫

K
φ
(`)
1 (x,y)dxdy−uK

∣∣∣∣
2

, 1≤ `≤ 4,

where

N1 := {K0,K1,K2,K3},N2 := {K0,K1,K11,K12},N3 := {K0,K2,K21,K22},N4 := {K0,K3,K31,K32}

are four small stencils as shown in Fig. 2. Specifically, N1 is called the central stencil; N2, N3, and N4

are three sectorial stencils, each of which consists of the target cell K0 and its neighboring cells whose
barycenters lie in the same sector. As shown in Fig. 2, the three sectors are divided by three lines L1, L2,
and L3 connecting the centroid and three vertices of K0.

Now we compute the linear weights γ` and nonlinear weights ϖ` in (28). Following [72], we set the
linear weights as γ0 = 0.96,γ1 = γ2 = γ3 = γ4 = 0.01 in our computations. However, slightly different
from [72], we take the nonlinear weights as

ϖ` =
δ`

∑4
i=0 δi

, δ` = γ`

(
1+

τ2

(β`+ ε)2

)
, `= 0, · · · ,4, (32)

14



where ε is a small positive number used to avoid the denominator being zero. The quantity τ is defined
as

τ =
1
4
(|β0−β1|+ |β0−β2|+ |β0−β3|+ |β0−β4|) = O(|K| 32 ), (33)

where τ = O(|K| 32 ) follows from [72, Page A908, Eq. (2.13)], and {βi,0≤ i≤ 4} are the smooth indica-
tors which are defined in a classic way as in [20]:

β0 =
2

∑
|ααα|=1

∫∫

K
|K||ααα|−1 (Dααα

φ2(x,y)
)2 dxdy, β` = ∑

|ααα|=1

∫∫

K

(
Dααα

φ
(`)
1 (x,y)

)2
dxdy, 1≤ `≤ 4,

where ααα is a multi-index and D is the partial derivative operator; for example, when ααα = (1,1), then
|ααα|= 2 and Dαααφ(x,y) = ∂ 2φ/∂x∂y. In this paper, we take ε = |K0|×maxK∈N0{|uK|2} in (32) to make
the nonlinear weights ϖ` scaling-invariant (see Lemma 3.1), so as to achieve the homogeneity of Rk

h in
(27) (see Lemma 3.2). Note the nonlinear weights in [72] are not scaling-invariant (see Remark 3.3).

Lemma 3.1. The nonlinear weights (32) are scaling-invariant, namely, for any given constant ζ > 0,
if we scale the cell averages {uK : K ∈ N0} to {ζ uK : K ∈ N0}, then the corresponding weights ϖ`

remain unchanged. Consequently, the operator PK0 is homogeneous, namely, for any constant ζ > 0,
PK0(ζ u) = ζPK0u.

Proof. Let φ2(x,y;ζ ) and φ
(`)
1 (x,y;ζ ),1≤ `≤ 4 be the quadratic polynomial and four linear polynomials

reconstructed from the scaled cell averages {ζ uK : K ∈ N0}, and β
(ζ )
` be the corresponding smooth

indicators. Denote τ(ζ ),δ
(ζ )
` , and ϖ

(ζ )
` be the values calculated from β

(ζ )
` by using the equations (32)

and (33). Observing that φ2(x,y;ζ ) = ζ φ2(x,y) and φ
(`)
1 (x,y;ζ ) = ζ φ

(`)
1 (x,y), we obtain that β

(ζ )
` =

ζ 2β`,0≤ `≤ 4 and τ(ζ ) = ζ 2τ . Thanks to ε(ζ ) := |K0|×maxK∈N0{|ζ uK|2}= ζ 2ε, we then have

δ
(ζ )
` = δ`, ϖ

(ζ )
` = ϖ`.

This means the nonlinear weights (32) are scaling-invariant. It follows that PK0(ζ u) = ζPK0u. �

Remark 3.3. It should be explained why we prefer to use the nonlinear weights (32) different from that
in [72]. With our above notations, the nonlinear weights used in [72] can be rewritten as

ϖ̃` =
δ̃`

∑4
i=0 δ̃i

, δ̃` = γ`

(
1+

τ2

β`+ ε

)
, `= 0, · · · ,4. (34)

Notice that our notation τ2 corresponds to the notation τ in [72]. The nonlinear weights (34) work well
for many benchmark problems in [72]. However, the weights (34) are not scaling-invariant, even if we
set ε = |K0| ×maxK∈N0{|uK|2}. This is because (τ(ζ ))2 = ζ 4τ2 and β

(ζ )
` + ε(ζ ) = ζ 2(β`+ ε), so that

τ2/(β`+ ε)+ 1 is “not dimensionless”. It seems important to accommodate the scaling invariance, as
the quantity u may have very different scales/values for different characteristic variables and different
problems. Because the nonlinear weights are used for suppressing potential numerical oscillations, they

15



should be dimensionless and independent of the solution scales. Therefore, the scaling-invariant prop-
erty and the resulting homogeneity of PK0 are desirable and may be helpful for resolving multi-scale
flow structures and suppressing nonphysical oscillations. This observation will be further confirmed by
numerical results in Examples 4.4 and 4.5 of Section 4, where the two sets of nonlinear weights (32) and
(34) will be compared. Although our modification is proposed on unstructured meshes, it also applies to
structured meshes.

It is shown in [72] that βi =O(|K|), i = 0, · · · ,4. It follows that τ2

(βi+ε)2 =O(|K|), i = 0, · · · ,4. There-
fore, δi = γi(1+O(|K|)) which gives ϖi = γi(1+O(|K|)). As a result, the accuracy of the above WENO
reconstruction is third-order as expected. This verifies that our nonlinear weights (32) also meet the
accuracy requirement.

3.2.2 Characteristic WENO reconstruction for RHD system

One can apply the above WENO reconstruction to the RHD equations (9) either component-wisely or
in local characteristic directions. It has been widely realized that characteristic reconstruction usually
produces better nonoscillatory results for high-order schemes. Therefore, we impose the WENO recon-
struction on the local characteristic variables for the RHD system.

Assume that UK ∈ Gu for all K ∈ Th. Then, by the algorithms that will be introduced in Section 3.4,
we can uniquely recover the corresponding primitive variables

WK = W
(
UK
)
∈ Gw ∀K ∈Th. (35)

We would like to reconstruct, for every K ∈Th, a polynomial vector function PK(xxx) satisfying

1
|K|

∫∫

K
PK(xxx)dxxx = UK, (36)

so as to obtain

Uh(xxx) = Rk
hU := ∑

K∈Th

PK(xxx)χK(xxx), χK(xxx) =





1, xxx ∈ K,

0, xxx /∈ K.
(37)

The property (36) implies that the reconstructed piecewise polynomial vector function Uh ∈Gk
h.

Based on local characteristic decomposition, we reconstruct the polynomial vector PK0(xxx) in (37) for
an arbitrary target cell K0 ∈Th as follows:

Step 1 For each normal direction n j := n( j)
K0

of K0, j ∈ {1,2,3}, do the following:

• Compute the local eigenvector matrix in the direction n j, i.e., Rn j(UK0) and R−1
n j
(UK0) according to

the formulas in Proposition A.1. For the RHD system, Rn j and R−1
n j

cannot be explicitly expressed
by the conservative variables, therefore, we have to first recover the primitive vector WK0 and then
use the primitive variables to evaluate Rn j and R−1

n j
.
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• Project the cell averages {Us : s ∈ N0} into the local characteristic fields

Z( j)
s := R−1

n j
Us ∀s ∈ N0.

• Perform the scalar WENO reconstruction procedure PK0 , defined in (28), component-wisely to the

cell averages Z( j) := {Z( j)
s : s ∈N0} and obtain the polynomial approximation of the characteristic

variables
ZK0(xxx) = PK0Z( j)

.

• Project the polynomial vectors ZK0 into the physical space of conservative variables

P( j)
K0
(xxx) = Rn jZK0(xxx).

Step 2 The final reconstructed polynomial vector on the target cell K0 is obtained by taking a weighted
average of {P( j)

K0
,1≤ j ≤ 3}, i.e.

PK0(xxx) =
∑3

j=1 |K j|P( j)
K0
(xxx)

∑3
j=1 |K j|

. (38)

One can verify that the reconstructed polynomial vector (38) satisfies (36).
Thanks to (14) and the homogeneity of the operator PK0 proven in Lemma 3.1, we immediately

obtain that the characteristic WENO reconstruction operator Rk
h is also homogeneous.

Lemma 3.2. For any constant ζ > 0, Rk
h(ζ U) = ζRk

h(U).

3.3 Physical-constraint-preserving limiting operator Πh

Now we detail the operator Πh : Gk
h→ Gk

h. Let Uh = ∑K∈Th
PK(xxx)χK(xxx) ∈Gk

h denote the reconstructed
WENO solution with PK(xxx) =: (DK(xxx),mmmK(xxx),EK(xxx))>. Define UK =: (DK,mmmK,EK)

>. We denote the
PCP limited solution by

Ũh = ΠhUh =: ∑
K∈Th

P̃K(xxx)χK(xxx), (39)

where the limited polynomial vector P̃K(xxx) = (D̃K(xxx), m̃mmK(xxx), ẼK(xxx))> is given as follows.

