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Abstract

Understanding turbulent transport physics in the tokamak edge and scrape-off layer
(SOL) is critical to developing a successful fusion reactor. The dynamics in these
regions plays a key role in achieving high fusion performance by determining the
edge pedestal that suppresses turbulence in the high-confinement mode (H-mode).
Additionally, the survivability of a reactor is set by the heat load to the vessel walls,
making it important to understand turbulent spreading of heat as it flows along
open magnetic field lines in the SOL. Large-amplitude fluctuations, magnetic X-point
geometry, and plasma interactions with material walls make simulating turbulence in
the edge/SOL more challenging than in the core region, necessitating specialized
gyrokinetic codes. Further, the inclusion of electromagnetic effects in gyrokinetic
simulations that can handle the unique challenges of the boundary plasma is critical
to the understanding of phenomena such as the pedestal and edge-localized modes,
for which electromagnetic dynamics are expected to be important.

In this thesis, we develop the first capability to simulate electromagnetic gyroki-
netic turbulence on open magnetic field lines. This is an important step towards
comprehensive electromagnetic gyrokinetic simulations of the coupled edge/SOL sys-
tem. By using a continuum full-f approach via an energy-conserving discontinuous
Galerkin (DG) discretization scheme that avoids the Ampére cancellation problem,
we show that electromagnetic fluctuations can be handled in a robust, stable, and
efficient manner in the gyrokinetic module of the GKEYLL code. We then present
results which roughly model the scrape-off layer of the National Spherical Torus Ex-
periment (NSTX), and show that electromagnetic effects can affect blob dynamics
and transport. We also formulate the gyrokinetic system in field-aligned coordinates
for modeling realistic edge and scrape-off layer geometries in experiments. A novel
DG algorithm for maintaining positivity of the distribution function while preserving

conservation laws is also presented.
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Consistency is all T ask!

Give us this day our daily mask.

Rosencrantz & Guildenstern Are Dead, Tom Stoppard
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Motivation: the promise of fusion energy

After Einstein first discovered the relationship between energy and mass, governed
by the iconic equation E = mc?, it was soon realized that this relationship was the
key to the process that produces the energy of the Sun and stars: nuclear fusion.
Fifteen years after Einstein’s discovery, British astrophysicist Arthur Eddington was
the first to describe how the Sun and similarly-sized stars create their energy by
fusing hydrogen atoms into helium. Eddington realized that the tiny difference in
mass between a helium atom and its constituent hydrogen parts, as had been recently
shown by Aston, meant that the ‘missing’ mass is converted into energy via Einstein’s
equation. “The store is well nigh inexhaustible, if only it could be tapped,” Eddington
said in a lecture at the annual meeting of the British Association for the Advancement
of Science in Cardiff (Eddington, 1920). Thus began the promise of man-made fusion
as a terrestrial energy source.

One of the main allures of fusion power is the abundance of the fuel. Unlike
fossils fuels, which at current energy-consumption rates would be burned through

in less than 1,000 years (causing catastrophic global warming in the process), the



fuel for fusion is virtually limitless because it can be extracted from seawater. The
most promising fusion reaction for use on Earth is not the proton-proton reaction
that powers the Sun, but an easier-to-initiate reaction between deuterium (*H) and
tritium (*H):

’H +*H — *He (3.5 MeV) +n (14.1 MeV). (1.1)

Deuterium is a naturally abundant isotope of hydrogen that can be readily extracted
from seawater at minimum cost, with each liter of seawater containing ~ 0.02 g of
deuterium. Tritium is not naturally abundant due to its relatively short half-life of
12.3 years. However, fusion reactors can use the energetic neutron from the D-T

reaction to breed their own tritium via lithium (°Li) blankets via the reaction

n + °Li — *He (2.1 MeV) + *H (2.7 MeV). (1.2)

Current world lithium supplies are approximately 13.5 million tons, but lithium is also
contained in seawater at a concentration of 0.2 mg per liter. Thus there is enough
fusion fuel readily available in the oceans to power the Earth for millions of years,
several orders of magnitude longer than other terrestrial fuel sources other than solar
energy (Cowley, 2016).

Other major benefits of fusion are its minimal environmental impact and op-
erational safety. Fusion would be clean and virtually carbon-neutral, emitting no
greenhouse gases and not contributing to climate change. While this benefit is also
shared by nuclear fission (where energy is produced by splitting the nuclei of heavy
elements like uranium), fusion has the additional advantage that it has no long-lived
radioactive byproducts. Helium is an inert gas, and while the energetic neutron from
the D-T reaction can transmute the materials in the walls of a reactor and make them
radioactive over time, the use of low-activation wall materials would make the waste

substantially safer than fission waste. Further, a fusion power plant would be safer to



operate than a fission power plant, as there is no runaway meltdown scenario. Unlike
fission reactions, fusion reactions immediately shut down when the fuel is removed or
cooled.

Unfortunately, a fusion reaction is very difficult to get started. To produce fusion,
the positively-charged fuel nuclei must have enough energy to overcome the repulsive
Coulomb force between them; only then can they get close enough to fuse together
via the nuclear strong force and release energy. Unlike in the Sun, where immense
gravitational pressure creates conditions necessary for fusion, terrestrial fusion must
achieve fusion conditions via other methods. The most promising approach is to heat a
gas of deuterium and tritium to very high temperature, so that particles have enough
energy that random collisions can overcome the Coulomb repulsion. The energies
required, of order 10 keV, are well above the electron binding energy, resulting in the
fuel gases ionizing fully and becoming a plasma.

At these extreme temperatures, the fuel cannot simply be contained by material
walls. Instead, we can take advantage of the fact that a plasma is composed of charged
particles. In the presence of magnetic fields, charged particles spiral helically around
the field lines, providing a way to control the particle motion. Particles are still free
to move parallel to the magnetic field lines, so one way to confine them is to wrap
the field lines into a torus shape, creating a ‘magnetic bottle’. However, a simple ring
configuration leads to vertical particle drifts, making the configuration intrinsically
unstable. This problem can be overcome by twisting the field lines into a helical shape
wrapping around the torus. The twisting magnetic field guides the particles up or
down, counteracting the drift motion and enhancing confinement. This configuration
is the basis of both the tokamak and stellarator concepts. In a tokamak, the twist in
the field is produced by a current driven toroidally through the plasma, whereas in a
stellarator the twist is produced by shaped helical field coils. These two configurations

are shown schematically in Fig. [I.1] We will focus on tokamaks in this work.
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Figure 1.1: Schematic diagrams for a tokamak (left) and a stellarator (right). In
a tokamak, the poloidal component of the magnetic field that gives the helical
twist is produced by current driven toroidally through the plasma. In a stellarator,

specially-shaped helical field coils produce the poloidal component of the magnetic
field. (Source: CEA)

1.2 Turbulent transport in fusion plasmas

With the plasma confined (to lowest order), the plasma can be heated without direct
contact with the vessel walls. The goal is then to keep the plasma hot enough and
dense enough for long enough for fusion to occur. This is the idea behind the fusion
triple product, nT'7g, where n is the plasma density, 7" is the mean temperature,
and 7g is the energy confinement time. Lawson’s criterion gives the condition for
‘break-even’; at which point the plasma’s self-heating from fusion exceeds its losses

(Wesson,, [2005),
nTtp > 10* keV - s/m”. (1.3)

In practice, the energy confinement time has proved to be the most challenging com-

ponent to maximize. It is defined as

W
B HOSS,

(1.4)

TE

where W is the energy content of the plasma and P is the energy loss rate. While

the particles are well-confined along the magnetic field lines so that the parallel (with
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respect to the field lines) confinement time is very large, particles can also diffuse
radially outward, perpendicular to the magnetic field. As a result, the perpendicular
diffusion rate is the limiting factor on the energy confinement time. The transport was
originally thought to be dominated by collisional processes (yielding “classical” and
geometry-modified “neoclassical” transport), but these processes were found to greatly
under-predict the transport seen in tokamaks, with most of the measured transport
denoted “anomalous”. It is now recognized that plasma turbulence is responsible for
this anomalous component, so that tokamak plasma confinement is dominated by
turbulent transport.

In the tokamak core, turbulence is driven by small-scale, low-frequency “micro-
instabilities”. These instabilities feed off the density and temperature gradients that
inherently result from the requirement that the temperature must be low (~ 10 K)
near the walls of the device but very hot in the core (~ 10% K). Despite fluctuation
levels of only order 1%, core turbulence leads to significant transport of particles,
momentum, and heat. The fluctuations typically have length scales perpendicular
to the background magnetic field on the order of the ion gyroradius p; = vy /2
and frequencies (and growth rates) on the order of the diamagnetic drift frequency,
w, = kgp;vy;/ Ly, where ky is a typical poloidal wavenumber, v;; = \/m is the ion
thermal speed, 2; = ZeB/m, is the ion cyclotron frequency, and L,, = —(dInn/dr)~!
is the density scale length. Given these length and time scales, we can make a simple
mixing-length estimate of the diffusivity,

(Ax)z 2 Vi

2
~ 2w, ~ p2kop;—— . 1.5
A piw Pirep (1.5)

D~
Ly

Taking kgp; ~ 1 yields the so-called gyro-Bohm diffusivity, Dyg ~ pivy/L,. While

this gives a rough scaling of the transport, additional theory and numerical simulation
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Figure 1.2: Diagram of plasma profiles in L- and H-mode regimes. In H-mode profiles
are elevated by the pedestal, which is the result of a transport barrier that forms near
the last closed flux surface. Figure from (Lang et al. 2013).

are required for meaningful understanding and quantitative prediction of turbulent

transport in tokamaks.

1.3 The boundary plasma

While the core attracted much of the focus in the early days of fusion research,
it was soon realized that the edge and scrape-off layer (SOL), which we together
refer to as the boundary plasma, greatly affect the device performance and dynamics.
Performance is strongly determined by the edge profiles because core profiles of density
and temperature are relatively stiff (Doyle et al., 2007 Kinsey et al.,[2011). A primary
example of this is the high-confinement mode (H-mode), first discovered by Wagner
et al. (1982)), where a steep-gradient transport barrier region called the pedestal forms
in the edge and raises the core profiles (as if they were standing on a pedestal), as
shown in Fig. Strong sheared poloidal flows are observed in this region, correlated

with a reduction in turbulent fluctuation levels and fluxes. Understanding pedestal
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Figure 1.3: Diagram of limiter (a) and divertor (b) configurations of tokamak opera-
tion. Figure from Wesson! (2005).

formation and predicting the pedestal height are of great current interest (Snyder
et al., 2011), and a major motivator for first-principles modeling of the boundary
plasma.

The scrape-off layer (SOL) is the region outside the last closed flux surface (LCFS)
where the field lines are open and terminate on material walls. Charged particles move
freely along the field lines and are lost when they strike the walls (until they recombine
and reenter the plasma as cold neutrals, a process called recycling). The dynamics
in the SOL is primarily set by the interplay between particles and heat crossing the
LCFS from the edge, parallel losses to the walls, cross-field turbulent transport, and
plasma surface interactions (PSIs), including recycling and impurity fluxes. As a
result of these processes, the SOL plasma is rather cold, with T, ~ 10 — 100 eV.

The termination points of the open field lines in the SOL are determined by
whether the tokamak is operated in a limiter or divertor configuration, as shown in the
diagram in Fig.[I.3] In the former, material limiters are placed at various locations on
the first wall. The field lines that intersect the limiters then define the SOL. While the
limiter configuration is operational, the divertor configuration is generally preferred

in high-performance devices. In the divertor configuration, an external current in the



direction of the plasma current is applied at the top and/or bottom of the device,
resulting in the formation of X-point nulls. This moves the plasma-wall interactions
onto the divertor targets, which are much further away from the main core plasma
than limiter plates. This is beneficial since neutrals and impurities released from the
divertor plates cannot directly enter the core plasma. Divertor configurations are
also preferable for handling the heat exhaust requirements of the SOL and removing

impurities and fusion ash via pumping (Wesson, 2005).

1.3.1 Intermittent SOL transport and blob dynamics

The cross-field transport in the SOL is highly intermittent. Unlike in the core, where
the transport is dominated by small fluctuations, fluctuations in the SOL can be
comparable to the equilibrium quantities. This is primarily due to the convective
transport of coherent structures of enhanced density and temperature called blobs or
filaments. These structures propagate quasi-ballistically, moving radially outwards
and resulting in significant particle and heat transport. Blobs are highly extended
along the field line with parallel lengths ~ 1 — 10 m and much smaller scales ~ 1 — 10
cm perpendicular to the field (Zweben et al., 2017). The intermittent nature of blob
transport suggests that a simple picture of diffusive transport is inadequate (Naulin,
2007)). Instead, the transport is avalanche-like, suggesting that the system gets pushed
up against some critical gradient threshold and then intermittently releases bursts of
transport when the threshold is exceeded (LaBombard et al., [2005; Labombard et al.,
2008). An expansive review of experimental evidence and theoretical understanding
of intermittent edge turbulence and blobs is given by |D’Ippolito et al.| (2011).

The basic mechanism of blob transport is plasma polarization due to magnetic
drifts. On the outboard side of the tokamak, the curvature and V B drifts are vertical,

with ions drifting in one direction and electrons drifting in the other. The resulting
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Figure 1.4: Diagram of basic blob transport mechanism from charge polarization.
Figure from (Krasheninnikov et al., 2008).
charge polarization produces a vertical electric field across the blob, giving a radially
outward E x B drift (Krasheninnikov, 2001)). This is shown schematically in Fig. |1.4]
The magnitude of the blob electric field, and thereby the blob speed, is affected by
the balance between the polarization current and parallel currents. To explain this,
it is useful to visualize the currents in the blob via a blob equivalent circuit (Myra
& D’Ippolito, [2005; Krasheninnikov et al., 2008; Xu et al., 2010), as shown in the
circuit diagram in Fig. from Krasheninnikov et al. (2008). (Note that the circuit
element through which the polarization current flows may be more appropriately
characterized as a capacitor due to plasma inertia (Xu et al., [2010)).) The magnetic
drifts act as a local current source. At constant current, the potential drop across the
blob is determined by the resistance in the circuit. If the plasma has low resistivity
(ny), the current flows freely along the field lines to the sheath, and the effective
sheath resistance (7gpeatn) Will determine the blob potential and thereby the blob
velocity. This is known as the sheath-limited regime, and it can lead to reduced
blob speed and transport as the blob polarization current can be effectively shorted
out by the current closure through the sheath. Conversely, if the plasma resistivity

n) is larger due to increased collisionality, the effective resistivity in the circuit will
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Figure 1.5: Diagram of equivalent blob circuit. Charge polarization in the blob pro-
vides a constant current source. The current flows along the field lines in a dipolar
structure. The current can be closed through the sheath or through the plasma, de-
pending on the resistivities of the respective current paths. Figure from (Krashenin-
nikov et al. 2008)). Note that the circuit element through which the polarization
current flows may be more appropriately characterized as a capacitor (Xu et al.,
2010).

increase and lead to larger blob velocity. At large enough resistivity, parallel currents
are hindered enough that cross-field current closure happens away from the sheath via
ion polarization currents or collisional currents, with complete disconnection giving
the inertial or resistive-ballooning regime. Magnetic shear (especially near the X-
point) can have the opposite effect on the blob velocity, as it can lead to a thin,
elongated region of the blob where magnetic shear is strong. This makes it easier
for cross-field currents to close the circuit through the thin sheared part of the blob,
reducing the resistivity of the current loop and thereby slowing the blob. Current
closure through regions of high magnetic shear can thus also effectively disconnect
the blob from the sheath. However, notice that sheath disconnection due to increased
collisionality gives the opposite effect on blob velocity than sheath disconnection via
magnetic shear; the former results in increased effective blob circuit resistivity and

larger velocities, while the latter decreases resistivities and slows the blobs (D’Ippolito

et al., 2011; Krasheninnikov et al., 2008]).
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1.3.2 SOL heat exhaust problem

Particles and heat from the core are transported across the LCFS and exhausted
in the SOL. The heat flows quickly along the open field lines to the walls, with the
parallel heat flux in the SOL reaching above 500 MW /m? in some present devices and
expected to be ~ 1 GW/m? in ITER (Loarte et al., [2007). The maximum heat load
for present materials with active cooling is typically 10 MW /m? normal to the surface
in steady state and 20 MW /m? for transients (Loarte et all [2007). Thus the heat
load must be reduced below these material limits in order to avoid damage to the wall
plates and the introduction of impurities that degrade fusion performance. The heat
load can be reduced in part by making the incidence angle of the magnetic field lines
on the walls very shallow (~ 2—5°) to reduce the component of the flux normal to the
walls, but this still leaves a significant portion of the heat to be dissipated via other
means. The width of the heat flux channel becomes an important parameter, since
spreading the heat over a larger area reduces the peak heat load. Here, cross-field
turbulent transport is beneficial as it can widen the heat flux width. An empirical
scaling of the heat flux width, A;,, computed from a multi-machine database has
shown that the heat-flux width, mapped to the outboard midplane, varies strongest
with the inverse of the plasma current (or equivalently, the inverse of the poloidal
magnetic field strength) (Eich et al) [2013]). Simply extrapolating the scaling from
present-day experiments to the upcoming ITER experiment suggests that the heat
flux width for the ITER @ = 10 baseline could be ~ 1 mm (Eich et al. 2013), much
smaller than the 3 — 3.5 mm result from the ITER physics basis based mostly on JET
ELM-averaged data (Loarte et al., 2007). SOLPS transport modeling has suggested
Ag = 3.6 mm (Kukushkin et al., 2013). The validity of these empirical scalings for the
ITER heat flux width is an important issue that must be addressed by first-principles
modeling. A recent XGC1 electrostatic gyrokinetic simulation predicted A\, ~ 5.9 mm
(Chang et al. 2017), with the width widened due to electron turbulence. Additional
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analysis of XGC1 data has suggested that trapped electron mode (TEM) turbulence
in particular is responsible for increased SOL heat transport. While £ x B shear
suppresses TEM in the SOL of present devices, E' x B shear is predicted to be weaker
in ITER, allowing TEM to drive transport. These results have suggested a new scaling
of Ay ~ 1/Byoi(a/pipor), with the new parameter a/p; o related to the neoclassical

E x B shearing rate (Chang et al., [2020)).

1.4 Electromagnetic effects in the boundary plasma

In this thesis we will focus in particular on electromagnetic effects in the plasma
boundary. The edge/SOL region features steep pressure gradients, especially in the
H-mode transport barrier and SOL regions, which contribute to the importance of
electromagnetic effects. Experimental evidence has indicated that the edge plasma
state is controlled by electromagnetic drift wave dynamics (LaBombard et al., [2005;
Labombard et al., 2008). In this regime, the parallel electron dynamics is no longer
fast relative to the drift turbulence, so electrons can no longer be treated adiabatically
(Scott}, |1997). This leads to coupling of the perpendicular vortex motions and kinetic
shear Alfvén waves, which results in field-line bending (Xu et al.,2010). The slowing of
parallel electron dynamics can also add impedance along the field line, leading to blobs
becoming electrically disconnected from the sheath and resulting in enhanced blob
velocities. While in the electrostatic case the sheath potential is communicated to the
upstream plasma rapidly on the order of the electron transit time (7. = Lj/v¢, with
vie = \/T./m.), in the electromagnetic case Alfvén waves communicate the potential
on the order of the Alfvén time, 74 = Lj/va = Ly/(\/2/Bcs) = Ly/ponm; /B, with
Cs = \/m the sound speed. Thus a basic condition for electromagnetic effects to
alter sheath connection is v4 < vy, or B = (8/2)m;/m, > 1. If in the time 74 the

blob is able to move more than its width across the field, the information about the
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sheath will never reach it. Thus the blob will move as if the sheath did not exist if
Ta 2 Lijvi, or 82 (Li/Ly)?*(cs/vi)?, where L is the typical length scale of the
potential of the blob, and v, is the blob radial velocity at the midplane (Lee et al.,
2015a; Hoare et al [2019). Given these conditions, electromagnetic effects could
especially be important for the high beta filaments found in edge localized modes
(ELMs), which are large-scale magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) modes that result in
large, high pressure filaments originating from the pedestal. ELM filaments also
carry a large unidirectional current, distinguishing them from standard blobs and
further enhancing the electromagnetic effects of ELMs by inducing magnetic field
perturbations (Myral, [2007} |Kirk et al.l 2005] [2006; [Migliucci & Naulin) [2010; |Vianello
et al., [2011). Additionally, experiments have found correlations between (non-ELM)
large blobs and MHD modes (Zweben et al., 2020).

The following subsections briefly illustrate the role of magnetic induction in de-
termining the parallel electron dynamics and producing field-line bending, mostly

following |Xu et al.| (2010) and [Scott| (1997)).

1.4.1 Parallel electron dynamics and the role of magnetic in-

duction

The strong mobility of electrons along the field line makes it important to understand
how the parallel current responds to forces due to parallel gradients in the density n,
electron temperature T,, and the electrostatic potential @. The linear response deter-
mines the propagation of wave-like disturbances along the field line. The dynamics is
governed by the electron parallel force balance equation, also known as the parallel

component of the generalized Ohm’s law. In the electrostatic limit, we have

me dJj 1
— gy = —Vyp. — VP. 1.6
ne? dt il ne P [ (1.6)
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On the right-hand side, we have the balance between the parallel pressure and electric
forces, where p, = nT, is the electron pressure, n = n; = n, is the plasma density
(assuming a quasi-neutral plasma with singly charged ions), and £y = —V @ is the
parallel electric field in the electrostatic limit. Here, V| = b-V denotes a derivative in
the direction of the background magnetic field, b= B, /B. On the left-hand side, the
first term is electron inertia, which gives finite-electron-mass (m.), collisionless effects.
Here, d/dt = /0t + vg - V is the total time derivative, with vy = (1/B)b x V&
the £ x B velocity. The second term on the left-hand side is resistive friction, with
J| = —enuy. the parallel current (dominated by electron parallel flow v .) and n =
0.51m.ve;/(ne?) the parallel resistivity, which is proportional to the electron collision
frequency. The electrons are said to be “adiabatic” when the forces on the right-hand
side balance. After linearizing and assuming the electrons are sufficiently fast to

isothermalize along the field line so that VT, = 0, we have
Te()V”TL = noeV”@, (17)

which results in the adiabatic electron density response, given by the Boltzmann
distribution n = nge® /Ty, with subscript 0 denoting background quantities.

Now we will introduce electromagnetic (finite () effects. We will consider only
perpendicular magnetic fluctuations of the form B; = V x (A”E)) ~ —b x VA, where
A is the parallel component of the magnetic vector potential. This is related to the

parallel current via the parallel component of Ampére’s law,
—V9A)| = po ). (1.8)

Electromagnetic effects enter into parallel force balance in two ways. First, the

parallel gradient must be taken along perturbed field lines, resulting in an additional
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“magnetic flutter” component due to Bj:

1

@” = E(BO +B,)-V= V|- b x VA -V. (1.9)

Second, magnetic induction adds to the parallel electric field, which is now given by
B =-V®— —". (1.10)

As a result, the parallel force balance equation becomes

(9AH Me dJ”
— +

1 - .
—e = —Vp — V& 1.11
5t ez T = Vip =V (1.11)

Balancing the first two terms on the left-hand side, we can see that induction is
dominant over inertia at perpendicular scales larger than the collisionless skin depth
d. = \/m, so that k;d. < 1. Balancing the first and third terms on
the left-hand side gives that induction is dominant over resistivity at perpendicular
scales larger than the collisional skin depth, so that k& lde\/m < 1, with w some
characteristic frequency so that 9/9t ~ w. Any imbalance of the forces on the right-
hand side will result in non-adiabatic electrons, providing a channel to exchange the
internal particle energy with the magnetic energy of field-line bending (via induction),
or producing irreversible dissipation of magnetic energy (via resistivity). Defining the

parallel electromotive force (emf) as (Hinton et al. 2003; Xu et al., [2010)

P = /(n“J” — Ey)de, (1.12)

with ¢ the length along the perturbed field line, we can rewrite parallel force balance

compactly as

2 T = V(¢ — ®). (1.13)
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1.4.2 Field-line bending

To compute the evolution (bending) of magnetic field lines, we use Faraday’s law,

0B,

= — E. 1.14
7 V x (1.14)
The electric field is given by
~ 8AH ~ ~ ~ ~
E=-Vo— bw =-Vo-V(p —P)b+nJ =-V,&-Vb+nJ, (1.15)

where we have used parallel force balance and dropped the parallel subscripts on the
resistivity term (nJy > 7. Jy). Note that V& = vg x (By+ B;). Substituting into

Faraday’s law, we have

0B,

5 =~V x g x (Bo+ B +V x (Vyb) + D, V2B, -V x J.  (1.16)

From left to right, on the right-hand side we have a frozen-in term, a drift term, a
magnetic diffusion term (with D,, = n/u) and a resistivity gradient term. In the

limit of small resistivity, we can write

0B,
ot

~ Vx|V - @b, (1.17)

This shows that the net parallel gradient force (the right-hand side of Eq. (1.13))
drives line bending via non-adiabatic electrons exchanging energy with the magnetic
field (Xu et al., 2010).

Note that we can also write the electric field as

E:(Bo—i—Bl)X’UF—VLZJ—{—T]J, (118)
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where vp = (1/B)b x V(& — 1) is the velocity of field lines (neglecting resistive

magnetic diffusion). From this, Faraday’s law becomes

0B,
ot

= -V x [vp x (By+ By)]+ D,,V?*B; — Vn x J. (1.19)

From this it follows that magnetic flux is conserved in the limit of no resistivity
or diffusion, with field lines advected with velocity vr. The difference between the
E x B velocity and the velocity of the field lines is a function of the parallel emf:

Av =vg —vp = (1/B)b x V¢ (Xu et al., [2010).

1.5 Modeling the boundary plasma

The boundary of a tokamak is a complicated nonlinear system. As such, numerical
modeling is a critical tool for helping to understand the physics of the boundary
plasma. As detailed below, several approaches have produced valuable results and
insights at varying levels of complexity and computational expense. Overviews of
some of the numerical modeling approaches and associated simulation codes for the
boundary plasma are given by Ricci (2015); Loarte et al| (2007); [Shi (2017), and

briefly detailed below.

1.5.1 Empirical modeling

Empirical extrapolation of data obtained from present devices serves as the basis for
much of the modeling and design of tokamak divertors and wall systems. Codes solve
a simplified set of transport equations based on the Braginskii fluid equations in two
dimensions, assuming axisymmetry. Since plasma turbulence is not captured directly
in these models, ad hoc cross-field anomalous diffusion coefficients are used, with the
parameters adjusted to fit existing experimental data. This system is often coupled

to a Monte-Carlo neutral particle model so that pumping, fueling, and plasma-wall
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interactions can be modeled. Codes using this approach include SOLPS (formerly

B2-EIRENE) (Reiter et al., [1991; Schneider et al., [1992), UEDGE (Rognlien et al.

1994), EDGE2D (Simonini et al.,1994)), and SOLDOR (Shimizu et al.,|2003). SOLPS

has been used extensively as the SOL simulation code for the ITER divertor design

(Pitts et al) 2009; Kukushkin et al., 2011)).

1.5.2 Fluid modeling

Given the relatively low temperatures and high collisionalities of the scrape-off layer,
a fluid approach is reasonable to reduce the computational cost of global turbulence

simulations. As such, models based on the drift-reduced Braginskii equations (Bragin-

skiil, [1965; Zeiler et al.l,[1997) have provided valuable results and insights on boundary

plasma phenomenon. Since these models only evolve the first three moments of the
distribution function, they rely on high collisionality to provide fluid closure. This im-

plicitly assumes that the distribution function is close to thermal equilibrium. Codes

employing the drift-reduced Braginskii approach include BOUT++ (Xu et al., 2008)),

GBS (Ricci et al), 2012} Halpern et al), 2016), TOKAM3X (Tamain et al) 2010),

GDB (Zhu et al}, 2018)), and GRILLIX (Stegmeir et al., 2018).

There have also been efforts to extend the validity of the moment-based approach

to more kinetic regimes by using gyrofluid models (Ribeiro & Scott, 2008; Madsen,

2013} [Held et al. 2016)), based on earlier work on gyrofluid models for core turbu-

lence (Hammett & Perkins, |1990; Dorland & Hammett|, [1993; Beer & Hammett, |1996;

Snyder & Hammett| |2001). Another recent approach uses an Hermite-Laguerre for-

mulation to allow the use of an arbitrary number of moments, although this approach

has not yet produced numerical results (Jorge et al., 2017; [Frei et all 2020).
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1.5.3 Gyrokinetic modeling

Despite the high collisionality of the plasma boundary, kinetic treatments will in-
evitably be necessary for reliable quantitative predictions in some cases (Jenko &
Dorland, |2001; (Cohen & Xu, [2008)). Significant deviations from thermal equilibrium
can occur due to transient events such as ELMs (Batishcheva et al., 1996). Kinetic
treatments are also required if one wishes to cross the LCFS and model the coupled
dynamics of the pedestal and the SOL within a single framework, since the fluid
approximations break down in the hot pedestal.

While the most general approach would involve solving the full six-dimensional
Vlasov-Maxwell or Fokker-Planck-Maxwell system to model the plasma, this is im-
practical due to the high dimensionality and wide range of timescales involved, in-
cluding the fast cyclotron motion. Instead, we can take advantage of the fact that
the characteristic turbulent modes have frequencies much lower than the cyclotron
frequency, allowing us to average over the cyclotron motion and eliminate one of the
velocity dimensions (the gyrophase angle). The result is the gyrokinetic model, which
describes the evolution of particle guiding centers in a reduced five-dimensional phase
space. Gyrokinetic theory and direct numerical simulation have become important
tools for studying turbulence and transport in fusion plasmas, especially in the core
region (Dimits et al., [2000). This includes the simulation codes GEM (Parker et al.|
1993a)), GS2 (Kotschenreuther et al., 1995; Dorland et al., 2000), GTC (Lin et al.|
2000), GENE (Jenko, [2000), EUTERPE (Jost et al., [2001), GYRO (Candy & Waltz,
2003), GT3D (Idomura et al.,[2003), GKV (Watanabe & Sugama;, 2005), GTS (Wang
et al., 2006), ORB5 (Jolliet et al., 2007; Lanti et al., 2019), GT5D (Idomura et al.,
2008), GKW (Peeters et al., 2009), CGYRO (Candy et al) 2016), and GX (Mandell
et al., 2018). In the edge and SOL, gyrokinetic simulations are particularly chal-
lenging because the large, intermittent fluctuations in the SOL make assumptions of
scale separation between equilibrium and fluctuations not strongly valid. This neces-
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sitates a full-f approach that self-consistently evolves the full distribution function,
f (as opposed to the df approach commonly used in the core, where one assumes
f = Fo+ 6f with a fixed background Fj so that only Jf perturbations must be
evolved, and the parallel electric field nonlinearity is frequently neglected). Addi-
tional complications of the edge/SOL region include: open field line regions requiring
sheath boundary conditions and models of plasma-wall interactions; X-point geome-
try in diverted configurations, which makes the use of efficient field-aligned coordinate
systems challenging; a wide range of collisionality regimes, from the hot pedestal top
to the cold SOL; and atomic physics and neutral interactions. Major extensions to
existing core gyrokinetic codes or altogether new efforts are required to meet these
challenges. To this end, steady progress in gyrokinetic boundary plasma modeling has
been made with both particle-in-cell (PIC) and continuum methods. Codes employ-
ing the PIC method in the plasma boundary include XGC1 (Ku et al., 2009, 2016))
and ELMFIRE (Korpilo et all 2016). Continuum methods are used by the codes
COGENT (Dorf et al.l [2016), Gkeyll (Shi et al., 2017, 2019; [Mandell et al.,[2020) and
a modified version of GENE (Pan et al, 2018). Both PIC and continuum methods
have their own advantages and disadvantages, as we detail briefly below. XGC1 is
currently the most sophisticated code for the plasma boundary, capable of simulating
electrostatic gyrokinetic turbulence in realistic diverted geometries, including neutral
and atomic physics. It is critical to have at least a few successful codes that can
cross-check against each other on the difficult problems in the edge/SOL, so as to

give more confidence to the predictions.

Particle-in-cell (PIC) approach

The first gyrokinetic simulation algorithms used particle-in-cell (PIC) methods (Lee,
1983; \IDimits & Lee, [1993; Parker & Lee, [1993; Denton & Kotschenreuther], 1995; Dim-

its et al.,[1996). In the PIC approach, the 5D phase space is sampled with an ensemble
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of N, markers or ‘superparticles’, representing some clump of physical particles with
given position and velocity. The markers are advanced through the domain according
to the characteristics of the gyrokinetic equation, while the electromagnetic fields are
evaluated and solved on a fixed three-dimensional grid. Communication between the
markers and fields requires interpolation: in order to solve the field equations, the
markers must be interpolated onto the grid positions so that charges and currents can
be computed; likewise, the effects of the fields must be interpolated onto the marker
positions to advance the particles. Since the PIC method is essentially a Monte Carlo
sampling technique, sampling noise (which scales as 1//N,) arises in moment cal-
culation and can be problematic in some cases (Nevins et al., [2005; [Krommes, 2007}
Wilkie & Dorland, 2016). The sampling noise can be reduced but not completely
eliminated by 0 f methods (Denton & Kotschenreuther, 1995). Various other tech-
niques have been used to reduce noise (Chen & Parker, 2007; |Garbet et al.l [2010).
Noise-related issues have contributed to the challenges of handling electromagnetic
fluctuations in PIC codes due to the Ampére cancellation problem, as we discuss
below. In general, PIC methods benefit from being rather intuitive, fairly efficient,
and easily parallelizable, with straight-forward generalization to higher dimensional-
ity. The lack of a need for a velocity-space grid is attractive. Further, PIC methods
automatically guarantee positivity of the distribution function. PIC methods also

have a longer history to draw on than continuum methods.

Continuum (grid-based) approach

The first continuum gyrokinetic codes were developed some years later (Kotschen-
reuther et al., [1995} Dorland et al., [2000; |Jenkol 2000} lJenko & Dorland| 2001}; |Candy
& Waltz, 2003)). In the continuum method, the full five-dimensional gyrokinetic distri-
bution function is discretized on a 5D phase-space grid. Conventional numerical meth-

ods for solving partial differential equations are then used to advance the distribu-
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tion function according to the gyrokinetic equation, including finite-difference, finite-
volume, (pseudo)spectral, finite-element, and discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods.
Since the electromagnetic fields are discretized on the configuration-space subset of
the grid, no interpolation is required to solve the field equations, only moment cal-
culations. Continuum methods do not suffer from statistical noise issues, which has
contributed to the success of continuum codes in including electromagnetic effects
where some PIC codes have failed. Discretization on a five-dimensional phase-space
grid presents some additional challenges for parallelization and memory handling, but
these issues can still be handled efficiently with well-designed schemes. In particular,
continuum schemes can make use of high-order methods that perform more calcula-
tions per grid point and potentially enable faster convergence. One key disadvantage
of continuum methods is the strict Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) stability limit
placed on the time step for explicit time-advance schemes, which can be especially
restrictive for electrostatic simulations (Lee, [1987) and highly-collisional regimes. An-
other disadvantage of the continuum approach is that the typical numerical methods
used do not guarantee positivity of the distribution function, which can cause numer-

ical stability issues.

Including electromagnetic effects

Including electromagnetic effects in gyrokinetic simulations has proved numerically
and computationally challenging, both in the core and in the edge. The so-called
Ampére cancellation problem is one of the main numerical issues that has troubled
primarily PIC codes (Reynders, |1993; Cummings, (1994). Various 0 f PIC schemes to
address the cancellation problem have been developed and there are interesting recent
advances in this area (Chen & Parker} 2003; Mishchenko et al., 2004; |Hatzky et al.,
2007; Mishchenko et al., 2014; Startsev & Lee, 2014; Bao et al., 2018). Meanwhile,

some continuum 6 f core codes avoided the cancellation problem completely (Rewoldt
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et al.l 1987; Kotschenreuther et all (1995), while others had to address somewhat
minor issues resulting from it (Jenko, 2000; Candy & Waltz, 2003). With respect
to the cancellation problem, one possible reason for the differences might be that in
continuum codes the fields and particles are discretized on the same grid, whereas in
PIC codes the particle positions do not coincide with the field grid. Because particle
positions are randomly located relative to the field grid, one might need to be more
careful in some way when treating the interaction of the particles and electromagnetic
fields.