Step 1 First, modify the mass density:

D̂K(xxx) = θD
(
DK(xxx)−DK

)
+DK, θD := min

{∣∣∣∣
DK− εD

DK−Dmin

∣∣∣∣ ,1
}
, (40)

where Dmin := min
{

D(1)
K ,min jq DK(xxx

( jq)
K )

}
with

D(1)
K =

1
1−2ω̂1

(
DK−

2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqDK(xxx
( jq)
K )

)
, (41)

and εD is a small positive number introduced to avoid the influence of the round-off error on the
PCP property and may be taken as εD = min{10−13,DK}.
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Step 2 Then, modify the polynomial vector P̂K(xxx) :=
(

D̂K(xxx),mmmK(xxx),EK(xxx)
)>

into

P̃K(xxx) = θg(P̂K(xxx)−UK)+UK, θg := min
{∣∣∣∣

g(UK)− εg

g(UK)−gmin

∣∣∣∣ ,1
}
, (42)

where gmin := min
{

g(Û(2)),min jq g
(

P̂K(xxx( jq))
)}

with

Û(2) :=
1

1−2ω̂1

(
UK−

2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqP̂K(xxx
( jq)
K )

)
, (43)

and εg is a small positive number introduced to avoid the influence of the round-off error on the
PCP property and may be taken as εg = min{10−13,g(UK)}.

Remark 3.4. On any triangular cell K, one can construct a 2D quadrature rule, which is exact for all
polynomials P ∈ Pk(K), has positive weights, and includes all the edge Gaussian points {xxx( jq)

K } as a
subset of the 2D quadrature points. Zhang, Xia, and Shu [66] constructed such a quadrature by using a
Dubinar transform from rectangles to triangles, which gives

1
|K|

∫∫

K
P(xxx)dxxx =

2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqP(xxx( jq)
K )+

Q̃

∑
q=1

ω̃qP(x̃xx(q)K ),

where Q = 2 for k = 2, {x̃xx(q)K ,1 ≤ q ≤ Q̃} are the other quadrature points in K with ω̃q > 0 being the

associated weights satisfying 2
3ω̂1

3
∑
j=1

Q
∑

q=1
ωq +∑Q̃

q=1 ω̃q = 2ω̂1 +∑Q̃
q=1 ω̃q = 1. It follows that

1
1−2ω̂1

(
1
|K|

∫∫

K
P(xxx)dxxx− 2

3
ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqPK(xxx
( jq)
K )

)
=

Q̃

∑
q=1

ω̃q

1−2ω̂1
P(x̃xx(q)K ), (44)

with ∑Q̃
q=1

ω̃q
1−2ω̂1

= 1. The quadrature points are illustrated in Fig. 3, where the (orange) solid points

denote {xxx( jq)
K } and the (black) hollow circles stand for {x̃xx(q)K }. It is worth noting that this 2D quadrature

is not applied to evaluate any integrals, but merely employed in our PCP limiter and theoretical analysis.

Proposition 3.1. The limited solution Ũh, defined in (39) with P̃K(xxx) given by (42), satisfies

Ũh ∈Gk
h,

1
|K|

∫∫

K
Ũhdxxx = UK.

Proof. According the local scaling nature of the PCP limiter, one has

1
|K|

∫∫

K
D̂K(xxx)dxxx = θD

(
1
|K|

∫∫

K
DK(xxx)dxxx−DK

)
+DK = DK,

1
|K|

∫∫

K
Ũh(xxx)dxxx =

1
|K|

∫∫

K
P̃K(xxx)dxxx = θg

(
1
|K|

∫∫

K
P̂K(xxx)dxxx−UK

)
+UK = UK.
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Figure 3: The quadrature points for Q = 2 and k = 2.

Note that

D̃K(xxx( jq)) = θg

(
D̂K(xxx( jq))−DK

)
+DK

= θgθD

(
DK(xxx( jq))−DK

)
+DK

≥ θgθD
(
Dmin−DK

)
+DK

≥−θD
∣∣Dmin−DK

∣∣+(DK− εD)+ εD ≥ εD > 0,

and applying Jensen’s inequality to the concave function g(U) = E−
√

D2 +‖mmm‖2, we get

g
(

P̃K(xxx( jq))
)
= g

(
θgP̂K(xxx( jq))+(1−θg)UK

)

≥ θgg
(

P̂K(xxx( jq))
)
+(1−θg)g

(
UK
)

≥ θggmin +(1−θg)g
(
UK
)

= θg
(
gmin−g

(
UK
))

+g
(
UK
)

≥−θg
∣∣gmin−g

(
UK
)∣∣+

(
g
(
UK
)
− εg

)
+ εg ≥ εg > 0.

Thus we have P̃K(xxx( jq)) ∈ G(1)
u = Gu for all j, q, and K.

Thanks to the identity (44), we obtain

1
1−2ω̂1

(
DK−

2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqD̃K(xxx
( jq)
K )

)
=

Q̃

∑
q=1

ω̃q

1−2ω̂1
D̃K(x̃xx

(q)
K )

= θDθg




Q̃

∑
q=1

ω̃q

1−2ω̂1
DK(x̃xx

(q)
K )−DK


+DK
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= θDθg

(
D(1)

K −DK

)
+DK

≥ θDθg
(
Dmin−DK

)
+DK > 0,

and

g

(
1

1−2ω̂1

(
UK−

2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqP̃K(xxx
( jq)
K )

))
= g




Q̃

∑
q=1

ω̃q

1−2ω̂1
P̃K(x̃xx

(q)
K )




= g


θg

( Q̃

∑
q=1

ω̃q

1−2ω̂1
P̂K(x̃xx

(q)
K )
)
+(1−θg)UK




≥ θgg




Q̃

∑
q=1

ω̃q

1−2ω̂1
P̂K(x̃xx

(q)
K )


+(1−θg)g

(
UK
)

= θg

(
g(Û(2))−g

(
UK
))

+g
(
UK
)

≥ θg
(
gmin−g

(
UK
))

+g
(
UK
)
> 0

by applying Jensen’s inequality to the concave function g(U). Hence, we have

1
1−2ω̂1

(
UK−

2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqP̃K(xxx
( jq)
K )

)
∈ G(1)

u = Gu ∀K ∈Th,

which along with P̃K(xxx( jq)) ∈ Gu implies Ũh ∈Gk
h. The proof is completed. �

If we ignore the effects of εD and εg (they are ≤ 10−13 and their effects are close to round-off errors),
then we have

Πh(ζ Uh) = ζ Πh(Uh) (45)

for any constant ζ > 0.

Remark 3.5. It is worth noting that the above limiter is valid only when the reconstructed WENO solution
Uh ∈ Gk

h, which is ensured by (19) and the PCP property UK ∈ Gu obtained in the prior Runge–Kutta
stage or time-step. Similar to the bound-preserving limiters in [63, 64, 66, 36, 62, 57], our PCP limiter
also does not destroy the high-order accuracy of the reconstructed WENO solution; this will be further
confirmed by numerical results in Example 4.1 of Section 4. A similar PCP limiter was proposed in [36]
for the DG methods on structured meshes. A challenge of extending such a limiter from structured meshes
to unstructured meshes is to construct the 2D quadrature mentioned in Remark 3.4, which was addressed
by Zhang, Xia, and Shu in [66]. In addition, the present PCP limiter is different from the one in [36]
in two aspects: (i) our PCP limiter uses the concavity [55] of g(U) and thus avoids solving a quadratic
equation; (ii) our limiter is motivated by the simplified limiter in [65], which only involves the quadrature
points on the cell edges and avoids the use of the interior quadrature points in (44). Note that the present
PCP limiter modifies the reconstructed solution polynomials with locally scaling, and thus significantly
differs from the PCP flux limiter in [55] which modifies the high-order numerical fluxes based on a PCP
first-order numerical flux.
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3.4 Convergence-guaranteed algorithms for primitive variables recovery

For any given conservative vector U ∈ Gu, we need to recover the corresponding primitive vector W =

W (U) ∈ Gw. This procedure requires to solve a nonlinear algebraic equation (7) by some root-finding
algorithms, since the function W cannot be explicitly formulated due to the highly nonlinear relationship
between U and W. In this subsection, we will present three iterative algorithms, which are provably
convergent, for the recovery of primitive quantities from admissible conservative variables.

Before discussing our algorithms, we first look into the unique solvability of the positive solution to
the nonlinear equation (7). Assume that U = (D,mmm,E)> ∈ G(1)

u , we have

D > 0, E >
√

D2 +‖mmm‖2.

Note that ΦU(p) ∈C1[0,+∞). We obtain

Φ′U(p) =
1

Γ−1
− ‖mmm‖2

(E + p)2

(
1− D√

(E + p)2−‖mmm‖2

)
≥ 1− ‖mmm‖2

(E + p)2 > 0 ∀p ∈ [0,+∞),

where 1 < Γ ≤ 2 and D > 0 have been used. Thus, the function ΦU(p) of p is strictly monotonically
increasing in the interval [0,+∞). Besides, we observe that

ΦU(0) =
(

D−
√

E2−‖mmm‖2
)√

1− ‖mmm‖
2

E2 < 0,

and lim
p→+∞

ΦU(p) = +∞ because lim
p→+∞

ΦU(p)
p = 1

Γ−1 > 0. According to the Intermediate Value Theorem,

there exists a unique positive pressure p(U) such that ΦU(p(U)) = 0. By equation (8), we obtain the
velocity vvv(U) and density ρ(U) satisfying ‖vvv(U)‖< 1 and ρ(U)> 0, respectively. Therefore, for any U∈
Gu = G(1)

u , we have a unique W = W (U) ∈ Gw. On the other hand, for any W ∈ Gw, the corresponding
conservative vector U ∈ Gu = G(1)

u is uniquely defined by (6). We conclude:

Lemma 3.3. The operator W : Gu→ Gw is bijective.