Prior to the work described in this thesis, all published nonlinear electromagnetic
gyrokinetic results had focused on the core region, mostly within the § f formula-
tion neglecting the £ nonlinearity (although the ORB5 PIC code includes the £
nonlinearity and is effectively full-f (Lanti et al. |2019)). The XGC1 code is also
full-f and is focused on both the core and the edge/SOL; it has an option for a
gyrokinetic ion/drift-fluid massless electron hybrid model (Hager et al., 2017), with
a fully kinetic implicit electromagnetic scheme based on (Chen et al.| (2015)) recently
implemented and under further development (Ku et al., 2018b). The GENE-X code
is a recent extension of the core gyrokinetic code GENE (Jenko, 2000) to a full-f
electromagnetic formulation similar to the one presented in this work. GENE-X has
now produced preliminary (but not yet published) global electromagnetic gyrokinetic
simulations including the SOL and X-point. Other gyrokinetic codes working on the
SOL are not yet electromagnetic. To our knowledge, the results presented here were
the first nonlinear electromagnetic full-f gyrokinetic turbulence simulations on open
field lines. The demonstration of full- f electromagnetic capabilities, handled in stable
and efficient manner that does not significantly increase the computational cost, is a

major contribution of this thesis.
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Handling diverted geometries with X-point

Another challenge is the magnetic geometry of the edge/SOL region, which requires
treatment of open and closed magnetic field-line regions and the resulting plasma
interactions with material walls on open field lines. The X-point in a diverted geom-
etry is an additional complication which makes the use of field-aligned coordinates
challenging.

Core gyrokinetic codes typically use such a field-aligned coordinate system, which
allows one to take advantage of the elongated nature of the turbulence along the field
line. This reduces the computational demands by allowing a coarse grid along the field
line. Unfortunately, field-aligned coordinate systems are singular at the separatrix in
diverted geometries due to the presence of the X-point (Stegmeir et al., [2016). This
has lead some codes to abandon field-aligned coordinates altogether, opting instead
for simpler cylindrical coordinates. XGC1 uses a cylindrical coordinate system for
the particle motion and an unstructured field-following triangular mesh for the field
solver (Ku et all 2016). BOUT++ uses multiple blocks, each with separate field-
aligned coordinates systems, that conform to the X-point but still avoid it (Leddy
et al},2017). Recent interest has focused on ideas like the flux-coordinate independent
(FCI) approach, which abandons field- and flux-aligned coordinates in the poloidal
plane but retains a field-line-following discretization of the parallel gradient opera-
tor to regain some of the advantages of field-aligned domains (Hariri & Ottaviani,
2013; [Hariri et al., 2014 Stegmeir et al., [2016). This approach has been pioneered
by the GRILLIX fluid code (Stegmeir et al., 2016, 2018), and recently adopted by
several codes, including GDB, GBS, and GENE-X. Another recent approach by the
COGENT code uses a flux-aligned poloidal grid with controlled dealignment near the
X-point (McCorquodale et al., |2015; Dorf et al. [2016; Dort & Dorr, 2020). After

breaking the toroidal direction into several blocks (wedges), a local field-aligned co-
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ordinate system is used in each block. Interpolation (similar to what is done in the
FCI approach) is required to compute the parallel derivatives between blocks.
Among gyrokinetic codes, currently only XGC1 (Ku et al., 2016 has published
results simulating turbulence in a three-dimensional diverted geometry with an X-
point. As mentioned above, the recently-developed GENE-X code is also capable of

including the X-point in global gyrokinetic turbulence simulations.

1.6 Thesis overview

First-principles modeling is crucial for understanding the dynamics in the boundary
plasma. In particular, there is a need for comprehensive gyrokinetic simulations in-
cluding electromagnetic effects. To this end, our efforts in this thesis are focused
on demonstrating and advancing the capabilities of the gyrokinetic modules of the
GKEYLL plasma simulation framework (which also includes solver modules for the
Vlasov—Maxwell system (Cagas et al., [2017; |Juno et al) [2018) and multi-moment
fluid equations (Wang et all 2015)). GKEYLL was the first successful continuum
gyrokinetic code on open field lines due to the pioneering work of [Shi| (2017)); [Shi
et al| (2017, 2019). In this work we make the critical step of including electromag-
netic fluctuations in GKEYLL and demonstrating that this additional physics can be
handled in a stable and efficient manner. A primary goal is then to investigate how
electromagnetic effects can influence SOL turbulence and transport dynamics.

In Chapter [2f we derive the 5D full-f electromagnetic gyrokinetic system in Hamil-
tonian form using the symplectic (v) formulation. In Chapter [3] we describe an
energy-conserving high-order discontinuous Galerkin discretization scheme for the
EMGK system that has been implemented in GKEYLL, building on the electrostatic
scheme of Shi (2017)). In Chapter 4| we leverage GKEYLL’s new electromagnetic ca-

pabilities to produce the first published electromagnetic gyrokinetic results on open
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field lines. These simulations use a simple helical scrape-off layer as a model of the
SOL of the National Spherical Torus Experiment (NSTX) experiment at PPPL, ex-
tending the electrostatic results of [Shi et al.| (2019). Chapter [5| moves towards more
realistic geometry by describing and formulating field-aligned coordinate systems for
use in SOL geometries with magnetic shear and shaping. Chapter [f] develops a novel
positivity-preserving DG scheme which can improve robustness and accuracy of the
simulations while maintaining critical conservation laws. Finally, we conclude in
Chapter [7] by reviewing the main results and describing important areas for future

work.
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Chapter 2

Theoretical background: the full-f

electromagnetic gyrokinetic system

Turbulence in strongly magnetized plasma is characterized by frequencies much
smaller than the ion cyclotron frequency (w < 2;) and strong anisotropy, with
correlation lengths along the background field much longer than perpendicular to it
(k) < k1). These two properties are the basis for gyrokinetic theory, which reduces
the full six-dimensional (three position dimensions and three velocity dimensions)
kinetic phase space to five dimensions by averaging over the cyclotron motion. This
eliminates a velocity coordinate (the gyrophase angle) and results in a kinetic de-
scription of the dynamics of charged gyro-rings. The first derivations of gyrokinetics
used a recursive procedure to generate an order-by-order asymptotic expansion,
yielding the local § f gyrokinetic equation with the distribution function separated
into equilibrium (£y) and perturbed (§ f) parts (Catto, |[1978; Antonsen & Lane, |1980;
Frieman & Chenl|, 1982} Abel et al., |2013).

Alternative approaches were later presented which derived (global, full-f) gyroki-
netics via Lagrangian and Hamiltonian Lie-transform perturbation methods (Dubin

et all) 1983; Hahm et all [1988; Brizard & Hahm| 2007; Sugama;, 2000). We will take
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this latter approach in this chapter, using phase-space-Lagrangian Lie perturbation
methods (Littlejohn|, [1983)) to systematically derive self-consistent, energy-conserving,
global gyrokinetic equations. We primarily follow Brizard & Hahm| (2007) and refer-
ences therein, but we have also found a series of Ph.D. dissertations from the GENE
group (Dannert|, [2005; Pueschel, [2009; (Gorler, 2009; [Lapillonne, 2010; [Told, 2012)E] to

be helpful for understanding parts of the derivation at a more introductory level.

2.1 Gyrokinetic single-particle dynamics

The goal of this first section is to obtain gyrokinetic equations of motion for single par-
ticles. We start from the description of a non-relativistic charged particle with charge
¢, mass m, and velocity v at position x in the presence of an electrostatic potential

& (x) and magnetic potential A(x). The single-particle phase-space Lagrangian is
o . 1 9 .
L(x,v,&,0,t) = (mv+qA) - & — §m|v\ +qP|=p-x— H, (2.1)

where p = mv+¢A is the canonical momentum of the particle (in SI units), v = & =
da/dt, and H is the Hamiltonian (for an introduction to the phase-space Lagrangian
formulation of mechanics, see section II of |Cary & Brizard, |2009)). This Lagrangian
will now be subjected to a series of coordinate transformations that will separate the

fast gyromotion from the guiding-center and gyrocenter dynamics.

2.1.1 Ordering assumptions

The fundamental ordering requirement that allows us to effectively ignore the fast

gyromotion of a charged particle in a magnetic field is

%~e<< 1, (2.2)

! (Dannert, 2005) is written in German but Google Translate does an admirable job of parsing it.

28



where w is a typical frequency of interest, and {2 = ¢B/m is the gyrofrequency for
some species of interest. We will focus on drift wave turbulence, which has char-
acteristic frequencies w ~ w, ~ v;/L,, where v; is the thermal speed and L, is a
characteristic macroscopic scale length over which profile quantities vary. This im-
plies that

Lﬁ~e<<1 (2.3)

p
is another small parameter, where p = v,/(2 is the thermal gyroradius. This ordering
is valid in many tokamaks over a wide range of experimental conditions, including the
edge and scrape-off layer. The frequency and length-scale orderings from Egs.
and comprise the primary ordering in e. We must then decide how to deal with
fluctuations, flows, and magnetic geometry within the model, resulting in additional

parameters ordered with e and €.

The standard nonlinear gyrokinetic ordering (Frieman & Chen, |1982) also assumes

small fluctuations,

5f  qod

—N—NE’

Fy
where 0 f and 0@ are perturbations of the distribution function and potential, respec-
tively, and Fj is the equilibrium distribution function. Typical wavenumbers (of the

perturbations) are then ordered as

kaNE, /CJ_/)Nl.

This is the “0 f” ordering, which is usually well-satisfied in the core of tokamak plas-

mas, and has been used successfully to study core microturbulence for many years

(Parker et al) 19934, Kotschenreuther et al. [1995; Lin et al) 2000; Dimits et al.
2000}; Dorland et al.l, 2000}, [Jenko, 2000} Jost et al., [2001; [Candy & Waltz, [2003; Tdo-

mura et al), 2003, Watanabe & Sugamal, 2005} [Jolliet et all, 2007; Idomura et al.l

2008 [Peeters et all, 2009; [Lanti et al), 2019). In the edge region, however, the o f
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ordering is not strongly valid due to the presence of large fluctuations, even though
the fundamental frequency ordering is still satisfied.
The ordering can be generalized to allow larger perturbations by instead taking a

drift ordering (Dimits et al., 1992 Parra & Cattol 2008; |[Dimits| 2012)

Vg qP
=—ckip—n~ 1 2.4

where vg is the E x B drift velocity from @. Here, we have defined a new ordering
parameter €y, which we take to be O(e). This is commonly referred to as the “weak-
flow” ordering since it takes FF x B flows to be small compared to the thermal speed;
this is generally satisfied in the edge and scrape-off layer (Brower et all 1987 |Gohil
et al., (1994; [Zweben et al., |2015). By constraining gradients of @ instead of @ itself,
the weak-flow ordering simultaneously allows large perturbations ¢@/T ~ 1 at long
wavelengths (k) p ~ €y < 1) and small perturbations ¢®/T ~ €y at short wavelengths
(k1p ~ 1), along with perturbations at intermediate scales. Another way to think
about this is that one can use ®(R) at the center of a gyro-orbit (denoted R) as a
reference point, and then one can require that the variation of the potential energy

around a gyro-orbit be small compared to the kinetic energy,
PR+ p)—¢P(R)~qp- VO KT, (2.5)

which leads to the same criterion as above (Hammett, 2016). Here p is the gyroradius
vector which points from the center of the gyro-orbit R to the particle location @ (it
will be defined more precisely below). The ordering has also been extended further
to allow strong E x B flows of order the thermal speed (ey ~ 1) (Artun & Tang,
1994; |Brizard, 1995; Hahm)| [1996; Qin et al. [2007; [Hahm et al., 2009; Dimits, 2010;
Sharma & McMillan, 2015; McMillan & Sharma) 2016; Sharma & McMillan, 2020));
we will not consider this here.
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We also need an ordering parameter pertaining to the magnetic geometry. For
this, we introduce the equilibrium magnetic field scale length Lg ~ |V In B|™! ~ R,
where B is the background magnetic field and R is the major radius. In the core
we expect L ~ L, but the edge features much stronger gradients so that L,/Lg ~
L,/R < p/L, ~ € is small (Gohil et al, [1994; Burrell et al. (1994; Zweben et al.|
2007). This leads us to a strong-gradient ordering, in which we define an additional
ordering parameter

€g = —— ~ €. (2.6)

This ordering has been employed in several edge gyrokinetic models (Hahm et al.|
2009; |Dimits, [2012} Frei et al.,[2020)), as it allows the gyrokinetic derivation to proceed
fully consistently (up to second order in €) in a two-step process, first by using the
ep ordering to derive the guiding-center motion, and then subsequently using the ey
ordering to introduce electromagnetic perturbations. Without the strong-gradient
ordering, eg ~ €y ~ € are of the same order, which is usually the case in the core.
Even though many derivations still use the two-step procedure in this case (see e.g.
Brizard & Hahm), 2007)), Parra & Calvo|(2011) have shown that the two-step procedure
does not yield fully consistent results at second order (and higher), as it misses terms
of order O(eyep) that involve both geometric effects and field perturbations. The
strong-gradient ordering ep ~ € eliminates these concerns, since the geometry only
enters at even order in e.

With these ordering assumptions, we take the background magnetic field to be
By, = V x Ay, with Ay ~ O(1/ep) the background vector potential. We do not
include an O(1/ep) background electrostatic potential because this would violate the
weak-flow ordering. We then consider electromagnetic perturbations A; and &; of

the form (Dimits et all 1992)

A1 (337 t) = A1 (R, t) + ey (SAl (R, P, t) (27)
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@1 (az t) = @1 (R, t) + ey (5@1 (R, P, t), (28)

where the guiding-center component of the perturbation is O(1), and the O(ey) part
of the perturbation is the deviation of the potential around the gyro-orbit, effectively

giving the finite-Larmor-radius (FLR) correction to the potential,

TB, Tu

T
56, = &y (2,t) — B (R,t) ~ p- V) ~ E%E ~ Olev), (2.10)
t

with vy = v By /B the magnetic flutter velocity. Thus the total electromagnetic

potentials can be written as

Alz) = éAo(m) + A(2)

€B

P(z) = P1(z) = P1(R) + ev0D1(R, p), (2.12)

where we have Taylor expanded the background magnetic potential Ag(x) = Ao(R+
p) to first order in ez around the guiding-center position R. With these definitions,
the Lagrangian from Eq. (2.1) can be written as
L=Ly+eydl = [ a Ay(R) +qp-VAYR)+qA (R)+mv+ Oleg)| +
[ o + g >] v [g0ANR.p) - — 08, (R, p)] . (213)
Note that we will hereafter drop the subscript 0 in the background magnetic field

By, unless it is needed for clarity, and simply write B. For magnetic perturbations we

will retain the subscript in By, but these will frequently be expressed instead in terms
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of the perturbed vector potential. The total magnetic field, including background and
perturbation, will be written as By + B;.

Writing the potentials in the form of Egs. and has the advantage
that we can clearly see that FLR corrections are higher order. Thus, we could self-
consistently neglect FLR corrections by taking only the zeroth-order terms. While
we will proceed with the general derivation up to order € ~ € in this chapter, for
simplicity we have elected to neglect FLR corrections in the current implementation
of the system in the GKEYLL code. Extension to the more general system including
FLR corrections is left as important future work. The system that we solve in the

current version of GKEYLL is summarized in Section 2.3l

2.1.2 Transformation to guiding-center coordinates

Following Littlejohn! (1983)) and |Cary & Brizard| (2009), we first transform the zeroth
order Lagrangian Lo to guiding-center coordinates, Z = (t, R, vy, j1,7), where R is
the guiding-center position, v is the guiding-center velocity along the background
magnetic field, u = mv? /(2B) is the lowest-order magnetic moment, and o is the
gyrophase angle. In terms of the guiding-center coordinates, the particle coordinates
z = (t,x,v) coordinates can be expressed (with the time coordinate t staying the

same) as

2= R+ epp(RIA(R.Y) = R + egp (2.14)

. A 12uB
V= UHb(R) + v, (R)E(R,9) + eyuy (R, UH) = UHb + %é +eyuy, (2.15)

where p(R) = vy /Q(R) = \/2mu/(@B(R)) is the gyroradius, b = B/B is the
unit vector along the background field, and w, (R, v)) is a to-be-defined O(ey) ve-
locity perpendicular to b, taken to be the velocity of the reference frame; note that

u, is evaluated at the guiding-center position R and is assumed to be gyrophase-
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independent. From standard guiding-center motion, we might expect this reference

frame velocity to be something like the £ x B drift velocity.ﬂ We also define

a(R,V¥) = cosv e (R) —sinv es(R) (2.16)
&(R, ) — W — _sindey(R) — cosd ex(R) (2.17)

to be unit vectors in the radial and tangential directions to the gyro-orbit that rotate
with ¢/, where e; and e, are some arbitrary pair of perpendicular unit vectors in
the plane perpendicular to the background field such that e; x e; = b. Here and
in the following, we will keep track of the order of various terms in eg and €y, but
formally these parameters are equal to unity so that the expressions retain the same
dimensional form after taking ez = €y = 1.

Inserting the guiding-center coordinate transformations into Eq. , the zeroth

order Lagrangian in guiding-center coordinates is
Ly = EiAO +qA;+q(p-V)Ag+ mva) + vaé} . <R—|— p) — Hy, (2.18)
B

where Hy = mvﬁ /24 uB + q®P, is the zeroth order Hamiltonian, and spatially-varying
quantities are evaluated at the guiding-center position R unless otherwise noted. Note

that although the gyroradius vector p is O(ep), its time derivative p is O(1), as it is

given by
. : .Op @p_ 1 vy
p=c¢cp {(R V)p+uaﬂ}+ﬂw {QBR VB+qv an| +—= 0 &V
V1A

2A moving reference frame is typically used in strong-flow derivations of gyrokinetics, where
ey ~ 1 so that all terms in Eq. are the same order. In most weak-flow derivations (Frei et al.,
2020, is an exception), the reference frame is assumed to be stationary (u; = 0), but here we allow
for a slowly moving frame.
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since ) = 2 ~ e5' (Cary & Brizard, 2009).

We then make a series of gauge transformations to eliminate the dependence
on the gyrophase to lowest order in eg, following [Littlejohn| (1983). These gauge
transformations take the form of adding a total time derivative to the Lagrangian,
L — L+ S, which does not affect the equations of motion. Taking S = —gp - (Ao +

epAy), so that
S = — (EiAO + qu) . p - qR . VA() <p+ O(GB), (220)
B
the Lagrangian can be transformed as

L0—>L0+S= (eiAS—i-qu) 'R+ [qp-VAo—i-mvHB—i—vaé °p—H0,
B

(2.21)

where cancellations resulted from noting that ¢ [p - VAy — (VAy) - p] = —gp x (V x
Ajy) = —qp x B = —muv, &, and we have defined the modified vector potential
m

i, (2.22)

ASEAO—FGB p

Recognizing A as the gyroaveraged canonical momentum from the background field,
we can see that this gauge transformation has effectively gyroaveraged the first term
in Eq. .

We then make an additional gauge transformation with S = —eg(q/2)(p-V)Ao-p,

which gives

§==2[(VA) - p+(p-V) Al - p—enlp-
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where we will drop the last term because it is higher order. The Lagrangian is then

transformed as

. . . 1
Ly — Lo+ S = (EiAS +qA1) R+ %19— {Emvﬁ + uB + qP1| + O(ep).
B

(2.24)

This Lagrangian describes the motion of charged particles in a strong background
magnetic field and slowly varying electromagnetic potentials (with no variation at
the gyroradius scale), and it could be used to derive the drift-kinetic Vlasov equation
(up to zeroth order in eg). Since Eq. is independent of gyrophase, Noether’s
theorem gives that the quantity dLo/d0 = my/q is a constant, which is confirmation
that p is an adiabatic invariant in the absence of electromagnetic perturbations on the
scale of the gyroradius (to lowest order). For an alternative derivation of the guiding-
center Lagrangian, which eliminates the gyrophase dependence via gyroaveraging

instead of gauge transformations, see [Helander & Sigmar| (2002]).

2.1.3 Transformation to gyrocenter coordinates

Now we must account for the variations of the electromagnetic fields on the scale of

the gyroradius, which are contained in 0L from Eq. (2.13)),

oL = [q6A (R, p) +mu.]- (R+p) — [qé@l(R, p)+mvu -u; + %Vmui]

E—Vmui] +O(e), (2.25)

:qu;.R+%vL-5Am— [q5¢1+mm-m+ ;

where we have defined

JAT =0A(R, p) + (m/q)u (R, v)). (2.26)
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Since the perturbations §A; and 0®; depend on p, we have reintroduced gyrophase
dependence in the Lagrangian and broken p conservation. Unlike in the lowest-order
case above, we cannot simply use gauge transformations to eliminate the gyrophase
dependence at this order because the perturbations depend non-trivially on p. In-
stead, we use another kind of coordinate transformation known as a Lie transform (for
details, see (Caryl, 1981} |Littlejohn| [1982; (Cary & Littlejohn| [1983). The Lie transform
offers a systematic method for making perturbative coordinate transformations and
computing the resulting changes in functions of those coordinates.

For these transformations, it will be convenient to adopt the Poincaré-Cartan one-
form formalism (see e.g.|Cary & Littlejohn, [1983), where the one-form v(Z) is defined

via the action integral

7= /L(Z) dt = /V(Z). (2.27)

Here,
v =7zdZ% = Ldt (2.28)

for Z% (with « = 0,1,...,6) the components of the extended phase-space coordi-
nates that include time as the zeroth element so that v, = —H, the Hamiltonian.
The remaining components, vz with ¢ = 1,...,6, are together called the symplectic
component of the one-form.

We will define v = g + €1, with

1
Yo = Lodt = ¢ (A5 + Ay) - dR + %dﬁ — {Emvﬁ + uB + q@l] dt (2.29)

m =6Ldt =q0A]-dR+ %’UL - 0ATdY — [qé@l +mvy suy + %/muﬂ dt,

(2.30)
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where all quantities are evaluated at R (although 0 A; and §; still also depend on
p), and we have dropped the 1/eg ordering parameter on A;. The Lie transformation
that yields the gyrocenter one-form I' = I'y+ey Iy + €15 +. .. is given (up to second

order) by

FO =% -+ dSo (231)

Fl =7 — .,E/ﬂl’)/() + dSl (232)
1

Iy =2 =2y — 540 + 1) + dSs, (2.33)

where .Z,, denotes the nth order Lie derivative and S, is an arbitrary nth order scalar

gauge function. The Lie derivative acting on a one-form + is given byﬂ

Loy = GPungd 2™ =GP (% - %) dze, (2.34)

where the functions G are the components of the nth order generating vector field
of the Lie transform, and w,g are the elements of the Lagrange tensor. With this, the

first order gyrocenter one-form can be rewritten as

(2.35)

0 «a 0 oS
. B To,ze O7o,zP 1
fize =Mz =6 ( 077~ oze ) o7

The goal now is to find generating functions G,, and gauge functions .S,, such that
the gyrocenter one-form no longer depends on the gyrophase at each order. At zeroth

order, we will simply take Sy = 0, so that

Iy =, (2.36)

3The expression in Eq. (2.34) is only part of the formal Lie derivative. There is another part of
the form d(G2v,5), but this part can be absorbed into dS in Egs. (2.32) and (2.33) because S can
be chosen arbitrarily.
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since we have already removed gyrophase dependence from the zeroth order one-form,

Eq. ([2:29).

At first order, we can use Eq. (2.35]) to compute

g =q0A; +¢GE x B —mG,'"b+ VS,

N 05
_ R 1
FLU” —mb'Gl +a_v||
E)Sl
I, Gﬁ
q En
m 05,

F1719:E’UJ_'6AT——GM 819

S
Ny =—q0d) — evgGR - Ef + G'muy + G B + :

ot

(2.37)

(2.38)
(2.39)
(2.40)

(2.41)

where E] = —ey (VP + 0A,/0t) — ep(p/q)VB = ey E1 — ep(u/q)VB ~ O(ey) and

=V x Aj+eyV x A; = B+ ey By. We have also taken Gt = 0 since we do not

need to make a coordinate transformation in time.

We now have some freedom to choose the G,, and S,, to simplify the form of the

gyrocenter Lagrangian. To this end, we choose to enforce Dy =11, =119 =0,

which gives

b.GE = —%%, G = —%%—il, Gl = Em SA + i%.
Dotting Eq. with B™ gives
B*-I1p=qB"-5A; —mG,'B; + B*- V5,
while crossing Eq. with b gives
b x I' g = qb x A} + ¢BGT + %B*? +b x VS,

Y|
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(2.43)
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so that we have

B*

o _ C(— * 24
G, mBﬁ‘ (=N r+ VS| + qlAY) (2.45)
B* 98 b
R 1 %
= — — —I'r+VS, +glA 2.4
G mBl"l‘ dv,  ¢Bf < (=r S+ 04y, (2.46)

where By =b-B*~ B+ O(ep). The first order gyrocenter Hamiltonian is then

1 oS .
Hy=-I1;,=q0P + mv, - ul—l—eVQmul—evqu* avi - B
evE; x b+ v B* ) . 0S 05
- -(=r A7) — 0AT - — — —
BIT (—INr+VS1+qdA]) —quy - 6A] 59 5
1 E; xb+yB" d
29(5@1—")L'5A1)+6V—mu2¢—€v Rab Rl (= F1R+q§A*)—ﬁ
2 B|T dt
(2.47)

We now choose the gauge function S; to cancel the gyrophase dependence in
Eq. (2.47). We will leave I} g unspecified for now; by construction, the gyrocenter
one-form will be gyrophase-independent, so the choice of I} g will not affect the

choice of S;. We can define S; as the solution to

d51 05, ey E7 X E)+UHB* e
R0 4 Oe) = q (60, — v1 - 0AL) — B 1q0A;,  (248)
where
A=AR+p)— (A) (2.49)

is the gyrophase-dependent part of a quantity A(R+p), and () denotes a gyroaverage,
defined by

2

(A(R+ p)) = A(R + p) dv. (2.50)

o
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Noting that 5?15/1 = G%I, 5;4/1 = ;(1, and v, -0A; = v, - A — v, - Ay, the gauge

function S; becomes

9
Slﬁ%/

where we will take the solution with (S;) = 0 (this is required to prevent S; from

6‘/13»1< X B+v||B* —~ ,
<A | dY 2.51
B* 1 ) ( )

a—’UL°A1+’UL'A1—

becoming unbounded; see Cary & Littlejohn| (1983))). The Hamiltonian then becomes

1
H1 =(q [<@1 — U] - A1> — @1] + Evﬁmui

_ e«vEy xb+ep(u/q)b x VB + v B*

Bi

. (—Fl,R + q<A1> —qA; +muy),

(2.52)

so that the gyrocenter one-form is

I'=Tyteyl =q(Aj+ A+ eVFLR)-dRJr%dQ?— %mvﬁ + uB +qPy + ey H | dt.
(2.53)

Now we must choose I} g. One option is to use [y g = —qA;. This would
eliminate A; from the symplectic part of the one-form, opting instead to move all
dependence on field perturbations to the Hamiltonian. This is known as the “Hamilto-
nian” formulation of electromagnetic gyrokinetics (Brizard & Hahm, 2007)), so-named
because all field perturbations reside in the Hamiltonian. This approach has the ad-
vantage that the equations of motion do not contain explicit time derivatives of the
magnetic potential, which can be advantageous in some discretization schemes. As
a result, however, the parallel momentum coordinate becomes the canonical momen-
tum, which depends on the perturbed magnetic potential. In other discretization
schemes (namely, in the one that we pursue in Chapter having the perturbed

magnetic potential in the Hamiltonian can be disadvantageous.
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Thus we will take another approach, known as the “symplectic” formulation, so-
named because the symplectic part of the gyrocenter one-form is allowed to retain
gyrophase-independent parts of the perturbed fields. In this approach, we eliminate
the dependence on A; from the Hamiltonian at first order. This results in the parallel

momentum coordinate remaining the kinetic momentum. Thus we take
I r = q(0A1) = ¢(A1 (R + p) — A1(R)) = q(A1) — qAx, (2.54)

where note that I g # —21, since the non-averaged term in Eq. 1} is evaluated

at R, not R+ p. With this choice, the gyrocenter one-form is given by

I'=q(A;+(Ay))-dR + %@w — Hdt, (2.55)

with the total gyrocenter Hamiltonian

1 1
H = imvﬁ +uB+q(®P —v, - Ay) + e%/imui

v By + ey (El x b + v”Bu) + eB(,u/q)f) x VB

Bi

cEymu, , (256)

and By, = (V x Ap),. By taking the velocity w, to be the O(ey) part of the
term in square brackets above, which is equivalent to the sum of the guiding-center
E x B velocity, vg, and the “magnetic flutter” component of the parallel velocity

perpendicular to the background field, vy, so that

E1XB Bu_

B|T +UH BlT

’U,L(R, U”) =

=wvg + vy, (2.57)

we can reduce the Hamiltonian to

1 m
H= 5mvﬁ+uB+q(€Z§1 —v, - A) —e%,; lvg 4 vs|° — evepmug - (v +vyp). (2.58)
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Here,

il

3

~

b x (b - Vb) +

ILL ~
quTb X VB ~ O(ep) (2.59)

Vg = "
qBj

~

is the combined curvature and VB drifts, with (V x b), = b x (b - Vb). Thus the

final form of the gyrocenter one-form is

1
I'=q(Aj+ (Ay)) - dR + %dﬁ— [imv|2+uB+q(€Z51—vL-A1>

1
- 63/5771 lvg 4+ vs|* — evepmug - (v + 'vf)] dt. (2.60)

We can now see that the first-order correction to the gyrocenter one-form, I, has
effectively replaced the guiding-center potentials A;(R) and ®;(R) that appeared in
Iy with gyroaveraged versions. This also resulted in additional higher-order terms in
the Hamiltonian. While we could (and should) develop the Lie transform to second
order using Eq. to obtain FLR corrections to these second-order terms, and
possibly other second-order terms, the guiding-center (long-wavelength) versions of
these terms as they appear in Eq. will be sufficient for our current purposes,
since we will only use the first-order Hamiltonian to compute the equations of motion.

Proper treatment of the second-order E X B energy term —m/2|vg|? is necessary
for deriving an energetically-consistent gyrokinetic Poisson equation, as we will see in
Section We have obtained this term without needing to compute the next-order
Lie transform by making a convenient choice for the reference frame velocity w, in
Eq. , effectively guessing an O(ey ) correction to the velocity v that one could
also find from continuing the Lie transform. We can compare the second-order terms
in Eq. to Eq. (54) from Brizard & Hahm| (2007), which gives the Hamiltonian
that results from computing the Lie transform to second order, with the second-order
terms given in the long-wavelength limit. We see that indeed we have recovered some

of the second-order terms, but missed a term of the form u|B;]?/(2B).
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2.1.4 Gyrocenter equations of motion

Now that we have the gyrocenter one-form given by Eq. (2.60|), we can derive the
gyrocenter Poisson bracket and the gyrocenter equations of motion. At this point, we

~

will simplify the system by assuming A; = A;b, so that
B, =V x (A”f)) = —b x VA + 4V x b. (2.61)

This results in the neglect of most compressional fluctuations of the magnetic field,
although even in this form there remains a small compressional component, b-B; =
A”E) .V x b, which may vanish or be finite depending on the particular magnetic
geometry. Note that the second term in Eq. is frequently dropped since it is
smaller than the first term by O(ep), but we will choose to keep it, in part so that
V- B, = 0 exactly. Future work will include the full compressional fluctuations 6 B,
which can influence microinstabilities not only at large 8 ~ 1 but also when gradients
of B are large, particularly in spherical torus machines like NSTX (Bourdelle et al.,
2003; |Joiner et al., [2010; Belli & Candy, 2010; |Zocco et al, 2015).

We will also drop some second-order terms in the Hamiltonian, but for now we will
leave the exact form of the Hamiltonian unspecified, since the Hamiltonian does not
affect the form of the Poisson bracket. Thus we will write the gyrocenter Lagrangian

as

Ezq(A3+<A||>f)>-R+%0—H:A-Z—H, (2.62)

where A denotes the symplectic part of the Lagrangian.

The phase-space Euler-Lagrange equations are then given by

d /oL oL
dt (az) 07" 20
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which yields

. 04;,.. OH
Ny =271 — —— 2.64
i = 5 57 (2.64)
where Z' (i = 1,...,6) are the phase-space coordinates Z not including time. We

can expand the total time derivative A; and rearrange terms to obtain

.. OH 0/
N A Wil 2.
it =gz o (2.65)
where the Lagrange tensor w is defined by
04 04
“i =97 " 0z (266)

Assuming detw # 0, we can define the Poisson tensor IT to be the inverse of the
Lagrange tensor, (i.e., II'"*wy; = 0?), so that the Euler-Lagrange equations from

Eq. (2.65)) can be inverted to give the equations of motion as

. o (OH  0A;
Z'=1"(—+-—21). 2.
(823 i ) (2.67)
Defining the (non-canonical) Poisson bracket as
_ of ij dg
{f.g}= a7 55 (2.68)

and recognizing that I = {Z', Z7}, we can also write the equations of motion as

7' ={Z" H} +{Z', Zﬂ'}%. (2.69)

Inserting the gyrocenter phase-space Lagrangian from Eq. (2.60) into Eq. (2.66), the

non-zero tensor elements are (Cary & Brizard, 2009)

WRyw = —Wy R, = —Mb; (2.70)
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wRiRj

n*k
= _ijRi = qung

m

Wpy = —Wyy = ——,

where € is the Levi-Civita tensor and B** are the components of B”

B;j+V x ((A”)f)), so that the full tensor takes the form

0
—¢B*
g2
mb

0

0

¢B*3
0
_gB*
mby
0
0

—qB*? —mb;
gB**  —mb,
0 —mbs
mbs 0
0 0
0 0

We can then invert this to obtain the Poisson tensor,

with B 1= b - B". The Poisson bracket is then given by Eq.

dg

B*
S i v/
mBﬂk (

{f,9} =

e 2
0 —b
b 0o =+
_ 1 p#2 _%3*3

0 0

0 0

of
fM‘%W>

qB;
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We can also compute the Jacobian of the transformation from particle coordinates to
gyrocenter coordinates z = (x,v) = Z = (R, v, u, V),

By . .
J = igvdetw == l {B-ﬁ- (ﬂm + <A||>) b-V x b} = E + O(ep), (2.76)
m m m q m

where we will neglect b-Vxb < O(eg) in the Jacobian. This approximation breaks

! and IT, but otherwise does not affect conservation prop-

the exact equivalence of w™
erties. Note that the factor of 1/m? comes from the Jacobian of the transformation
from canonical to non-canonical particle coordinates (x,p) — (z,v)[]

Now we can use Eq. (2.69) to obtain the gyrocenter equations of motion,

b 0A B 9H b

> _ H - - = 4 H 2.
R={R, }+qB*X o mBﬂ‘@vHJrqBﬁxv (2.77)
. B® oA B’ q O(A))

= H —_— — ¢V = — = H —_— . 2
op=Ho, HY = e mB; VH = = (2.78)

Finally, note that the zeroth-order (guiding-center) equations of motion are the same,
except with all gyroaverages replaced by evaluation of the quantity at the guiding-

center position.

2.2 Gyrokinetic field theory

In the previous section, we derived the phase-space Lagrangian and equations of
motion for a single charged particle in the presence of electromagnetic fields. Now we
describe the collective behavior of a system of many such particles and the interactions
between the particles and the fields.

The system Lagrangian is given by integrating the single-particle Lagrangian over

phase space, weighted by the distribution function f, and summed over all species s,

4In some texts this 1/m? factor does not appear and the Jacobian is given as mQBl’l‘, which is the

Jacobian of the transformation (x,p) — Z; an additional factor of 1/m can also appear when the
parallel momentum p; is used as a gyrocenter coordinate instead of vj.
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plus an additional field term:

L= Z/st,cs d6z+//:f . (2.79)

Here, d°Z = &°R dv) dppdd is the gyrocenter phase-space volume element with J =
B/m the Jacobian (dropping the O(eg) terms in Eq. (2.76)), £, is the single-particle
Lagrangian for species s, and Ly is the field Lagrangian. Note that formally the
Jacobian might be included in the definition of d®Z, but we instead opt to have the

Jacobian appear explicitly in the expressions.