As shown by the above analysis, the positive solution p(U) to the nonlinear equation (7) is uniquely
solvable, provided that U ∈ G(1)

u = Gu. However, in general it is very difficult (if not impossible) to
analytically obtain the root p(U). Some root-finding algorithms have to be used to numerically compute
p(U). The existence and uniqueness of the positive root are not sufficient to ensure the convergence of
root-finding algorithms and the positivity of the numerical root. Therefore, a convergent root-finding
algorithm, which guarantees the uniquely positive numerical root for the nonlinear equation (7), is highly
desirable for obtaining a provably PCP scheme.

In the following, we discuss three iterative algorithms for solving the nonlinear equations (7). These
three algorithms are provably convergent to recover a positive pressure as long as U ∈ Gu.

Algorithm 3.1 (Bisection algorithm). The monotonicity of ΦU(p) on the interval [0,+∞) motivates us to
consider the bisection method. First, we need to seek an explicit bounded interval for p(U). Note that

ΦU(p(U)) =
p(U)

Γ−1
−E +

‖mmm‖2

E + p(U)
+D

√
1− ‖mmm‖2

(E + p(U))2 = 0,
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which implies

p(U) = (Γ−1)

(
E− ‖mmm‖2

E + p(U)
−D

√
1− ‖mmm‖2

(E + p(U))2

)

≤ (Γ−1)

(
E−D

√
1− ‖mmm‖

2

E2

)
=: p(0)R .

Let p(0)L = 0, then p(U) ∈ (p(0)L , p(0)R ). The bisection method proceeds as follows:

(
p(n)L , p(n)R

)
=




(p(n−1)

L , p(n−1)), if ΦU(p(n−1))> 0,

(p(n−1), p(n−1)
R ), if ΦU(p(n−1))≤ 0,

p(n−1) :=
p(n−1)

L + p(n−1)
R

2
, n = 1,2, . . .

It is easy to show that p(U) ∈ (p(n)L , p(n)R ) and

∣∣p(n)− p(U)
∣∣≤ p(0)R

2n+1 ,

which indicates the convergence lim
n→+∞

p(n) = p(U).

Algorithm 3.2 (Fixed-point iteration algorithm). Motivated by [28], we consider the following iterative
method for solving the nonlinear equations (7):

p(0) =
1
2
(Γ−1)

(
E−D

√
1− ‖mmm‖

2

E2

)
> 0,

p(n) =−(Γ−1)ΦU(p(n−1))+ p(n−1), n = 1,2, . . .

(46)

For any p≥ 0 it holds

0≤−(Γ−1)Φ′U(p)+1 = (Γ−1)
‖mmm‖2

(E + p)2

(
1− D√

(E + p)2−‖mmm‖2

)

≤ (Γ−1)
‖mmm‖2

E2 := δ < 1,

which implies that
max

0≤p<+∞

∣∣−(Γ−1)Φ′U(p)+1
∣∣≤ δ < 1, (47)

and that −(Γ−1)ΦU(p)+ p is a monotonically increasing function of p in the interval [0,+∞). Thus, if
p(n−1) > 0, we have

p(n) ≥−(Γ−1)ΦU(0)+0 = (Γ−1)

(
E− ‖mmm‖

2

E
−D

√
1− ‖mmm‖

2

E2

)
> 0,
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where 0 < D <
√

E2−‖mmm‖2 has been used. By induction, we obtain p(n) > 0 for all n≥ 0. The error for
the iteration (46) can be estimated as follows:

∣∣∣p(n)− p(U)
∣∣∣=
∣∣∣
(
−(Γ−1)ΦU(p(n−1))+ p(n−1)

)
− (−(Γ−1)ΦU(p(U))+ p(U))

∣∣∣

=
∣∣−(Γ−1)Φ′U(ξ )+1

∣∣
∣∣∣p(n−1)− p(U)

∣∣∣ ,

≤ δ

∣∣∣p(n−1)− p(U)
∣∣∣ ,

where 0 < min{p(n−1), p(U)} ≤ ξ ≤max{p(n−1), p(U)}; we have sequentially used ΦU(p(U)) = 0, the
Mean Value Theorem, p(n−1) > 0, and (47). Recursively using the above estimate gives

∣∣∣p(n)− p(U)
∣∣∣≤ δ

2
∣∣∣p(n−2)− p(U)

∣∣∣≤ ·· · ≤ δ
n
∣∣∣p(0)− p(U)

∣∣∣≤ δ
n p(0)R

2
,

which indicates the convergence lim
n→+∞

p(n) = p(U) because 0≤ δ < 1.

Algorithm 3.3 (Hybrid iteration algorithm). As we can see from the above analysis, the bisection algo-
rithm and the fixed-point iteration algorithm have different contraction rates, specifically, the rate is 1

2 for

the bisection algorithm, and the estimated rate for the fixed-point iteration algorithm is δ = (Γ−1)‖mmm‖
2

E2 .
In order to further accelerate the convergence, we devise a new hybrid algorithm, which enjoys the
smaller contraction rate by switching the above two algorithms. Specifically, when U satisfies δ ≥ 1

2 we
use the bisection algorithm; otherwise, the fixed-point iteration algorithm is employed instead. Clearly,
such a hybrid algorithm is also convergence-guaranteed. Our numerical experiments discussed in Re-
mark 4.1 will show that this hybrid iteration algorithm is very efficient and faster than the other two
algorithms.

Remark 3.6. Both the bisection algorithm and the fixed-point iteration algorithm converge linearly, and
so does our hybrid algorithm. Another popular root-finding algorithm is Newton’s algorithm, which of-
ten converges quadratically. However, the convergence of Newton’s algorithm requires the initial guess
p(0) to be sufficiently close to the true root p(U), which is difficult to guarantee in practice. Moreover,
in the present problem, we observe that the approximate pressure may become negative during the New-
ton’s iteration (even if U ∈ Gu is admissible), causing the failure of the iteration. When such failure
or divergence occurs, we have to restart the Newton’s iteration by trying a different initial guess, until
it successfully converges to a positive pressure at the desired accuracy. Therefore, Newton’s algorithm
is not convergence-guaranteed. We will compare our three algorithms with the Newton’s algorithm by
numerical experiments; see Remark 4.1.

3.5 Rigorous proof of physical-constraint-preserving property

Now we are in the position to provide a rigorous proof of the PCP property (22) of our numerical method.
Several lemmas are first derived, which pave the way to our proof.
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Algorithm Efficient implementation of hybrid iteration algorithm for recovering primitive variables

Input: U = (D,mmm,E) ∈ Gu satisfying D > 0 and E >
√

D2 +‖mmm‖2.
Output: (ρ,vvv, p) = W (U) ∈ Gw satisfying ρ > 0, p > 0, and ‖vvv‖< 1.

Define εr f as the round-off error. Set the allowable error tolerance εtol = 10−15

Set r = min
{

1
2 ,(Γ−1)‖mmm‖

2

E2

}

pL← 0.

pR← (Γ−1)
(

E−D
√

1− ‖mmm‖2

E2

)

p← pR
2

Set n = 0. Set N = log(εr f /p)/ log(r)
Φ0← εtol +1
while Φ0 > εtol and n < N do

ΦU← p
Γ−1 −E + ‖mmm‖

2

E+p +D
√

1− ‖mmm‖2

(E+p)2

if r < 1
2 then

p←−(Γ−1)ΦU + p
else

if ΦU < 0 then
pL← p

else
pR← p

end if
p← pL+pR

2
end if
Φ0← |ΦU|
n← n+1

end while
vvv← mmm

E+p

ρ ← D
√

1−‖vvv‖2
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A novel equivalent form of the set Gu is first given in (48). Compared with the original form in
(11) and the equivalent form in (12), the following equivalent form G(2)

u has a distinctive feature—all the
constraints in G(2)

u are not only explicit but also linear with respect to U. Benefit from this feature, the
proof of the PCP property becomes more convenient; see Theorem 3.1.

Lemma 3.4. The admissible state set Gu is exactly equivalent to the following set

G(2)
u :=

{
U = (D,mmm,E)> ∈ R4 : D > 0, E−mmm · vvv∗−D

√
1−‖vvv∗‖2 > 0, ∀vvv∗ ∈ B1(0)

}
, (48)

where B1(0) := {xxx ∈ R2 : ‖xxx‖< 1} denotes the open unit ball centered at 0 in R2.