2.2.1 The gyrokinetic Vlasov equation

In the absence of sources and collisions (which we address later), the evolution of the
distribution function f is governed by the gyrokinetic Vlasov equation. This takes the
form of Liouville’s equation, which states that the distribution function is conserved

along the nonlinear phase-space characteristics. This is expressed by

Af(Z.1) _of 5 Oof _of

of
T = o 8Z 82? +R.- Vf—I—UHa o =0, (2.80)

with the phase-space characteristics given by Egs. (2.77) and (2.78). From Eq. (2.69),

this can also be written in terms of the Poisson bracket as

0 q o{4)) of

of
+{f’ }_m ot aUH

Ly 2y R —0. (28

Together with Liouville’s theorem, which states that phase-space volume is con-

served, as expressed by

%—{-I—a% (jZ) :%—{+V (jR> (9 o (Toy) = (2.82)
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the gyrokinetic Vlasov equation can also be written in conservative form as

v (r2) =MD v (ark) + ai” (Tfi) =0 (2:83)

2.2.2 Variational derivation of the gyrokinetic field equations

We follow Sugama/ (2000); Scott & Smirnov| (2010), to derive the gyrokinetic field
equations. The field equations are derived directly from the Lagrangian by requiring
variations of the action, Z = [ L£d¢, to vanish with respect to the fields ®; and
A;. In this way, approximations and simplifications can be made at the level of
the Lagrangian, and then the resulting field equations will be consistent with those
approximations, so that momentum and energy conservation are preserved.

Thus we must first specify the form of the Lagrangian. We consider three different
cases: (1) keeping second-order terms in the single-particle Hamiltonian; (2) dropping
second-order terms in the Hamiltonian; (3) dropping first- and second-order terms in

the single-particle Lagrangian, resulting in the guiding-center Lagrangian.

Case 1: Single-particle Hamiltonian with second-order terms

In the first case, we take the single-particle Lagrangian to be the gyrocenter La-
grangian from Eq. (2.62). For the Hamiltonian, we will keep second-order terms, but
we will neglect all second-order terms involving magnetic fluctuations in Eq. (2.58)),

so that we are left with

m

— @Wm?. (2.84)

1
mvy = §mvﬁ + uB + q(P)

N | —

1
H= §mvﬁ + uB + q¢(P) —

Note that here and after we will drop the subscript on @, since there is no @, to

confuse it with.
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The field Lagrangian £; comes from the standard electrodynamic field term (E? —
B?)/(2up), but we assume quasineutrality, which eliminates the electric field term.

After neglecting parallel fluctuations of the magnetic field, we have

B? VLA
,cf:—Quz—‘ ; Iy (2.85)
Ho Ho

The system Lagrangian for this case is now

ds

L= Z/jfs |:qs <A3+< ||>E)> R+ ms'ulé
_ (%msvﬁ—l—uB—i—q(@) 2B?|V @|2>] d°z /m e, (2.86)

The field equation for the electrostatic potential @ is found from the requirement
that variations of the action with respect to @ vanish. This gives the condition

0Z/0®(x) = 0, where the functional derivative is given by

5 Z/{ iy 5 (T )| 7

_ Z/ 4,7 f3(@— R—p)~ V- (T f.3(x - )2V .1@)] d°Z. (287)

Requirement that this quantity vanish yields an equation for @(x) that takes the form

of the quasineutrality condition,
Ogy + Opot = 0gy — V + P =0, (2.88)

where the gyrocenter charge density is

=Y a. [(Tr =Y 0 (2.80)
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with d®v = 2rdyydp. We will continue writing d3v in integrals defined this way
throughout, even though there are only two evolved velocity dimensions; the factor of
27 comes from a trivial integration over the gyroangle, the third velocity dimension.
This factor cancels the factors of (2)~! included in the defintions of the gyroaveraging
operations, where integration over the gyroangle does appear explicitly. Again, we
also choose to leave the phase-space Jacobian out of our definition of d3v so that it
appears explicitly in the expressions. The notation

(Nt= o ), ﬂ flx—p)dd (2.90)

denotes a gyroaverage taken at constant x (as opposed to constant R). Note that this
operator is the adjoint of the gyroaverage taken at constant R defined in Eq. (2.50)),

i.e. it satisfies the property

[thaer= [ ft5) . (2.91)

The polarization charge density o0,y is given as the divergence of the polarization

vector

mg msNs
P=-Y / TIV dn == 3 Y 0 (2.92)

s

The quasineutrality condition can then be written as the gyrokinetic Poisson equation,

—V- Y EEVIe =Y g, (2.93)

Finally, note that the second order E' x B energy term in the Hamiltonian was required
to obtain the polarization charge density. Without it, the quasineutrality condition
would not give us an equation for the potential.

The field equation for the parallel vector potential A is found from the require-

ment that variations of the action with respect to Aj vanish. This gives the condition
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0Z/0A(x) = 0, where the functional derivative is given by

(5:[ 8£f aﬁs 6
= V.—— {5z
0A) () VA (@) Z/ 7 04 ()

1 .
:%ViA”+qu/b-ijs(5($—R—p)d6Z

1 1 0H
= V%A + s/— T fé(x— R—p)d°Z
o VLA Es O o fso( p)

1
= %ViAn +> 4 /’Unjfs iz —R—p)d°Z, (2.94)

where we have used Eq. {D to substitute for b - R = v|. The requirement that

this quantity vanish results in the parallel component of Ampére’s law,
—VI3A) = podj, (2.95)

with
J=) qs/v||<&7fs>T o= g, (2.96)

the gyrocenter parallel current density.

Case 2: Single-particle Hamiltonian without second-order terms

In this case, we will drop all second-order terms in the Hamiltonian, so that we are
left with

1
H= émvﬁ + uB + ¢(P). (2.97)

As we noted above, the second order E' x B energy term (which we have now dropped)
was needed to obtain the polarization charge density in the quasineutrality equation.
Without the second-order term, we need another way to obtain the polarization term.

Following |Sugama, (2000); |Scott & Smirnov| (2010)), we can instead cast the higher-

order I/ X B energy term into a field term, i.e. as part of the field Lagrangian L.
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To do this, we replace the distribution function multiplying this term in the system

Lagrangian by a time-independent background distribution function fy, giving

VA
/C == Z/j.fs ('CSO + Esl)d6Z+ ij05£s2 d6Z - / %dgw (298)

= Z/st {qs (A;; + (AH>B> R+ ﬂ:;“zé - (%msvﬁ + uB + qs(@)} d°z

s 2 167 VLA ? s
+§S:/Jf05232lvl¢| 4"z /—2uo d’x, (2.99)

with the entire second line of Eq. (2.99)) now comprising L.
After following the same steps as in Case 1 to derive the quasineutrality condition
from 0Z /0@ (x) = 0, we obtain the same expression for the gyrocenter charge density

in Eq. (2.89)), but the polarization vector is modified as

mg MsNos
P=— Z/jfﬂsﬁvj_da d3,U = - Z 320 VJ_gpv (2100)

s

where the density in Eq. has been replaced by some time-independent back-
ground density ng. This result is sometimes referred to as linearized polarization.
From a computational perspective, it is helpful that in this case the kernel that must
be inverted in the gyrokinetic Poisson equation does not change in time, allowing for
parts of the inversion (e.g. matrix factorization) to be done only at the beginning
of the calculation. Thus the linearized polarization is commonly used for computa-
tional efficiency (Idomura et al., 2008} Ku et all 2018a; |Shi et al., 2019)), even in the
edge/SOL where large density fluctuations could lead to questions of the validity of
replacing the full density with a background density.

It is important to note that using the linearized polarization approximation re-
quires neglecting the second order £ X B energy term in the Hamiltonian, and vice
versa, in order for the resulting system to be energetically consistent. This will be

shown explicitly in Section where we show conservation properties of the system.
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Finally, the parallel Ampére equation for A remains unchanged from Eq. (2.95));
since the Hamiltonian does not depend on A (in the symplectic formulation), drop-
ping second-order terms in the Hamiltonian has no effect on variations of the action

with respect to Aj.

Case 3: Guiding-center single-particle Lagrangian

We finally consider the case where we drop first- and second-order terms in the
single-particle Lagrangian, resulting in the guiding-center Lagrangian (with no gy-
roaverages). Similar to Case 2, we can cast the first- and second-order terms into

field terms multiplying a background distribution function:

|VLA|||2

L= Z/jfs£50 dﬁZ + Z/ijs (‘Csl + ‘CSQ) d6Z - / Q—IuOdgCC (2101)
= Z/jfs [qs (AS + A”f)) R+ ﬂj;'uﬁ — (%msvﬁ + uB + qsgﬁ)] d°z
D3 [ s (altty) = AJB- B a.(@) - 9] + 15 V. 0) 2

A 2
—/Md%. (2.102)

The functional derivative of the action with respect to variations of ®(x) gives

-3 [ |- wtite- R - 0T hiite - R-p) - e R)
v. (ijSé(m - R)%V@)} a5z
= —ZQs/j fs+ [(fos)t = foo]) d*v = ¥ <Z BQVL@/ijsd?) )

= =" qu(ne + figs — ngs) — V- Z VL. (2.103)

s

If we assume that the background density ny varies slowly on the gyroradius scale

(consistent with the ordering p/L, < 1), we can approximate ngs — ngs ~ 0 (and to
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be consistent, we should also drop the fo£; field term in Eq. (2.101))), so that the

gyrokinetic Poisson equation becomes

V.3 mgzosv@ =g (2.104)

Consistent with dropping gyroaverages in the single-particle Lagrangian, the charge
density is no longer gyroaveraged here compared to the other cases. Note that even
after dropping all gyroaverage operations in the single-particle Lagrangian and the
Poisson equation, the polarization density on the left-hand side of Eq. still
incorporates some lowest-order finite-Larmor-radius (FLR) effects.

Similarly, the Ampére equation becomes

—ViA” = IMOJ” = Uo qunsuus, (2.105)

with the gyroaverage of the current density dropped as well.

2.2.3 Conservation properties of the gyrokinetic Vlasov-

Poisson-Ampére system

The Hamiltonian structure of the gyrokinetic Vlasov-Poisson-Ampére system guar-

antees conservation of arbitrary functions of f along the characteristics,

oGg(f) . O _
o +Z-%G(f)—0, (2.106)

along with corresponding Casimir invariants | JG(f) d®Z. Thus, the system has
an infinite number of conserved quantities, including the total particle number (or
Ly norm) N = [Jfd°Z, the Ly norm M = [ Jf?d°Z, and the kinetic entropy
S=—[Jflnfd°Z (Idomura et all 2008).
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Conservation laws of energy and momentum can be derived by applying Noether’s
theorem to the action integral (Sugamaj, 2000). The Noether energy &£ is given by

varying the action with respect to time variations, which results in
5:Z/jfs/ls-ZdGZ—LZZ/ijHSdGZ—Ef, (2.107)

where recall A; = 0L,/ dZ is the symplectic part of the single-particle Lagrangian.
We can verify that this is indeed a conserved quantity for each of the cases discussed
in the previous section, by inserting the corresponding definitions of the Hamiltonian
and field Lagrangian. The proof relies on the fact that the field equations have been
derived consistently from the system Lagrangian, with all approximations made at
the level of the Lagrangian. Considering Case 1 from the previous section, which
includes the second order F x B term in the Hamiltonian and the full polarization
density (as opposed to the linearized polarization density in the other cases), we can

explicitly compute the time derivative of £ as

. 0H, a(jfs) aEf

_Z/(jfs ot Tt ot )dGZ_ ot
D) my 0P

—Z/(jfs[ Lo VG|

0 6 oA
aZ <jfs >)dZ+/ VJ_A” V,— a1 d°x (2.108)

We can integrate by parts in several terms, and after assuming that boundary con-
tributions vanish (boundary contributions are allowed, they just must be properly

accounted for), this results in

Z / ({ sjfs—+v (st%wp) aa—ﬂ

6H 6 7 2 aAH 30
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—Z/<qs TV (71 5,0)] 2

— qu(T fo) A”> d’z dv / —Vi Aagi” dz
= / ([Ugy — V. P] %—f - Mi (ko) + VL A] aai) d'z
=0, (2.109)
where we used Eq. and Eq. (2.95), and
Z . gg—{HH} {H,2Z}- (M—{H Z}- aA
= —b- Rw - _%ZTH% - —qv%, (2.110)

with {H, H} = 0 from antisymmetry of the Poisson bracket.
Similarly, the Noether toroidal momentum is given by varying the action with

respect to spatial variations, which results in

where

P, = — = qA, + (¢A) + mu)b,, (2.112)

Q3|Q>
AR

with A, = Ag - (OR/dy) and b, = b - (OR/dyp).

2.3 Summary of gyrokinetic system, in limit of cur-
rent interest

Here we summarize the gyrokinetic system, in the limit that we will use for the
remainder of this thesis. As a first step towards full-f electromagnetic gyrokinetic

simulations of the plasma boundary region, we have implemented the lowest-order
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(guiding-center, or drift-kinetic) limit of the system in the GKEYLL code, neglecting
all gyroaveraging operations. This is a matter of simplicity, and implementing gy-
roaveraging effects given by the next order terms we have derived is important future
work. We emphasize that this “long-wavelength” limit is a valid limit of our full-f
gyrokinetic derivation since we took care to include the guiding-center components
of the field perturbations at O(1) in Egs. and (2.12)). Further, although one
may think of this as a drift-kinetic limit, the presence of the ion polarization term
in the quasineutrality equation distinguishes the long-wavelength gyrokinetic model
from versions of drift-kinetics that include the polarization drift in the equations of
motion or that determine the potential from some other equation.

In this limit, the gyrokinetic Poisson bracket is given by

(FGY = (Vg = 5, V6 —

B* ( oG  OF ) b
. (2.113)
I aU” 3UH

I
with B* = B + (mv/q)V x b+ By, By = V x (Ajb), and Bf = b- B* = B. The
Hamiltonian is

1
H = §mvﬁ + pB + q®. (2.114)

Inserting this into Eqgs. (2.77)) and (2.78]), this results in the (guiding-center) equations

of motion,
={R, H} = Bﬂ‘ v+ BlT X (uVB + ¢qVP), (2.115)
) ) q 8AH q aAH B* q 04
o) =9y - ={v, HY = == = =—=+ (UVB +qV®) — mW' (2.116)

In Eq. (2.116) we have separated o into a term that comes from the Hamilto-
nian, Dﬁ{ = {v, H}, and the term that comes from the symplectic part of the La-

grangian that is proportional to the inductive component of the parallel electric field,
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(g/m)0A)/0t. We use this notation for convenience, and so that the time derivative
of Aj appears explicitly.

The gyrokinetic equation for species s is then given by

Ifs uOfs a5 OA 0fs
T +R-Vf, 40t U] o, ms Ot D = C[fs] + S, (2.117)
or equivalently,
afs qs aA|| afs
- = 2.11
U} - TSR~ i) 1 s, (2118)

or in conservative form as

(T fs)
ot

- ) L 0A
+V(TRS)+ (jv” fs) - o ( — = fs) = JCOIf.]+TS,. (2.119)

Here we have included collisions, C|f], and sources, Sy, which we did not derive in

this chapter. Details about the model collision operator are included briefly below.
The field equations are the ones derived in Section Case 3, consistent with

neglecting gyroaveraging operations in the equations of motion. The gyrokinetic

Poisson equation is

Ve (@vid) =Y, / 7t d, (2.120)
with
MM
eL=> 320 : (2.121)

s

and the parallel Ampére equation is

—Vi4, = MOZqS/v”jfs d*v. (2.122)

Note that we can also take the time derivative of this equation to get a generalized

Ohm’s law which can be solved directly for 0A;/0t, the inductive component of the
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parallel electric field E| (Reynders| 1993; Cummings, |1994; |Chen & Parker|, 2001))i:

0A
~Vi 815” = fto Z /Un (2.123)
Writing the gyrokinetic equation as
at at -+ avH T et ) (2.124)

where O(J fs)*/0t denotes all the terms in the gyrokinetic equation (including sources
and collisions) except the 0A) /0t term, Ohm’s law can be rewritten (after an inte-

gration by parts) as

2 0A
T /std3v> a —quqs/“u T o (2a2)

S>>
Finally, the conserved energy in this system is

E=En—Ep+E&p
:Z/stHs d6Z—/%\VL¢]2d3R+/i]VlA]2d3R. (2.126)
s 0

2.4 Model collision operator

To model the effect of collisions we use a conservative Lenard-Bernstein (or

Dougherty) collision operator (Lenard & Bernstein, [1958; Dougherty, (1964)),

T f)
aU”

JClf) = u{i [(v” ) TS+

v 5 3(Jf)] } ’

3

B
(2.127)
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where
nuj| = /Jv”f d*v, nuf + 3nv; = /j (vif +2uB/m) fd*v,  (2.128)

with n = [ Jf d3v. This collision operator contains the effects of drag and pitch-
angle scattering, and it conserves number, momentum and energy density. Consistent
with our present long-wavelength treatment of the gyrokinetic system, finite-Larmor-
radius effects are ignored. For simplicity we restrict ourselves to the case in which
the collision frequency v is velocity independent, i.e. v # v(v). Further details
about this collision operator, including its conservation properties and its numerical

discretization, are shown in Francisquez et al.| (2020).
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Chapter 3

Numerical methods: an
electromagnetic full-f gyrokinetic

scheme

The electromagnetic gyrokinetic system described in the previous chapter requires
robust numerical methods that can preserve the underlying conservation laws. For
this, we have chosen a numerical scheme based on the discontinuous Galerkin (DG)
finite-element method. In this chapter, we develop a DG scheme that is explicitly
constructed to conserve energy in Hamiltonian systems, and then we apply the general

Hamiltonian scheme to electromagnetic gyrokinetics.

3.1 The discontinuous Galerkin method

The discontinuous Galerkin method comprises a class of Galerkin methods for nu-
merically solving partial differential equations that combines attractive features of
finite-element and finite-volume methods. The result is a method with flexibility in
choice of local, arbitrarily high-order basis functions (as in finite-element methods),

along with the ability to locally enforce conservation laws (as in finite-volume meth-
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ods). DG methods first appeared in the study of neutron transport (Reed & Hill,
1973)). The work of |Cockburn & Shu (1998, [2001)) introduced the Runge-Kutta dis-
continuous Galerkin (RKDG) method for the solution of nonlinear, time-dependent
hyperbolic systems, leading to the use and study of DG methods for a wide variety
of problems in computational fluid dynamics and other areas. For a more detailed
introduction to DG methods, see the textbooks of [Hesthaven & Warburton (2007)

and [Durran (2010) and the review by Cockburn & Shu| (2001)).

3.1.1 DG for hyperbolic conservation laws

To introduce the DG scheme, we will first focus on a scalar hyperbolic conservation

law in one dimension of the generic form

af | OF(f)
E—'— ox

=0, (3.1)

with F'(f) some arbitrary (possibly nonlinear) flux, and the system defined on some
region x € {2 and subject to some boundary conditions and initial conditions.

We begin by dividing the region (2 into a mesh 7 of N non-overlapping cells
KC; € T, with cell i defined by K; = [x;_1/2, Zs11/2], Where ;1170 = (2; + 2441)/2 and
x; is the center of cell i. We next define a piecewise-polynomial approximation space

for the solution,

Vi=A{v:¢

k. € PP,V K € T}, (3.2)

where PP is some space of polynomials with maximum degree p (by some measure)
containing polynomial functions ¢ = ¢ (x) local to each cell. The approximate solu-

tion is then defined in each cell as a finite sum of expansion functions ¥ (z),
file,t) =) fit)u(w). (3.3)
k=0

63



The global approximate solution f,(x,t), composed as a direct sum of the N local

solutions as

fh(x7t) :@fé(x7t)= (34)

is assumed to approximate the exact solution f(z,t) ~ fy(z,t). In the form defined
above, the global solution f, can be discontinuous at the interface between two cells;
there are no restrictions on the local coefficients f{ in neighboring cells, so continuity
is not enforced in general. The discontinuous piecewise-polynomial form of the global
solution is a key part of the discontinuous Galerkin method.

Inserting the approximate solution f; into Eq. (3.1]), we obtain the residual

O fn N aF(fh).

Rl ) = 5 + =5,

(3.5)

Various schemes can be given by particular choices for how to minimize the residual.
The DG scheme is given by minimizing the residual via the Galerkin condition, which
can be stated as the requirement that the residual in each cell be orthogonal to all

test functions v in the solution space,

_ Ofn | OF(fn) _ "
/;cinhdx_/;ci¢(W+ - )dx—O, Ve V. (3.6)

Since F'(fy,) can be discontinuous at cell boundaries, the spatial derivative of F(fy)
that appears in Eq. introduces delta functions at the boundaries. To avoid this,
we integrate by parts in space to move the derivative off of F'. This results in the DG
weak form of the system,

Ofi o0 S
/Ki@b 5 /IC o Fn e+ {w} T 0. (3.7)

The weak form now contains a volume integral term (the second term on the left-hand

side above) and a surface integral term (the third term on the left-hand side, where
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the ‘surface’ of cell K; is just the endpoints of the cell in this simple 1D example).
We have introduced the numerical flux F' = F (F~,F7") in the surface term. This
arises because the flux Fj, = F'(f;) is not unique at the cell boundaries since fj, can
be discontinuous at the cell boundary, resulting in different values of the flux when
evaluated just inside (F~) or just outside (F") the boundary. The choice of the form
of the numerical flux depends on the system of interest. For advection, i.e. when

F(f) = uf with u the advection velocity, a common choice is the upwind flux,

1 1 F~ ifu>0
—[F*+F ] — zsgu(u) [F* —F 7] = (3.8)

F(F~,F") =
2 2
Fr ifu<0.

The numerical flux is common to both sides of the cell boundary, so that the flux
of particles out of one cell is identical to the the flux into the adjacent cell through
the shared boundary. This ensures that the L; norm N = [ fdx is conserved. In
general, the numerical flux must be consistent, so that F (F, F) = F. Finally, drawing
on the success of monotone finite-volume methods, the flux should be monotone by
requiring it to be non-decreasing in the first argument (F'~) and non-increasing in
the second argument (F') (LeVeque, 2002).

We can now obtain a system of coupled differential equations for the time evolution

of the weights fi(t) by inserting the expansion from Eq. (3.3)) into the weak form:
a ] Ti+1/2 ‘
Z/ %% fk / w]thfB+{¢jF:| =0, 17=0,...,p. (3.9)
Ti-1/2

Note that in the special case where the polynomials ¢y € PP are orthonormal, this

reduces to

a 1 ] Fi+1/2
f / é%F dx {%F} =0, j=0,...,p. (3.10)

Ti—1/2
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This system of equations can now be discretized in time using an explicit scheme
such as a high-order Runge-Kutta (RK) time discretization scheme, resulting in the
RKDG method (Cockburn & Shul, [1998)).
The scheme can be easily generalized to a multi-dimensional hyperbolic conserva-
tion law,
of

Eij.F(f):o, (3.11)

As above, the DG weak form in cell 7 is given by multiplying Eq. (3.11) by a test

function 1, and integrating (by parts) over the cell. This gives

/w%dw—/ Fy-Vidz+ ¢ o F-ds=0, (3.12)
K, Ot K oK

where now the surface term takes the form of a surface integral over the cell boundary

OK;, with ds the differential element pointing outward normal to the surface.

3.1.2 Choice of basis functions

There is significant freedom for the choice of basis functions ¢ € PP. The class of
possible basis functions is typically grouped into nodal and modal families. In the
nodal approach, the basis functions are usually taken to be the Lagrange interpolating

polynomials, which in one-dimension are given by

r—x
lp(z) = . (3.13)
OSI_[mSp Tk = Tm

m#k

with xp the set of nodes chosen to represent the solution. The nodes are typical
chosen to be quadrature points so that the integrals in the DG weak form can be
computed efficiently. The coefficients in the expansion of the solution are then just

the values of the solution at the nodes, so that fi(t) = fi(xg,t) in Eq. (3.4)).
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We instead take the modal approach, where we obtain the expansion coefficients

by projecting the solution onto some set of ‘modes’ 1, so that

:/K.wk(m)f,’;(x,t) dx. (3.14)

It is convenient to map each cell K; to the interval [—1,1] in each dimension. For
the one-dimensional weak form from Eq. (3.9)), this can be accomplished using the
transformation

2(x — x;)

§= s (3.15)

where cell K; = [z; — Ax; /2, x; + Ax;/2] has cell center x; and width Az;. This gives

e w T anae (316)
so that Eq. (3.9) becomes
Aw; 0 0 Nk
- Z/ bk L S~ / ¢ijd€+ lzij} —0. (3.17)
-1

The first term on the left-hand side contains the mass matrix,

1

It is then efficient to choose an orthogonal basis so that the mass matrix is diagonal,
or even better, an orthonormal basis so that the mass matrix is the identity matrix.
This can be done by starting with the simple monomial basis ¥ (2) = 2* and using
a Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization procedure to generate an orthogonal basis on the

interval [—1,1], which can then be appropriately normalized so that the basis is
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orthonormal. As a result, the 1D DG weak form in cell ¢ becomes

1
O / 04, Oy de — 2 {W] . (3.19)
-1

ot Az

These approaches can be generalized to higher dimensions by taking Lagrange
tensor products of the one-dimensional basis sets. This results in the number of basis
functions within a cell scaling like (p+1)? for d dimensions, which gives an exponential
cost scaling with dimensionality. Since this can be prohibitive for a five-dimensional
system like gyrokinetics, we instead reduce the tensor product basis by employing
the serendipity basis set (Arnold & Awanou, [2011)). Starting from a tensor product
basis of the monomials with degree p, elements are dropped if they have super-linear
degree greater than p, defined to be the total degree of the polynomial with respect
to variables which enter super-linearly (so for example, the super-linear degree of
2?yz3 is 5). For a two-dimensional p = 2 serendipity basis, this means that the z%y?
element is dropped because its super-linear degree is four, while zy? and 22y are kept
because they have super-linear degree of two, equal to p. The resulting reduced set
of monomials can then be orthogonalized and orthonormalized with a Gram-Schmidt
procedure as in one dimension. The serendipity basis set has the advantage of using
fewer basis functions while giving the same formal convergence order (although it
is less accurate) as the Lagrange tensor basis. Note however that for p = 1 the
serendipity basis is equivalent to the Lagrange tensor basis.

A more complete treatment of the advantages of various choices for DG basis sets

is given by |Juno (2020).
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3.2 An energy-conserving discontinuous Galerkin
scheme for general Hamiltonian systems

A broad class of problems in fluid mechanics and plasma physics are described by
Hamiltonian systems. As we saw in Chapter [2| this includes the electromagnetic
gyrokinetic system. In this section, we discuss a discontinuous Galerkin scheme for
general Hamiltonian systems that is explicitly constructed to be energy-conserving.
We will apply this scheme to the electromagnetic gyrokinetic system in Section [3.3]
The scheme presented here (and in more detail in |Hakim et al| (2019)) is a general-
ization of the DG scheme presented by Liu & Shul (2000) for the 2D incompressible

Euler equations, which can be expressed in Hamiltonian form as we will see below.

3.2.1 Evolution of general Hamiltonian systems

The phase-space evolution of a Hamiltonian system is in general given by the Liouville
equation, which describes the conservation of the phase-space distribution function
f(t, Z) along trajectories in phase space,

of ., Of

—+Z

5 rog =0 (3.20)

In this section we will assume that the coordinates Z = (Z!,..., ZN4) which la-
bel the Nj-dimensional phase space in which the distribution function evolves, are
canonical or that they resulted from a time-independent non-canonical coordinate

transformatior[] This means that the equations of motion can be written as

Z={Z H}, (3.21)

!The symplectic formulation of electromagnetic gyrokinetics is derived via a time-dependent non-
canonical coordinate transformation. In Section [3.3] we will show that the scheme in this section can
be generalized to account for time dependence in the symplectic structure.
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where H is the Hamiltonian and {g, h} is the Poisson bracket operator. Equivalently,
Eq. (3.20) can be written in terms of the Poisson bracket as

of

ot H =0 (3.22)

Liouville’s theorem also provides that phase-space volume is conserved under (possibly
non-canonical) coordinate transformations. Given a coordinate transformation Z —

Z with Jacobian J such that dZ = JdZ, this can be stated as

a% : (jz) ~0, (3.23)

where again in this section we assume the Jacobian of the transformation is time-

independent. This allows us to write the Liouville equation in conservative form as

SN+ g (772) =0, (3.24)

which now has the same form of a hyperbolic conservation law as in Section [3.1.1]
with F = JfZ the flux. Finally, the form of the Hamiltonian and the equation(s)
governing its evolution depend on the system of interest.

Hamiltonian systems conserve the total energy of the system, given by
Ez/ijdZ—Lf, (3.25)

where L accounts for possible field terms, such that

o€ _/(Ha(Jf) +‘7faa_i]> az - % _q (3.26)

ot ot ot

The first term vanishes upon integration by parts, assuming no boundary contribu-

tions, since Z - OH /0Z = {H, H} = 0; physically, this is because the flow Z is along
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contours of constant energy in phase space. For systems with time-dependent Hamil-
tonians, the field equation governing the Hamiltonian is required to show that the

second and third terms above cancel exactly.

3.2.2 Discontinuous Galerkin discretization scheme

Now we can follow the ideas from Section B.11] to make a DG discretization of
Eq. . We start by decomposing the global phase-space domain {2 into a struc-
tured phase-space mesh 7 with cells K; € 7, ¢ = 1,...,N. As above, we then
introduce a piecewise-polynomial approximation space for the distribution function
1. 2),

Ve =A{v: Y|, € PPY K, €T}, (3.27)

The DG weak form in cell i is then obtained by multiplying Eq. (3.24) by a test

function ¢ € V} and integrating (by parts) in the cell, yielding

—

AT fn) O _ ~ B
/Kliﬁ 8t dZ_\/,Cljthh.a_ZdZ—i— a’Ci@Z) jthh'dS—O, (328)

—

where Z), = {Z, Hy}, and F = Jf,Z, is anumerical flux function. Solving Eq. (3.28

for all test functions ¢ € V; in all cells KC; € T yields the discretized distribution
function f, € V. However, noting that the quantity J f;, always appears together, it
is convenient to instead discretize the Jacobian-weighted distribution function, 7 f;, €
Vr.

We have not yet addressed the approximation space for the discrete Hamiltonian,
Hy,. For this, we will introduce a subset of V} where the piecewise polynomials are
continuous across cell interfaces, denoted by V; = V' N Cy(Z), with Cy(Z) the set of
continuous functions. As we will show later, in order to maintain energy conservation

in our discrete scheme, we will require that the discrete Hamiltonian be continuous
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across cell interfaces, i.e. Hy, € V, (Hakim et al., 2019; Liu & Shu, 2000} Shi et al.,

2017; Shi, 2017). This leads to the following Lemma:

Lemma 1. The component of the phase-space characteristic velocity normal to a face
of a cell is continuous across the cell boundary, as long as both the Hamuiltonian and

the Poisson tensor are continuous across the boundary.

Proof. Recall from Section 2.1.4] that for a general Hamiltonian system, the Poisson
bracket operator is defined as

ﬁna/ﬁﬁ

{9y =521 55 (3.29)

where IT%% is the anti-symmetric Poisson tensor. The characteristic velocity, Z% =
{Z% H}, can then be written as Z* = II*?0H/0Z". Let n, be a unit vector normal

to a cell surface in dimension «. We have

. 0H OH oH
a af _ B — R
Na 2" = na Il 57— 878~ 37’ (3.30)
where 7% = n,I1*. Hence, T - n = n,I%ng = 0, as [I* is anti-symmetric,

showing that the vector 7 is orthogonal to m, and thus tangent to the cell surface.
Hence, as the Hamiltonian is continuous within the cell (including the cell surface),
the tangential component of its gradient (the normal component of the characteristic
velocity) is also continuous on the cell surface. However, this also requires that the
tangent vector 7 is continuous across the boundary, which means the Poisson tensor

itself must be continuous across cell boundaries. O

Remark. When the conditions of Lemma [I| are met so that the phase-space charac-
teristic velocities are indeed continuous across cell interfaces, we can pull the charac-
teristic velocity out of the numerical flux function, since we will have Z',‘f’ = Z‘,f‘+ in

each dimension o. Thus the numerical flux becomes F = Z hjﬁ.
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3.2.3 Discrete energy conservation

We will now show that the scheme given by Eq. (3.28)) conserves the total energy of

the system exactly in the continuous-time limit. The energy is given by

Sh:/thfhdZ—ﬁf:Z/ HyJ fudZ — Ly, (3.31)
(o) K

where L is a possible field term. This quantity evolves as

agh Z/ ( + T fn %> 4z — %. (3.32)

To show that the first term vanishes, we can take ¢ = Hj, in Eq. (3.28) since ¢ € V)

and Hj, € V), C VI. This gives

/Hh

Now note that the volume term vanishes exactly because Zh -0H,/0Z = {Hy, Hy,} =

O,
g 12~ . H; T fuZy, - ds. (3.33)

dZ / Ty, -

0; physically, this is because the (discrete) flow Z, is along contours of constant (dis-
crete) energy in phase space. Summing over all cells, the surface term also vanishes;
the requirement that the Hamiltonian is continuous across cell boundaries, along with
Lemma 1, means that the integrand only differs by a sign across cell boundaries, re-
sulting in exact cancellations between the surface contributions from either side of

each cell face. Thus we have

Z =0, (3.34)

T fn)
E / Hy,
i Ik

This gives energy conservation in systems in which the Hamiltonian is time-
independent. In systems where the Hamiltonian is an evolving quantity, we must use

the field equation governing the Hamiltonian to show that the remaining terms in
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Eq. (3.32) cancel. We will see an example of this in the next section, when we apply

our energy-conserving DG scheme to the electromagnetic gyrokinetic system.

3.2.4 Example: the 2D incompressible Euler system

A well-known example of a Hamiltonian system is the two-dimensional incompressible
Euler equations, expressed in the vorticity stream-function formulation (Christiansen
& Zabuskyl, |1973; [Olver, 1982). In this formulation, the (incompressible) fluid flow
u =V X (e,¢) is expressed in terms of the stream function ¢, and the vorticity is
w = e, - V X u, with e, the direction perpendicular to the plane of motion. The

evolution of the vorticity is then given by the Liouville equation,

Ow

or equivalently in terms of the canonical Poisson bracket {f, ¢} = 0,f0,9 — 0,f0.,g

as

Ow
=+ im0} =0 (3.36)

Comparing this equation to Eq. above, we see that in the 2D incompressible
Euler system the “phase space” is composed of the configuration space dimensions
(x,y), the vorticity w is the “distribution function”, and the stream function ¢ plays
the role of the Hamiltonian. The stream function is determined by the Poisson equa-
tion,

~Vip=uw, (3.37)

with V| = e, 0, + €,0,.
From Eq. (3.25)), the conserved energy in this system is

5:/¢de—£f :/gbde—/%WLngdZ:/%|VL¢|2dZ, (3.38)
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where the field energy is
1
Lf= / §|Vl¢|2dz. (3.39)

To prove that energy is indeed conserved, we can compute 0€ /0t by first taking

/¢%—TdZ:—/(bu-deZ:/wu-VqﬁdZ:O, (3.40)

where u - Vo = {¢, ¢} = 0, and we have neglected boundary terms after integrating

by parts. When the Hamiltonian ¢ is time-dependent, we also have

9 ., _ o [1 )
w5 dZ = / dZ /vm 5 V10dZ = at/§|w¢! dZ, (3.41)

which exactly cancels the evolution of the field energy term,

oL o0 [1
8_tf =, | 5IVielaz, (3.42)

so that we are left with energy conservation, 0 /9t = 0.