Proof. To prove the equivalence of these two sets G(2)
u and G(1)

u , it is enough to prove that G(2)
u ⊂ G(1)

u

and G(1)
u ⊂ G(2)

u establised simultaneously.
First, prove U ∈ G(2)

u ⇒ U ∈ G(1)
u . Let U = (D,mmm,E)> ∈ G(2)

u , then we have D > 0 and E−mmm · vvv∗−
D
√

1−‖vvv∗‖2 > 0, ∀vvv∗ ∈ B1(0). If we take special vvv∗ = mmm√
D2+‖mmm‖2

satisfying vvv∗ ∈ B1(0), then it is easy

to obtain
0 < E−mmm · vvv∗−D

√
1−‖vvv∗‖2 = E−

√
D2 +‖mmm‖2.

which implies the second constraint of G(1)
u , along with D > 0, yields U ∈ G(1)

u .
Then, prove U ∈ G(1)

u ⇒ U ∈ G(2)
u . Let U = (D,mmm,E)> ∈ G(1)

u , then by definition we have D > 0 and
E−

√
D2 +‖mmm‖2 > 0. By using Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we deduce that

√
D2 +‖mmm‖2−mmm · vvv∗−D

√
1−‖vvv∗‖2 ≥

√
D2 +‖mmm‖2−

√
D2 +‖mmm‖2 ·

√
‖vvv∗‖2 +1−‖vvv∗‖2 = 0,

which gives

E−mmm · vvv∗−D
√

1−‖vvv∗‖2 = E−
√

D2 +‖mmm‖2 +
√

D2 +‖mmm‖2−mmm · vvv∗−D
√

1−‖vvv∗‖2

≥ E−
√

D2 +‖mmm‖2 > 0.

This along with D > 0 implies U ∈ G(2)
u . The proof is completed. �

Lemma 3.5. For any U ∈ Gu and any unit vector n ∈ R2, the following inequalities hold

0 < cs <
√

Γ−1, (49)

vn < λ
(4)
n < 1, (50)

vn

λ
(4)
n − vn

<−1+ γ
2
(

1+
1
cs

)
. (51)

Proof. Direct calculation gives

0 < cs =

√
Γp

ρ + Γ
Γ−1 p

≤
√

Γp
Γ

Γ−1 p
=
√

Γ−1,

25



and

λ
(4)
n − vn =

−vnc2
s γ−2 + csγ

−1
√

1− v2
n− (‖vvv‖2− v2

n)c2
s

1−‖vvv‖2c2
s

≥ csγ
−2(1− vncs)

1−‖vvv‖2c2
s

> 0.

It follows that

vn

λ
(4)
n − vn

= vn

(
vn

1− v2
n
+

√
1− v2

n− (‖vvv‖2− v2
n)c2

s
csγ−1(1− v2

n)

)

≤ v2
n

1− v2
n
+

|vn|
csγ−1

√
1− v2

n

≤ ‖vvv‖2

1−‖vvv‖2 +
‖vvv‖

csγ−1
√

1−‖vvv‖2

=−1+ γ
2
(

1+
‖vvv‖
cs

)
<−1+ γ

2
(

1+
1
cs

)
.

The proof is completed. �

Lemma 3.6. For any U ∈ Gu, any unit vector n ∈ R2, any vvv∗ ∈ B1(0), and any λ ≥ λ
(4)
n , we have

− (n ·F(U)) ·ξξξ ∗ >−λU ·ξξξ ∗, (52)

where ξξξ ∗ :=
(
−
√

1−‖vvv∗‖2,−vvv∗,1
)>

.

Proof. First we consider the case λ = λ
(4)
n , which satisfies

γ
2(λ − vn)

2 =
(1−λ 2)c2

s
1− c2

s
, (53)

and we deduce that

(λU−n ·F(U)) ·ξξξ ∗ =−(λ − vn)ργ

√
1−‖vvv∗‖2−

(
(λ − vn)ρHγ

2vn− p
)

vvv∗ ·n
− (λ − vn)ρHγ

2vτvvv∗ · (−n2,n1)+(λ − vn)(ρHγ
2− p)− pvn

≥−J1×
√

1−‖vvv∗‖2 +(vvv∗ ·n)2 +(vvv∗ · (−n2,n1))2 + J2 = J2− J1,

where the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality has been used, with

J1 =

√
(λ − vn)2ρ2γ2 +((λ − vn)ρHγ2vn− p)2

+(λ − vn)2ρ2H2γ4v2
τ ,

J2 = (λ − vn)(ρHγ
2− p)− pvn = p(λ − vn)

(
Γγ2

c2
s
−1− vn

λ − vn

)

> p(λ − vn)γ
2c−2

s (Γ− cs(cs +1))> 0,
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in which we have used the three inequalities from Lemma 3.5. Using (53), we further derive that

(λU−n ·F(U)) ·ξξξ ∗ ≥ J2− J1 =
1

J1 + J2

[(
(ρH)2−2ρH p−ρ

2)
γ

2(λ − vn)
2− p2(1−λ

2)
]

=
1

J1 + J2

[(
(ρH)2−2ρH p−ρ

2) (1−λ 2)c2
s

1− c2
s
− p2(1−λ

2)

]

=
p2(1−λ 2)

(1− c2
s )(J1 + J2)

{[(
Γ
c2

s

)2

− 2Γ
c2

s
−
(

Γ
Γ−1

−Γc−2
s

)2
]

c2
s −1+ c2

s

}

=
p2(1−λ 2)

(1− c2
s )(J1 + J2)

(
Γ+1
Γ−1

+
1−2Γ
(Γ−1)2 c2

s

)

>
p2(1−λ 2)

(1− c2
s )(J1 + J2)

(
2−Γ
Γ−1

)
≥ 0,

which completes the proof of (52) for λ = λ
(4)
n . Because U ∈ Gu = G(2)

u , we have U ·ξξξ ∗ > 0. Therefore,
when λ ≥ λ

(4)
n , it holds

−(n ·F(U)) ·ξξξ ∗ >−λ
(4)
n U ·ξξξ ∗ ≥−λU ·ξξξ ∗.

The proof is completed. �

Lemma 3.7. For any U− ∈ Gu, any U+ ∈ Gu, any unit vector n ∈ R2, and any vvv∗ ∈ B1(0), we have

− F̂hll(U−,U+;n) ·ξξξ ∗ ≥− max
U∈{U−,U+}

σ̂(U;n)U− ·ξξξ ∗, (54)

− D̂hll(U−,U+;n)≥− max
U∈{U−,U+}

σ̂(U;n)D− (55)

where D̂hll denotes the first component of F̂hll(U−,U+;n), and σ̂(U;n) is the spectral radius of the
Jacobian matrix An(U) and is defined by

σ̂(U;n) :=
|vn|(1− c2

s )+ csγ
−1
√

1− v2
n− (‖vvv‖2− v2

n)c2
s

1−‖vvv‖2c2
s

.

Proof. Thanks to Lemmas 3.4 and 3.6, we have

−U± ·ξξξ ∗ > 0, −
(
n ·F(U±)

)
·ξξξ ∗ >−λ

(4)
n (U±)

(
U± ·ξξξ ∗

)
.

Note that σr ≥ 0, σl ≤ 0, and maxU∈{U−,U+} σ̂(U;n)≥ σr ≥ λ
(4)
n (U±). Therefore

−F̂hll(U−,U+;n) ·ξξξ ∗ =
σr (−n ·F(U−)) ·ξξξ ∗+(−σl)(−n ·F(U+)) ·ξξξ ∗−σlσr(U+−U−) ·ξξξ ∗

σr−σl

≥ −σrλ
(4)
n (U−)(U− ·ξξξ ∗)+σlλ

(4)
n (U+)(U+ ·ξξξ ∗)−σlσr(U+−U−) ·ξξξ ∗

σr−σl

=
σlσr−σrλ

(4)
n (U−)

σr−σl

(
U− ·ξξξ ∗

)
+

(−σl)
(

σr−λ
(4)
n (U+)

)

σr−σl

(
U+ ·ξξξ ∗

)
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≥ σlσr−σrσr

σr−σl

(
U− ·ξξξ ∗

)
+0
(
U+ ·ξξξ ∗

)

=−σr
(
U− ·ξξξ ∗

)
≥− max

U∈{U−,U+}
σ̂(U;n)

(
U− ·ξξξ ∗

)
,

−D̂hll(U−,U+;n) =
σr (−D−v−n )+(−σl)(−D+v+n )−σlσr(D+−D−)

σr−σl

=
σlσr−σrv−n

σr−σl
D−+

(−σl)(σr− v+n )
σr−σl

D+

≥ σlσr−σrσr

σr−σl
D− ≥− max

U∈{U−,U+}
σ̂(U;n)D−.

The proof is completed. �

Based on the above lemmas, we are now ready to give the rigorous proof of the PCP property (22)
for our high-order finite volume method.

Theorem 3.1. The proposed finite volume method satisfies the PCP property (22), if Ũh ∈Gk
h, then

UK +∆tLK(Ũh) ∈ Gu ∀K ∈Th, (56)

under the CFL condition

∆tσ̂ ( j)
K

∣∣∣E j
K

∣∣∣
|K| ≤

2
3

ω̂1, (57)

where ω̂1 =
1

L(L−1) is the first weight of the L-point Gauss-Lobatto quadrature with L =
⌈k+3

2

⌉
, and

σ̂
( j)
K := max

U∈
{

Ũint(K)
jq ,Ũext(K)

jq ,∀q
} σ̂(U;n( j)

K ).