Discontinuous Galerkin discretization (Liu-Shu scheme)

In the scheme of [Liu & Shul (2000), the discrete energy is conserved exactly by the
spatial scheme for 2D incompressible flow if the basis functions for the stream function
¢n, are in the continuous subset of the basis functions for the vorticity wy,, irrespective
of the numerical fluxes selected for the vorticity equation. In our notation, this means
@y, € V9 and ¢, € V). Identifying the vorticity as the “distribution function” and
the stream function as the Hamiltonian, we can see that this is a special case of the

general scheme prescribed in Section [3.2.2]

)



The DG weak form of the vorticity evolution equation in cell ¢ follows from

Eq. (3.28), and is given by

L —

/ ﬁ)athZ —/ thh a—de + w_thh -ds = 0, (343)
K 0Z oK,

with Z n={Z,¢n}. In order to impose the continuity requirement on ¢, we can use
the (continuous) finite-element method (FEM) to solve the Poisson equation. The
discrete local weak form of the Poisson equation is obtained by multiplying Eq. (3.37)

by a test function £ € V) and integrating (by parts) in each cell K,

[ Vionvieaz—§ OViods= [ Omaz, @
Ki ICi

oK,

where £ denotes the restriction of € to cell i. The global weak form is then obtained
by summing Eq. over all cells, which results in cancellation of the surface terms
at cell interfaces and leaves only a global 07 boundary term.

To verify that the discrete energy, &, = [ ¢pwpdZ — [ %|VL¢h|2dZ, is conserved
by this discretization scheme, we can first take ¢ = ¢, in Eq. (since ¢ € VY

and ¢, € V}, C V¥) and sum over all cells. This gives

—

Z/ ¢h@dz / thh a¢h dZ Z ¢;thh -ds = 0, (345)

where as in Section m, the volume term vanishes exactly because Zj, - d¢y, /0Z =
{én, dr} = 0, and the surface terms cancel at cell boundaries because the integrand
only differs by a sign on either side due to continuity of ¢;,. Thus the evolution of the

Hamiltonian part of the discrete energy, Eyy, = [ ¢pwndZ, reduces to

ag’z P / onoondZ = / wh%dz (3.46)
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This remaining term is canceled by the evolution of the field energy term, L), =

[ 3IV1¢4|*dZ, which is given by

aﬁfh Z/ Vi VL%dZ Z/ h%dz (3.47)

where the second equality is obtained by taking £ = 0¢,/0t in Eq. (3.44) and

summing over cells. Thus, together we have

0E,  OEmn OLsn
ot Ot ot =0, (3.48)

and so energy is indeed conserved by the Liu-Shu scheme. Note that this property is

independent of the choice of numerical fluxes in the vorticity equation.

3.3 Applying the scheme to electromagnetic gyroki-
netics

For the electromagnetic gyrokinetic system, we again start by decomposing the global
5D phase-space domain {2 into a structured phase-space mesh 7 with cells IC; €
T, i=1,...,N. We then introduce a piecewise-polynomial approximation space for

the Jacobian-weighted distribution function J f(R, vy, jt),
Vy ={v: 9l € PP,VK; € T}, (3.49)

where PP is some space of polynomials with maximum degree p (by some measure).

That is, /(Z) are polynomial functions of Z in each cell, and P? is the space of the

linear combination of some set of multi-variate polynomials. In the remainder of this

work, we choose PP to be an orthonormalized serendipity polynomial element space

(Arnold & Awanou, 2011). The serendipity basis set has the advantage of using fewer
7



basis functions while giving the same formal convergence order (although it is less
accurate) as the Lagrange tensor basis, although note that for p = 1 the serendipity
basis is equivalent to the Lagrange tensor basis.

We can then obtain the discrete weak form of the gyrokinetic equation by mul-
tiplying Eq. by any test function ¢» € V} and integrating (by parts) in each

cell, giving

NT fr) 31 13
/ch/} g R A

—/ jthh-de?’Rd%—/ T fa <@ﬁ_i%> N BRPw

ICi /Ci m 8t a’U”
i oK m Ot

=/ V(TCLf] + TSh) PR, (3.50)
K;

The discrete phase-space characteristics are defined via the discrete version of the

gyrokinetic Poisson bracket, Eq. (2.113)), as

. B; 0H, b
R, —{R.H,), —_—" + VH, 3.51
n= AR, Hu}y mBﬁh v qBﬂ‘h % i ( )
. . q aA||h q 5Auh BZ q aAHh
_p 4 ey, 4 - N H, — L 52
Ylh = Clln ot {og, Hudn m Ot mB, "ot (3:52)

with B} = By + (mv)/q)V x b+ V x (A,b), and B, = b B} ~ By,. Consistent
with the energy-conserving DG algorithm formulated in Section [3.2, we will require
the discrete Hamiltonian Hj, to be continuous across cell interfaces. We do this by
introducing a subset of V where the piecewise polynomials are continuous across cell
interfaces, denoted by V}, and requiring H, € V). From Lemma 1, this ensures that

the discrete phase-space characteristics, R, = {R, Hj,}, and vﬁ — (gs/ms)0A, /0t =
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{v, Hy}n — (gs/ms)0A /08, are also continuous across cell interfaces in the direction
of low [

Solving Eq. for all test functions ¢ € V} in all cells ; € T yields the
discretized Jacobian-weighted distribution function J f, € VY. In the surface terms,
dsg is the differential element on a configuration-space surface (pointing outward
normal to the surface), and ds, = 2rdumn-(0Z/0v)) is the differential element on a
v) surface. We choose to use standard upwind fluxes in our scheme, which depend on
the local value of the phase-space characteristic flow normal to the surface evaluated
at each Gaussian quadrature point on the surface. Given the phase-space flow Z,

the upwind flux can be expressed as

~ 1 _ 1 : _
fo=5 (i + £7) = 5sem (n-Zh) (=1, (3.53)
where n = ds/|ds| is the unit normal pointing out of the OK; surface.
We must also discretize the field equations. We introduce the restriction of the
phase-space mesh to configuration space, 7, and we denote the configuration-space

cells by KF € T% for i = 1,..., Ng, where N is the number of configuration-space

cells. We also restrict V} to configuration space as
AP =VP\TH (3.54)

Further, we introduce the subset of polynomials that are piecewise continuous across
configuration-space cell interfaces X; C XY, along with an additional subset X}, C X7
where continuity is required in the directions perpendicular to the magnetic field, but

not in the direction parallel to the field. Assuming a field-aligned coordinate system

2In a general non-orthogonal field-aligned geometry this is not necessarily true. This is because
Bj,-Vz contains A, , which can be discontinuous in the z direction, making the Poisson tensor itself

discontinuous in this direction. This makes the characteristic speed Rj,-Vz discontinuous across z
cell interfaces. We will discuss this issue in Chapter @
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(e.g. Beer et al., |1995]), we will take the perpendicular directions to be = and y, and
the parallel direction to be z.

Since we require Hj, to be continuous across all cell interfaces, this means that we
require @y, to be continuous, i.e. @, € X;. Thus to solve the GK Poisson equation,
Eq. (2.120)), we use the (continuous) finite-element method (FEM). While one could
ensure @, is continuous in all directions by using a three-dimensional FEM solve, we
instead use a two-dimensional FEM solve in the z and y directions, followed by a
one-dimensional smoothing operation in the z direction. That is, we first solve for
&y, € X} using a two-dimensional FEM solve, and then we use a smoothing/projection
operation to ensure continuity in the z direction. We will denote this operation as
@, = P.[Pp,] and define it below. We can make this splitting because V| only
produces coupling in the x and y (perpendicular) directions.

For the two-dimensional solve, we solve for &, € X} by multiplying Eq.
by a test function ¢ € X} and integrating (by parts) in each configuration-space cell

KE to obtain the discrete local weak form

/ €WV PpVIEDPR- D e,V D) -dsy = / 9D Prlo,n] PR, (3.55)
KR oKE KE

where £ denotes the restriction of & to cell i, €1, = >, msngs/B,, and

Ogh = qu - jfsh dS’U, (356)

with 7 the restriction of 7 to velocity space. The global weak form is then obtained
by summing Eq. over cells in x and y (but not in z), which results in cancellation
of the surface terms at cell interfaces and leaves only a global 9T boundary term.
Note that in order to maintain energetic consistency (as we will see below), the

introduction of P, necessitates the modification of the right-hand side of Eq. (3.5
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with P}, the adjoint of P,, defined as

fP.lg] R = / Prflgd°R. (3.57)
TR TR

For the smoothing operation @, = P,[d,], we use a one-dimensional FEM solve
in the z direction. This can be written as the solution @, of the global (in z) weak
equality

/ dR x ¢,d°R= | dR x®,d’R, (3.58)
7’7_2 7}2

where x € /'/Y\,f C A7, with é?,f a subset of the configuration-space basis where conti-
nuity is required only in the z direction. Here, 7;* denotes a restriction of the domain
that is global in 2z but cell-wise local in z and y. We remark that using an FEM solve
for this operation makes P, self-adjoint, so that P; = P,. Note, however, that one
could instead use a different, local smoothing operation that is not self-adjoint, so
we will keep the distinction between P, and P;. Also note that P, is a projection
operator, in that P,[P,[®]] = P.[Ds].

The continuous discrete Hamiltonian Hj, € V}, is then given by
1 -
H, = §mUH nt ,UBOh + qu[¢ h]y (359)

where vf,, is the projection of vff onto V}. Note that this is only necessary when vj
is not in the basis (i.e. when p, < 2, where p, is the maximum degree of the v
monomials in the basis set), resulting in a continuous piecewise-linear approximation
to vﬁ.

Since Ay, does not appear in the Hamiltonian in the symplectic formulation of
EMGK, we are free to allow discontinuity in Ajy,. Thus for the parallel Ampére
equation we will take Ay, € Xfl so that A, is continuous in 2 and y but discontinuous

in 2. Multiplying Eq. (2.122)) by a test function ¢ € X} and integrating, we can obtain
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the discrete weak form of this equation. The local weak form in cell 7 is

/ ] ViApVieWd*R - WOV Ay, - dsp = po / e Jp PR, (3.60)
’Cz‘

KR KR

where again the surface terms will cancel on summing over cells except at the global

0T boundary, and

qs aIfsh 3
Jn=y - B 3.61
Ik s Sy o J fsnd’v (3.61)

Here, note that we have replaced the v in the .Jj definition from Eq. with
(1/m)0H},/Ovy; this will be required for energy conservation in the p, = 1 case, since
O0H},/0v) # mu when vﬁ is not in the basis. Instead, for p, = 1, 9Hy/0v; = mv), the
piecewise-constant projection of mu). Looking back at the variational derivation of
Ampere’s law in Eq. (2.94), we see that indeed using (1/m)dH, /v is energetically
consistent. As before, we solve Eq. using a two-dimensional FEM solve in the
x and y directions. Note, however, that we do not require the smoothing operation
in z here because A, is allowed to be discontinuous in the z direction.

The discrete weak form of Ohm'’s law, Eq. , can be obtained by taking the
time derivative of the discrete Ampére’s law, Eq. . The details of the required
manipulations are left to Appendix [3.A] In the end, the distinction between p, = 1
and p, > 1 in the definition of Jj;, leads to two different cases: in the p, = 1 case
surface terms from the gyrokinetic update appear in the integrals, while volume terms
vanish because 0v)/0v = 0; in the p, > 1 case we have the opposite, with surface
terms cancelling exactly at cell interfaces and volume terms remaining. The local

weak form becomes

OAn (i) 13 o OAn
. VPR — ® -d
o Vv, T Vip azcﬁ(p Vi 5 dsr
_ / %0(1) alyh Hoqg % ﬁlijsh dSv] d3R
KE 57 s Joky
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. AT fon)” % o
_ Z (4) 3,, Z H 3 _
. s & /icf2 7 [/7’ T i 5 JoKy Tt Jun do | R =

(3.62)
OAjn - yo OAIn
v VW PR - v/ . ds
/icf L5 L o~ L5 R
(04
+ / o1 Z“ ot [ gf, do| &R
KR ms Jo

=10 Y 4s /;< \ o { /T v v% d%} PR, (py > 1) (3.63)

where 0Ay;, /0t € X}, and

/w

— ¢ W TRy - dspdPo + / U (TCLf] + TSh) PR (3.64)
oK, Ki

d3Rd3 / T fnRy, -V PR AP0 + / jfhv,lha¢d3Rd3

so that the gyrokinetic equation can be written as

/ $ T g3 g g / 2T g3 g3,
_ - o 404 / qOAPR Y 5,
%@D T fa (v”h ——Y )d Rds, T fn— v ade Rd’v. (3.65)

Note that some special attention is required to ensure that upwinding of the numerical

fluxes is handled consistently in Eqs. (3.62)) and (3.65|) in the p, = 1 case. The upwind

flow for the v surface terms is v” n — (q/m)0A,/0t; this is somewhat problematic
because we cannot readily solve for 0Ay,/0t from Eq. (3.62) without first knowing

the upwind direction, which depends on 0Ay,/0t. Thus for p, = 1 only, we use an

P

approximate 0Aj,/0t, calculated using Eq. (3.63|) (which contains no surface term

contributions), to compute the upwind direction for the v surface terms in Egs.
(3.62) and (3.65)). One could extend this algorithm by iterating with a new estimate

of the upwind direction based on the previous estimate of 0A/0t, but we leave that
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for future work. The present algorithm seems to work well for the cases tested so far,
and we expect that 6%t results in the correct upwind direction most of the time.

In our modal DG scheme, integrals in the above weak forms are computed an-
alytically using a quadrature-free scheme that results in exact integrations (of the
discrete integrands). This means there are no aliasing errors, and that integration
by parts operations that led to these integrals are treated exactly, for the specified
discrete representation of f; and other factors in the integrand. This is important for
ensuring the conservation properties of the scheme, since the conservation laws in the
EMGK system are indirect, involving integrals of the gyrokinetic equation (Hakim
et al)|2019). The fact that integrations are exact also has important implications for
the cancellation problem. Since integrals in the discrete Ohm’s law are computed ex-
actly, the discretization errors (which are solely embedded in the discrete integrands)
cancel exactly, avoiding the cancellation problem. For more details about the modal
scheme, the analytical integrations and the avoidance of the cancellation problem, we
have included in Section a derivation of a semi-discrete Alfvén wave dispersion

relation that results from our scheme.

3.3.1 Discrete conservation properties

Now we would like to show that the discrete system (in the continuous-time limit)
preserves various conservation laws of the continuous system. As with the continu-
ous system, we will consider the conservation properties in the absence of collisions,
sources and sinks, and we will assume that the boundary conditions are either periodic

or that the distribution function vanishes at the boundary.

Proposition 1. The discrete system conserves total number of particles (the L

norm).
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Proof. Taking ¢ = 1 in the discrete weak form of the gyrokinetic equation, Eq. (3.50)),

and summing over all cells, we have

0 3 3 T T 3
Ei o1 /,Cl jfhd Rd’v + EZ - jthh Spd’v

= (n_ 1Q9ARY 5 _
A ()

= ﬁ/jfhd?’Rd%:O,
ot -

(3.66)

where the surface terms cancel exactly at cell interfaces because the integrands (both

the phase-space characteristics and the numerical fluxes) are continuous across the

interfaces.

]

Proposition 2. The discrete system conserves a discrete total energy, £, = Exgp —

Een+ Epn, where

5Hh:Z/jfshHshd3Rd3va
—~Jr
EEh:/EL—hWL@hFd?’R,
2
and

1
EB,L:/Q—\VLA”;LPd?)R.
T 4Ho

Proof. We start by calculating

ot 0 ot
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The first term can be calculated by taking ¢ = Hj in Eq. (3.50) and summing over

cells and species, since ¢ € V¥ and H, € V}, C VI

T fsn) 3 3 r i On\ 13 3
;/VHsth Rd v—Z/vjfsh 1Lz,l-v11rsh+v”h8—0| I’Rd%v

qs aAHhaHsh 3 3
+Z/ Thans—5 5oy PR +Z Hshjfsth dsg d*v

H- p L2700 ) $8Rds, = 0. 71
+27€m Shjfsh(vh o Rds, =0 (3.71)

Here, we see why we must require Hj;, to be continuous; we want the surface terms
to vanish, which means the integrands must be continuous across cell interfaces so
that the contributions from either side of the interface cancel exactly when we sum
over cells. The numerical flux jﬁ is by definition continuous across the interface,
and we have already noted above that the phase-space characteristics R, and vﬁ -
(q/m)OA) /0t are also continuous across cell interfaces. This leaves the Hamiltonian,
which we require to be continuous so that the surface terms do indeed vanish. Further,
the first volume term vanishes exactly because Rh-VHh—I—iJﬁLBHh/GUH ={Hy, Hp}pn =
0 by definition of the Poisson bracket. However, since the symplectic formulation of
EMGK is derived via a time-dependent coordinate transformation (which we did not
consider in Section , we still have a leftover term involving Ay, /0t, so that we

have

jfsh 3 3 / qs aAHhal_—Ish 3 3
2/ H,, =22 PR AP Z jfsth T 4R d*v

A 5
— Ji, &R. 3.72
/T g (3.72)

Here, we see why we have defined Jj;, using the derivative of H) instead of v, as

noted after Eq. (3.61)). For the second term in Eq. (3.70]), we now take into account
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time dependence in the Hamiltonian, which gives

EX) Ki

o
:/ 03P | ath]d?’R (3.73)
TR
Thus we have
OEuan OA| 3 / 0Dy, 5
= — d d .74
ot [rR gt ST TRgghP[ o TR (3:74)

Next, we calculate

o€ 0P 0P
aEh Z/’CRethLﬁph VL a hdSR / (Tgh] athng

_ / oynP. [M"]di”R (3.75)
TR ot

where we have used £ = 9@, /0t in Eq. to make the second equality, noting
that the surface term vanishes upon summing over cells because @), € X’} is continuous
in the perpendicular directions. Here, we see why we modified the right-hand side
of Eq. with P, so that the resulting term in Eq. matches the one in

Eq. 73

Finally, we calculate

ath OA|n AA
Z /}C RM—OVLA”h 'V, — - d'R= T Jin R, (3.76)

where we have used ¢ = (1/10)0A/0t in Eq. (3.60) to make the second equal-
ity, again noting that the surface term vanishes upon summing over cells because

DA, /0t € X}, is continuous in the perpendicular directions.
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We now have conservation of discrete total energy:

88h . @th _ 3(€Eh i aé’Bh

ot ot ot g (3.77)

We note that this proof did not rely on the particular choice of numerical flux function.

]

3.3.2 Time-discretization scheme

So far we have considered only the discretization of the phase space for the system, and
we have considered the conservation properties of the scheme in the continuous-time
limit. Indeed, in the discrete-time system the conservation properties are no longer
exact due to truncation error in the non-reversible time-stepping methods that we
consider. However the errors will be independent of the phase-space discretization,
and errors can be reduced by taking a smaller time step or by using a high-order
time-stepping scheme to improve convergence. Following the approach of the Runge-
Kutta discontinuous Galerkin method (Cockburn & Shul [1998] 2001; [Shul [2009),
we have implemented several explicit multi-stage strong stability-preserving Runge-
Kutta high-order schemes (Gottlieb et al. 2001 Shu, |2002); most of the results in this
thesis use a three-stage, third-order scheme (SSP-RK3), which is sufficiently accurate
for our calculations; it is also unconditionally stable if the CFL condition is satisfied,
unlike SSP-RK2. These schemes have the property that a high-order scheme can be
composed of several first-order forward-Fuler stages. For example, for SSP-RK3, the

time advance is given by

fY = Flfr e (3.78)
fngﬂ+i;mqﬂ+4ﬂ (3.79)
Fre = g SFIS - A2 (3:50)
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where

Flft] = f+ AtL[f] (3.81)

denotes a first-order forward-Euler step, with L[f] denoting the right-hand side op-
erator resulting from the DG spatial discretization scheme. Thus we will detail our
time-stepping scheme for a single forward-Euler stage, which can then be combined
into a multi-stage high-order scheme.

Given fi = fu(t = t") and A}, = Ay (¢t = 1") at time ¢", the steps of the forward-

Euler scheme to advance to time "1 = t* + At are as follows:

1. Calculate &, using Eq. (3.55)), and then &} = P,[P;] using Eq. (3.58).

/ eLhVL@Z-VLéj) PR - §(j)€mv¢@z ~dsp = §(j)7D:[Ugh] ’R
KR OKE KR
(3.82)
/ xOrdPR= [ xord’R (3.83)
Z TZ

2. Calculate the partial EMGK update (9(J f,)*/0t)" using Eq. (3.64).

/¢<8(gtfh)> d’Rd%v /jf;;Rh v¢d3Rd3v+/ Jfri ﬁ”a¢d3Rd3
Ks

oK,

~¢ v Th Rh'dst3v+/ (IO + T Sy) R’y
ICi

(3.84)

3. Calculate (aA”h/E)t)n from Eq. (3.63) [for p, = 1, this is only a provisional
value, which we will denote as (82”\;17%)”]

8A||h ! () 13 () aAIIh "
/;ClRVJ_( at) 'VJ_SO d°R — 8KRQ0 VJ_ ot °dSR

@Allh Hog 3 3
+/ch ( )[Zm 5 n dPv| PR
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:MOZQS/KR e {/T V| (8({9{%) ) d%} 4R (3.85)

—_——

4. (p, = 1 only) Use the provisional (0A),/0t)" from step 3 to calculate the

upwinding direction in the surface terms in Eq. (3.62)), and then calculate
(8A||h/6t)”.

aAllh ! (i) 13 (4) 3AHh !
/’CZRVJ_( ot ) 'VJ_QO d°R — 3;@290 VJ_ ot 'dSR
0A —n
N / ( I Z 110G j{ 6 T ds| PR
icR py Ms Joxy

7 — ajfs )* " . n/\n .
Zuozqs/m@”[/ﬂvll (% ) dg”_ng,@”u 0" T fon dsv]ddR
S [3 J J

(3.86)

5. Calculate the full EMGK update, (O(J f)/0t)", using Eq. (3.65). For p, = 1,

—_—

the provisional <8A||h / 8t> from step 3 should again be used to calculate the

upwinding direction in the surface terms for consistency.

T fw)\" _ AT f)"\"
/’Ciw( 5 ) d3Rd3v—/’Ci¢( 5 ) d*Rd*v
en [ DA \"
Al (e

3 nd (OARN" OV 5 s
/’Cijfhm( 8t> o Rl (3.87)

6. Advance fj, and A, to time ¢, ;.

TR =T+ At (agf’”) (3.89)
gt = g+ e () (350)
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Note that the parallel Ampére equation, Eq. (3.60)), is only used to solve for the initial
condition of Ay, (t = 0). For all other times, Eq. (3.89) is used to advance Ayj. This

prevents the system from being over-determined and ensures consistency between Ay,

and 8A||h/8t.

3.4 Linear benchmarks

The scheme presented above has been implemented into the GKEYLL plasma simu-
lation framework. In this section we present some linear benchmarks that verify the

implementation.

3.4.1 Kinetic Alfvén wave

As a first benchmark of our electromagnetic scheme, we consider the kinetic Alfvén
wave. In a slab (straight background magnetic field) geometry, with stationary singly-

charged ions (assuming w > kjvy;), the gyrokinetic equation for electrons reduces to

afe = {He7 fe} -

e Of. DA, of. e of. (aqs aA”)
ot ot - T )

E@’U” ot Y 0z E@U” 0z (3'90)

0z ot

Taking a single Fourier mode with perpendicular wavenumber k, and parallel

wavenumber k|, the field equations become

m;n
kiB—;}qj — T Q/fe doy (3.91)
kiAH = —,LLO@/Ufe dUH (392>
2
Ho€ 8A||
(k,‘i + m. /fe dv|> W = —MHo€ "U||{He,fe} dUH (3.93)

After linearizing the gyrokinetic equation by assuming a uniform Maxwellian back-

ground with density ng and temperature T, so that f. = Fy. + 0 f., the dispersion
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Figure 3.1: Real frequencies (a) and damping rates (b) for the kinetic Alfvén wave
vs ki ps. Solid lines are the exact values from Eq. - ) for three different values of
B = (B./2)m;/me, and black dots are the numerical results from GKEYLL.

relation becomes
kvl
w w [Vt w w
+ A = 1+ k ps A )
V2K vre <\/§k||vte>] B . V2K vge (ﬁkﬂvte)]
(3.94)

where B = (B¢/2)m;/me, with B, = 2ugnoT./B?, v = \/m is the electron
thermal speed, ps = ¢s/f2; is the ion sound gyroradius with ¢, = \/m the sound
speed and (2; = eB/m; the gyrofrequency, and Z(z) is the plasma dispersion function
(Fried & Conte, [1961). Note that ps can also be defined in terms of the electron skin
depth, d, = (noe?uo/me)~Y/2, so that p; = d.3Y2. In the limit k, p, < 1 the wave
becomes the standard shear Alfvén wave from magnetohydrodynamics (MHD), which
is an undamped wave with frequency w = kjv4, where vq4 = v/ Bl/ 2 is the Alfvén
velocity. For larger values of k| ps, the mode is damped by kinetic effects.

In Fig. 3.1, we show the real frequencies (a) and damping rates (b) obtained by
solving Eq. for a few values of B We also show numerical results from GKEYLL,
which match the analytic results very well. These results are a good indication that
our scheme avoids the Ampére cancellation problem, which can cause large errors for
modes with length-scales large compared to the electron skin depth, k% d* < 1, or

equivalently, B /K2 p2 > 1 (see Section ; we see no such errors, even for the case
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with 3/k% p? = 10°. Each GKEYLL simulation was run using piecewise-linear basis
functions (p = 1) in a reduced dimensionality mode with one configuration space
dimension and one velocity space dimension, with (N, Ny, ) = (32,64) the number of
cells in each dimension. The perpendicular dimensions (z and y), which appear only
in the field equations in this simple system, were handled by replacing V2 — —k? |
as in Eqs. and . We use periodic boundary conditions in z and zero-flux
boundary conditions in v.

We also show in Fig. the fields @), and 0Ay,/0t for the case with B =10
and k; ps = 0.01, which gives 8/k2p? = 10°. For these parameters the system is
near the MHD limit, which means we should expect E| = —09/0z — 0A /0t ~ 0.
While this condition is never enforced, getting the physics correct requires the scheme
to allow 09,/0z ~ —0A);,/0t. The fact that our scheme allows discontinuities in
Ay in the parallel direction is an advantage in this case. Because &) is piecewise-
linear here, 0®;,/0z is piecewise-constant; this is necessarily discontinuous for non-
trivial solutions. Thus the scheme produces a piecewise-constant JAj,/0t in this
MHD-limit case, as shown in Fig. resulting in Fy, ~ 0. If our scheme did not
allow discontinuities in Ay, a continuous dAj,/0t would never be able to exactly
cancel a discontinuous 99;,/0z, and the resulting Ej;, # 0 would make the solution
inaccurate. Notably, this would be the case had we chosen the Hamiltonian (p)
formulation of the gyrokinetic system, which uses p; = muv) + gA| as the parallel
velocity coordinate. This is because A is included in the Hamiltonian in the pj
formulation, which would require continuity of Ay, (and thereby 0A;/0t) to conserve

energy in our discretization scheme.

3.4.2 Kinetic ballooning mode (KBM)

We use the kinetic ballooning mode (KBM) instability in the local limit as a sec-

ond linear benchmark of our electromagnetic scheme. Kim et al| (1993) obtain the
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Figure 3.2: @}, (blue) and 0Ay,/0t (yellow) for the case with B =10 and k, p; = 0.01.
The amplitude of Ej;, (green) is ~ 1077

dispersion relation by solving

Wl 47— Py ® = [r(w - ws) — ky P %AH (3.95)
Il
2h2K3
Bi

A=k [k Pr = m(w — wee) | @ = [k P2 — T (W(w — wie) — 2wae(w — wie(1 +7¢)))] Ay

(3.96)

where

o oo 1 (20,2 W — Wy [1+ni(v2/2—3/2)]
Py, = dvy v dv e~ CITvD 2y ym J2 (v, V),
A 1 UL /OO Il /271' ( ||) W — k’”U” _ wdi(vﬁ + Ui/?) 0( €L )

(3.97)

with 7 =T} /T, wee = ky, Wai = —ky, Ns = Lo/ Lrs, b = k%, and Iy (b) = Iy(b)e™" with
Io(b) = Jo(ib) the modified Bessel function. Here, the wavenumbers k, and kj are
normalized to p; and L,, respectively, and the frequencies w and w, are normalized
to vy;/Ly,. In the local limit, wgs = wisLy,/R and ky = k, do not vary along the field

line. The above equations include FLR effects even beyond the order of the general
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system that we derived in Chapter 2 with the ion polarization density given by

. ed
nﬁﬁn =Ny [F(](b) — 1] ?

%

(3.98)

The term in square brackets on the left-hand side of Eq. (3.95) implicitly contains

Kim

a term proportional to —np ;"

In our system we only keep the first-order part of
the polarization density (because higher-order corrections require even higher-order

terms in the Hamiltonian), leaving

ed
Npol = —nob?Z (399)

Thus we must modify the left-hand side of Eq. (3.95) by taking —nfi* = —nyel; we

Kim

o) in the square brackets,

can do this by adding a term proportional to —(ny, — n
resulting in

W

wll)+b+717— R|®= [T(w — Wye) — kHPl} k”

Ay (3.100)

Finally, we additionally modify the FLR terms by taking b — 0 while keeping the
first-order polarization density (which we now write in terms of k% instead of b) and
k, =k, # 0 in the non-FLR terms, which gives

w

wl[l+k +7— B0 = [r(w—w.)— k] N

Ay, (3.101)

where now we will also assume b = 0 in all P,, expressions.

The local limit can be achieved by simulating a helical flux tube with no magnetic
shear, which gives a system with constant magnetic curvature that corresponds to
wq = const. This geometry has been previously used for SOL turbulence studies with

GKEYLL (Shi et al., 2019; Bernard et al., 2019)), except in this section we take the
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Figure 3.3: Growth rates for the KBM instability in the local limit, as a function
of f;, with k1 p; = 0.5, kL, = 0.1, R/L, =5, R/Ly; = 12.5, R/Ly. = 10, and
7 = 1. The black dots are numerical results from GKEYLL, and the colored lines
are the result of numerically solving the analytic dispersion relation given by Eqgs.

(3.101H3.96).
boundary condition along the field lines to be periodic. We will provide further details
about the helical geometry and the coordinates in Chapter [4

We show the results of GKEYLL simulations of the KBM instability in the local-
limit helical geometry for several values of 3; in Fig. [3.3] The results agree well with
the analytic result obtained by numerically solving Egs. and . The
parameters k,p; = 0.5, kL, = 0.1, R/L, =5, R/Lp; = 12.5, R/Ly. = 10, 7 =
1 are chosen to match those used in figure 1 of |[Kim et al| (1993), although the
differences in FLR terms (b = 0) cause our growth rates to be larger than those
in |[Kim et al. (1993)). Finally, we note that since GKEYLL is designed primarily for
nonlinear calculations, the fact that Fourier modes are not eigenfunctions of the DG
discretization of the system makes these linear tests somewhat difficult for GKEYLL.
This may play a role in the small deviation of the results from the analytical theory.
Because of this, Fourier modes other than the one initialized can grow and pollute the

results. In particular, we have not included results from the ion temperature gradient
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(ITG) branch because we find that a mode with k; = 0 grows and overcomes the

finite k| mode before its growth rate has converged.

3.5 Avoiding the Ampére cancellation problem

Historically, including electromagnetic effects in gyrokinetic simulations has proved
numerically and computationally challenging, both in the core and in the edge. The
so-called Ampére cancellation problem is one of the main numerical issues that has
troubled primarily PIC codes (Reynders| [1993; Cummings|, [1994)).

To understand where the cancellation problem comes from, let us reexamine the
simple Alfvén wave case from Section [3.4.1] The cancellation problem is usually
discussed in the context of the p; (Hamiltonian) formulation of electromagnetic gy-
rokinetics, which is the formulation used by most PIC codes (in order to avoid the
appearance of the explicit time derivative of A in the gyrokinetic equation). In the pj

formulation, the simple gyrokinetic system that we looked at in Section becomes

fe 1 9f. Of 09
ot {He, fo} = mep” 0z e@p” 0z (3.102)
m;n
kiB—2O¢ =eng—e / Jedp) (3.103)
e e
(k‘i +Cy l:;]lZ /fe dp”) AH =—-Cy % /pfe dp||- (3.104)

In Eq. (3.104), we have introduced two constants, Cy and C;. We will use these
constants to represent small errors that could arise in the numerical calculation of
these integrals. As in Section [3.4.1], we can calculate the dispersion relation for this
system, but now we will take the limit w > kv, so that the dispersion relation

reduces to
k202
| “A

wr=—"1c
Cn +k1p2/8

1+ (Cy —Cy) p ] : (3.105)

k3 p?
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where recall that 3 = (8./2)m;/m.. This reduces to the correct result if Cy = C; = 1.
However, if C'y # C, there will be a spurious numerical term from the second term
in the brackets, leading to large errors for modes with 3/(k2p2) > 1. This means
that one must be very careful in how the integrals in Eq. are computed. The
integrals need not be computed exactly, but one must ensure that they are computed
consistently so that any numerical error is identical in both integrals (i.e. Cy = C),
resulting in the errors cancelling exactly. This can be challenging in PIC codes, in
part because the moments of the distribution function involve some finite sampling
noise. Another complication is that the particle positions do not coincide with the field
grid, necessitating interpolations. Various d f PIC schemes to address the cancellation
problem have been developed and there are interesting recent advances in this area
(Chen & Parker| 2003; Mishchenko et al.,|2004; Hatzky et al.l 2007; Mishchenko et al.,
2014; Startsev & Lee, [2014; Bao et al., 2018)).

Meanwhile, some continuum ¢ f core codes avoided the cancellation problem com-
pletely (Rewoldt et al.l 1987; Kotschenreuther et all 1995)), while others had to ad-
dress somewhat minor issues resulting from it (Jenko, 2000; Candy & Waltz, [2003).
In particular, the use of the v (symplectic) formulation of EMGK in (Kotschen-
reuther et al |1995) results in an Ampére’s law that contains only one integral, as in
Eq. , so one does not need to worry about two large integral terms cancelling
appropriately.

However, in our scheme based on the v formulation, we solve Ohm’s law for

0A/0t. Recall from Section that the simple gyrokinetic system is given by

of. e Of, 04 of. ¢ of. (00 0A
— (i, fy - LTS, Ge € 9)e (98 OO 1
o~ e =5, o T T 0: maw oz T o (3.106)
m;n
k2 B2U¢:en0—e/fedv” (3.107)
2 0A
<ki + Oy B /fe dv) == uoe/v{He,fe}dv|. (3.108)
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Ohm’s law does have two integrals on either side of the equation. As above, we have
inserted constants, C'y and C'; to represent small numerical errors in the calculation

of the integrals. Again taking the limit w > kjv;., the dispersion relation reduces to

k2 2
CN + kJ_IOs/B

+ (O — cj)%] | (3.100)
1Ps
This is the same dispersion relation as we obtained in Eq. from the p) for-
mulation. Thus even though we are using the v) formulation, we still have to worry
about the cancellation problem when we use Ohm’s law to solve for dA;/0t. We
must be careful to compute the integrals in Ohm’s law consistently so that numerical
errors cancel exactly. In the following section, we derive a semi-discrete Alfvén wave
dispersion relation that results from our DG discretization scheme to show that our

scheme does indeed avoid the cancellation problem.

3.5.1 Semi-discrete dispersion relation for Alfvén wave

Here we will derive a semi-discrete Alfvén wave dispersion relation by using a
piecewise-linear DG discretization for only the v coordinate, with the remaining
coordinates not discretized (for simplicity). The main purpose is to show how our
discrete scheme avoids the Ampére cancellation problem. We will also show how the
integrals in the DG weak form are computed analytically in our modal scheme.