Proof. Because Ũh ∈Gk
h, we have

Ũint(K)
jq := Ũint(K)

h (xxx( jq)
K ) ∈ Gu, Ũext(K)

jq := Ũext(K)
h (xxx( jq)

K ) ∈ Gu, ∀ j,q,K,

and

UK− 2
3ω̂1

3
∑
j=1

Q
∑

q=1
ωqŨint(K)

jq

1−2ω̂1
∈ Gu,

which implies

DK >
2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqD̃int(K)
jq , (58)

UK ·ξξξ ∗ >
2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqŨint(K)
jq ·ξξξ ∗. (59)
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Define UK +∆tLK(Ũh) =: U∆t = (D∆t ,mmm∆,E∆t)
>. Let us first prove the positivity of D∆t . Thanks to

Lemma 3.7 and equation (58), we obtain

D∆t = DK−
∆t
|K|

3

∑
j=1
|E j

K|
Q

∑
q=1

ωqD̂hll
(

Ũint(K)
jq , Ũext(K)

jq ;n( j)
K

)

≥ 2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqD̃int(K)
jq − ∆t

|K|
3

∑
j=1
|E j

K|
Q

∑
q=1

ωqσ̂
( j)
K D̃int(K)

jq

=
3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωq


2

3
ω̂1−∆tσ̂ ( j)

K

∣∣∣E j
K

∣∣∣
|K|


 D̃int(K)

jq > 0,

where the CFL condition (57) has been used in the last inequality. Similarly, using Lemma 3.7 and
equation (59), we obtain for any vvv∗ ∈ B1(0) that

U∆t ·ξξξ ∗ = UK ·ξξξ ∗−
∆t
|K|

3

∑
j=1
|E j

K|
Q

∑
q=1

ωqF̂hll
(

Ũint(K)
jq , Ũext(K)

jq ;n( j)
K

)
·ξξξ ∗

≥ 2
3

ω̂1

3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωqŨint(K)
jq ·ξξξ ∗−

∆t
|K|

3

∑
j=1
|E j

K|
Q

∑
q=1

ωqσ̂
( j)
K Ũint(K)

jq ·ξξξ ∗

=
3

∑
j=1

Q

∑
q=1

ωq


2

3
ω̂1−∆tσ̂ ( j)

K

∣∣∣E j
K

∣∣∣
|K|


 Ũint(K)

jq ·ξξξ ∗ > 0.

Therefore, we have U∆t = UK +∆tLK(Ũh) ∈ G(2)
u = Gu. The proof is completed. �

3.6 Homogeneousity of our numerical method

We now show that our numerical method inherits the homogeneity of the exact evolution operator in
Proposition 2.1. From (14) one can deduce that

σl(ζ U−,ζ U+;n) = σl(U−,U+;n), σr(ζ U−,ζ U+;n) = σr(U−,U+;n).

This along with Fi(ζ U) = ζ Fi(U) implies that F̂hll(ζ U−,ζ U+;n) = ζ F̂hll(U−,U+;n). Note that ωq,
|E j

K|, and |K| in (17) are independent of U. We thus obtain LK(ζ Uh) = ζ LK(Uh). Thanks to Lemma 3.2
and the identity (45), we obtain

Theorem 3.2. Denote Sh(U) := UK +∆tLK
(
ΠhR

k
hU
)

be the single-step numerical evolution operator
of our numerical scheme, then for any constant ζ > 0, we have

1
ζ

Sh
(
ζ U
)
= Sh(U).
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3.7 Extension to axisymmetric RHD equations in cylindrical coordinates

In order to simulate the axisymmetric jet problem (see, e.g., Example 4.12 in Section 4), we discuss the
application of the PCP finite volume scheme to the axisymmetric RHD equations in cylindrical coordi-
nates (r,z), which can be written as

∂U
∂ t

+
∂F1(U)

∂ r
+

∂F2(U)

∂ z
= S(U,r), (60)

where the flux Fi is the same as in (4)–(5), i = 1,2,r ≥ 0, and the source term

S(U,r) =
1
r
(Dv1,m1v1,m2v1,m1)

>.

All the fluid variables have the same meanings as in section 2 except that the subscripts 1 and 2 denote
radial and axial directions in cylindrical coordinates (r,z). Similar to (17), the semi-discrete finite volume
scheme for the axisymmetric RHD equations (60) reads

dUK

dt
= LK(Uh)+SK, (61)

where SK is an approximation to the average of S(U,r) over the cell K which can be computed by, for
example, the 2D quadrature rule in Remark 3.4. To achieve high-order accuracy in time, the third-order
SSP Runge–Kutta method is used. To ensure the PCP property, it suffices to guarantee that

UK +∆tLK(Ũh)+∆tSK ∈ Gu ∀K ∈Th, provided that Ũh ∈ G̃k
h, (62)

where

G̃k
h :=

{
u ∈Gk

h : u( jq)
K ∈ Gu,1≤ j ≤ 3,1≤ q≤ Q; u(x̃xx(q)K ) ∈ Gu,1≤ q≤ Q̃,∀K ∈Th

}
. (63)

Following Theorem 3.1 and [55, Section 3.2], one can deduce that if the PCP limiter is used to enforce
Ũh ∈ G̃k

h, then the property (62) is satisfied under the CFL type condition ∆t ≤min{(1−β )Al,βAs} with

Al :=
2ω̂1|K|

3max1≤ j≤3{|E j
K|σ̂

( j)
K }

, As := min
(r,z)∈SK ,v1(Ũh(r,z))>0

{
rg(Ũh(r,z))

(p(Ũh(r,z))+g(Ũh(r,z)))|v1(Ũh(r,z))|

}
,

where SK := {x( jq)
K ,1≤ j ≤ 3,1≤ q≤Q; x̃xx(q)K ,1≤ q≤ Q̃}, and the parameter β ∈ (0,1) can be taken as

β = Al
As+Al

.

4 Numerical tests

In this section, we will conduct several benchmark tests to validate the robustness, accuracy, and effec-
tiveness of our PCP finite volume method on unstructured triangular meshes. All our triangular meshes
are generated by EASYMESH [34], with all the grid points on the boundary uniformly distributed, and
the length of the cell edges on the domain boundary will be denoted by h. Unless otherwise stated, the
CFL number is taken as 0.5, and the ideal equation of state (2) with the ratio of specific heats Γ = 5/3
will be used in our computations.
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Example 4.1 (Accuracy test). To examine the accuracy of our method, we test two smooth relativistic
isentropic vortexes propagating periodically with a constant velocity magnitude w along the (−1,−1)
direction. The computational domain [−5,5]× [−5,5] is divided into unstructured triangular cells with
cell number N ∈ {932,3728,14912,59648,238592}. The setup is similar to those in [3, 24]. The initial
rest-mass density and pressure are

ρ(x,y) = (1−αe1−r2
)

1
Γ−1 , p = ρ

Γ

with

α =
(Γ−1)/Γ

8π2 ε
2, r =

√
x2

0 + y2
0,

x0 = x+
γ−1

2
(x+ y), y0 = y+

γ−1
2

(x+ y), γ =
1√

1−w2
,

and the initial velocities are

v1 =
1

1−w(v0
1 + v0

2)/
√

2

[
v0

1
γ
− w√

2
+

γw2

2(γ +1)
(v0

1 + v0
2)

]

v2 =
1

1−w(v0
1 + v0

2)/
√

2

[
v0

2
γ
− w√

2
+

γw2

2(γ +1)
(v0

1 + v0
2)

]

with

(v0
1,v

0
2) = (−y0,x0) f , f =

√
β

1+β r2 , β =
2Γαe1−r2

2Γ−1−Γαe1−r2 .

For the first vortex, we take the speed w = 0.5
√

2 and the vortex strength ε = 5. In this mild case,
the PCP limiter is not needed. Table 1 lists the numerical errors of the rest-mass density ρ in l1, l2-norms
and the corresponding convergence rates at t = 1 for different grid resolutions. The results show that the
expected third-order convergence is obtained.

Table 1: Example 4.1: Numerical errors and orders for ρ at t = 0.15 with vortex strength ε = 5.

N l1 error order l2 error order

932 6.33e-02 - 2.77e-02 -
3728 9.48e-03 2.7376 3.98e-03 2.7980
14912 1.30e-03 2.8662 5.21e-04 2.9323
59648 1.67e-04 2.9590 6.59e-05 2.9829
238592 2.10e-05 2.9971 8.23e-06 3.0015

In order to verify the PCP property of the proposed method, we consider a much stronger vortex with
ε = 10.0828. In this case, the lowest pressure and density are 1.78×10−20 and 7.8×10−15 respectively.
The PCP limiter is required in this test to maintain the positivity of the pressure and density, otherwise
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the code will break down. The numerical errors and orders of ρ in l1, l2-norms are shown in Table 2,
which also displays the ratio Θ of the number of the PCP limited cells to the total number of cells. We
observe that the PCP limiter is employed on only a few cells and does not destroy the accuracy of the
scheme.

Table 2: Numerical errors and orders for ρ at t = 0.15 with vortex strength ε = 10.0828.

N l1 error order l2 error order Θ

932 1.44e-01 - 5.68e-02 - 1.502%
3728 2.54e-02 2.50 1.16e-02 2.30 0.939%
14912 3.38e-03 2.91 1.44e-03 3.01 0.141%
59648 4.741e-04 2.83 2.25e-04 2.68 0.008%
238592 5.730e-05 3.05 2.68e-05 3.07 0.000%

Example 4.2 (Quasi-1D Riemann problem I). The initial data are taken as

(ρ0,vvv0, p0) =




(1.0,−0.6,0,10), x < 0.5,

(10,0.5,0,20), x > 0.5.