The semi-discrete gyrokinetic weak form for this system is

/ Y- dU|| / ¢me o, 5 4 (az 5 e ou n do

“ G+ aA')(w 7

= 0. (3.110)
oK

Me
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We begin by mapping each cell £; to £ € [—1,1] via the transformation £ = 2(v —

@ﬁ) /Av, where @ﬁ is the cell center of cell j, resulting in

(9fh ! 2 1 8Hh 8fh (& 0P 6A|| ! 2 81/)
/7” %+/#ﬁwﬁﬂ%az%_ﬁ(ﬁ+7f)/Aw%hg

e (0D 04 2 !
— | =+ =0. 3.111
o (Gt ) 2 )| (3.11)
Taking an orthonormal piecewise-linear basis in &, 1) = [% %5], we expand f; on

the basis in cell 5 as

Flzopt) =Y @) fl(zt) = %fg + %f{g. (3.112)

(Note that in the fully discretized case all coordinate dependence would be contained
in multi-variate basis functions.) We can then analytically integrate the weak form

for each v, to obtain the modal evolution equation for each DG ‘mode’ fj:

0ff | O, c (00 04 VE )t
ot 1z Tm \9z " o Av”fh | =0 (8.113)
8f1 _j 8f1 e 8@ 8A|| \/_ e 8@ 8AH 2\/_
+ v —_— - | =4+ = fo =0
ot bl 0z 82 Ay , 0z ot ) Ay
(3.114)

Finally, we will make the ansatz f, = Fai + fre™177%* and linearize:

1

, i e (. ; B
_z(w — k”UH)fOJ + Ee (Zk”@ + W) A_U”FMh » =0 (3.115)

1
(& . 8A|| 2\/_
- — R Mt [ ey
- <2k + )A| o =0

(3.116)
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We now turn to the field equations. The Poisson equation is
m;Ng
k;i?,@:eno—ezj:/’cj fnduy. (3.117)
Expanding f; and using the ansatz, this becomes
m;No AUH AUH ; UH

where we will define Fy;, so that Z AU” Fi J = ng by definition. For Ohm’s law, we

must use the p, = 1 form from Eq. -, which gives

9

2 AN
=y / 00"y + L i
J J

(3.119)

Lot ot me

8A|| 8AH MOGQ ey
k2 — Zvﬁ 5
j oK

where

me(?H

0 1 0H, 0
/ @Dﬁ dU” = —ik”/ @D——hfh dU” + iik‘”@/ d?}H —wfh dU”. (3.120)
K; me K5 (91)H
Again expanding and using the ansatz, Ohm’s law becomes

2 OA| 04y poe? S W,

y || j2 §
T g 4t 'l Moe(lku)z f0+7,k:||fl5 Z“F

_1:_ \/—n

(3. 121)

Analogously to Eq. (3.108]), we can rewrite this equation as

0A; 0A 2 Av 2
2 I | Ho€ 1o o . Ay _; B Lo Mg
ki o + o m. Cn = —poe(ik)) z]: 7 UH 2 ik P Cy, (3.122)
where we have defined
1 !

Cy = — Z ‘ﬁFj : (3.123)

J
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1

1 .~
Cy==> —uFi,

— 3.124
~ (3.124)

J

Clearly Cy = C;, which allows us to move the Cy term to the right-hand side, giving

a term proportional to the total parallel electric field, £y = —ikj® — %:
0A Avy o 2 0A
2 [ . E: I -52pi _ HOC M0 [ [
kLW = ,uoe(zk”) —\/5 ’U” 0 . (lk”@ + _8t > CN (3125)

J
This is essential for avoiding the cancellation problem because if we instead had
Cy # Cj, we would have had a leftover term proportional to (Cy — C J)% on the

left-hand side. This leftover term would then lead to the spurious term proportional

to B/(k2 p2) in BEq. (3.109).

In order to compute the integral quantities in the field equations, we use Eq.

(3.115)) to compute

| 0A V2o,
fi=-— (’ik|¢+ ) L V2 g
m

1

e ot ) w— k:”@ﬁ Ay M 1
. =] ~J 2 3573 1
e (. OA\ i oy ko R V2 4
~— (ko + — | — (1 FY ki Vse
Me (Z 1€+ ot ) w ( + w + w? + w3 Ay Mh . (w> IVt )
(3.126)

where we have expanded in the limit w > kjvi,.. Now we can calculate

1

. _j j2 343
Avy e (. A i ko ko RO
ke % S (F) M S I W 1 7
Z V2’ Mme (Z I ot wzj: T e T Mh

(3.127)

-1

1 (3.128)

Avj iy e /. DAY\ i BT\ oy
Zﬁvﬁ (J):—E(Zk”(p—i-ﬁ ;Z 1+T Uﬁ F]j\/lh
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Substituting these integral quantities into the field equations, the Poisson equation

1 757
k; kv o~
adll (1 I |I>ngpyh

ZEAW
—noON+Z ( ') ol Fip,

becomes

]F]

my; no (9AH /{3
k’i 32 = - (Zk‘n@ + — —2 Z
J

62 8AH k
= — ( ik —
Me (2 I# ot >

(3.129)

and Ohm’s law becomes

_ﬁF]

|

] , (3.130)

1

k kyv
+J<H-”>fw
W w

L ko
—noCn + (1 + —L ”) o Fp,
J

2 OA) _ poe? o4
K = o e+ 5 ;
2
o€ 814”
—~ b
Me (k o ot

where we have substituted the definition of Cy. We can now combine Eqs. (3.129)

and (3.130) by multiplying Eq. (3.129) by ik|T./ne, multiplying Eq. (3.130)) by

o2 =m;T,/(e?B?) and summing the two equations to get

DA
k2 g2 (zk”q§ + (’)t”>

OAN (5 Kjvie 1k FIol\ on
(Zl{?”@—l- 875)(5 2 —CN—l-n—O;; 1—|—T ﬁFJ

1

-1

1
)
—1

(3.131)

with 8 = (8./2)m;/m.. This then yields the dispersion relation

I r
i - (5- )

To evaluate Cy and the other sum, we need to project the background onto the

1] . (3.132)

LKy kiol\ o
_C . 1 J FJ

basis in each cell. Taking Fi; = nop(2mv2)~1/2 exp (—vﬁ/(%?)), we project onto the

103



basis in cell j as

oo Uy
FJJ\/[O = E/ ——¢ 207 de
-1 \/%
- far (U2 o (L= 020)] 13
Avpv/2 /2 T
—(7 + 240 5/2)2
N 2 S N i ki a0
Bo=f ) 6= 7«
-1 \/H
2 2
2nopvy |3 _((j+1/22)A“||) —((j—1/22)AUH)
— AUZ ; e 2vt —e 2’Ut

n0h\/6j lerf (M) _erf (Mﬂ :

3.134
AUH Ut\/§ Ut\/§ ( )

where we have taken the cell center to be T)ﬁ = jAv). Now we can evaluate integrated

quantities such as

5~ %Fizo o [erf<%) —erf(_(Nj}—t\l//;)Av>}

j=—N
nohn VUmax Umin
= — |erf —erf
2 [ < (% \/5 ) ( (% \/§ ) }

Umax .
= noperf assuming Vpmin = —Vmax 3.135
) g (3.135)

where now note that we have finite limits on the sum to indicate finite extents of
the v € [—Umax; VUmax) grid. As we alluded to before, we will define ng, so that

> ?/05” Fi,, = ng by definition, which means

N

Nop = ————~ -
Umax
erf (Ut ﬁ)

(3.136)
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Note that erf(z) quickly approaches 1 with increasing z, so that for example when

Umax = 4v¢, nop, = 1.00006 ng. We can also calculate

1L 1
Cn=—2 >, Wi
Mo =N _
P
1 jAv -
== 30 S R + Fi (1) = Fi(=1) = Fig! ()
j=—N
o & JAv j+1 j J j—1
+ — Z [FMh( 1)_FMh(l)_FMh(_1)+FMh(1)]
o =N 2
P
1 Av ;
= LS S () + F(-1)
"
P
A . .
4 %OJZ_:N % [FXM(D - F&h(—l)} + boundary terms
1 < Ay = Auv3

O' .
- — 7 FY .+ boundary terms
no & o Moo j:Z_N J2

= 1 + boundary terms ~ 1, (3.137)

where o is the sign of the upwind velocity, and the boundary terms that result from
the finite limits on the sum are small for vy, = 4v;. Thus we have Cy =~ 1 as
expected, although it does not need to be exactly equal to unity to eliminate the
cancellation problem. Instead, it was sufficient that Cy = C; on either side of Eq.

B122).

One can also show that

P 1
Z @ﬁzﬁ]{'/lh = boundary terms = 0 (3.138)
j=N -
P! ) A’Uﬁ ) Avﬁ
jz_:N @ﬁ Fi,, B = —3nev; [ 1 — 1207 + boundary terms =~ —3nqv; | 1 — 07 |
(3.139)
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Now substituting these results into the dispersion relation from Eq. (3.132]), we obtain

2 2 . k‘ﬁvfe c 3kﬁvt2€ X Avﬁ . kﬁvfe 5140
I w2 N T T 1202 ~- |0 w2 (3.140)

after again taking the limit w > kv, and assuming Av| ~ v.. This finally gives

2 k%fe
J_ s

which is the expected dispersion relation.

Appendix 3.A The discrete weak form of Ohm’s law

To obtain the discrete weak form of Ohm’s law, we start by taking the time derivative

of Eq. (3.60):
8AHh (@) 13 : aAHh
. YR — ® .d
/zcﬁ Vv, T Vip aKlRSD Vi 5 dsr
= O [ o] [ OHndTSer) g3, | og 3.142
'LLOZS:ms /,CZRSO |: T aU” ot Y . ( . )

Now, note that, analogously to Eq. (2.124]), we can write the discrete weak form of

the gyrokinetic equation as

a(jfh) 3 3., _ a(jfh)* 3 3
/’Cindev_/w—dev

_ qOARY 3 / q OAL OV 5 3
Mw T I (vh o—— d°Rds, jfm T aUHd Rd%v, (3.143)

where

/w

d3Rd3 / TRy, - Vi PR Pv + / jfhv”hgl/}'d?’Rdg
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- =T [uRy - dsp dPv +/ U (TCOfn] + TSy) P*Rd%w. (3.144)
oK; Ki

Substituting ¢ = pPoH,/ v in Eq. (3.143) and summing over velocity cells, we

obtain

, OH, (jfh) ] : { 3Hh (jfh)
() h Bol BR = () / dBv| PR
/’CZR v |:/7‘v (%H ot KR ? T 81;” ot
_ (i) oy g AR\ OH, "~ 3
/;cﬁ - [ZJ: ]gzc; (Uh m Ot ) 0 Tfadsu| R

/ () 4 OAn
_ e L 10

Note that, for p, > 1, the v surface term on the right-hand side vanishes because

2
jaahgh I d%] 4R. (3.145)
TV ?}”

O0H}/0v) is continuous across v cell interfaces when vﬁ is included in the basis,
resulting in cancellations. However, for p, = 1 this term is not continuous, and we
must keep this surface term; further, the last term on the right-hand side vanishes

for p, = 1 since 0*H,/ 8vﬁ = 0. We can now substitute this result into the right-hand

side of Eq. (3.142)), giving

0A A : 0A
/ V. Hh-VLgo(Z) &R — go(Z)VL Ik -dsp
K

815 aKZR 0t

aA —_
. %) I[h Hoqs J— 3
/}CR@ Z fémv” jfshdsv] R

= (%) _O(T fsn)” 5 _ ]{ ——H T 3 =
,uogqs/lcﬁcp [Xnv” 5t d°v ; 8@@” U”hjfshdsv d°R, (p,=1)

(3.146)
+ /,C O ST IE [ grado| @R
=10 Y 4s /}C \ 0 { / v vw*d%] &R, (po > 1) (3.147)



In Eq. (3.146)), ) is the piecewise-constant projection of vj.
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Chapter 4

Simulations of a helical scrape-oft

layer as a model of the NSTX SOL

4.1 Helical scrape-off layer model

As a first step towards modeling the tokamak scrape-off layer, we consider a simple
helical scrape-off layer model. In this configuration, the magnetic field is composed
of a toroidal component B, and a vertical component B,, giving helical field lines.
All field lines are open, terminating on material walls at the top and bottom of the
device. This configuration is also known as a simple magnetized torus (SMT), and
has been studied experimentally via devices such as the Helimak (Gentle & Hel [2008))
and TORPEX (Fasoli et al., 2006). Despite the relative simplicity of the helical
SMT configuration, it contains unfavorable magnetic curvature. This gives rise to
the interchange instability that drives turbulence and blob dynamics in the SOL.
Thus the SMT configuration is a good testbed for investigating SOL blob dynamics.
We will use parameters roughly modeling the SOL of the National Spherical Torus
Experiment (NSTX) at PPPL.
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4.1.1 Simplified helical geometry

We simulate a flux-tube-like domain that wraps helically around the torus and ter-
minates on conducting plates at each end. For this, we use a non-orthogonal, field-
aligned coordinate system (Beer et al., [1995)), with x the radial coordinate, z the
coordinate along the field lines, and y the binormal coordinate that labels field lines
at constant x and z. One can think of these coordinates roughly mapping to physical
cylindrical coordinates (R, ¢, Z) via R = x, ¢ = (ysinx + zcosx)/R., Z = zsinx
(although this parametrization does not give a truly field-aligned coordinate system;
see Appendix . In this chapter, the field-line pitch angle y = sin~*(B,/B) is
taken to be constant, with B, the vertical component of the magnetic field (analo-
gous to the poloidal field in typical tokamak geometry), and B the total magnitude
of the background magnetic field. Further, R. = Ry + a is the radius of curvature
at the center of the simulation domain, with Ry the device major radius and a the
minor radius. As in [Shi et al.| (2019), we neglect all geometrical factors arising from
the non-orthogonal coordinate system in this chapter, except for the assumption that
perpendicular gradients of f are much stronger than parallel gradients. Thus we can

approximate

of 19Bof  19f

(V x b)-V (2,1, 2) ~ [(v x B)-vy] o =Bowdy = zoy O

where we have used B & Bais(Ro/z)e., with B,y the magnetic field strength at the
magnetic axis, and neglected the contribution of the small vertical field BvE] This

means that the magnetic (curvature plus VB) drift,

v:m_”ﬁvx6+i6xv3 (4.2)
d qB qB ) .

1 As a result of these approximations, the actual geometry that we are simulating is purely toroidal
(i.e. B, — 0), as we show in Appendix
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is purely in the y direction,

o mui +uB\ 1 mvf + pB o v, _ 0 13
Vg y_— q—B E——m, Vg - r ="7q- Z = U. ()

Thus this simplified geometry has constant magnetic curvature (the curvature does
not vary along the field line, so there is no ballooning structure), and we have neglected
magnetic shear in the present setup. Note that while we make several approximations
in specifying the geometry in this chapter, we will relax these approximations in
Chapter [5| where we will account for all geometric factors arising from non-orthogonal

coordinates in helical geometry and include magnetic shear.

4.1.2 Modeling the Debye sheath via boundary conditions

A distinguishing feature of the SOL is that the magnetic field lines terminate on
material surfaces, resulting in the presence of the Debye sheath at the plasma-material
interface. Sheath effects play a key role in blob dynamics (Krasheninnikov et al.,
2008)), and can affect particle and heat fluxes to plasma-facing components.

The sheath forms because electrons move along field lines much faster than ions,
resulting in electrons being initially lost more quickly to the wall. This leads to a
layer of excess ions (n; > n.) in the immediate vicinity of the wall, which breaks the
quasi-neutrality condition. The plasma responds by generating an electric potential
that drops near the wall, as shown in Fig. 4.1} which accelerates ions into the wall and
reflects low-energy electrons. A quasi-steady state is established, such that the fluxes
of ions and electrons into the wall are approximately balanced so that the parallel
outflow is roughly ambipolar.

Gyrokinetics, which assumes quasi-neutrality (n; = n.), cannot handle the sheath
directly. Apart from violating the gyrokinetic quasi-neutrality assumption, the length

and time scales are also beyond the ordering regime of gyrokinetics (w < (2;, k1 p; ~
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Figure 4.1: Illustration of the Debye sheath potential. Since the non-quasi-neutral
region (shaded) violates the gyrokinetic ordering assumptions, we cannot resolve this
region directly in our simulations. Instead, we handle the sheath through model
boundary conditions. This figure was adapted from Shi| (2017, figure 2.7).

1); the sheath is a few electron Debye lengths wide (Ap. < p;), and it forms on the
order of the electron plasma frequency (w,. > 2;). Thus, we cannot resolve the
sheath directly in our gyrokinetic simulations. Instead, we handle the sheath through
model boundary conditions.

We use a conducting-sheath boundary condition (Shi et all 2017, 2019), which
involves using the potential at the z domain boundaries (obtained by solving the gy-
rokinetic Poisson equation on the whole domain) as the sheath potential, @, (z,y) =
&(x,y,z = zg), with zg, = +L./2 the z domain boundaries. By assuming that
there is an unresolved non-quasi-neutral region in which the sheath potential drops
to some potential at the wall, @, (which is taken to be zero for a grounded wall),
we can use the difference A® = @, — @, to reflect particles with msvﬁ /2 < —qs AD.
For a typical sheath with A® > 0, this means that outgoing low-energy electrons
(gs = —|e]) will be reflected back into the domain, while high-energy electrons and
all ions will be lost to the wall. The resulting reflected electron distribution function

is shown in Fig. [£.2p. Note that unlike in the standard logical sheath boundary con-
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Figure 4.2: Illustration of the outgoing (a) and reflected (b) electron distribution
function due to the conducting sheath boundary condition. High-energy electrons
with v > vews = /2]e]AP/m, are lost to the wall (orange region) while the lower
energy electrons are reflected (blue region). This figure is from (2017] figure 2.8).

dition (Parker et al,1993b), we have not directly imposed that the ion and electron

currents at the sheath entrance be equal at all times. Instead, the conducting-sheath
boundary condition allows local current fluctuations in and out of the sheath. We

do not, however, impose the Bohm sheath criterion that ions must be supersonic as

they enter the sheath (Bohm, 1949; [Stangeby, [2000). This is one area of potential

improvement to our model sheath boundary conditions. Another area of future work

is accounting for the shallow incidence angle of the field lines intersecting the wall

plates, leading to the development of the Chodura sheath (Chodura, |1982). Recent

work has studied the implications of the Chodura magnetic pre-sheath for gyrokinetic

particle dynamics (Geraldini et al., 2017).
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4.2 Proof of concept: results from the first nonlinear

electromagnetic gyrokinetic simulations on open

field lines

We now present preliminary nonlinear electromagnetic results from GKEYLL. As
detailed above, we simulate turbulence on helical, open field lines as a rough model of
the tokamak scrape-off layer, using a flux-tube-like domain on the outboard side that
wraps helically around the torus and terminates on conducting plates at each end in
z. A cartoon diagram of our setup is shown in Fig.[4.3] These simulations are a direct
extension of the work of Shi et al.| (2019)) to include electromagnetic fluctuations. This
work comprises the first published electromagnetic gyrokinetic results on open field

lines, as detailed in Mandell et al.| (2020); Hakim et al.| (2020).

4.2.1 Simulation setup

The simulation box is centered at (x,y, z) = (R,,0,0) with dimensions L, = 50p ~
14.6 cm, L, = 100ps ~ 29.1 cm, and L, = L,oq/sinx = 8 m, where L,, = 2.4
m and py = ¢y/82. Note that although the domain that we simulate is a flux
tube, the simulations are not performed in the local limit; the simulations include
radial variation of the magnetic field and the profiles, and are thus effectively global.
The radial boundary conditions model conducting walls at the radial ends of the
domain, given by the Dirichlet boundary condition ¢ = A = 0. The condition ¢ = 0
prevents £ x B flows into walls, while A = 0 makes it so that (perturbed) field
lines never intersect the walls. For the latter, one can think of image currents in the
conducting wall that mirror currents in the domain, resulting in exact cancellation
of the perpendicular magnetic fluctuations at the wall. Also note that in this simple

magnetic geometry the magnetic drifts do not have a radial component. Thus these
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radial boundary conditions on the fields are sufficient to ensure that there is no flux
of the distribution function to the radial boundaries. Periodic boundary conditions
are used in the y direction. As discussed in the previous section, conducting-sheath
boundary conditions are applied to the distribution function in the z direction, with
the end-plates taken to be grounded so that &, = 0. The fields do not require a
boundary condition in the z direction since only perpendicular derivatives appear in
the field equations. The velocity-space grid has extents —4v;, < v < 4vg, and 0 <
< 6Ty /By, where v;s = \/m and By = BayisRo/R.. We use piecewise-linear
(p = 1) basis functions, with (Ng, N, N, N, , N,) = (16, 32,10,10,5) the number of
cells in each dimension. For p = 1 DG, one should double each of these numbers to
obtain the equivalent number of grid-points for comparison with standard grid-based
gyrokinetic codes, or with the number of particles per cell in PIC codes. This level
of moderate velocity resolution (~ 200 velocity grid-points per spatial grid-point)
has been shown to be quite adequate for these types of problems (Candy & Waltz,
2006)), where strong turbulence broadens the velocity resonances that might otherwise
require high resolution to resolve. Further, since our algorithms conserve energy and
particles, we do not need to increase velocity resolution to reduce conservation errors
like in other non-conservative codes. Note however that the velocity resolution is far
above that of Braginskii fluid codes, which typically keep only several fluid moments
(~ velocity degrees of freedom). This will be more important when simulating the
less-collisional pedestal region, where the Braginskii system is not strongly valid.
The simulation parameters are similar to those used in [Shi et al. (2019)), roughly
approximating an H-mode deuterium plasma in the NSTX SOL: B, = 0.5 T, Ry =
0.85m, a =05 m. We use T,g = Tjp = 40 eV to set the velocity grid extents;
these values approximate the temperatures that we expect in the simulation, and
are used in the initial conditions, but the temperatures are free to evolve during the

simulation. For the particle source, we use the same form as in |Shi et al.| (2019) but
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Figure 4.3: (a) Cartoon diagram of tokamak SOL, showing a blob filament elongated
along the field line, adapted from |Carralero et al| (2015)). (b) Cartoon diagram of the
helical SOL model.

we increase the source particle rate by a factor of 10 to access a higher 3 regime where
electromagnetic effects will be more important. This implies that the total power into
the SOL is Psor, = 54 MW, and the total power into the simulation domain (which is
a flux tube that covers a fraction of the SOL) is Py, = PsoLLyL./(27R.Ly,) = 6.2
MW. The source is localized in the region z < xg + 3\g, with zg = R. — 0.05 m
and A\g = 5 x 107® m. The location = xg + 3\g, which separates the source region
from the SOL region, can be thought of as the separatrix. A floor of one tenth the
peak particle source rate is used near the midplane to prevent regions of n < ng from
developing at large x. (In Section we drop this floor on the particle source rate,
after finding that it seems sufficient to put a floor on the initial density.) The source

particle rate and temperature are shown in the x — z plane in Fig. .4 along with

an illustration of the boundary conditions. Unlike in [Shi et al| (2019)) we do not use

numerical heating to keep f > 0 despite the fact that our DG algorithm does not
guarantee positivity. While the simulations appear to be robust to negative f in some
isolated regions, lowering the source floor in the SOL region can sometimes lead to
simulation failures due to positivity issues at large x. A more sophisticated algorithm

for ensuring positivity is in progress, and detailed in Chapter [6]
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Figure 4.4: Diagram of the source particle rate and temperature. In these cases, a
floor of one tenth the peak particle source rate is used in the SOL region to prevent
negative density regions from developing. Also shown in the left plot are the boundary
conditions: Dirichlet at the radial boundaries with @ = A = 0, and sheath boundary
conditions along the field line. Not pictured are periodic boundary conditions in the
y direction (out-of-plane here).

We also artificially lower the collision frequency to one tenth the physical value
to offset the increased particle source rate so that the time-step limit from collisions
does not become too restrictive. Further, in these initial simulations, we model only
ion—ion and electron—electron collisions; cross-species collisions are not included in
this section, but they are included in the simulations in Section [£.3] As a result, the

typical ion-ion mean free path is A; ~ 3 m, and the typical electron-electron mean

free path is A\,e ~ 1 m.
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The simulations were run in this configuration to t = 1 ms, with a quasi-steady
state being reached around ¢ = 600 pus when the sources balance losses to the end
plates. For reference, the ion transit time is 7; = (L./2)/vy; ~ 50 ps. In terms of
computational cost, the electromagnetic simulation is less than twice as expensive as
the corresponding electrostatic simulation on a per-time-step basis. On 128 cores, the
time per time step was 0.41 s for the electrostatic simulation and 0.68 s for the electro-
magnetic simulation. The increased cost is due to the additional field solves required
for Ohm’s law, along with additional terms in the gyrokinetic equation. However,
due to time-step restrictions on an electrostatic simulation due to the electrostatic
shear Alfvén mode (also known as the wy mode) (Lee| 1987), the electromagnetic
simulation makes up some of the additional cost by taking slightly larger time steps.
The total wall-clock time (on 128 cores) for the electrostatic simulation was approx-
imately 65 h, and the electromagnetic simulation took about 82 h. Altogether, the
cost of these simulations is relatively modest, and the addition of electromagnetic
effects only makes the simulations marginally (~ 25%) more expensive. We also note
that the new version of GKEYLL, which uses a quadrature-free modal DG scheme,
is approximately 10 times faster than the previous version of GKEYLL used in Shi
et al.| (2019), which used nodal DG with Gaussian quadrature. For details about the

improvements from the quadrature-free modal scheme, see Hakim & Juno| (2020)).

4.2.2 Electromagnetic simulation results

We show snapshots of the density, temperature and /3 of electrons (top row) and ions
(bottom row) in Fig. . Note that the ion density is the guiding-center ion density,
which does not include the ion polarization density. The snapshots are taken at the
midplane (z = 0) at t = 620 ps. We can see a blob with a mushroom structure
being ejected from the source region. We also show in Fig. snapshots of the

electromagnetic fields taken at the same time and location. We show the electrostatic
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potential @, the parallel magnetic vector potential A and the normalized magnetic
fluctuation amplitude [6B|/By = |V 1 Aj|/By (top row), along with the components
of the parallel electric field E = —V @ — 0A; /0t (bottom row). Note that only &,
A and 0A| /0t are evolved quantities in the simulation, with the other quantities
derived. We see that A /0t is of comparable magnitude to V@, indicating that the
dynamics is in the electromagnetic regime. Significant magnetic fluctuations of over
2.5% can be seen in |6 B |/ By in this snapshot.

In Figures 4.7 and we show projections of the three-dimensional magnetic field
line trajectories. These plots are created by integrating the field line equations for the
total (background plus fluctuation) magnetic field. In Fig. each field line starts
at 2 = —4 m and either x = 1.33 m or x = 1.38 m for a range of y values and is
traced to z = 4 m. The starting points (at z = —4 m ) are marked with circles, while
the ending points (at z = 4 m) are marked with crosses. The trajectories have been
projected onto the x — y plane, and we have also plotted the ion density at z = 0
m in the background. From left to right, we show a short time series of snapshots,
with t = 230, 240 and 250 us. At t = 230 us, a blob is starting to emerge from the
source region at y ~ 0.04 m. The field lines that start at + = 1.33 m are beginning
to be stretched radially outward as the blob emerges. In the ¢ = 240 us snapshot,
we see that the blob is now propagating radially outward into the SOL region and
the x = 1.33 m field lines have been stretched further. The field lines that start at
r = 1.38 m are now also starting to be stretched near y ~ 0.02 m, and they are
stretched even more in the ¢ = 250 us snapshot as the blob continues to propagate.
We can also see the remnants of another blob that was ejected near y = —0.1 m in
previous frames. In the ¢t = 230 us snapshot, the field lines have been stretched by
this blob, but by t = 250 us the field lines in this region have returned closer to their
equilibrium position. This behavior of blobs bending and stretching the field lines is

an inherently full-f phenomenon. The blobs have a higher density and temperature
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Figure 4.5: Snapshots from an electromagnetic simulation on open, helical field lines.
From left to right, we show the density, temperature, and plasma beta of electrons
(top row) and ions (bottom row). Note that the ion density is the guiding-center
ion density, which does not include the ion polarization density. The snapshots are
taken at the midplane (z = 0) at ¢t = 620 us. The dashed line indicates the boundary
between the source and SOL regions. A blob with mushroom structure is being ejected
from the source region and propagating radially outward into the SOL region.

than the background, so they raise the local plasma 3 as they propagate. This causes
the field lines to move with the plasma, allowing the fields lines to be deformed and

stretched by the radially propagating blobs and ultimately leading to larger magnetic

120



¢ (V)

100
0.10
80
0.05
— 60
E 000
>
40
~0.05
~0.10 20
-V ¢ (V/m)
: 15
1
0101 | 10
|
0.054 4 L 5
g 0.001 } L0
>
1
~0.05 - P*. L 5 -

1.3 1.4
x (m)

Time 620 us

A” (V—s/m)

»

—BA”/GI (V/m)
1

o

—-0.10 4 i —10 1
AW

1%
1
]
|
N
B T
1.3 1.4

x (m)

x10~%

1.0

0.5

0.0

-0.5

-10

-15 |

I6B | I/By %102

-

i
:
|
i.

N
!
!

x (m)

-10

-20

-30

Figure 4.6: Snapshots (at z = 0, t = 620 us) of the electrostatic potential @, par-
allel magnetic vector potential A, and normalized magnetic fluctuation amplitude
0B |/By = |V1Aj|/By (top row), along with the components of the parallel electric
field By = =V @ — 04, /0t (bottom row).

fluctuations. This behavior has been seen in some electromagnetic Braginskii fluid

modeling of SOL blobs (Lee et all, [2015b//a; Hoare et all [2019)), but this is the first

time this behavior has been shown with an electromagnetic full- f gyrokinetic model in

the SOL. The referenced fluid modeling has also focused on seeded blob simulations,

whereas in our simulations the blobs form self-consistently.
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Figure 4.7: Three-dimensional magnetic field line trajectories at ¢t = 230, 240, and
250 us, projected onto the x — y plane. The ion density at z = 0 m is plotted in the
background. Each field line starts at 2 = —4 m and either z = 1.33 m or z = 1.38 m
for a range of y values and is traced to z = 4 m. The starting points are marked
with circles and the ending points are marked with crosses. Focusing on the blob
that is being ejected near y = 0 m, we see that field lines are stretched and bent by
the blob as it propagates into the SOL region. In previous frames (not shown) a blob
was also ejected near y = —0.1 m. At ¢t = 230 us the field lines are still stretched
from this event, but they return closer to their equilibrium position by t = 250 us.
(A full animation of this timeseries is included in the online supplementary materials
of Mandell et al|(2020).)
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Figure 4.8: Three-dimensional magnetic field line trajectories at t = 240 us, projected
onto the x — y plane in (a) and the x — z plane in (b). The ion density is plotted in
the background, at z = 0 m in (a) and averaged over |y| < 0.02 m in (b). Each field
line starts at y = 0 m and z = —4 m for a range of x values and is traced to z = 4 m.
The starting points are marked with circles and the ending points are marked with
crosses. Each field line is colored the same in both (a) and (b). The field lines in the
near-SOL are stretched radially outward by a blob near y = 0 m.
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In Fig. [1.8 we show a slightly different view of the field-line trajectories at ¢ =
240 ps. Field lines are still traced from the bottom (z = —4 m) to the top (z = 4 m),
but now each field line starts at y = 0 m for a range of x. The starting points are
again marked with circles and the ending points are marked with crosses. We have
projected the three-dimensional trajectories onto the x — y plane in Fig. 4.8(a), and
onto the z — z plane in Fig. [4.8(b). In (a) we again plot the ion density at z = 0 m in
the background; in (b) the ion density has been averaged over |y| < 0.02 m. As can
be seen in Fig. |4.8{(b), the blob propagating near y ~ 0 m has stretched several field
lines radially outward near the midplane. These bowed-out field lines originate from a
range of x values, 1.3 m < z < 1.35 m, and have all been dragged along with the blob
as it was ejected from the source region and propagated radially outward. We also see
some degree of line-tying in these plots, with many of the field lines ending at a similar
point in x — y space to where they began, despite being stretched near the midplane.
The field lines are not perfectly line-tied, however; if they were, the crosses would
perfectly align with their corresponding circles in the x — y projections. Because our
sheath boundary condition allows current fluctuations at the sheath interface, we can
model the finite resistance of the sheath, which makes line-tying only partial (Kunkel
& Guilloryl [1966]). This allows the footpoints of the field lines to slip at the sheath
interface (Ryutov], 2006). Examining Fig. and Fig. 4.8 we see evidence of this
in the simulation, with most of the end points moving slowly and smoothly in the
vicinity of their origin, especially at larger x. In the source region, however, there are
other field lines whose end points suddenly jump further away from their origin. This
suggests that we are seeing line breaking (reconnection) due to electron inertia effects
and numerical diffusion, as field lines are pushed close together by large perturbations

in the source region.
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Figure 4.9: Energy conservation in the electromagnetic NSTX-like simulation, ac-
counting for sources and sinks.

We also show in Fig. [4.9)a time trace of the total energy in the system, accounting

for sources and losses to the sheath. This is given by
&= gtot - gsrc + glossa (44)
with

Erot =En —Ep+ &
,, 1
:Z/jfshHshd?’Rd?’fu—/ q—h\VLébh]Qd?’RJr/ — |V Ap)*d®R
s YT T 2 T2/JJO
(4.5)

and

Ewe =) / dt / S,nH,p, &*Rd%w (4.6)
s T
Eioss = ) / dt ]g HGT Ry dspde = 3 / dt / 3T foab - Rudardy d*o] ™

(4.7)
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Energy is preserved to ~ O(107%), with these finite energy errors likely related to the

discrete timestepping scheme (Shi, [2017).

4.2.3 Electrostatic-electromagnetic qualitative comparison

We have also run a corresponding electrostatic simulation in this configuration for
direct comparison. This simulation is identical in configuration to the L, = 8 m
case from |Shi et al|(2019) except for the increased particle source rate and lack of
cross-species collisions.

An analysis of the blob dynamics in the two cases reveals differences that are sup-
ported by theory. In the electrostatic case, the electron density response is strongly
adiabatic. We can see this in Fig. where we break the electron density into
adiabatic and non-adiabatic parts. To compute the adiabatic part, we assume that
electrons are sufficiently fast to isothermalize along the field line and rapidly commu-

nicate the sheath potential upstream, so that parallel force balance becomes

TeV”ne ~ —6neEH = eneVHQ (4.8)

The resulting adiabatic density response is given by integrating this equation along

the field line subject to the sheath boundary conditions, yielding

nadiab(z) = MNsheath €XP [6(@(2) - @sheath)/Te] . (49)

By subtracting the adiabatic density from the full electron density, we find that non-
adiabatic density fluctuations are only of order 1% in the electrostatic case. As a
result of the strongly adiabatic dynamics, the blobs spin via the Boltzmann spinning

effect (Angus et al. [2012). To see the origins of this effect, we rearrange Eq. (4.9) to
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Figure 4.10: Breaking the electron density into adiabatic and non-adiabatic compo-
nents shows that the electrons are strongly adiabatic in the electrostatic case.
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Figure 4.11: In the electrostatic case, blobs spin due to the Boltzmann spinning effect
since the electrons are strongly adiabatic. (Angus et al., 2012).

find the blob potential along the field line,

Dpion(2) & Papeatn + (Te/e) In (n(2) /Ngheatn ) - (4.10)

When the midplane (z = 0) density is greater than the density at the endplates so that

1n(0) > Ngheatn, @ radial (with respect to the blob center) variation in the blob density
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can give a radial variation in the blob potential via the second term in Eq. .
Since the blob density is peaked in the center of the blob, the resulting electric field
then points radially outward from the blob center. This produces an F x B drift that
spins the blob about its center, which is what we see in the electrostatic simulation,
as shown in Fig. [£.11]

When we make a similar comparison in the electromagnetic case, we find that the
electron density is moderately non-adiabatic, as shown in Fig. [£.12] with adiabatic
and non-adiabatic fluctuations on the same order. Note however that the electrons
are not so strongly non-adiabatic as to give an MHD-like response with £ = 0 (which
would require 7 non—adiab > Me,adiab), Since F) is finite as shown in Fig. 4.6

Here, the presence of a strong inductive component of Ej indicates that elec-
tromagnetic effects are important, so that the propagation speed of waves along
the field line (which communicate information about the sheath to the upstream
plasma, for example) is limited to the Alvén speed, vy = v./BY2. In this case
B = (B./2)mi/m. ~ 10, so the parallel response time, 74 = Ly /va, is about 3 times
slower than in the electrostatic case (where the parallel response time is given by
the electron transit time, 7. = Lj/vi). If the time 74 is longer than the time it
takes the blob to move more than its width across the field, 7, = L, /v, the infor-
mation about the sheath will never reach it, leading to electrical disconnection from
the sheath. Thus the blob will move as if the sheath did not exist if 74 2 7., or
B 2 (Li/Ly)*(cs/vy)?, where L, is the typical length scale of the potential of the
blob, and v, is the blob radial velocity at the midplane (Lee et all 2015a; Hoare
et al), 2019). This means that the vertical charge polarization in the blob due to
the curvature drift cannot be shorted out by the sheath, and the blob moves radially
outwards due to the resulting £ x B drift as shown in Fig. [4.13] The simulation
has self-consistently produced the same dipolar potential structure and behavior as

shown in Fig. [[.4 Note that there are other effects, including collisional viscosity
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Figure 4.12: The electron density is moderately non-adiabatic in the electromagnetic
case (though not so strongly non-adiabatic as to give an MHD-like response with
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Figure 4.13: In the electromagnetic case, blobs propagate ballistically radially out-
wards, which suggests electrical disconnection from the sheath (Krasheninnikov et al.)
2008; |D’Ippolito et al.l 2011)).

and magnetic shear, that can cause sheath disconnection apart from electromagnetic

effects (Myra et all, [2006; Krasheninnikov et al., [2008)), although the resulting blob

dynamics is not always the same (D’Ippolito et al. [2011]). Even without these other
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effects, electrostatic blobs could still be sheath-disconnected if the parallel connection
length is long enough, so that 7, 2 7.