This example investigates the capability of our scheme in resolving rarefaction waves and contact dis-
continuity. We divide the computational domain [0,1]× [−1/100,1/100] into a triangular mesh with
h = 1/500. The outflow boundary conditions are applied to all boundaries. Fig. 4 shows both the nu-
merical (symbols “◦”) and the exact (solid lines) solutions along the line y = 0 at t = 0.4 obtained by our
third-order finite volume scheme. It is shown that the right and left moving rarefaction waves as well as
the contact discontinuity are well captured.

Example 4.3 (Quasi-1D Riemann problem II). The second quasi-1D Riemann problem [55] describes
the evolution of a right-moving shock wave and contact discontinuity as well as a left-moving rarefaction
wave. The initial conditions are

(ρ0,vvv0, p0) =




(1,0,0,104), x < 0.5,

(1,0,0,10−8), x > 0.5.
(64)

The computational domain [0,1]× [−1/320,1/320] is divided into triangular cells with h = 1/1600 and
the outflow boundary conditions are applied to all boundaries. Fig. 5 shows the numerical solutions
(symbols “◦”) and the exact solutions (solid lines) of density ρ and its close-up, velocity v1, and pressure
p along the line y = 0 at t = 0.45. It is challenging to sharply resolve the shock and contact discontinuity
since the region between them is extremely narrow; see [55]. The results demonstrate the good resolution
of our scheme, in comparison with the results of the ninth-order PCP finite difference WENO scheme
[55] on uniform 1D grids. It should be noticed that the PCP limiter is essential to enforce the numerical
solutions in Gk

h; without the limiter the simulation would break down within a few time steps.
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Figure 4: Example 4.2: The numerical (symbols “◦”) and the exact (solid lines) solutions of the density
ρ , velocity v1, pressure p along the line y = 0 as well as the 3D density surface at t = 0.4. A triangular
mesh with h = 1/500 is used.
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Figure 5: Example 4.3: The numerical (symbols “◦”) and the exact (solid lines) solutions of density ρ

and its close-up, velocity v1, and pressure p along the line y = 0 at t = 0.45. A triangular mesh with
h = 1/1600 is used.
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Example 4.4 (Quasi-1D Riemann problem III). We take this and the next examples to illustrate the im-
portance of using scaling-invariant nonlinear weights in WENO reconstruction (as discussed in Remark
3.3), and to confirm that our numerical method does inherit the homogeneity of the evolution operator
(as discussed in Theorem 3.2 and Proposition 2.1).

The initial data of this Riemann problem are taken as

(ρ0,vvv0, p0) =




(102,0,0,104), x < 0.5,

(102,0,0,102), x > 0.5,
(65)

which has similar wave structures as those of Example 4.3. The computational domain [0,1]×[−1/320,1/320]
is divided into triangular cells with h = 1/1600 and the outflow boundary conditions. Fig. 6 shows the
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(b) Use the nonlinear weights (34) from [72]

Figure 6: Example 4.4: The numerical solution (symbols “◦”) and exact solution (solid lines) of density
along the line y = 0 at t = 0.45 obtained by using different nonlinear weights. A triangular mesh with
h = 1/1600 is used.

numerical solutions along the line y = 0 obtained by our method using respectively the scaling-invariant
nonlinear weights (32) and the non-scaling-invariant nonlinear weights (34) from [72]. We see that both
weights deliver satisfactory results which match the exact solution well.

However, their performances are quite different if the initial data are scaled. To confirm this, we
scale the initial data (65) to be (ζ ρ0,vvv0,ζ p0) with the constant ζ > 0, then Proposition 2.1 tells us
that the exact density at time t is equal to ζ ρ(x, t). Let ρh(x, t) and ρ

(ζ )
h (x, t) denote the numerical

solutions for the unscaled and scaled initial data, respectively. We hope the numerical solutions also
satisfy the homogeneity, namely, ρ

(ζ )
h (x, t) = ζ ρh(x, t) up to round-off error. We run the code with

the scaling number ζ = 10−2, by using respectively the scaling-invariant weights (32) and the non-
scaling-invariant weights (34). The results are presented and compared in Fig. 7. One can see that the
numerical result obtained by using the scaling-invariant weights (32) is non-oscillatory and preserves the
homogeneity up to 10−12. However, the numerical solution with the non-scaling-invariant weights (34)
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has obvious overshoots/undershoots, and the homogeneity is also not satisfied. These observations are
further validated by the simulation results for ζ = 10−4, as shown in Fig. 8.
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Figure 7: Example 4.4: The numerical solutions along along the line y = 0 at t = 0.45 for the scaled
initial data with ζ = 10−2. The solid lines on the left figures denote the exact solution.

Example 4.5 (Quasi-1D multi-scale problem). To further demonstrate the importance and advantages of
using our scaling-invariant weights (32), we simulate a problem involves the interaction of multi-scale
waves. The initial data are taken as

(ρ0,vvv0, p0) =





(100,0,0,104), 0 < x < 0.5,

(100,0,0,100), 0.5 < x < 1,

(1,0,0,100), 1 < x < 1.5,

(1,0,0,1), 1.5 < x < 2,

(66)
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Figure 8: Example 4.4: Numerical results along the line y = 0 at t = 0.45 for the scaled initial data with
ζ = 10−4. The solid lines on the left figures denote the exact solution.
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which combine the initial solution in (65) and its scaled case with ζ = 10−2 in the computational domain
[0,2]× [−1/320,1/320]. We use a triangular mesh with h = 1/1600 and the outflow boundary condi-
tions. Fig. 9 shows the density in the logarithmic scale along the line y = 0 at t = 0.45 obtained by using
respectively the scaling-invariant nonlinear weights (32) and the non-scaling-invariant nonlinear weights
(34). One can see that the numerical solution with the non-scaling-invariant weights (34) has obvious
undershoots in resolving the stationary contact discontinuity at x = 1 and right-moving contact discon-
tinuity near x ≈ 1.85 for this multi-scale problem . Whereas, the numerical solution with the proposed
scaling-invariant weights (32) does not suffer from this issue. This further indicates that the scaling-
invariant weights (32) may be more robust and advantageous in capturing wave structures with different
scales.

Example 4.6 (2D Riemann problem I). Both this and the next examples simulate 2D Riemann problems
of the ideal relativistic fluid within the domain [0,1]2, all on the same unstructured triangular mesh with
h = 1/400. Fig. 10(a) shows a sample mesh (with h = 1/20) which is coarser than the computational
mesh.

The initial condition of this example are taken as

(ρ0,vvv0, p0) =





(0.1,0,0,0.01), x > 0.5,y > 0.5,

(0.1,0.99,0,1), x < 0.5,y > 0.5,

(0.5,0,0,1), x < 0.5,y < 0.5,

(0.1,0,0.99,1), x > 0.5,y < 0.5.

Fig. 10(b) gives the contours of the density logarithm lnρ at t = 0.4. Due to the interaction of the initial
four discontinuities, two reflected curved shock waves and a complex mushroom structure are formed.
The result is in agreement with that in [55]. We observe that, at the beginning of the simulation, the
number of PCP limited cells is about 100 which is only ∼ 0.3% of the total cell numbers. As the time
increases, the number finally drops to 3. However, if the PCP limiter is not used, our code for this example
would blow up due to the nonphysically numerical solutions.

Example 4.7 (2D Riemann problem II). This is a more ultra-relativistic 2D Riemann problem first pro-
posed in [55], with the initial data

(ρ0,vvv0, p0) =





(0.1,0,0,20), x > 0.5,y > 0.5,

(0.00414329639576,0.9946418833556542,0,0.05), x < 0.5,y > 0.5,

(0.01,0,0,0.05), x < 0.5,y < 0.5,

(0.00414329639576,0,0.9946418833556542,0.05), x > 0.5,y < 0.5.

(67)

In comparison with the 2D Riemann problem I, the fluid velocity here is closer to the speed of light.
We use the same computational domain and mesh as in the 2D Riemann problem I. We find that for this
challenging example, it is also necessary to employ the PCP limiter to enforce the numerical solutions
in the set Gk

h, otherwise the physical constraints (10) would be violated and the simulation immediately
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Figure 9: Example 4.4: The numerical solution (symbols “◦”) and exact solution (solid lines) of density
plotted in logarithmic scale along the line y = 0 at t = 0.45 obtained by using two different nonlinear
weights in the WENO method. A triangular mesh with h = 1/1600 is used.
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(a) A sample mesh with h = 1/20 (b) lnρ

Figure 10: Example 4.6: The density logarithm lnρ with 25 equally spaced contour lines from −6 to
1.87 at t = 0.4. A triangular mesh with h = 1/400 is used.

breaks down in the first time step. From the 25 equally spaced contour lines of density logarithm lnρ

at t = 0.4 shown in Fig. 11, it can be seen that the initial four discontinuities interact with each other
near the central point (0.5,0.5) and form a complex mushroom structure moving to the left-bottom re-
gion. Besides, two shock waves (right and top) move at a speed of 0.66525606186639, and two contact
discontinuities (bottom and left) are stationary.

Remark 4.1. We take several 1D and 2D examples to compare the efficiency of our proposed three
convergence-guaranteed iterative algorithms and Newton’s algorithm for recovering the primitive vari-
ables from admissible conservative variables. For fairness, the error tolerance εtol is set as 10−15 for all
these algorithms, and all our experiments are performed with one core on the same Linux environment
of server with Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-8700K CPU @ 3.70GHz. For Newton’s algorithm to recover the
pressure, we take the pressure at the last time step on each cell as the initial guess in the present time
step. When negative pressure is produced in Newton’s iteration, we restart the iteration with zero as
the initial guess, which works for all the tested examples. Table 3 shows the computational time spent
on running these algorithms (numerator), the total CPU time for the whole simulation (denominator),
and the corresponding percentage (quotient) for Examples 4.2, 4.3, 4.6, and 4.7. It can be seen that our
hybrid iteration algorithm is the most efficient one among these four algorithms. We also observe that
our three convergence-guaranteed iterative algorithms never fail and always safely recover the primitive
variables in the physical region Gw, which is consistent with our theoretical analysis.

Example 4.8 (Double Mach reflection). This test problem was firstly proposed by Woodward and Colella
[46] in the non-relativistic case, and later extended to the special RHD in [61]. It was originally used to
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Figure 11: Example 4.7: The density logarithm lnρ with 25 equally spaced contour lines from −9.97 to
2.56 at t = 0.4. A triangular mesh with h = 1/400 is used.

Table 3: The percentage (quotient) of the CPU time (only one core is used) spent on recovering primitive
variables (numerator) compared to the whole simulation time (denominator).

Examples & mesh sizes Bisection Fixed-point Hybrid Newton

Example 4.2 (h = 1/500) 17.1% = 2m55s
17m2s 14.0%= 2m19s

16m32s 13.9% = 2m17s
16m24s 18.7%= 3m15s

17m23s

Example 4.3 (h = 1/1600) 15.4% = 34m23s
3h42m46s 15.2%= 33m43s

3h41m59s 11.1%= 23m11s
3h29m53s 23.0%= 56m30s

4h5m26s

Example 4.6 (h = 1/400) 14.6% = 1h19m15s
9h3m34s 27.4%= 2h59m6s

10h53m42s 10.7%= 55m22s
8h35m27s 15.4% =1h24m36s

9h9m55s

Example 4.7 (h = 1/400) 15.4%=1h24m19s
9h6m51s 19.2%=1h51m12s

9h39m20s 8.7%= 41m46s
7h59m45s 18.2%=1h43m24s

9h29m46s

41



study the reflections of planar shocks in the air from wedges which is experimentally set up by driving a
shock down a tube that contains a wedge [46].

To facilitate the setting of boundary conditions on the structured mesh of numerical simulations, an
equivalent rotation problem is usually solved, which will make the wall horizontal and the shock wave
enters it at an angle of 60◦. Since unstructured meshes can easily handle complex domains, here we
directly solve the original problem without rotation. Fig. 12(a) illustrates the computational domain with
a sample mesh (h = 1/10). Our computational mesh with h = 1/240 is much finer than the sample mesh.
The ratio of specific heats in the equation of state will be taken as Γ = 1.4 in this example.

Initially at x = 0, there is a shock wave moving horizontally to the right with an initial speed of
0.4984, and the primitive variables W = (ρ0,vvv0, p0)

> on the left and right side of the shock are given by

WL = (8.564,0.4247,−0.4247,0.3808)>,

WR = (1.4,0,0,0.0025)>.

The states at both of the bottom boundary y = 0 and the left boundary x =−0.1 are set as the left shock
state WL, while for the right boundary x = 2.7, the right shock state WR is specified. The states on the top
boundary are given according to the location of the moving shock. At the wall, the reflective boundary
condition is specified. The numerical results at t = 4, obtained by our scheme, are shown in Fig. 12(b).
It can be seen that our scheme can clearly capture the correct flow patterns, including two Mach stems,
two contact waves, reflected shock, and jet formed near the wall around the double Mach region. In the
first three time steps, there are about one or two cells where the PCP limiter must be applied to preserve
the numerical solutions in the set Gk

h.

(-0.1,2)

(-0.1,0) (0,0)

(2.7,2)

(2.7,0.9
√

2)

Figure 1: The sample mesh with vertices spacing with h = 1/2 on the boundary.

1

(a) A sample mesh with h = 1/10 (b) ρ

Figure 12: Example 4.8: The density contour map with 30 equidistant contour lines. A triangular mesh
with h = 1/240 is used.

Example 4.9 (Relativistic forward-facing step problems). This example simulates the flow in a wind
tunnel over a forward-facing step. The problem has been studied in both classic fluid dynamics [5] and
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relativistic fluid dynamics [61, 27]. The computational domain [0,3]× [0,1] is shown in Fig. 13(a) with a
sample mesh (h = 1/10). The domain has a step of height 0.2 at a distance of 0.6 from the left boundary.
In our computations, we divide the domain into triangular cells, with h = 1/160 and 149436 total cells.
Initially the domain is filled with a right-moving fluid with Γ = 1.4, which everywhere has a rest-mass
density of ρ = 1.4 and a Newtonian Mach number of 3.0. Along the walls of tunnel and step, the reflective
boundary conditions are applied. The boundary condition at the right is outflow, and at the left is inflow.

We simulate this problem with three different configurations with different initial velocities v1 = 0.9,
0.99, and 0.999, respectively. The end times of simulations for these three configurations are t = 6,
4.45, and 4, respectively. Figs. 13(b), 13(c), and 13(d) show the snapshots for each configuration at the
final time obtained by our PCP finite volume scheme. The flow structures, including the shock reflection
patterns, are very similar for the three setups. We observe that, when hitting the step, the fluid is reflected
by the step to form a bow-shaped shock wave. Afterwards, the bow shock wave collides with the top
boundary. The results show that the bow shock moves faster as the inflow velocity v1 is set larger.
Besides, our method captures all the wave structures correctly and robustly, without any special artificial
entropy fix near the step corner. It is noticed that the PCP limiter is necessary for all three configurations
to keep the numerical solution in the set Gk

h, otherwise the code would blow up quickly.

(a) A sample mesh with h = 1/10 (b) The first configuration at t = 6

(c) The second configuration at t = 4.45 (d) The third configuration at t = 4

Figure 13: Example 4.9: The logarithm of density with 30 equally spaced contours for three different
configurations (namely v1 = 0.9,0.99, and 0.999) at the final time t = 6,4.45, and 4, respectively. A
triangular mesh with h = 1/160 is used.

Example 4.10 (Shock–vortex interaction problems). The interaction of shock and vortex has been widely
studied in classic hydrodynamics (e.g., [4]) and extended to the special RHD (see, e.g., [3, 10]). We
take the velocity magnitude of the vortex as w = 0.9, and the other parameters in the rest frame are
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the same as those in Example 4.1. The computational domain [−17,3]× [−5,5] is displayed in Fig. 14
with a sample triangular mesh (h = 1/2). In our computations, we divide the domain into a finer mesh
with h = 1/40. We take Γ = 1.4 in this example. Initially, a vortex is centered at the point (0,0), and
there is a standing shock at x = −6 far away from the vortex. The pre-shock gas with constant state
(ρ0,vvv0, p0) = (1,−0.9,0,1) flows into the shock from its right side. The post-shock state is

(ρ0,vvv0, p0) = (4.891497310766981,−0.388882958251919,0,11.894863258311670).

The outflow boundary condition is applied at the left x =−17, and the reflection boundary conditions are
applied at both the bottom y =−5 and the top y = 5 of the domain. We simulate two cases with different
vortex intensities.

Figure 14: A sample mesh with h = 1/2.

We first simulate the interaction of the shock with a mild vortex with strength ε = 5, which is same as
in [10]. Fig. 15 shows the contour plots for log10(1+ |∇ρ|) and |∇p|. As seen from Figs. 15(a) and 15(b),
initially the vortex is elliptic due to the Lorentz contraction. One can observe that when the vortex passes
through the standing shock wave, many complex wave structures are formed. The proposed scheme is
able to capture the shock-vortex interaction accurately, and our numerical results are consistent with those
computed in [10].

In order to further demonstrate the PCP property and robustness of our method, we also investigate a
more severe case with the vortex strength set as ε = 10.0828. Our results are presented in Fig. 16, from
which we see that the wave structures are much more complicated than the first case with ε = 5. We
remark that the proposed PCP limiter is highly desirable for this challenging test, because the pressure
and density around the center of the vortex are very low. If the PCP limiter is turned off for this test, our
high-order finite volume code would break down.