We might expect that we will see significant differences in blob dynamics when
comparing electrostatic and electromagnetic simulations (which otherwise have iden-
tical parameters) if the blobs are sheath-connected in the electrostatic simulations
(Tes ~ Te 2 71 ) and sheath-disconnected in the electromagnetic simulations (7gy ~

< 74 where including electromag-

~

T4 S 71). Together this gives a condition 7, < 7

netic effects in the simulation might have the greatest impact on the blob dynamics.

4.3 [ dependence of SOL dynamics

Motivated by the differences in the electrostatic vs. electromagnetic blob dynamics
observed in the previous section, we will now study the effect of § on dynamics in
our model helical SOL due to electromagnetic effects. In particular, we are interested
in varying the Alfvén speed, since this can slow the parallel electron dynamics and
reduce connectivity with the sheath. Noting that the Alfvén speed vy = B/\/fonm;
depends on the density n but not the temperature, we will vary 8 ~ 8, = 2uonT, /B>
by varying n at constant 7T.. To do this, we perform a parameter scan of the source
particle rate, which roughly controls the density in these flux-driven simulations.
The simulations in this section use the same simplified helical geometry as in Sec-
tion [4.2] However, here we no longer use a source floor of one tenth the peak particle
source rate. In these simulations, we have found that setting a floor on the initial
density is sufficient to avoid positivity issues, which seem to be most problematic
when an initial burst of blobs propagate into a region of near-zero density. Ensur-
ing that the initial density is finite mitigates this issue. This allows the simulations
to run rather robustly without simulation-crashing positivity issues, even without

a finite particle source rate in the entire domain. We also extended the domain 2

129



cm further radially inward and slightly modified the source profile so that the peak
density is more removed from the radial boundary. We again use piecewise-linear
(p = 1) basis functions; we also slightly increased the resolution in the z direction,
so that (N, Ny, N, Ny, N,,) = (16, 32,14,10,5). (Recall that these are the number
of DG cells in each direction, and that to get the effective number of grid-points
for p = 1 one should double each number.) Further, we have included electron-ion
and ion-electron collisions here, whereas in Section only same-species collisions
were included. Note that here, as in the previous section, we have artificially reduced
the collision frequency to 10% of its physical value. We do this in part to avoid
an expensive timestep restriction from large collisionality (this could be avoided in
the future by using an implicit discretization of the collision operator), but also so
that we can isolate how electromagnetic effects change with density from collisional
effects that also scale with density (Myra et al) 2006). In reality, collisional viscosity
and magnetic induction compete to slow parallel electron dynamics, with the slowest
timescale dominating the behavior (Scott|, [1997)).

The base case for this parameter scan is a case with L, pase = 8 m and Psor, base =
5.4 MW, which is the ‘nominal’ experimental heating power. In the base case, the
profiles are mostly unchanged when electromagnetic effects are included, as can be
seen in the top row of Fig. [£.15] We then scan the source particle rate by taking
Psor, = nPsor pase With = {1,2,3.5,5,10} at constant source temperature. Fig.
shows the profiles in the x — z plane of the source particle rate and the source tem-

perature for the base case, along with the boundary conditions (which are the same

as in Section .

4.3.1 Midplane radial profiles and gradients

In Fig. we see time- and y-averaged midplane profiles of density, temperature,

and [ for electrostatic and electromagnetic cases with n = {1,3.5,10}. Electron
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Figure 4.14: Diagram of the source particle rate for the base case (7 = 1). The
source temperature is 70 eV. For other cases the source profiles are identical, except
for a scaling factor n on the source particle rate. Also shown in the left plot are
the boundary conditions: Dirichlet at the radial boundaries with & = A = 0, and
sheath boundary conditions along the field line. Not pictured are periodic boundary
conditions in the y direction (out-of-plane here).

quantities are shown with solid lines, while dashed quantities are ion guiding-center
moments. The midplane density scales with source particle rate scaling factor n while
the temperature does not, as one would expect. In all cases, we see that T;/T, ~ 2,

which is consistent with experimental results showing 1 < 7;/7. < 4 in the SOL

(Kocan et all 2011). As  ~ 7 increases we see more differences in the profiles
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between the electromagnetic and electrostatic cases. At higher n, electromagnetic
effects seem to make the profiles steeper in the source region (shaded) and flatter in
the non-source region, which we will denote as the “SOL region”. Although the profiles
in the source region are likely influenced by the form of the sources, the sources are
the same in all cases (except for the scaling factor n). This means that differences in
the profiles in the source region are still physical, even if the profiles themselves are
not due to sensitivity to the source parameters.

Focusing on 3, on the left side of Fig. we show the electron [ profiles for
the entire n parameter scan, this time normalized to n. In the electromagnetic cases
(top left), we can see again that as 7 increases, the gradients steepen in the source
region, and flatten in the SOL region. In the electrostatic cases (bottom left), there
is little change in the profiles as n increases. Since the collisionality is the only
parameter changing with n in the electrostatic cases, this indicates that collisions
are not playing a major role in changing the dynamics (at least at the 10% reduced
collisionality that we use here). Thus we are effectively isolating changes in dynamics
due to electromagnetic effects as we scan n. Even if the profiles look relatively similar,
the changes in the gradients in the electromagnetic cases are still significant. On
the right side of Fig. we compute the inverse pressure gradient scale length,
L, 1=V, Inf,. Since larger values of L, ! indicate steeper gradients, we can again
see that increasing n gives steeper gradients in the source region, but only in the
electromagnetic cases. Plotting the maximum gradient values in Fig. [£.17] we see that
the gradients in the source region increase by about 60% over the electromagnetic 7
scan, while there is no change in the electrostatic cases. In the SOL region the
gradients decrease with n in the electromagnetic cases; after plotting the minimum
values of L' in Fig. , we see that the SOL gradients fall by about 50% over the
scan. In the n = 10 case, the ratio between the gradients in the source region and the

SOL region is ~ 6, while in the electrostatic case the ratio is only ~ 2. A decrease
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Figure 4.15: Time- and y—averaged midplane profiles of density (left), temperature
(middle), and S (right) for electrostatic (ES) and electromagnetic (EM) cases with
source scaling factor n = {1,3.5,10}. Electron quantities are shown with solid lines,
while dashed quantities are ion guiding-center moments. As n increases, electromag-
netic effects cause steepening of gradients in the source region (shaded) and flattening
in the SOL region.

in pressure gradient with increasing 3 is consistent with the results of [Halpern et al.|

(2013)), which showed (in a circular-flux-surface geometry with a limiter on the high-
field side) that there is transition between resistive and ideal ballooning modes at
some critical ., that leads to flattening due to increased transport.

We should note that experimental SOL profiles on NSTX are much steeper, falling

off to near zero within a few centimeters of the last-closed-flux-surface. There are
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Figure 4.16: On the left, electron § profiles normalized to power scaling factor n
for electromagnetic (EM, top) and electrostatic (ES, bottom) cases. On the right,
inverse pressure gradient scale lengths for each case, L, 1= V¥V, Inf,. While profiles
and gradients change very little with n in the electrostatic cases, the electromagnetic
cases show steepening of gradients in the source region (shaded) and flattening in the
SOL region as n ~ [ increases.

many effects that we are not currently modeling that could reduce transport and make
the profiles steeper, including using the magnetic geometry from the experiment with
magnetic shear and an X-point. This is left to future work (with some preliminary
results including magnetic shear shown in Section [5.2), and so for now we do not
expect agreement between our profiles and the experiment. Nonetheless, we can

still investigate interesting physical aspects of the simulations and the influence of

electromagnetic effects on the dynamics.
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Figure 4.17: Maximum (solid lines) and minimum (dashed) values of L," as a func-
tion of n for the electromagnetic (EM) and electrostatic (ES) cases. The maximum
gradients are found in the source region, while the minimum gradients are found in
the SOL region. In each region, the electrostatic gradients are roughly constant as n
increases. In the electromagnetic cases, the source-region gradients increase with n
while the SOL gradients decrease.

4.3.2 Interchange instability and E x B shear stabilization

All of these cases are unstable to the interchange mode due to (constant) unfavorable
curvature in our helical magnetic geometry. The ideal interchange growth rate is i,y =
\/508 / \/R_Lp7 and the modes are constant along the field line so that kj = 0. This
is analogous to the Rayleigh-Taylor instability in fluid dynamics, with unfavorable
magnetic curvature giving an effective gravity gy = 2¢?/R. On open field lines
that end on conducting plates, true kj = 0 ideal interchange modes are not possible
because this would imply ¢ = const everywhere (since ¢ = const on the plates). One
way to restore interchange dynamics is to consider sheath effects, which allow jumps
in the potential near the ends so that we can have kj ~ 0 in the interior with a
finite electric field. The interchange growth rate can be reduced at low &k, p due to
sheath boundary conditions when the current to the sheath is large, but this does

not change the stability threshold (Myra et al., [1997); for a nice derivation of this
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effect, see |Shil (2017). In Fig. [4.18] we show the effective ideal interchange growth
rate, Yinteff = max(v/2c,/ \/R_Lp), for each electromagnetic and electrostatic case,
computed using the maximum value of 7, in the source region in each case. This
does not account for stabilization from sheath-connection or possible electromagnetic
effects. The effective interchange growth rate increases by about 20% with increasing
n in the electromagnetic cases, and stays relatively constant in the electrostatic cases.
The fact that the effective ideal growth rate increases with n suggests that there is
some stabilizing effect due to electromagnetic effects that allows the gradients to
steepen.

It is well known that the interchange mode can also be stabilized by shear in the
velocity of plasma flows. A recent study by [Zhang et al|(2020) that uses a constant
effective gravity (like our constant curvature in helical geometry) and a pedestal-like
density profile that has radial variation in both the density and its gradient appears
particularly relevant to our results. In that work it was found that short wavelength
interchange modes are very efficiently stabilized by £ x B shear if the shearing rate
wpxp = vV} is comparable to (but not necessarily larger than) the interchange growth
rate, with significant stabilization at wgxp/Ymt ~ 0.4. Recent work by |Goldston
& Brown (2020) has suggested that this stabilization effect could have important
implications for the trigger for pedestal formation in the L-H transition.

In Fig. 4.19 we show the ratio of the average £ x B shearing rate (which varies
radially) to the growth rate, wgxp/Vint max for the electromagnetic and electrostatic
cases. In the electrostatic cases (right), the ratio peaks in all cases near x = 1.34 m,
with the ratio decreasing somewhat with n. In the electromagnetic cases, the peak in
the ratio shifts radially inward in the higher n cases, so that the peak is just outside
the source region near x = 1.32 m in these cases. This is also the radial location
where the gradients begin to steepen in the high-n electromagnetic cases, as shown

in Fig. [4.16] Thus it is plausible that elevated E x B shear just outside the source
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Figure 4.19: Ratio of the average F x B shearing rate (which varies radially), wgxz,
to the effective interchange growth rate, ving efr-

region is producing stabilization of the interchange mode. The gradients are then able
to steepen until the interchange mode is destabilized again with a growth rate large
enough to overcome the E x B shearing. Determining why the peak in the shearing

rate moves radially inward in the electromagnetic cases is an important issue requiring
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further investigation. Another possibility is that electromagnetic effects result in a
change in the mode structure that allows steeper gradients. Since typically ¢ ~ T,
an increase in 77 that results from a steepening gradient could result in increased
E x B shear. These two proposed mechanisms can also form a feedback loop, so it
can be difficult to establish causality without identifying the initial trigger for the
loop. Nonetheless, it is clear that electromagnetic effects are playing a key role since
this behavior is not seen in the electrostatic cases. This mechanism has potential

importance for pedestal formation and the L-H transition.

4.3.3 Destabilization of ballooning-type modes

In the electromagnetic cases, ballooning-type modes with finite & can be destabilized
as [ (or more precisely, the gradient of ) increases. In the core, the ideal ballooning
stability parameter is typically defined as « = —¢*RV |8 = ¢*Rf3/L,,, where ¢ is the
safety factor, R is the major radius, and 8 = (; + (. is total plasma (. From the
simplified ideal MHD ballooning mode equation in circular geometry (Coppil, 1977}
Connor et al., (1978 Freidberg), 2014)), we have

X
% {(1 + /12)88—9} +a @ (14 A%) 4 (Asinf + cos )] X =0, (4.11)

where X = X(0) is the eigenfunction with 6 is the ballooning angle, and A = 0 —
asin @ with § = (r/q)dgq/dr the magnetic shear. From this one can obtain the complex
frequency of the ballooning mode, & = w/7iy. In the core, ballooning is the result of
unfavorable magnetic curvature on the outboard (low-field) side of the tokamak and
favorable curvature on the inboard (high-field) side. This means the mode is most
unstable on the outboard side, resulting in eigenmodes that peak (or balloon) on the

outboard side. For circular flux surfaces, this variation in the curvature (and hence
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the ballooning drive) is given by the sinusoidal terms in Eq. , with 8 = 0 the
outboard side where cos # is maximized.
In our simple helical geometry, we neglect magnetic shear and Shafranov shift (A =
0). We also have no favorable curvature, so that we take § = 0 in the curvature term;
our entire domain is effectively on the outboard side. Transforming the ballooning
coordinate to be the length along the field line via z = qR#, the result is the simple
equation
P?X a

022 + q2R2

(@*+1)X =0. (4.12)

If we have constant curvature and no favorable curvature region, why should we have
ballooning? The answer lies in the boundary condition along the field line. We have
open field lines that end on conducting plates, resulting in line-tying. This means
the footpoints of the field lines stay relatively fixed, while near the midplane the field
lines are free to bend and bow with the plasma, as we saw in Figs. 1.7 and 4.8, The
result is the line-tied ballooning mode (Cowley, [1985; (Cowley & Artun, 1997, Zhu
et al., 2000).

As a simple way to account for line-tying, we can constrain the eigenmode to vanish
at the ends of our finite domain at z = £L,/2. This means that the eigenmode is
constrained to be a Fourier mode with wavenumber kj = ¢r/L., with ¢ some integer,
so that we have

2

a9

To find the critical value of « for instability, we take £ = 1 to get the lowest k

eigenmode that has a zero crossing at the ends of the domain. This gives

@) = (%)2 (4.14)
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Figure 4.20: Ballooning stability parameter ™M1 = (L, /7)%(8. + ;)/(RL,) for each
of the electromagnetic cases. The ballooning stability threshold o®™T = 1 is shown
by the horizontal dash-dotted line. All but the n = 1 case are near or above the
instability threshold in the source region, indicating that ballooning-type modes are

destabilized.

Defining a new a-like parameter for our helical SMT geometry,

aSMT:L_g o :L_gﬁe‘i‘ﬁi
- m¢*R?* 7 RL,’

(4.15)
the ideal ballooning instability growth rate is

/ 1
Ybal = Yint |/ L — SMT - (4.16)

This gives an instability threshold of o®™T > 1. The growth rate is below the ideal

interchange growth rate for all oM™, approaching 7in; from below for oSMT > 1.

Halpern et al. (2013)) showed a similar calculation for circular flux surfaces, and also

showed that the threshold can be lowered due to non-ideal effects not captured in

the simple derivation above. Additional sheath-related modifications could also be

required, similar to the sheath-modified interchange mode (Myra et al., [1997).
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Figure 4.21: Radial profiles of lims = KjpmsL2/7, computed using fluctuations in the
electron density (left), electron temperature (middle), and potential (right). In the
electromagnetic cases (top row), kjms peaks in the source region and increases with
n, consistent with ballooning-type modes becoming destabilized in the source region.
In the electrostatic cases kjms does not change with 7, and stays at or below the
levels of the n = 1 electromagnetic case, with very low levels for the temperature and
potential fluctuations indicating that interchange modes (k| = 0) are dominant.

In Fig. we plot radial profiles of the a®7T parameter for each of the electro-
magnetic cases. In the source region, all but the n = 1 case are near or above the
aSMT > 1 threshold for ballooning instability, indicated in the plot with a dot-dashed
line. This means that ballooning-type modes with finite k| are destabilized in these
cases.

We can also compute a measure of the root-mean-square (RMS) k| in the fluctu-

ations of field f as

el ] = =Rl f] = 22 (g) (4.17)
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In Fig. [4.21] we compute radial profiles of this quantity for electron density, electron
temperature, and potential fluctuations (i.e., f = ne,T.,®). The top row shows the
electromagnetic simulations and the bottom row shows the electrostatic ones. The
trend is most noticeable in the temperature and potential fluctuations, with Kjpms
peaking in the source region and increasing with n in the electromagnetic cases,
consistent with ballooning-type modes becoming destabilized in the source region. In
the electrostatic cases ks stays at or below the levels of the i = 1 electromagnetic
case for all n, indicating that the transition to ballooning-type modes is a purely
electromagnetic effect. While we expect finite k| for the density fluctuations even in
the electrostatic cases due to the parallel variations in the background density (and
its gradient), the temperature and potential fluctuations show kj ~ 0 interchange

modes are dominant in the electrostatic cases.

4.3.4 Particle balance and transport

The profiles in the SOL are set by a balance between the sources, cross-field (perpen-
dicular) transport, and parallel transport, including parallel end losses to the walls.

That is, in quasi-steady state, we have

V- I'=V,-I' +VI=5, (4.18)

where I' is the particle flux with perpendicular and parallel components I"; and I,
and S is the particle source. Since our numerical scheme conserves particles (and
energy) both locally and globally, we are able to examine this particle balance and
its consequences carefully. Recall that our radial boundary conditions are such that

particles cannot leave through the side wallf, so all losses are at the sheath entrances.

In tokamak experiments there can be net particle and heat fluxes to the first wall, which can
be concerning for large filaments and ELMs. Apart from large heat loads, this can also lead to
main-chamber recycling that can degrade performance. This should be included in future models.
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Without cross-field transport upstream, the parallel fluxes to the endplates would
have the same narrow footprint as the source in the simulations. Consequently, the
widening of the footprint effectively gives the end result of the competition between
upstream parallel and cross-field transport. In the following two sections we will

examine the cross-field (perpendicular) and parallel particle transport.

Cross-field (perpendicular) particle transport

We compute the time- and y-averaged midplane profiles of cross-field (perpendicular,
with respect to the background magnetic field) particle flux for the electromagnetic

cases in Fig. |4.22(a), normalized in each case by n. This is defined as

—~—

I'ie = (Rebr) + (Rewyedy) (4.19)
where the first term is the contribution from the F x B drift, with v, = E,/B =
—(1/B)0®/0y, and the second term is the flux due to magnetic flutter, with b, =
(1/B)0A)/dy. The tilde indicates the fluctuation of a time-varying quantity, defined
as A = A — A with A the time average of A. The brackets (A) denote an average
in y and time. The radial particle flux at the midplane scales linearly with source
power, with very little change in the radial profile after scaling by n. We would also
see little difference if we directly compared the radial particle flux profiles between
each electrostatic and electromagnetic case. Given the differences in the profiles and
gradients we saw in Fig. and Fig. [4.16] it is perhaps somewhat surprising that as
n varies there are no differences in the profiles of radial particle flux at the midplane.
In the core, where there is a clear scale separation in length scales between background
and fluctuations, a linear flux-gradient parametrization of the transport in terms of an

effective diffusivity D, and effective convective velocity V| can be justified, resulting
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Figure 4.22:  Electron radial particle flux (normalized to n) (a), effective diffusion
coefficient (), and effective convective velocity (c¢) at the midplane for the electro-
magnetic cases. This includes transport contributions from E x B drifts and magnetic
flutter. After normalizing the particle fluxes to n there is very little change in the
radial profiles, so the particle flux scales linearly with n. The effective diffusion coef-
ficient increases by an order of magnitude from the source region to the SOL region.

Also shown is the Bohm diffusion coefficient Dgopm = 1_165% ~ 5 m?/s. The peak

in the effective convective velocity just outside the source region is slightly higher
in the higher n cases, which could indicate more convective blob transport due to
sheath disconnection. Overall, the strong radial variation in these effective transport
coefficients suggests that a simple linear flux-gradient relationship is not adequate.
in

FJ_ = nVL — DJ_VJ_TL. (420)

From this, one might expect that if gradients increase at constant flux then the diffu-
sion coefficient must decrease (due to a mode transition, for example), and vice versa.
In principle, the mode transition from interchange to ballooning that we observed in
the previous section could result in a change in the diffusion coefficient. However,
in the edge/SOL we do not have the scale separation required for this simple trans-

port characterization, resulting in non-diffusive transport with large fluctuations and

significant intermittency (Naulin, 2007)).
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Figure 4.23: Flux-gradient relationships for the electromagnetic cases, computed us-
ing the time-averaged radial profiles of density and particle flux evaluated at each
radial grid point. In each case, the starting point (around 600 on the y-axis) repre-
sents data taken at z = 1.3 m, with z increasing moving along each line until the
endpoints (below 400 on the y-axis) representing data at + = 1.39 m. The flux-
gradient relationship is clearly nonlinear, indicating that the transport cannot be
simply characterized in terms of an effective diffusion coefficient and a convective
velocity. For reference, the effective flux from Bohm diffusion is also shown (brown
dashed).

In Fig. [1.22(b) and (c) we compute the effective flux-gradient parametrization

parameters via

DLeﬂ‘ = _FLe/ane (4.21)

VLeﬁ = Fle/ne- (422)

The large radial variation of these quantities suggests that the transport is inherently

non-local, so that the transport is not determined by local background gradients but

induced by propagating coherent structures (Xu et al., [2010). We also plot I', /n

versus V| Inn in Fig. with the data taken from each radial point in the profiles.

If we had diffusive transport so that the flux-gradient relationship was linear, one
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would expect that as the gradient increases the flux should also increase, and one
could evaluate the coefficients V|, and D, based on a linear fit. We see no such
linear relationship, which is further indication that the transport is non-diffusive and
non-local.

To better understand differences in perpendicular particle transport between the
electromagnetic and electrostatic cases, in Fig. [£.24] we compute the difference be-
tween the electromagnetic and electrostatic I',. in the x — z plane, averaged over
y and time, normalized to the electromagnetic flux I') gj;. Here, regions where the
perpendicular particle flux is larger in the electrostatic case than in the correspond-
ing electromagnetic case are indicated in blue (I' gs > I'| ga), while red regions
indicate the opposite (I gs < I'L gam). Near the midplane (z = 0) the transport
is roughly the same between each corresponding electrostatic and electromagnetic
case, consistent with the results of Fig. [£.22] Off-midplane there is some reduction in
transport in the SOL region in the high n cases.

To investigate this further, in Fig. 4.25 we show the radial particle fluxes as a
function of the distance along the field line, z, evaluated just outside the source
region at x = 1.32 m and normalized to n. As n increases, the particle flux falls
off more quickly along the field line. This is despite the fact that the £ x B fluxes
remain near the levels seen in the electrostatic cases, as shown in an electrostatic-
electromagnetic comparison of the n = 10 case in Fig. [4.26| The differences can be
attributed to magnetic flutter transport (dotted lines) along the perturbed field lines
becoming stronger (relative to the total radial transport) with increasing n; here,
negative values indicate radially inward transport.

Radial magnetic flutter transport is the result of parallel motion along radially

perturbed field lines, and is given by

Fﬁutter = <n/eﬂ||/ebr> (423)
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Figure 4.24: Difference in perpendicular particle transport between corresponding
electromagnetic and electrostatic cases in the x — z plane for n = 1,3.5,10 cases,
normalized to the flux from the electromagnetic case. Blue regions indicate I'| gpg >
I'\ g, while red regions indicate I'| gg < I\ gay. Near the midplane (z = 0) the
transport is roughly the same in the electromagnetic and electrostatic cases, consistent
with the results of Fig. However, off-midplane there is some reduction in the
perpendicular transport in the SOL region in the higher n cases. There is also a small
region near the endplates in the source region where the transport is larger in the
electromagnetic cases. The black dotted line indicates the boundary of the source
region.

In our system, as a blob is transported radially outwards by the E x B drift, it can

drag the field lines with it at higher 8. However, the footpoints of the field lines are
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Figure 4.25: Radial electron particle fluxes for the electromagnetic cases normalized
to n, evaluated at x = 1.32 m (just outside the source region) and plotted as a
function of the distance along the field line, z. Magnetic flutter transport (dash-
dotted) becomes stronger relative to the total transport as 7 increases, resulting in a
slight reduction in cross-field transport off-midplane at higher n.
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Figure 4.26: Electrostatic-electromagnetic comparison of radial electron particle
fluxes for the n = 10 case, evaluated at x = 1.32 m (just outside the source region)
and plotted as a function of the distance along the field line, z. In the electromag-
netic case (EM), we have broken the total transport into ' X B (dashed) and flutter
(dot-dashed) components. Radially-inward magnetic flutter transport peaking near
z = 42 reduces the net radially-outward transport off-midplane.

relatively fixed due to line-tying, so the field lines bow out radially at the midplane,
as can be seen in Fig. [£.8p. As particles travel from the midplane to the end plates
along these bowed field lines, they are moving radially inward. This flutter transport
cancels out some of the radially outward FE x B transport at the midplane, resulting
in a net reduction of radial transport off-midplane. To better understand the scaling

of the flutter transport, we compute the RMS amplitude of the magnetic fluctuations

along the field line at = 1.32 m in Fig. We see that the fluctuations scale well
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Figure 4.27: RMS fluctuation amplitude of magnetic perturbations, 6 B, /By, normal-
ized to n, evaluated at = 1.32 m (just outside the source region) and plotted as a

function of the distance along the field line, z. The fluctuation amplitude scales well
with 7.
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Figure 4.28: Particle flux due to magnetic flutter, evaluated at * = 1.32 m (just
outside the source region) and plotted as a function of the distance along the field

line, z. Here we have normalized to 72, indicating that the flutter transport roughly
scales with n2.

with n ~ 3, where we have normalized to n in the plot. Since the flutter transport
is roughly proportional to n.0B,, and both n. and 6B, scale linearly with n, this
means we might expect that the flutter transport scales roughly with #2. In Fig. [4.28
we see that when we normalize the flutter profiles along the field line from Fig.

by 7?2 instead of 7, the flutter transport is indeed roughly scaling with 72

Parallel particle transport: particle fluxes to the endplates

We examine the parallel electron particle fluxes to the lower endplate at z = — L, /2

in Fig. m (with the fluxes to the upper endplate nearly identical). This is defined
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Figure 4.29: Parallel electron particle fluxes to the lower endplate, F“ff;d, for n =
{1,3.5,10}. As n increases in the electromagnetic cases, reduced radial transport
upstream due to magnetic flutter results in ~ 10% higher peak particle fluxes than
in the corresponding electrostatic cases, peaked near x = 1.3 m (the source peak).

as

rit = [ Tk bdedydto (4.24)

z:—Lz/2> ’

Note that this counts only the net flux of high energy electrons that can overcome
the sheath potential. When we integrate the resulting profiles in x, we obtain an
integrated lower particle flux that is approximately half the integrated particle source
rate (with the other half due to the upper particle flux), indicating that we have a
steady state with the sources balanced by parallel end losses (recalling that there are
no perpendicular losses to the radial boundaries here).

As n increases in the electromagnetic cases, reduced radial transport upstream
due to magnetic flutter results in ~ 10% higher peak particle fluxes than in the
corresponding electrostatic cases, peaked near x = 1.3 m (the source peak). There is
virtually no change in the profiles in the electrostatic cases other than scaling with
n. In each case there is also a second, smaller peak in the SOL region, with this
peak slightly lower in the electromagnetic cases than in the electrostatic ones. This
second peak is likely due to end losses from blobs that escape the source region and

propagate some finite distance into the SOL region. That the electromagnetic fluxes
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are higher in the source region and slightly lower in the remainder of the domain is
consistent with less upstream cross-field transport in the electromagnetic cases. Note
that while the width of the flux profiles in the source region is certainly influenced by
the width of the source, the shape of the source is identical for all cases. This means
that the (relative) differences in the widths and heights of the profiles are physical.
Nonetheless, since the absolute peak values and widths are sensitive to the source
parameters, a comparison to experimental divertor fluxes is out of the scope of this
work; this would likely require the inclusion of closed-field-line regions, since most of

the sourcing of particles (and heat) is on closed field lines in tokamaks.

4.3.5 Heat fluxes to the endplates

A critical issue for future tokamak experiments and reactors is the heat exhaust prob-
lem, with large heat loads posing a risk to the survivability of the device walls. Thus it
is important to develop high-fidelity modeling capability to be able to predict the heat
loads and heat-flux widths on the divertor plates. While our present simulations do
not have the realistic X-point geometry (including both closed- and open-field-line re-
gions) or neutral particle dynamics required to produce experimentally-relevant heat
flux predictions, we can still examine the heat flux profiles that result from our simu-
lations. We can compute the total (ion plus electron) heat flux to the lower endplate

at z = —L,/2 via

Q=3 / Hon funo - Brdydo| ). (4.25)

Here, we include the potential energy via the Hamiltonian to account for slowing of
electrons as they climb the potential drop from the sheath entrance to the grounded
wall. We plot the radial profiles of this quantity for the 7 = {1,3.5,10} electromag-

netic and electrostatic cases in Fig. [4.30] Like in the previous section, the peak flux
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Figure 4.30: Total (ion plus electron) heat fluxes to the lower endplate, Qﬁnd, for
n = {1,3.5,10}. As n increases in the electromagnetic cases the peak heat flux
increases relative to the electrostatic cases, with a ~ 20% higher peak in the n = 10
case.

increases in the electromagnetic cases relative to the electrostatic cases as n increases,
with a ~ 20% higher peak in the n = 10 case. Again, this is consistent with upstream

cross-field transport being reduced by electromagnetic effects.

4.3.6 Fluctuation statistics

Experimental measurements have shown that the SOL is characterized by large, inter-
mittent fluctuations. We compare fluctuation statistics between the electromagnetic
and electrostatic n = 10 cases in Fig. Statistics of the electron density are
shown on the top row, the middle row shows statistics of electrostatic potential fluc-
tuations and the bottom row shows statistics of the radial electron particle flux. All
statistics are averaged over y and z near the midplane. The root-mean-square (RMS)
density fluctuation level n,.,s/n is at least 20% throughout the domain in both cases,
consistent with the large fluctuations observed in experiments. Despite the fact that
the electromagnetic and electrostatic cases show the same level of particle transport
at the midplane, the RMS density fluctuations are slightly larger in the electromag-
netic case. Meanwhile the RMS relative potential fluctuations are slightly smaller

in the electromagnetic case. Since intermittency is a key feature of SOL transport
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Figure 4.31: Electrostatic-electromagnetic comparison of fluctuation statistics of the
electron density, the electrostatic potential, and the electron particle flux for the
n = 10 case.

observed in experiments, we also measure the skewness and excess kurtosis of the
fluctuations. Positive values of these higher-order statistics generally indicate more
intermittency. Both cases show comparable levels of skewness and excess kurtosis of
the density fluctuations. The potential fluctuations seem to be more intermittent in
the electrostatic case, with higher skewness and kurtosis in much of the domain. On
the bottom row, we see that the electromagnetic case has some larger particle flux
fluctuations approaching the far edge of the domain. In both the electromagnetic and
electrostatic cases the particle flux is also intermittent, perhaps slightly more so in
the electrostatic case, as indicated by positive skewness and kurtosis in much of the

domain.
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Figure 4.32: Components of the radial £ x B particle flux, I}, , = Ne rmsUrrms COS @,
where cos & measures the phase between the density and E x B fluctuations.

It is perhaps somewhat counter-intuitive that even though the density fluctuations
are slightly larger in the electromagnetic case, the resulting transport is the same.
The radial £/ x B particle flux can also be written as I'| pxp = 7ermsUrrms COS @,
where cos o = (NeVy) /(Ne rmsVrrms) accounts for the phase between density and E x B
velocity fluctuations. Fig.[4.32|shows these three components of I'| gy p for the n = 10
case. Despite the electromagnetic case having slightly larger density fluctuations and
better correlation between the density and E x B fluctuations in most of the domain,
the resulting particle flux is identical in both cases, this is offset by reduced E x B

fluctuation amplitude in the electromagnetic case.

4.4 Summary of results

In this chapter we presented the first electromagnetic gyrokinetic simulations on open
field lines. We showed that large magnetic fluctuations on the order 6B, /B ~ 1%
can be handled in a stable and efficient manner. This is critical for enabling the study
of electromagnetic effects in the edge and SOL, which are expected to be important
for phenomena such as ELMs and the pedestal.

In Section [4.2| we showed a preliminary set of simulations, one electromagnetic

and one electrostatic, and examined qualitative differences in the dynamics. In the
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electromagnetic case, we traced the perturbed magnetic field lines and found that they
can be bent and stretched significantly by the plasma motion at high 5. We found
that blobs spin in the electrostatic case due to adiabatic electron dynamics. In the
electromagnetic case the electron response is non-adiabatic and the blobs propagate
ballistically radially outwards, suggesting electrical disconnection from the sheath.
The dynamics observed here could be relevant for high S blobs and ELMs, which
involve high f filament-like structures that carry significant uni-directional current.
In Section [£.3] we performed a study of the effects of increasing 8 on the SOL
dynamics. At higher 3, the influence of electromagnetic effects became stronger, re-
sulting in steepening of pressure gradients near the source region and flattening of
gradients in the remainder of the domain. The interplay between steepening pressure
gradients in the source region and increased E x B shear just outside the source region
could be relevant for pedestal formation and the L-H transition. We also observed
a transition from interchange-like modes with £k ~ 0 to ballooning-like modes with

oM7) increased above the ballooning stability thresh-

finite k| as pressure gradients (
old in the source region. While cross-field perpendicular transport at the midplane
was unaffected by increasing /3, the transport was reduced off-midplane by magnetic
flutter in the higher 8 cases due to line bending. This resulted in the parallel particle
and heat fluxes to the endplates being more peaked in the electromagnetic cases.
One might note that at the nominal experimental source power (n = 1), we
observed electromagnetic effects to be mostly unimportant, and that we needed to
scale up the source power (~ () by a factor of 3-10 to see electromagnetic effects
impact the dynamics. While this is true in the simple setup that we have considered
here, in a real experiment there are other effects that could make electromagnetic

dynamics important at the experimental [ levels. These include steeper pressure

gradients, stronger magnetic fields, longer connection lengths, and magnetic shear,
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all of which could push the system into a more electromagnetic regime at experimental

B levels.