Example 4.11 (Shock diffraction problem). Shock wave diffraction at a sharp corner is a benchmark
problem to test numerical schemes on unstructured meshes in non-relativistic fluid dynamics; see, e.g.,
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(a) log10(1+ |∇ρ|) at t = 0 (b) |∇p| at t = 0

(c) log10(1+ |∇ρ|) at t = 19 (d) |∇p| at t = 19

(e) Close-up of log10(1+ |∇ρ|) at t = 19 (f) Close-up of |∇p| at t = 19

Figure 15: Example 4.10: Snapshots has 50 contour lines equally distributed from 0 to 1 for log10(1+
|∇ρ|) (left) and 50 contour lines equally distributed from 0 to 20 for |∇p| (right) with vortex strength
ε = 5 at different time. A triangular mesh with h = 1/40 is used.
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(a) log10(1+ |∇ρ|) at t = 0 (b) |∇p| at t = 0

(c) log10(1+ |∇ρ|) at t = 19 (d) |∇p| at t = 19

(e) Close-up of log10(1+ |∇ρ|) at t = 19 (f) Close-up of |∇p| at t = 19

Figure 16: Example 4.10: Snapshots has 50 contour lines equally distributed from 0 to 1 for log10(1+
|∇ρ|) (left) and 50 contour lines equally distributed from 0 to 20 for |∇p| (right) with vortex strength
ε = 10.0828 at different time. A triangular mesh with h = 1/40 is used.
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[66, 6]. It is interesting to extend this problem to the RHD case. The computational domain is displayed
in Fig. 17(a) with a sample mesh (h = 1/10). Initially, along the segment 6 ≤ y ≤ 11 at x = 3.4, there
is a shock wave with velocity of 0.8. For the pre-shock regime, the undisturbed air has the density of
1.4 and the pressure of 1. The post-shock state, which can be calculated by the Rankine-Hugoniot jump
condition and the Lax entropy condition, is

(ρ0,vvv0, p0) = (2.58962919872684,0.40445979062926,0,2.865544850466692).

Along the walls of the wedge, reflection boundary conditions are applied. The inflow boundary condition
is specified at {x = 0,6 ≤ y ≤ 11}, and the outflow conditions are used on the right, the top, and the
bottom boundaries.

Figs. 17(b), 17(c), and 17(d) show the contour map of the rest-mass density at t = 8. We observe
that a diffracted shock is generated, and a vortex is produced near the wedge corner. Fig. 17(b) gives
the numerical results computed by using our third-order PCP method on the mesh with h = 1/40. For
validation purpose, we also present in Fig. 17(c) and Fig. 17(d) the results obtained by the first-order HLL
scheme (without spatial reconstruction) on two different meshes (with h= 1/40 and 1/160, respectively).
As expected, our third-order method has better resolution than the first-order HLL scheme. The flow
structures are correctly resolved by the proposed method, and are very close to those by the first-order
HLL scheme on a much refined mesh (h = 1/160).

Example 4.12 (Axisymmetric relativistic jet). In this example, we solve the axisymmetric RHD equa-
tions (60) to simulate an axisymmetric relativistic jet, which is relevant to astrophysics and was well
studied in, for example, [31, 61, 55, 36]. The details of extending our scheme to the cylindrical RHD
equations (60) have been discussed in Section 3.7. We divide the computational domain [0,15]× [0,45]
of the cylindrical coordinates (r,z) into an unstructured triangular mesh with h = 1/25. The initial states
for the relativistic jet are

(ρ,vz,vr, p) = (1.0,0.0,0.0,1.70305×10−4).

A light jet beam is injected into the domain parallel to the axis of symmetry (the z-axis) through the
nozzle (r ≤ 1) of the bottom boundary (z = 0) with ρb = 0.01,vb

z = 0.99,vb
r = 0, and pb = p. Outflow

boundary conditions are used on the domain boundaries, except at the symmetry axis (r = 0 boundary)
where the reflection conditions are imposed and at the nozzle where the inflow boundary conditions
are imposed. The classic beam Mach number Mb = vb

z/cs = 6, and the corresponding relativistic Mach

number Mr := MbWb/Ws is about 41.95, where Wb = 1/
√

1− (vb
z )

2 and Ws = 1/
√

1− c2
s are respectively

the Lorentz factors associated with the jet speed and the local sound speed.
Fig. 18 shows the schlieren images of the rest-mass density logarithm lnρ at t = 60,80, and 100

obtained by our scheme. As expected, we observe a bow shock formed at the jet head, and the Kelvin–
Helmholtz instabilities develop. These typical jet flow structures are correctly resolved by our scheme in
comparison with [31, 61, 43, 55, 36]. Moreover, there is no carbuncle in our result. The proposed PCP
limiter is also necessary for this challenging test: If the limiter is turned off, the evolved cell averages
would violate the physical constraints, and the high-order finite volume code would break down within a
few time steps.
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(a) A sample mesh with h = 1/10 (b) Our scheme, h = 1/40

(c) First-order HLL scheme, h = 1/40 (d) First-order HLL scheme, h = 1/160

Figure 17: Example 4.11: 30 equally spaced contour lines for density at t = 8.
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(a) t = 60 (b) t = 80 (c) t = 100

Figure 18: Example 4.12: The evolution of the rest-mass density logarithm lnρ simulated by our scheme
on a triangular mesh with h = 1/25.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we have developed a third-order robust finite volume WENO method for the RHD equations
on unstructured triangular meshes. The method has two distinctive features: the provably PCP property
and a scaling-invariant property (homogeneity). Due to the relativistic effects, the primitive quantities
cannot be explicitly formulated in terms of the conservative variables, making the design and analysis of
PCP schemes highly nontrivial. Based on a novel quasilinear technique, we have rigorously proven the
PCP property of our method with the HLL flux. In order to achieve high-order accuracy, we adopt the
efficient WENO reconstruction, recently proposed by Zhu and Qiu [72]. A modification to the nonlinear
weights in the WENO method has been proposed, so that the modified nonlinear weights become scaling-
invariant and that our method inherits the homogeneity of the exact evolution operator. Such scaling-
invariance and homogeneity properties give our modified WENO method some advantages in resolving
multi-scale wave structures. We have also introduced three provable convergence-guaranteed iterative
algorithms for the recovery of primitive quantities from admissible conservative variables. Extensive
numerical experiments have demonstrated the robustness, accuracy, high resolution, the homogeneity,
and the PCP property of the proposed method.
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Appendix A Eigenstructure of the rotated Jacobian matrix

Proposition A.1. If U ∈ Gu, then for any unit real vector n = (n1,n2), the Jacobian matrix

An(U) := n1
∂F1(U)

∂U
+n2

∂F2(U)

∂U
has four real eigenvalues:

λ
(1)
n =

vn(1− c2
s )− csγ

−1
√

1− v2
n− (‖vvv‖2− v2

n)c2
s

1−‖vvv‖2c2
s

,

λ
(2)
n = λ

(3)
n = vn,

λ
(4)
n =

vn(1− c2
s )+ csγ

−1
√

1− v2
n− (‖vvv‖2− v2

n)c2
s

1−‖vvv‖2c2
s

,

where vn := 〈vvv,n〉 = v1n1 + v2n2 denotes the component of the fluid velocity in the direction of n, and

cs =
√

Γp
ρH denotes the sound speed for the ideal gas. The associated four real eigenvectors are

R(1)
n (U) =




γ(vnλ
(1)
n −1)

Hγ2
(

λ
(1)
n (vnv1−n1)+ vτn2

)

Hγ2
(

λ
(1)
n (vnv2−n2)− vτn1

)

Hγ2(v2
n−1)



, R(2)

n (U) =




1
γv1

γv2

γ




R(4)
n (U) =




γ(vnλ
(4)
n −1)

Hγ2
(

λ
(4)
n (vnv1−n1)+ vτn2

)

Hγ2
(

λ
(4)
n (vnv2−n2)− vτn1

)

Hγ2(v2
n−1)



, R(3)

n (U) =




γvτ

2Hγ2vτv1−Hn2

2Hγ2vτv2 +Hn1

2Hγ2vτ




with vτ := v2n1− v1n2. The inverse of the right eigenvector matrix Rn(U) :=
[
R(1)

n ,R(2)
n ,R(3)

n ,R(4)
n

]
is

given by

R−1
n (U) =




l(1)1 l(1)2 l(1)3 l(1)4
1

ρc2
s η

vnnn(1+v2
τ γ2)

(1−v2
n)γρHc2

s η
n1− vτ γ

ρHc2
s η

n2
vnnn(1+v2

τ γ2)
(1−v2

n)γρHc2
s η

n2 +
vτ γ

ρHc2
s η

n1
1+v2

τ γ2

(v2
n−1)γρHc2

s η

0 −n2+vnv2
H(1−v2

n)
n1−vnv1
H(1−v2

n)
vτ

H(v2
n−1)

l(4)1 l(4)2 l(4)3 l(4)4



,

where

l(z)1 = fz
vnλ

(z)
n −1

γ(1+ c2
s ρη)

,

l(z)2 = fz

[
λ
(z)
n

(‖vvv‖2 +ρη

1+ c2
s ρη

n1− vτv2

)
− 1+ρη

1+ c2
s ρη

vnn1 + vτn2

]
,

l(z)3 = fz

[
λ
(z)
n

(‖vvv‖2 +ρη

1+ c2
s ρη

n2 + vτv1

)
− 1+ρη

1+ c2
s ρη

vnn2− vτn1

]
,

l(z)4 = fz

(
v2

τ +
1

γ2(1+ c2
s ρη)

− vn(λ
(z)
n − vn)

1+ρη

1+ c2
s ρη

)
,
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with η := ∂e
∂ p = 1

(Γ−1)ρ , and

fz =
1+ c2

s ρη

2ρηH(vn−λ
(z)
n )2γ2(v2

n + v2
τc2

s −1)
, z = 1,4.

Proof. The eigenvalues and eigenvectors of An(U) can be derived from those of the matrix ∂F1(U)
∂U and

the rotational invariance of the RHD system (9), by following [67]. �
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[29] J. M. MARTÍ AND E. MÜLLER, Numerical hydrodynamics in special relativity, Living Reviews in
Relativity, 6 (2003), p. 7.
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