Appendix 4.A Note on some results from Mandell

et al. (2020)

In Mandell et al.| (2020), we presented n = 10 results that showed a reduction in
radial transport in the electromagnetic case compared to the electrostatic case (see
Fig. 10 of Mandell et al| (2020)). After further analysis, we believe that this was
a consequence of placing the source region too close to the inner-radial boundary
of the simulation. This resulted in fast parallel losses in the cells at the boundary
because the Dirichlet condition ¢ = 0 on the walls meant that there could be no
sheath potential to confine particles at the domain edge. In the electromagnetic
cases, the issue was exacerbated by radially inward magnetic flutter transport near
the boundary, resulting in even more losses from the boundary cells and consequently
less perpendicular particle transport. This can be seen in Fig. After extending
the domain 2 cm radially inward and redoing the simulations, we saw much less
difference in particle transport levels between the electromagnetic and electrostatic

cases, consistent with the results in the n = 10 cases in Section (1.3
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Figure 4.33: Midplane radial electron particle flux (a) and parallel electron particle
flux to the endplate (b) for electromagnetic and electrostatic n = 10 cases from
Mandell et al| (2020) (see Fig. 10 in that work). In these cases, the source region
(gray) was too close to the radial boundary, resulting in fast parallel losses in the
boundary cells. Parallel losses were even larger in the electromagnetic case due to
radially inward magnetic flutter transport near the boundary. This resulted in less
perpendicular particle transport at the midplane in the electromagnetic case. We
have redone the simulations with the domain extended 2 cm radially inward and
produced results consistent with the results in Section [4.3]
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Chapter 5

(Generalizing the magnetic geometry:
towards a more realistic tokamak

scrape-off layer

In this chapter we move towards more realistic tokamak SOL geometry by adopting
a generalized field-aligned non-orthogonal coordinate system. Choosing field-aligned
coordinates allows one to exploit the elongated nature of the turbulence, which is
generally characterized by long wavelengths parallel to the background field and short
perpendicular wavelengths (kj < k1 ). In the local approach employed by several core
gyrokinetic codes, the resulting domain is a thin flux tube extended along the field line.
In the global approach, the domain remains field aligned, but extends radially to cover
some or all of the minor radius of the device. In both approaches, the field-aligned
coordinate can be coarse since kj < k1. Thus when the (generalized) poloidal angle is
chosen as the field-aligned coordinate, the resulting grid resolution is fine in the radial
and toroidal (or binormal) directions to resolve short perpendicular wavelengths and
coarse in the poloidal direction. In the toroidal direction, axisymmetry allows one

to assume statistical periodicity so that only a fraction (wedge) of the full toroidal
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direction needs to be resolved, provided the toroidal domain extent is many turbulent
correlation lengths wide. This approach has been used successfully by many local and
global gyrokinetic codes, with the resulting computational savings comprising one of
the main advantages of the field-aligned approachE]

While a field-aligned coordinate system can be used both in the core and in the
SOL, these coordinates are singular on the separatrix for diverted geometries due to
the presence of the X-point (Stegmeir et al., 2016|). To deal with this issue, recent
interest has focused on the flux-coordinate independent (FCI) approach, which aban-
dons field- and flux-aligned coordinates in the poloidal plane but retains a field-line-
following discretization of the parallel gradient operator (Hariri & Ottaviani, [2013;
Hariri et al., 2014} Stegmeir et al., 2016|). This allows a coarse toroidal grid to be
used, but still requires fine perpendicular resolution covering the entire poloidal plane.
Another recent approach uses a flux-aligned poloidal grid with controlled dealignment
near the X-point (McCorquodale et al., [2015; |[Dorf et al., 2016; Dorf & Dorr}, [2020).
After breaking the toroidal direction into several blocks (wedges), a local field-aligned
coordinate system is used in each block. Interpolation (similar to what is done in the
FCI approach) is required to compute the parallel derivatives between blocks.

Addressing the issue of the X-point in the GKEYLL code is left as important future
work. All of the approaches detailed above have the disadvantage that a fine grid
is required on the entire poloidal plane. To avoid this, one might imagine a cross-
separatrix simulation domain composed of a global field-aligned region in the core, a
thin non-field-aligned region near the separatrix (perhaps using some version of FCI
in this small region), and another field-aligned flux-tube-like region in the SOL. This
way, we could keep the advantages of flux tubes for most of the domain, limiting

the region needing to be resolved with a fine poloidal grid to the small area near the

! Alternatively, the toroidal angle can be used as the coarse field-aligned coordinate. However,
in this case the full poloidal angle must be resolved with a fine grid (unlike the toroidal angle,
statistical periodicity cannot be used in the poloidal angle to reduce the domain length). This is not
as computationally efficient as using the poloidal angle as the field-aligned coordinate.
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separatrix. Interpolation between these regions with different coordinate systems and
different poloidal resolution would be required and may present challenges.

This chapter takes a step towards these full geometry capabilities. In the first
section we express the gyrokinetic system in general field-aligned coordinates. We
then focus on how to formulate field-aligned coordinate systems for use in flux-tube-

like domains in the SOL in Sections 5.2 to .41

5.1 Gyrokinetics in a field-aligned coordinate system

Here we will express the gyrokinetic system in a field-aligned coordinate system. The
resulting equations contain various metric-related quantities since the coordinates are
non-orthogonal. Many of these metric quantities were dropped in the simple helical

geometry used in Chapter [4l

5.1.1 Preliminaries: general non-orthogonal curvilinear coor-

dinates

Suppose we have a coordinate system in 3D space parametrized by coordinates
(z,y,2). If the coordinate system is orthogonal, a vector can be uniquely decom-
posed in terms of the coordinate basis vectors as v = v, X + v,§ + v.2, where v, is
the component of the vector in the direction of the X basis vector, and similarly for
y and z. However, if the coordinate system is non-orthogonal, there are two natural
sets of basis vectors, leading to the covariant and contravariant representation of a

vector:

v =1,V +1,Vy+v,Vz (covariant) (5.1)

v=1"e, +v'e, + Ve, (contravariant) (5.2)
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In the covariant representation, the (contravariant) basis vectors are the gradient

vectors, defined by

e” =V, a=(z,y,2). (5.3)

In the contravariant representation, the (covariant) basis vectors are the tangent
vectors, defined by

_0R

= S a=(z,y,2), (5.4)

€n

where R is the position vector. Note that we will usually opt to use Va in place of
e“ to denote the gradient basis vectors, but we will continue to use e, for the tangent
basis vectors.

These basis vectors are neither orthogonal nor unit vectors, which leads to the co-

and contravariant metric coefficient tensors, defined by

Jap = €4 * €5 (covariant) (5.5)

g¢*? =Va-Vpj (contravariant) (5.6)

These two tensors are inverses of each other, so that (gas) = (¢9°?)~!. The two sets

of basis vectors also obey the relationship

Va-es =43, (5.7)

where 07 is the Kronecker delta. It follows that the tangent basis vectors can be

expressed in terms of the gradient basis vectors as

e, =J(VyxVz), e, =J(VzxVz), e.=J(Vz x Vy), (5.8)
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where
J=[(VyxVz) -Va] ' =[(Vz x Vz) - Vy| ' = [(Vz x Vy) - Vz] (5.9)

is the Jacobian of the coordinate system written in terms of the gradient basis vectors.

Similarly, we can express the gradient basis vectors as

1

3 (e. x e;), Vz= 1 (ex X €y), (5.10)

1
Ve=— (e, xe,), Vy = 7

J

and we can also write the Jacobian in terms of the tangent basis vectors as
J= (e, xe,) e, =(e,xe,) e, = (e xe)-e,. (5.11)

The Jacobian can also be written (up to a sign) via the determinants of the metric

tensors,

J = det(gag)*? = det(g*?)~1/2. (5.12)

Finally, note that the co- and contravariant components of a vector can be obtained
from v, = v - e, and v* = v - Vz, and similarly for z and y.
We will also make use of the following vector calculus identities for the gradient,

divergence, and curl:

_of of of
Vf= 8xVx—|— ayVy-l— aZVz, (5.13)
1[0 0 0
. — . x . Yy . z
V-F J{ax(JF)—i_ay(JF)—'—az(JF )], (5.14)

1 [[OF. OF, OF, OF, oF, OF,
VXF—J{(ay 8z>ex+(8z 8x>ey+(8x 8y)ez}. (5.15)
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Volume integrals can be expressed as

fd*R= [ Jfdzdydz, (5.16)
Jrer=|

and a surface integral over a constant x surface is given by

/F-dsm—/JF-dede—/JF””dydz, (5.17)

and similarly for surface integrals over constant y and z surfaces.

For more details about non-orthogonal coordinate systems, see |D’haeseleer et al.

(1991).

5.1.2 Representation of the background field

In order to take advantage of the fact that turbulent structures are much more elon-
gated along the field line than perpendicular to it (kj < k1), we adopt a field-aligned
coordinate system, which we will denote by (z,y, z). To do this, we write the back-

ground magnetic field in Clebsch-like form as
B =C(x)Vx x Vy. (5.18)

Here, x and y are coordinates perpendicular to the background field, with z usually a
radial-like coordinate, and y a field-line-labeling coordinate. Importantly,  and y are
constant on field lines since B+-Vx = B-Vy = 0. For now, C is an arbitrary function
of x (it cannot depend on z because B must be divergence free, and it cannot depend
on y because we will assume axisymmetry). Since by construction the background

field is perpendicular to the gradient basis vectors Va and Vy, the background field
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can then be written in contravariant form as
C
B =(B-Vz)e, = S € (5.19)

Thus the magnetic field is in the direction of the tangent vector in the z direction, e,
so z is a field-aligned coordinate as desired. The Jacobian of the (z,y, z) coordinate
system is

J=1[(Vzx Vy)-Vz". (5.20)

Noting that the magnitude of the background field is given by
C
B=v B-B= j\/gzz, (521)

with g.. = e, - e, = J?B?/C?, we can also write the background field as

B
Gzz

B =

e.. (5.22)

Finally, we will assume that B and all other geometric quantities are axisymmetric,
so that they have no y dependence, i.e. 9B/dy = 0.

The definition of the coordinates (x,y, z) that satisfy the above relations is rel-
atively flexible, depending on desired properties of the coordinates. In Sections [5.2
and we give specific definitions of the coordinates in different geometrical config-

urations.

5.1.3 Gyrokinetic Poisson bracket in field-aligned coordinates

Recall from Eq. (2.113]) that the gyrokinetic Poisson bracket is defined as

B* oG OF b
F.G} = . Fr— — —VG ) — — F-VG 5.23
{ ’ } mB‘T (V aUH 82}” V ) qBr'F % V V ’ ( )
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with B* = B + (mv/q)V x b+ V x (4;b) and B = b - B*. Using the identities

from Section we can write B* in contravariant form as

1
B =S ML [_%eﬁ(abz %)eﬁ%ez}

Jez q J 0z 0z O ox
+%] Ka(gybz) B 3(132%)) e, 4 (3(125?1) B a%!;bZ)) e, + (3(12;%) B 3(125990)) ez} |
(5.24)
s that the contravariant components of B* are
B :% :_%% N (3(1;15&) B (9(1(;1;%))} | (5.25)
N S VPN T R,
B = % :c + %% + (8(;‘;@’) - 8(2;)”0))} . (5.27)

Here, the covariant components of the unit vector b = B /B are given by

by =b-e, = Joz , a=(z,y,2). (5.28)
9zz

Then we can compute the bracket by using

OF OF OF
B*-VF =B*"—+4B"Y— 4 B*— 2
v Ox * Ay * 0z (5:29)

and

- 1 OF OF\ 0G 1 OF oF\ 0G

b F - =—(by——-b,— | —+=(b——bp— | —

X VE-VG J(yaz Z@y) 0x+J(zﬁx waz) dy
1 OF oOF\ 0G
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Finally, the phase-space Jacobian Bi‘ is given by

BTZB-B*=B+(mq””+A) J[ bx%—by(%—abz>+b ab] B.

0z oz 0z oz
(5.31)

5.1.4 Equations of motion in field-aligned coordinates

Recall from Eqs. (2.115) and (2.116 that the gyrokinetic equations of motion are

given by

*

By~ 4By
q94 _ B q 94,
B+qve)— 1

mor ~ mpy WYBTOVE)

={R, H} = v + X (WVB +qVP), (5.32)

o ={v), H} - (5.33)

We can write the velocity R in contravariant form as R = & e, +ye, + ze,, with

components

*T

i={z,H =R V= o —-v + B X (uVB +qV®) -V
l l
mu? muv? + puB
_ L | _mio(Bh,) Mot H bya_B B bza_gb +by@ - O(Ajbz)  9(Ady)
JBlT gB 0z qB 0z dy 0z dy 0z
(5.34)
. *y
| = H = R- = B @ *
y={y, H} Vy = B*v+qB|T><(/~LV +qVo)-Vy
_ LM (0(Bb) _9(Bb)\ M teB (0B | 0B, 00 0P
N JBl’l‘ qB ox 0z qB * 0w * 0z “0x * 0z
O(Ajbe) — 9(A)b)
+u ( 9 or (5.35)
i={s,H} =R-Vz= 7t o x (WVB+qVP) - Vz
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CUH + b

tby— —b

- JB|’|‘ gB O qB Yo oy Yor ox

(5.36)

The parallel acceleration is given by

iy = 1 {_M% N <<9(Abz) B 8(A|by))] (ﬂ(?_B N 38_45)

JBj | q 0 dy 0 m dr m O
1 [myy (0b,  Ob, N O(Aybs)  O(Ab:)\] g 09
JBi | ¢ \0z Oz 0z O m 9y

1 {C+M%+ (3(Aby) 3(Abw))] (g3_3+ q@) glaiy

_JBﬁ‘ q Ox or oy mdz  moz

(5.37)

Here we have not neglected any terms due to smallness of parallel derivatives
compared to perpendicular derivatives. While this is a common approximation made
in local gyrokinetic codes, we note that dropping such terms can break Liouville’s
theorem, Eq. , so that the gyrokinetic equation can no longer be written in
conservative form (phase-space volume is no longer conserved exactly). In particular,

Liouville’s theorem in this case requires
V.(bxVH)=(Vxb)-VH (5.38)

so that corresponding terms cancel exactly. If parallel derivatives were dropped, this

could become

V.(bxVH)# (Vxb),-VH, (5.39)

which breaks Liouville’s theorem. Since our energy-conserving discontinuous Galerkin
scheme relies on the conservative form of the gyrokinetic equation, it is important for

Liouville’s theorem to be preserved.
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5.1.5 Field equations in field-aligned coordinates

For the gyrokinetic Poisson equation, Eq. (2.120)), we must calculate

V'(GJ_VJ_@) = [Q(JELVL@'VZ’)—F%(JELVL@'V:U)+2(JEJ_VJ_@'VZ):|

ox 0z

0 0P 0P 0 oP 0P
_ _ 4T ATy _ ATy _ AYy
[056 (JEl (31’9 +(9yg )>+0y (JQ(&U‘Q +3yg >)]

(5.40)

S

Here, unlike above, we do neglect the 9/0z terms compared to the perpendicular
derivative terms, so that the required Poisson solve remains two-dimensional. For
energetic consistency, a similar treatment would need to be made in the corresponding
electrostatic field energy term (or in the second-order F x B energy term if it is kept

in the Hamiltonian). Similarly, in Ampére’s law, Eq. (2.122)), we have

2 _lﬁ %m %xy 2 %my %yy
VLA_J[&E J or 7 +8yg +8y J or 7 +8yg '

(5.41)

5.1.6 Summary of geometric quantities

The geometry quantities of interest, which appear in either the equations of motion

or the field equations, are

bmag = B (5.42)

cmag =C = j% (5.43)
Gaz

b_x =b, = N (5.44)

b_y =by = j;% (5.45)

bz =b, = /G0 (5.46)

gxx = g** (5.47)



gxy = g" (5.48)
gyy = g* (5.49)

jacobPhase = B ~ B (5.50)

jacobGeo = J = y/det g;;. (5.51)

Here we have also included the variable names for these quantities in GKEYLL.

5.2 Helical SOL configuration including magnetic
shear

Thus far, our treatment of field-aligned geometry has been completely general, except
for the assumption of axisymmetry. Now we will examine how a particular magnetic
field geometry affects the choice of field-aligned coordinates and the resulting metric
quantities that appear in the equations.

The helical field in an SMT is given in cylindrical (R, ¢, Z) coordinates (where ¢

is counter-clockwise viewed from above) by

~ BoR ~
B = B,¢+ B,Z = (}% °% + B,Z. (5.52)
Note we can also write this as
B =VV¥ x Vo + ByRyV, (5.53)

with ¥ = R%2B, /2 the vertical magnetic flux function (analogous to the poloidal flux
in a tokamak). The field line pitch varies with radius, and can be expressed via (Perez

et al., 2006])
HB,  ByRoH

q(R) = 97RB, 2rR’B,’

(5.54)
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where ¢ is analogous to the safety factor in a tokamak, and H is the vertical height
between the bottom and top end-plates where the field lines terminate. Similarly, we
can define the magnetic shear as

R dg

i 5.55
q dR ( )

5=

Note that if we allow the vertical field to have some simple radial dependence via

B, = By(R) = By(R/x0)", the shear is

— 2_n (5.56)

When B, = const (as is the case for standard SMTs like the Helimak), we have
§ = —2. The connection length is given by L. = HB/B,, which in general varies
with radius. In Fig. [5.1{a) we plot the connection length L. as a function of radius
for several values of § with NSTX-like parameters.

Note that here all quantities, including the field line pitch and the magnetic shear,
are still constant along the field lines. This is in contrast to a real tokamak SOL,
where the pitch and shear can vary significantly along the field lines, especially near
the X-point due to flux expansion. The field line pitch at the midplane is also nearly
constant with radius in a real tokamak SOL, while here we have the pitch varying
with radius. Nonetheless, this simple geometry will still allow us to study some of the
effects of magnetic shear. Comparing to the actual connection length in the NSTX
experiment shown in Fig. [5.1(b) (with the figure adapted from Fig. 2 in [Boedo et al.
(2014))), we see that the variation in L. with radius as |§| increases is approaching the
variation of the connection length in the experiment. However, in the experiment the
connection length varies even more than in the § = —10 case over a shorter radial

length, changing by a factor of almost four over a few centimeters.
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Figure 5.1: (a) Connection length, L./2 = HB/B,/2, as a function of radius for
several values of magnetic shear, §, using NSTX-like parameters: Ry = 0.85 m,
x9g = Ro+a=135m, By =0.5T, H=2.4m. Here we choose B, so that L.(xg) = 8
m, which results in B,g =~ 0.1 T. (b) Connection length from the NSTX experiment,
Ly, defined as parallel length from midplane to lower divertor plate. Figure adapted
from Boedo et al| (2014).

Now we need field-line-following coordinates (x,y, z), such that

B =CVz x Vy. (5.57)

This can be achieved by choosing the coordinates to beE|

2rqZ B,Z
r =R, z : y = o (gp i ) xg (gp BUR) (5.58)
The resulting gradient basis vectors are
. 2nrgz dq A Ty .  2Tx0q 4 n
- R S R+ 2o - Z =7 5.59
ve=R, VY H dr = 2 m o ViEh (5:59)

2 Alternatively, we could have chosen the z coordinate to measure distance along the field line,
with z = Z/sin¥ = ZB/B,,, as we show in Appendix In this approach, the z domain extent is
given by the connection length; however, the connection length can vary with radius, so the z domain
extent would also need to vary with radius. Choosing the vertical height Z for the z coordinate does
not have this issue (assuming the vertical height between the top and bottom end plates does not
change with radius), so this is the approach that we take in the bulk of this chapter.
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RO P

Figure 5.2: Diagram of field-aligned coordinate basis vectors in the (¢, Z) plane for
a helical magnetic geometry. Note that vector magnitudes are not drawn to scale.

so that

2 . B, .
vxxvyz%(gm¢+2):%<3—%+z>. (5.60)

Now taking C = B,x/xy, we obtain the correct form of the field,

B, .
B ="V x Vy=B,p+B,Z (5.61)
Zo

We can also calculate the tangent basis vectors

09X ORy L 0p. 07,

a ™ 47 — ——R R— _Z7 = s I <) 5.62
€ oo Oa + 8a90+ oo a=(7,9,2) ( )
which gives
. 2mxzdg . . Byz . T . 2mqxr .  ~ B, . 4
=R —®=R ? = — L = 7Z=-2 7.
Co=RE T P TN g TP T g ptasget
(5.63)

A diagram of the field-aligned basis vectors in the (¢, Z) plane is shown in Fig. |5.2|
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Finally, the mapping from the field-aligned coordinates (x,y, z) to physical Carte-

sian coordinates (X, Y, Z) is given by

2
X = Rcosp = xcos (£+ qu) ::Ecos<y

To H

2
Y = Rsiny = zsin (i—l— qu) ::L’sin(

Zo H

The geometry quantities of interest are

B2
bmag = B = B,y/1+ B%;
JB B,x
cmag =C = =
9z Zo
X = = = =
- 92z Bvag
gyz BORO
b pum b = = -—-—
- Y 9z B.’Eo
B
b == bz == 2z — 5
_Z g B
gxx =g =1
Ty §ZBoROI0
Xy = = -
gxy =g Ba?
Bj ki

gyy = g% = 2.6

jacobPhase = B ~ B

x
jacobGeo = J = y/det g;; = —.
Zo

2

(x2 + §222) + %

(5.64)
(5.65)

(5.66)

(5.67)
(5.68)
(5.69)
(5.70)

(5.71)

(5.72)

(5.73)
(5.74)

(5.75)

(5.76)

Note that in GKEYLL, none of these expressions for the metric quantities are explic-

itly implemented; instead the mapping from computational to physical coordinates,

Egs. (5.64)) to (5.66), is supplied as an input and then the metric quantities are com-

puted via automatic differentiation operations. This enables the flexibility to use
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more complicated mappings where analytical expressions for the metric quantities
may not be available (see e.g. Section [5.3)).
We can now compute how various terms in the equations of motion are affected

by the geometry. For example, the components of the magnetic (curvature and VB)

drift are
vg+- V=0 (5.77)
v+ Vy = ;;U —mi; o G + ?—é(l + s:>> + ?—jBB—i(z +3) (5.78)
vg-Vz= %# (%—i—i—é(l—i—@) : (5.79)

Comparing these terms to Eq. that we used for the simplified helical geometry
in Chapter , we see that the first term in v, - Vy in Eq. is the same except
for a factor of B/(JB,). We also have some new terms in v, - Vy, which are small
corrections when B, < B, ~ B as assumed in Chapter . We also have a finite v4-Vz,
unlike in the simplified geometry treatment, though this term is small compared to

vq+ Vy when B, < B, ~ B.

5.2.1 Simulation results: dependence on magnetic shear in

helical configuration

In this section we present preliminary electrostatic gyrokinetic simulations in the
helical configuration with magnetic shear described above. We perform a scan of the
magnetic shear parameter, taking § = {—2, —5, —10}, with the geometry becoming
more sheared as |§| increases. We use NSTX-like geometry parameters: Ry = 0.85 m,
x9=Ro+a=135m, By=0.5T, H=24m, and we choose B,y = B,(x¢) so that
L.(xo) = 8 m, resulting in B,y =~ 0.1 T. The resulting connection length as a function

of radius is shown in Fig.[5.1] The domain extents in the radial, binormal, and parallel
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Figure 5.3: Time-averaged midplane density and temperature profiles for several
values of magnetic shear, §. The profiles steepen as |§| increases and the geometry
becomes more sheared.
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Figure 5.4: Snapshots of electron density at the midplane for § = —2, —, 5, —10.

directions, respectively, are 1.26 < x < 1.42 m (L, ~ 56py), —0.485 < y < 0.485
m (L, ~ 100psoH/L.(z0)), and —H/2 < z < H/2. All other parameters are the
same as used in the base case (0 = 1) from Section [4.3] including the source power
Pye = PsoLLy,/(2mR.) = 0.62 MW and the source profile with a Gaussian peak at
r =13 m.

In Fig. we show time-averaged density and temperature radial profiles for each
case. The profiles for the § = —2 case are similar to the profiles from the base case in
Section .3, which used a simplified geometry neglecting magnetic shear and assumed

a constant connection length. This is somewhat expected since Fig. [5.1] shows that
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the connection length in the § = —2 case varies little over the domain. As we move to
more sheared geometries, the density profiles steepen, with the peak midplane density
more than doubling between the § = —2 and 5 = —10 cases.

Snapshots of the electron density at the midplane for each case are shown in
Fig.[5.4 While the § = —2 case looks similar to the cases from Chapter [ with blobs
moving radially outwards, the § = —10 case shows little evidence of radial transport.
We measure the radial E x B particle flux near the midplane in Fig. [5.5 and confirm
that indeed particle transport is reduced as |5| increases. Recalling the blob dynamics
discussion from Section [1.3.1] magnetic shear can short-circuit the blob polarization
by allowing currents to close through the thin sheared part of the blob, resulting in
slower blobs. This seems to be consistent with the picture here, with blob transport
getting weaker in more sheared cases.

As a result of weaker cross-field transport, the peak particle and heat fluxes to
the end plate increase in the more sheared cases, as shown in Fig. [5.6] Note that we
have separately shown the fluxes to the top and bottom end plates. There are some
differences in the particle flux profiles between the ends, especially for the § = —10
case, where there is a noticeable shift in the peak to higher x between the bottom
and top. When we examine how the radial particle flux (taken just outside the source
region near x = 1.32 m) varies along the field line in Fig. [5.7] we see asymmetry as
well. There slightly more radial transport at z > 0 than z < 0 for the § = —5 and
5 = —10 cases. This is consistent with the radial shift in the end plate particle fluxes
to higher = from bottom to top.

The average electron density also shows asymmetry along the field line, as shown
in Fig. Here we have again evaluated the profiles just outside the source region
near x = 1.32 m. There is a slight shift in the profiles to higher z, with the shift larger

in the more sheared cases. One possible reason for the asymmetry is the presence of
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Figure 5.5: Time-averaged radial electron E x B particle flux near the midplane. The
cross-field transport decreases as the geometry becomes more sheared at larger ||,
resulting in the steeper profiles seen in Fig. [5.3|
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Figure 5.6: Time-averaged electron particle and heat fluxes to the bottom (solid) and
top (dashed) end plates. The peak fluxes increase as |§| increases, consistent with
less cross-field transport upstream.

a vertical component of the £ x B drift,

s 2 P2

. v = —_— _— —_— — —_— S —
VBT VA JB| oy Yox xB \ B,Bx3 0y  Buxg Ox

This term was not present in the earlier simplified geometry simulations from Sec-

tion [4.2] It has been suggested that this term is responsible for asymmetry between

top and bottom profiles in the Helimak (Bernard et al., 2020)).
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Figure 5.7: Time-averaged electron radial £ x B particle flux profiles along the field
line, taken just outside the source region at x ~ 1.32 m. There is a slight asymmetry
in the profiles, with slightly more radial transport at z > 0 than z < 0 for the § = —5
and § = —10 cases. This is consistent with the differences in the particle fluxes to
the bottom and top end plates shown in Fig. [5.6]
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Figure 5.8: Time-averaged electron density profiles along the field line, taken just
outside the source region at x ~ 1.32 m. There is a slight asymmetric shift in the
profiles, with slightly higher density near the top of the domain (z = H/2 = 1.4 m)
especially for the more sheared cases.

5.3 Solov’ev model analytical equilibria in the SOL
The Grad-Shafranov equation in cylindrical (R, Z, ¢) coordinates,

1

~poRJy =~V = —RV - =

VU = o R?p (W) + IT'(¥), (5.81)
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relates the equilibrium, defined by the poloidal flux function ¥, to the pressure and
current profiles, p(¥) and I(¥) respectively. Given ¥(R, Z), one particular choice for
the field-aligned coordinates are (x,y,z2) = (¥, —a,0), where x = ¥ is the poloidal
flux, z = 0 is a generalized poloidal angle, and y = —« is a field-line-labeling coor-

dinate defined so that the Clebsch representation of the magnetic field is given by

B =Vax V¥ =Vz x Vy, (5.82)

with C = 1 for this choice of coordinates. Note that for an axisymmetric system, the

background magnetic field can also be expressed as
B =I1(¥)V¢+ V¥ x Vo, (5.83)

where ¢ is the toroidal angle and I(¥) = RB,. Thus in practice, the functions ¥ (R, Z)
and By(R, Z) are sufficient to determine the magnetic geometry. In this section we
will take an analytical Solov’ev solution of the Grad-Shafranov equation for ¥ (R, Z),
and show how to compute the remaining # and « coordinates. In principle, the
procedure outlined could be used for an arbitrary ¥(R, Z) profile, including one from
a numerical equilibrium file generated by e.g. EFIT (Lao et al., (1985} 1990).

Taking a vacuum field (which is a good approximation in the SOL) so that I =
const and approximating p o< ¥, we obtain an analytical Solov’ev solution (Chance
et al., (1978} Jardin), 2010)),

U(R,Z) = %ﬁm (R222 + %3(1-22 — 33)2) : (5.84)
where Ry is the major radius of the magnetic axis, By is the toroidal field strength

at the magnetic axis, ko is the ellipticity at the axis, and ¢ is the safety factor at

the axis. The resulting flux surfaces for NSTX-like parameters are shown in Fig. [5.9
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Figure 5.9: Flux surfaces (surfaces of constant ¥) for the analytical Solov’ev equi-
librium given by Eq. (5.84)), with NSTX-like parameters: Ry = 0.85, By = 0.55,
ko = 2, and ¢ = 2. For the open field lines, we will take the end-plates to be at
7 =+Zq = £1.5.

The flux surfaces are up-down symmetric, and there are closed and open surfaces,
separated by a separatrix given by the surface ¥ = W, = BoroR3/(87). In this
(unphysical) equilibrium, there are X-points where the separatrix intersects the R = 0
axis. However, we will focus only on the open flux surfaces (sufficiently far away from

the X-points), that is, those with ¥ > W,. We will assume that the field lines on

these open surfaces terminate on end-plates at Z = +7,,4. For a given surface with
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U > Uy, we can then parametrize the surface with

272 2 |2K3qR?
RW.Z) =\ Ri+ =3+ 5 B

W — kIR2Z2 + 74 (5.85)

We will now calculate the generalized poloidal angle, 6. For this, first consider a
magnetic surface coordinate system (¥, 0, ¢). The line element in these coordinates
is given by

OR OR OR

On a magnetic surface we have d¥ = 0 and in a poloidal plane we have d¢ = 0, so

the line element on the surface in the poloidal plane is simply

OR
de, = %dé’ = JVo¢p x V¥ do, (5.87)
with magnitude
JVV¥
dl, = |de,| = |V x V|dg = %de. (5.88)
Now we can find 6 by integrating
R
df = ———d¢ 5.89
along contours of ¥,
0 0 R )
0 :/ d¢’ = ——d/,. 5.90
o 7, v (

Using the flux surface parametrization from Eq. (5.85)), the differential length along

contours of ¥ is given by

ity = 1+ (DY 5o
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Instead of prescribing the form of the generalized poloidal angle and subsequently
computing the Jacobian J = (V¥ x V0.V ¢)~!, we can instead prescribe the Jacobian
to give desired properties of the generalized poloidal angle (Jardin) 2010)). Here, we

will choose
R

- 5.92
<l (592

J = s(¥)

which gives an equal-arc-length poloidal angle in (—m, 7], with

sW) =5 ]{ dt, / \/ aRaZZ')) a7’ (5.93)

a normalization factor. This means that on a particular flux surface, the arc length

of each Af segment will be equal (see Fig. [5.10)). Inserting this Jacobian definition
into Eq. (5.90)), the poloidal angle is then given by

6(R, Z) - R 7 / \/ aRaWZ,Z'>> iz (5.94)

These integrals have no closed form in general and must be evaluated numerically.

Now we will define the third coordinate, a, such that B = Va x V¥. To do this,
we take a to be of the form (Kruskal & Kulsrud, [1958])

a=¢—q)0—v(¥,0,0), (5.95)

where v is a to-be-determined function that is periodic in 6 and ¢, and ¢(¥) is the

global safety factor, defined as the poloidal average of the local safety factor ¢(¥, @),

1

o) = o /0 " w.0) 0, (5.96)

with

vy~ ~TB- Vo= 103 = o
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Figure 5.10: Flux surfaces with ¥y = ¥/¥s, = (1.2,1.4,1.6,1.8,2.0) are shown in
blue. Lines of constant 6 are shown in red. Here, # is defined to be an equal-arc-length
poloidal angle. This means that on a particular flux surface, the arc length of each
Af = /4 segment is equal.

It is convenient to define a new toroidal angle ( = ¢ — v, so that we haveﬂ

B =Vax V¥ =VV¥ x V(¢ — (). (5.98)

Here we can see that the field lines are straight lines with slope ¢ in the (6, () plane,

given by o = ¢ — q(¥)0 = const.

3 Alternatively, we could have defined « in terms of the physical toroidal angle ¢, i.e. { = ¢, by
modifying the poloidal coordinate to be 6’ = 6 + v /q. In either case, the result is straight field lines
with slope ¢, be it in the (6, () plane or the (¢, ¢) plane.
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To compute «, we first note that

Oa O Oa
Va = %VH + 8_va + %ng, (5.99)
which gives
Oa Oa
B =VV¥ xVa= %VW x VO + a—¢VW x V. (5.100)
Now notice
Ja 1 0a
and from Eq. (5.83)), we also have
B.Vé - 1(0)ve? = 1Y) 5.102
'¢—()\¢|—?- (5.102)
Thus we can integrate along 6 (at constant ¥) to find «,
a=CW, )+ 930‘d9’—¢—1<¢)/9 T 40 — ¢ — RB / L 40, (5.103)
W , 00 , R?2 ° ] velR "

where we have taken the constant of integration to be C(¥, ¢) = (0 = 0,¥, ¢) = ¢.
As we did for 6, this integral can be computed by integrating along the contours of

¥ parametrized by Z,

B z 1 AR, Z)\" .,

We now have expressions for ¥(R), a(R), and §(R). We can thus define a field-
aligned coordinate system with (x,y, z) = (¥, —a, ). (The difference of sign between
y and « is a matter of convention, and we follow Beer et al.| (1995) here). The
expressions for v and @ involve integrals that must be evaluated numerically in most

cases. In Fig.|5.10] we show lines of constant 6 (and «) in the poloidal plane for the
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Figure 5.11: Selecting a line of constant a and constant ¥ traces a field line (blue)

from the bottom end-plate (at § = —m and Z = —Z¢,q = —1.5) to the top end-plate
(at 0 =7 and Z = Zgyq = 1.5). A rendering of part of the constant ¥y = 1.2 surface

is shown in the background.

open-field-line region of the NSTX-like equilibrium shown in Fig. demonstrating
the equal-arc-length poloidal angle. In Fig. [5.11] we show that a line of constant «
and constant ¥ traces a field line from the bottom end-plate to the top end-plate.

Further, note that the connection length can be computed from

Zend
o f- [

—4%end

V- (R, Z’)\/l + <%)de’. (5.105)
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Figure 5.12: Connection length, L., as a function of normalized poloidal flux ¥ =
U /W, for the NSTX-like equilibrium.

Fig. shows the connection length as a function of the poloidal flux ¥ for the
NSTX-like equilibrium.

We also need derivatives of the coordinates to compute metric quantities, which
can also be computed numerically via automatic differentiation or finite differencing;
alternatively, integral expressions for the derivatives can also be derived via the Leib-
niz integral rule. In Fig. [5.13] we show some of the resulting geometric quantities.
There is significant flux expansion and magnetic shear for flux surfaces near the sep-
aratrix and X-points, which causes some of the metric quantities to diverge near the
top-left and bottom-left corners of the (¥, ) domain as ¥ approaches Ys,. Finally,

note that the Jacobian of the (¥, o, 6) coordinate system,

R

J= (V¥ x Va- V) = S(W)W,

(5.106)

is equivalent to the Jacobian defined in Eq. for the (¥, 6, ¢) magnetic surface
coordinate system.

Linear and nonlinear simulations using the shaped SOL geometry presented in this
section are left to future work. An important question is how close the simulation
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Figure 5.13: Geometric quantities resulting from the field-aligned coordinate system
as derived in this section for the NSTX-like equilibrium shown in Fig. [5.9|
domain can approach the X-point before the significant magnetic shear and metric

divergence near the X-point become numerically untenable.

5.4 Analytical concentric circular equilibria

In the tokamak core, many early results and inter-code benchmarks have used an
ad hoc analytical equilibrium model with circular concentric flux surfaces. This is
commonly given by the popular s — @ model with no Shafranov shift (« = 0). This

type of geometry has also been used to model circular SOL plasmas with a limiter at

the inboard midplane, modeling an inner-wall-limited plasma (Ricci & Rogers, [2013;

Halpern et al., 2013} Francisquez et al.,2017; Zhu et al.,[2017)). Here we use a slightly

modified circular equilibrium model that is more consistent than the s — o model in

the large aspect ratio approximation (Lapillonne et al., [2009).

As in the previous section, we start from a Solov’ev solution of the form of

Eq. (5.84). We use a toroidal coordinate system (r, 0, ¢), where (r,6) are the minor
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radius and poloidal angle coordinates in the (R, Z) plane such that R = Rg + r cos 0
Taking the large aspect ratio limit

and Z = rsinf, and ¢ is the toroidal angle.

Ro/a > 1 and ko = 1 for circular flux surfaces, we obtain
B
=22, (5.107)
2q

The resulting magnetic field is
r ] (5.108)

RyB
B =V¢x V¥ + RB;V¢ = (}%” [e¢+R—qe9
0

While Eq. (5.107) implies ¢ = const, we will generalize the equilibrium to allow
g = q(r), which is related to the true safety factor via (Lapillonne et al., 2009)
(5.109)

1 [B-V¢ qg [ df q
) = 52 a0 =5 - =
2r Jo B-V0 2m Jo 14 ecosf 1 — €2

where € = r/Ry is the inverse aspect ratio. We instead define the poloidal flux in

terms of its radial derivative, d¥/dr = rBy/q, giving
(5.110)

T /
LP:/ tB/Odr’
0 Q("’)

instead of Eq. (5.107)).
Here we will choose a straight-field-line poloidal angle y defined such that field lines

are straight in the (x, ¢) plane with slope ¢. To do this we take (B -V¢)/(B+Vy) =

q, which leads to dx/df = (B - V¢)/(¢B - V). Integrating over 6 then gives

1—e¢ 0
= 2arctan tan [ = .
[ I+e (2)]
(5.111)

0 . = o /
/ B-Vo¢ d9’:g/ dé
0 o 1+ ecost

1
X(rrv 6) - 5 B- VY q
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Figure 5.14: Linear growth rate results for the Cyclone base case, with GKEYLL
results (blue diamonds) compared to several other gyrokinetic codes. Note that since
GKEYLL does not include gyroaveraging we only expect accuracy in the small k,pq
limit. Adapted from Figure 3a of (Gorler et al., [2016)).

Now we can define the field-aligned coordinate system (z,y, z) as

T
T =7r— I, yzq—o(qx—du)—yo, z=X, (5.112)
0

where r( is the minor radius of a flux surface of interest, and gy = q(r9).

5.4.1 Cyclone base case linear benchmark

Here we perform the now-standard Cyclone base case linear benchmark with GKEYLL
using the circular equilibrium described in the previous section. These calculations use
the electrostatic approximation with adiabatic electrons, as in the original benchmark
(Dimits et al], [2000). Like the KBM calculations in Section [3.4.2] these simulations
use a single narrow cell in the radial direction, making them effectively “local”, unlike
a “global” calculation that covers some portion of the tokamak minor radius and

accounts for the radial variation of background quantitiesﬁ We use an extended

4While GKEYLL could in principle be capable of performing global calculations, one must be
careful with the initial conditions to avoid an equilibrium-scale n = 0 mode that results from the
neoclassical terms. This can obscure or alter the growth rate of the n # 0 mode of primary interest.
The so-called “canonical” Maxwellian, which is formulated in terms of the canonical momentum
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Figure 5.15: Linear eigenmode for n = 10 case, showing ballooning mode structure
along the field line.

domain along the field line with —37 < x < 37 and Dirichlet boundary conditions
f(x = £37) = F} so that no fluctuations are allowed at the domain ends.

We compare our results to the inter-code benchmark of \Gorler et al.| (2016); rele-
vant parameters for the simulation setup are given in Tables I and II of that reference.
In Fig. we have reproduced Figure 3a of |Gorler et al| (2016) with the addition
of some GKEYLL results. We see good agreement for n = 5, where n = k,ro/qo is
the toroidal mode number. Since GKEYLL does not include gyroaveraging, we only
expect accuracy in the small k,ps limit. Consequently, we overpredict the growth
rate as we move to higher mode numbers. We also show the linear eigenmode for the
n = 10 case in Fig. [5.15] which has the characteristic peak at the outboard midplane
(x = 0) of a ballooning mode. Here we have removed the n = 0 component of the

potential by subtracting its y-average.

so that it is an equilibrium of the full-f gyrokinetic equation including the neoclassical terms, is
used in some full-f gyrokinetic codes to avoid exciting the n = 0 mode (Angelino et al., [2006). The
implementation of a canonical Maxwellian initial condition is currently in progress, which will enable
global instability calculations.
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Additional work will extend these benchmarks to the two-species electrostatic
cases and the electromagnetic cases that are also examined in (Gorler et al. (2016)).

We will also include global effects in future work.

Appendix 5.A Alternative coordinate mappings for
helical geometry

One may note that the helical coordinate mapping we used in this chapter, Eq. (5.58)),

does not match the mapping proposed in [Shi et al.|(2019) or Chapter 4, given by

_ ysind + zcosv
= 7 7

R =z, Z = zsin?, (5.113)

where sin = B,/B = H/ L., with 9 the field line pitch angle (as shown in Fig.

so that
Z L R Z L Z B
=R = ==Xz = ¢ — = cotd ) = R.—= _Z %)
T ST T HY YT snw <90 R, ) H (90 RCB)
(5.114)
After computing the resulting gradient basis vectors, we have
L. (B R. 4
VexVy=— =@+ —172). 5.115
oxVy = 7 ( G2+ a) (5.115)

Taking C = H B,/ L., the resulting background magnetic field in Clebsch form is
s Rc -
B =(CVz xVy=B,p+ —B,Z. (5.116)
x

We see that this only gives the correct pitch of the magnetic field at z = R.., so this

is not a field-aligned coordinate system.
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We can fix this issue and make the coordinates field-aligned by changing the ¢

mapping to
ysind  zcosv y H =z H?
= =2 42 1-= 11
TR r  R.IL 7 Iz (5.117)
so that
R Z L B,Z
== — —Zcotd ) = Re— —F 11
Y7 Sno (QO R ) Ry (“) BUR)’ (5.118)

which is the same as the definition of y from Eq. (5.58) except for a factor of 1/ sin v

(with 29 = R, here). This gives

R - R.L. (B A
= =% (cos v +sinvZ) = = (2@ + 2] 11
Vi x Vy . (cos @ + sin xH(BU(FH_ > (5.119)
Taking C = Bx/R,, we have
B =CVzxVy=B (cos 9@ + sin ﬁZ) = B,¢ + B.Z, (5.120)

which is now the correct form of the magnetic field.

This mapping uses the distance along the field line as the field-aligned z coordinate.
For SMT configurations, where the connection length can vary radially, this choice
could mean that the z simulation domain extents must also vary radially. We could
instead normalize the z coordinate to the connection length, resulting in an equal-
arc-length-like parallel coordinate, but this would result in the parallel coordinate
becoming proportional to the vertical height Z. Thus we have used the vertical

height Z as the z coordinate in Section [5.2]
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Appendix 5.B Self-consistently reproducing ‘“simpli-
fied” helical geometry

Here we would like to effectively reproduce the “simplified” helical geometry that
we used to produce the results in Section [4.2] As we will see, the actual geometry
that matches the approximations we made in Section is not helical, but purely
toroidal; it essentially consists of rings of toroidal field stacked vertically on top of
each other, as shown in Fig. . The mapping from cylindrical coordinates (R, ¢, Z)

to field-aligned coordinates (z,y, z) that gives this simplified geometry is
r =R, y =2, z = R.p. (5.121)

The tangent unit vectors are

A

=R, e =2, e =—p, (5.122)
R,
and the gradient unit vectors are
A - Rc A~
Vz =R, Vy =127, Vz=—¢. (5.123)
x
The magnetic field is then given by
JB ~ 4 .
B =CVx xVy = R xZ=Bp (5.124)

vV Yzz

with B = Bayis(Ro/x), so that the field is indeed purely toroidal.
Note that here, the coordinate along the field line, z, is defined to be proportional
to the toroidal angle, . Whereas elsewhere in this chapter we used the poloidal

angle as the field-aligned coordinate, this is not possible here where the field lines
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Figure 5.16: Geometry with purely toroidal magnetic field. This is the geometry that
matches the metric-related approximations we made for the results in Section .2 In
those simulations, sheath boundary conditions applied in the z direction are equivalent
to a limiter that extends vertically at some toroidal location (although the “connection
length” along the field lines used in the simulations is not necessarily the circumference
of the toroidal rings). Periodic boundary conditions were applied in the y direction,
which is the vertical direction here.

have no pitch. In fact, this is precisely the issue with using a field-aligned poloidal
coordinate at the X-point, where the poloidal magnetic field vanishes and the field is
purely toroidal.

The remaining geometry quantities of interest are

B
cmag =C = B _ B (5.125)
gZZ
bx=b =22 — (5.126)
G-
by =b, = 22 —
y=b,= =0 (5.127)
gZZ
bz=b ° (5.128)
Z =0, = vy — T .
- g Rc
gxx =g =1 (5.129)
gxy =g =0 (5.130)



gyy = 9% =1 (5.131)

jacobPhase = B ~ B (5.132)
jacobGeo = J = y/det g;; = % (5.133)

We can see that many of the metric quantities are trivial or vanish, just as we ap-

proximated in Section The magnetic (curvature and VB) drifts are then

v+ V=0 (5.134)
mui + pB 1
[
Vy=———-—- 5.135
Vg VY 4Bz ( )
vg+Vz =0, (5.136)

which matches Eq. (4.3).
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Chapter 6

Positivity-preserving discontinuous
Galerkin algorithm for hyperbolic
conservation laws without post-hoc

diffusion

Physically, the distribution function of particles is a non-negative scalar function,
i.e. f(x,v,t) > 0 throughout the phase space. However, there is no guarantee that
a numerical scheme will preserve this property. The discontinuous Galerkin schemes
that we described in Chapter |3|are no exception, as they do not even ensure positivity
of the cell average of the distribution function. In some cases small regions of negative
f do not impact the physics, but in other cases negative regions can lead to numerical
instability. Thus we must develop a method to prevent negative regions in order for
our simulations to be accurate and robust.

There is extensive literature on constructing positivity-preserving (or more gener-
ally, bound-preserving) DG schemes. For example, a widely used and now standard

positivity-limiting scheme presented by [Zhang & Shul (2011) works by limiting the
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amount of flux leaving a cell surface so that the cell average is not allowed to become
negative. However, this limiter procedure by itself can produce unphysical steep
slopes and higher moments. For this reason, a post-hoc sub-cell diffusion step is ap-
plied whereby the slopes and higher moments in each cell are adjusted so that the
solution remains positive at some control points. This leads to a robust positivity-
preserving algorithm for many conservation laws, like the FEuler equations and the
ideal MHD equations. Generalizations of the Zhang-Shu scheme have also been made
(Johnson & Rossmanith| 2012).

However, the Zhang-Shu (and related) algorithms cannot be used for evolution of
kinetic equations in which the conservation properties are indirect (i.e. when there is
not a direct equation for the evolution of the energy). The reason for this is that post-
hoc sub-cell diffusion will change the energy and break energy conservation. One could
try to readjust the energy after the diffusive step to maintain energy conservation, as
done in Shi| (2017)), but often such adjustments are not possible without disturbing
the underlying physics.

In this chapter we develop a novel positivity-preserving DG scheme without post-
hoc diffusion. After showing a preliminary example of the positivity issue, we first
define what we mean by positivity in the context of the discontinuous Galerkin rep-
resentation of the cell. Next we construct the positivity-preserving scheme and show
that conservation properties are maintained for Hamiltonian systems. Finally we

show numerical results in several dimensionalities and equation systems.

6.1 The positivity problem: 1D advection example

Consider an one-dimensional advection equation,

of  of
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Figure 6.1: Advection of a square pulse for one period on a 1D periodic domain,
overlaid with the initial condition.

Taking v to be constant in this simple example, we know the solution is

f(z,t) = f(x —vt,0). (6.2)

That is, the solution keeps its initial shape as it moves through the domain with
constant velocity v. If the domain is periodic with length L, the pulse will return to
its initial position at time ¢t = L/v.

We can easily discretize this system with a discontinuous Galerkin scheme. In
Fig. [6.1, we show the results of a piecewise-linear scheme with 32 cells on a one-
dimensional periodic domain with length L = 1. The initial condition is a square
pulse centered at x = 0.5 with width w = 0.5, shown dash-dotted. After 1 period, the
solution (solid lines) returns to its initial position, although the shape of the pulse has

been distorted by numerical artifacts. Notably, we see unphysical negative overshoot
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regions at the bottom of the pulse, as well as positive overshoots at the top of the
pulse. Cells with a negative cell average are marked with points showing the cell
center. While in some applications small negative overshoots may be tolerable, often
these unphysical negative regions can cause severe problems. Our goal in this chapter

will be to devise a positivity-preserving scheme that eliminates these negative regions.

6.2 Defining positivity, in the weak sense

The first challenge is to define what is meant by positivity in the context of the discon-
tinuous Galerkin representation of the solution. In each cell, the solution is given by
an expansion on some basis set. The goal of this section will be to develop a method
to constrain the expansion coefficients to maintain positivity of the solution, in some
sense. Let’s first consider the simplest case: a piecewise-linear (p = 1) representation
in one dimension. Taking an orthonormal basis set 1 = {1/v/2,/3/2z} in a cell

x € [—1,1], we have

1 V3
fh=> fitbr=—F—=fo+—=xf1. (6.3)
h ;kk \/50 \/5 1

How can we constrain the coefficients fy and f; to ensure that the solution is positive?
To start, we should at least ensure that the cell average is positive, so that fy > 0.
Should the solution be required to be positive on the whole cell domain x = [—1, 1],
or can the solution be negative on some portion of the domain?

One possible way to answer these questions is to define positivity as weak equality
to a positive-definite function (Hakim et all [2020). For example, we could consider

a non-polynomial positive-definite exponential solution given by

gn = goexp(g1x). (6.4)
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Weak equality of f;, and gy in the Lo sense, which we denote as f;, = g5, then requires

that the projections of the two representations onto the basis be equivalent:

LS| 1 v/2go sinh g
— fpdz = —qgdz = = 6.5
g 2fh T /_1 J3onde Jo " (6.5)
''V3 "'V3 V6o

—afdr = —zgpdr = fi=
-1 \/§ -1 \/§ ' 9%

(g1 coshg; —sinhgy).  (6.6)

Note that

\/jgfo = coth g, — i = L(g1), (6.7)

where L(gp) is the well-known Langevin function in statistical mechanics. Notably,
this function is bounded at |L(g1)| < 1 for all g;. This means that in order for weak-
equivalence of the solutions fj, and g;, to be possible, the coefficients of f;, must satisfy

AL <1 (6.8)

V3fo ~
Together with the constraint fy, > 0, we now have positivity constraints for both

coefficients of the piecewise-linear representation of the solution.

We can now express gp(z) in terms of fy and z = f1/(v/3f,) via

Jog o917

0s1 ’ 6.9
/2 sinh g1 (6.9)

gn(x) =

where g1 = ¢1(Z) = L~(Z), and L~} is the inverse Langevin function[] Fig. [6.2] shows
an example of the weak-equivalent linear and exponential solutions with fy = 0.4 and

fl =0.8.

L Although the inverse of the Langevin function does not have a closed form, a number of Padé
approximations for the inverse have been developed, including (Cohenl, [1991)

x(3 —xz).

LY (z) ~ .2

(6.10)
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Figure 6.2: Weak-equivalent linear and exponential solutions, with fy, = 0.4 and
f1 = 0.8. The exponential solution g, is given by Eq. . The “positivity control
nodes” fj,(x = +1/3) are also shown.

Note that the constraint from Eq. does not force the linear solution to be
positive everywhere in the cell. In this case, the linear solution is negative for z <
—0.5 but the exponential solution is still realizable. In fact, one can show that the
constraint on f; is equivalent to requiring f,(x = £1/3) > 0, so that as long as the
linear solution remains positive at “positivity control nodes” x = 4+1/3, the solution
will be positive in the weak sense. The control nodes are also plotted in Fig. [6.2] and

they are indeed both positive.

6.2.1 Generalization to higher dimensionality

It is not immediately clear how to tractably extend the procedure of the previous
section to higher dimensionality. For example, to extend to a two-dimensional case,
one might consider taking the exponential representation to be of the form ¢, =
exp(go + 12 + g2y + gzxy). However, 2D integrals of this function involve error
functions, making it difficult to evaluate positivity constraints based on weak equality.

We will discuss a more rigorous procedure for generalizing the definition of the

weak-equivalent positive-definite solution to higher dimensionality (and higher poly-
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nomial order) in Appendix . For now, however, let’s continue with the idea of
“positivity control nodes”. In one dimension, we saw above that if the piecewise-
linear solution is positive at the control nodes at x = 4+1/3, then the solution can be
made weak-equivalent to an exponential solution. A sensible extension of this idea
to higher dimension is to take tensor products of the control nodes, so that for ex-
ample in 2D, we have control nodes at (—1/3,—1/3), (—=1/3,1/3), (1/3,—1/3), and
(1/3,1/3). Thus in the following section, we will consider the solution to be positive
(in the weak sense) if the N-dimensional piecewise-linear solution is non-negative at

all of the 2V control nodes.

6.3 Constructing a positivity-preserving scheme
without post-hoc diffusion

Now that we have a definition of positivity, we next focus on how to construct a
discontinuous Galerkin scheme that preserves positivity. In our scheme, we would
like to avoid post-hoc sub-cell diffusion (rescaling slopes or higher moments of the
solution in a cell if they become too extreme and violate positivity constraints after
taking a timestep), which can break conservation laws involving higher-order moments
(such as energy conservation in Hamiltonian systems like gyrokinetics).

To begin, we will once again consider a generic hyperbolic conservation law of the

form of Eq. (3.11)),

of B
S TVF=0, (6.11)

with F'(f) some arbitrary nonlinear flux. Recall from Eq. (3.12)) that the DG dis-

cretization of this equation is given by multiplying by a test function ¢) and integrating
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by parts over a cell K;:

/w%d /Fh Vode+ ¢ ¢ F-ds=0. (6.12)

oK;

Let us first focus on the one-dimensional piecewise-linear (p = 1) case. Mapping
each cell K; to the interval x € [—1, 1] using the transformation 2’ = 2(z — z;)/Ax,
with z; the cell center and Az the cell width, this gives (after dropping primes for

simplicity)

[ 0 [ RSl vE) - w-nRCy =0 619

In our standard discretization scheme, we would substitute the one-dimensional p = 1
orthonormal modal basis functions v; = {1/v/2, \/3/2x} for the test functions, which

results in

% _A_‘/i ()~ F(-1)] (6.14)
o —A—f [P+ F(-1)] + QA—‘/EFO, (6.15)

where we have also expanded f, and F} on the orthonormal modal basis. In terms
of these modal coefficients, we learned above that positivity requires fo > 0 and
|fi] < V/3fo. This is equivalent to ensuring that control node values at © = 4+1/3
remain non-negative, f(z = +£1/3) > 0.

We would like to find a way to limit the surface and volume terms to ensure
that these constraints are not violated as the solution evolves. Existing positivity-
preserving schemes attempt to limit the boundary fluxes so that the cell-average
fo stays positive (the volume term for the cell-average always vanishes, so the cell-
average is only affected by surface terms). However, it is not immediately clear how

to account for an additional constraint |f;| > v/3fo, since the cell-slope f; is also
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affected by the same fluxes; for this reason, existing schemes often rescale the cell-
slope f1 post-hoc, which effectively gives sub-cell diffusion that can break higher-order
conservation laws.

It is more convenient to instead consider the evolution of the control nodes, fi =

fu(z = £1/3) = fy/V/2 £ fi/V/6. Taking the appropriate linear combinations of
Egs. (6.14) and (6.15)), we have

0f _ 2 p V2

i AR 2] (6.16)
of- 2 - V2

Unlike in Eqgs. and ([6.15)), each of the control nodes is only affected by a flux
from one side of the cell: the left node f_ is affected by the flux on the left boundary
F(—1), and the right node f, is affected by the flux on the right boundary F(1).
Neglecting the volume terms for now, this means that we can separately limit the
left flux to maintain f_ > 0 and limit the right flux to maintain f, > 0. However,
note that the neighboring cells are also affected by these fluxes. To account for this,
let us instead examine the evolution of two cells, 7 and 7 + 1, due to a flux Fit1/2 gt

their interface:

8fi _ 2 i V2 i
% —EF + EFO (6.18)
oftt 2 .. V2
_ _F1+1/2_ Y2 pitl 1
ot Ax Az © (6.19)

We see that the flux F"+!/2 is simply exchanging information between fi and f*!,

while neither f? nor fl is affected by this flux. This also means that only one of f%
or f!is decreased by the flux, with the other increasing by the same amount. Upon
adopting a forward Euler timestepping scheme (which can be built into a higher-order

Runge-Kutta scheme), and dropping the volume terms for now, it is easy to see how
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Figure 6.3: Illustration of limiter scheme for boundary fluxes based on Eq. ( -
The flux limit on the flux between cells i and 7 + 1, Fitl/ 2 is violated in the left
(a) and right (c) panels, leading to negative control nodes (red points). In the left
panel (a), F"+1/2 is too large to the right and control node fi becomes negative (red).
In the right panel (¢), Fit'/2 is too large to the left, leading to control node fi*!
becoming negative (red). In the middle panel (b), the flux is within the limits and
the control nodes all remain positive (black points). Also note that the control points
ft and ffl remain fixed in all panels because they are unaffected by the flux (these
points are affected by other fluxes, but not the one depicted here, Fit1/2).

to limit the flux F*1/2 so that neither fi nor f*! can become negative after a single

timestep. This gives

O 2At -
fi= S P =0 (6.20)
L 24t
ft+ T — X} (6.21)

The limit on F©/2 to ensure that the flux does not make either [t or ! negative

in a single step is then

fi+1 < F@+1/2

o S S haay (6:22)

This is illustrated in the diagram in Fig. [6.3]
Once we have limited all fluxes to ensure that the surface terms cannot make

f+ negative in any cell in the domain, we can limit the volume terms. Considering

Egs. (6.16) and (6.17), we can see that the volume terms exchange information be-
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tween f_ and f, within each cell. Thus one way to limit the volume terms is to
simply scale all the volume terms in each cell by a common factor 0 < 6 < 1 to
ensure that neither f_ or f, is made negative by the volume terms.

For cell i, the final forward-Euler update can be expressed as

2_Atpi+1/2 \/_At

Filtn + At) = fi(tn) = TR (6.23)
Fi(tn + At) = fL(t,) + QAAtFi 2 \/_Ateng, (6.24)

with limits on the fluxes given by Eq. (6.22) and the volume scaling factor given by

g i (1, L5 BT S BT (6.25)
’ —ﬁAtFi ’ \/iAth' ’ )
Ax 0 Ax 0

Here we have prioritized the surface terms over the volume terms in that we limit the
surface terms first. This can, for example, allow a maximal flux out the left boundary
to lower f_ to zero. Then if the volume terms wanted to decrease f_ further, the
volume terms would be essentially turned off in this cell. In principle, one could
instead prioritize the volume terms, allowing the maximum flow within the cell and
then possibly turning off boundary fluxes. A comparison of these two approaches is

left to future work.

6.3.1 Exponential surface extrapolation

While the scheme described above will rigorously preserve positivity of the solution,
we can make an additional improvement involving how the boundary fluxes are com-

puted. In a standard DG scheme with upwinded fluxes, the flux between cells i and
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1+ 1 would be computed as

N ui+1/2f}i(xi+1/2) Wt2 S
P = (6.26)
ui+1/2fli+1(xi+1/2) ut/2 <

with fi(z"F1/2) and f/*!(2'+/2) computed using the piecewise-linear representation

i+1/2

of the solution, and u the advection velocity at the cell interface. After mapping

to a unit cell on x € [—1, 1], the boundary values would be given by

(1) = %fo + %fl (6.27)
(1) = 2 V3 (6.28)

h ( 1)_ﬁf0_ﬁfl

Let us consider an extreme case: a cell where the flux from the left boundary is

zero, with advection velocity u > 0 a constant. In this case, the modal coefficients of

fr in the cell are given by (from Eqgs. ) and -

ofp _ uv2

Oy _ W2 (6.29
0fi u\/6 2u\/3
G g+ (6.30)

From above, we know that we need |f;|/(v/3fo) < 1 for the solution to remain positive

and realizable. Thus, let us compute the evolution of Z = f1/(v/3fo):

_ ]
t  3f, Ot fo Ot A:c e (6.31)

fo

If we use the standard linear extrapolation for f} (1) from Eq. (6.27)), this gives

0T U

5= An [2—(1-2)(1+32)] = [1— 2z + 37°] (6.32)

Ax

> (0 for all z.
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Figure 6.4: 0x/0t vs. Z, given by Eq. (6.32)), for different choices of how to evaluate
the surface value f7(1). A linear extrapolation, Eq. (6.27), gives z/dt > 0 for all z,
which drives the solution to be unrealizable in finite time (without limiters). Using

an exponential extrapolation instead, given by Eq. , gives 0z /0t — 0 as T — 1,
which means that z should stop increasing before becoming unphysical.
This means that without any limiters, z always grows without bound in this extreme
case, which would violate the realizability limit z < 1 in a finite time. Note also that
any reduction or limit on the boundary value f; (1) only makes the issue worse, so that
Z increases more quickly and becomes unphysical sooner. In this case, the volume
term is steepening the slope in the cell faster than the boundary flux can flatten it.
In practice, the volume term limiter in our scheme would eventually prevent |z| > 1.
Nonetheless, perhaps it would help to enhance the extrapolated boundary flux, in a
way that 0z/0t — 0 as T — 1. This way, perhaps we wouldn’t need to limit the
volume terms as often or as much.

One way to enhance the boundary value is to make use of the exponential recon-
struction given by Eq. . Extrapolating g5, to the right edge of the cell at © = 1,
we have

fogn
1) = —— 9. 6.33
gh( ) \/§sinhgl6 ( )

208



In Fig. we plot 0z /0t for three cases: linear extrapolation, Eq. ; exact expo-
nential extrapolation, Eq. with ¢1(Z) = L7(z); and approximate exponential
extrapolation, Eq. with ¢,(Z) =~ z(3 — 72)/(1 — z?), i.e. using the Cohen ap-
proximation, Eq. , for the inverse Langevin function. We see that the both
the exact and the approximate exponential extrapolation give 0z/dt — 0 as T — 1,
which means that Z should stop increasing before becoming unphysical. The approx-
imate exponential extrapolation gives a region where 0z/0t < 0, which may in fact
make the algorithm more robust because in this case the equilibrium value is = 0.6.

Meanwhile, the linear extrapolation gives 0z /0t > 0 for all & as we showed above.

6.3.2 Extension to higher dimensionality with p =1

To extend the scheme to higher dimensionality, we will again track the evolution of
control nodes, which are given by tensor products of the 1D control nodes. For exam-
ple, in 2D, we have four control nodes: f__ = f,(—=1/3,—-1/3), f-+ = fu(—1/3,1/3),
fi— = fn(1/3,—-1/3), and f,. = fn(1/3,1/3). We will illustrate the scheme for the
two-dimensional case, with extension to higher dimensions relatively straightforward.

In 2D, the DG weak form from Eq. mapped to a cell in z € [-1,1], y €

[—1,1] is given by

froe [ = [ [ o[y + 5503

t o, ULy Bl y) = U(=1,y)Fa(-1,1)] (6.34)
2 ! . )
+ A—y/ dz [0z, 1) Ey(@,1) = Y(z, ~1) Bz, ~1)] =0, (6.35)
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Figure 6.5: Diagram of fluxes affecting each interior control node in 2D. Each interior
control node is affected by only the fluxes at the nearest surface control nodes (a
dotted line between an interior node and a flux indicates that the flux affects that
node).

We can then compute the evolution of the four control nodes as

of_ 1 1 1 1 5 . 12 .1
(6.36)
of. 1 1 1 1 9o . 1. 9 1
T E(Fxo—i_ﬁFﬂ)—i_A_y(Fyo %Fy1>+A_FZB< 173) A_yFy( 371)
(6.37)
of 1 1 1 1 o . 1. 9 .1
9 _ L fp e N L (o e Y 2 p L 2t
ot Ax( Y ﬂ) Ay( wt 3 yl) A b =30+ Bl
(6.38)
of. 1 | | | 9o . 1. 92 .1
9 s _ L fp v e Yot (poe L Yy 2R
ot Aa:( 03 ‘”2)+Ay( Wt s yl) A ehg) = 7 BE
(6.39)

Notably, each interior control node is affected only by the fluxes at the nearest
surface control nodes, as shown in the diagram in Fig. [6.5] Similar to above, we can
limit each flux Notably, each interior control node is affected only by the fluxes at the

nearest surface control nodes, as shown in the diagram in Fig.[6.5] Similar to above,
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we can limit each flux so that the affected control nodes cannot become negative
on a single forward-Euler timestep. Focusing on the f,. control node, if the fluxes
F,(1,1/3) and F,(1/3,1) are both directed out of the cell (as depicted in Fig. ,

we need to make sure that the combined flux does not exceed the limit given by

2At » 1, 24t~ 1
SRS R (5, 1) < fay 6.40
We can separately limit the x and y fluxes by apportioning a fraction of f,, that is

allowed to removed in each direction, which we will denote as 7, and 7,, such that

Nz + 1y = 1. Now we can limit the fluxes as

. 1 Ax

)< - .
-1 Ay
Fy(§, 1) < Myf+t5 17 (6.42)

The definition of the ny need not be exact; one possible choice is to use the ratio given
by the contribution to the CFL rate from each direction, ry4, divided by the total CFL
rate r, so that ng = rq/r.

As above, each flux should be limited by the control nodes on each side of the
boundary. Thus the full limit on F,(z*+'/2,1/3) at the boundary between cells i and

1+ 1 is given by

il pitl < F, x1+1/2 ) < i £l 6.43

Mz Y ( a3>_77xf++2A7 ( )

where note the flux fraction 7, is computed locally in each cell. Similar limiter
expressions can be given for each flux depicted in Fig. [6.5]

Further, the fluxes can be computed with exponential extrapolation as in Sec-

tion [6.3.1, We can compute the exponential extrapolation in one direction at a time,

avoiding the need for a multi-dimensional exponential expression. For example, to
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compute the exponential extrapolation for F(1,1/3), we find the exponential g(z)
that is weak-equivalent to f(z,1/3), and then evaluate the exponential expression at
the surface.

Once all the surface terms have been limited to ensure that no control point can
become negative, the volume terms can again be limited by scaling all volume terms
by a common factor 0 < #* < 1 in each cell i. Writing the forward-Euler update of

each control node c in cell ¢ generically as
filt, + At) = fi(t,) + ALS: + 0" AtV (6.44)

with S’ and V? the surface and volume terms, respectively, the volume scaling factor

is given by

. . fi4+ AtS:
0" = L, =—=. 6.45
ain, (V5 (04

6.4 Conservation properties for Hamiltonian sys-
tems

Although the positivity-preserving scheme presented above could be used to solve any
kind of hyperbolic conservation law of the form of Eq. , the primary targets of
our scheme are Hamiltonian systems like gyrokinetics. In Section [3.2) we showed a DG
scheme that conserves energy in Hamiltonian systems. Now let us apply the positivity-
preserving limiters and consider how the conservation properties are modified, if at
all.

Starting from Eq. , the positivity-preserving evolution of the distribution

function f is given by

(T fn) Oy == B
/}CindZ—/’Ci eijthh-a—ZdZ+]gKi¢ A [jfhzh} -ds =0, (6.46)
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where 0; represents the volume term scaling factor in cell i, and the notation A[F]
represents limiters applied to surface fluxes. To check energy conservation, we first

insert the discrete Hamiltonian Hj, for the test function ¢ and sum over cells, giving

Z/ Hh Wiz - Z/ 0, FrZp s o aH" 4z — Z H,;A {E\Zh]-ds:o.

(6.47)
Even with the scaling factor 6;, the volume term vanishes as in the standard case
because Zj, - O0H,/0Z = {Hy,H,} = 0. The surface term also vanishes just as in
the standard case; the fluxes still exactly cancel at cell boundaries, even with the
flux limiters. For Hamiltonian systems written in canonical form, the remainder of
the energy conservation proof from Section is unchanged. However, additional
complexities arise in our scheme for the symplectic formulation of the electromag-
netic gyrokinetic system, which requires the inclusion of limiters in some of the field

equations. Extension of the positivity-preserving scheme to EMGK is left to future

work, and we discuss the difficulties briefly in Appendix

6.5 Results

In this section we implement the positivity-preserving scheme in GKEYLL and present
some numerical results. We first study passive advection and then we turn to Hamil-

tonian systems: the incompressible Euler equations and electrostatic gyrokinetics.

6.5.1 1D advection

Let us first return to the one-dimensional advection example from Section [6.1 Again
taking a square pulse on a periodic domain, Fig. shows the results of the new
scheme. Compared to Fig. [6.1] we now see no negative overshoots and no negative

cell averages. In fact, not only do the cell averages remain positive, but the control
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Figure 6.6: Positivity-preserving advection of a square pulse for one period on a 1D
periodic domain with 32 cells, overlaid with the initial condition.

nodes in each cell also remain positive, which ensures that slopes do not become
unphysically large. Note however that points on cell boundaries can be negative, so

long as the control nodes are positive, as can be seen at z = 5/32.

6.5.2 2D advection

As a first two-dimensional test, we again consider uniform constant advection of a

square pulse, given initially by

1 v — x| <1/4 and |y —y.| < 1/4

0 otherwise

with z. = y. = 1/2. We advect the solution diagonally, with velocity components
vy = v, = 1, through a periodic domain with L, = L, = 1. Fig. shows a
comparison of the results from the standard DG scheme and the positivity-preserving

scheme. Both cases use piecewise-linear (p = 1) basis functions with 32 cells in each
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Figure 6.7: Two-dimensional square pulse after one period of diagonal advection on a
periodic domain with 32 x 32 cells using standard DG (left) and positivity-preserving
DG (right). In the standard case, cells with negative cell average are masked in white.
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Figure 6.8: Vorticity at ¢ = 100 for “vortex waltz” problem on a periodic domain with
128 x 128 cells using standard DG (left) and positivity-preserving DG (right). In the
standard case, cells with negative cell-average vorticity are masked in white.

direction. In the standard case, cells with negative cell average are masked in white.

The positivity-preserving scheme successfully eliminates these negative regions.
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6.5.3 2D vortex waltz

A more stringent test of our positivity-preserving scheme and its conservation prop-
erties is given by the incompressible Euler system. As we saw in Section [3.2.4] this is

a Hamiltonian system, with a conserved energy given by

£ — / V2dz. (6.49)

In the “vortex waltz” problem (Nielsen et all [1996)), we initialize two Gaussian
vortices which merge as they orbit around each other. The domain is doubly periodic
of dimension 10 x 10 length units. The initial vorticity given by

w(x,y,0) = e "1/08 4 7308, (6.50)
where r? = (z — 1;)* + (y — y;)* with (z1,31) = (3.5,5.0) and (x9,32) = (6.5,5.0)
the initial locations of the peaks. We discretize the system with piecewise-linear basis
functions (p = 1) on a grid with 128 x 128 cells. We show a comparison of the vorticity
at t = 100 from the standard DG scheme and the positivity-preserving scheme in
Fig. [6.8] again masking cells in white that have negative cell-average vorticity.

To verify that the positivity-preserving scheme has not broken energy conserva-
tion, we show in Fig. time traces of the total energy, given by Eq. , for three
cases: standard DG, the full positivity-preserving scheme, and a non-conservative
positivity scheme. In the non-conservative scheme, the surface term limiters are still
applied as in the conservative scheme, but we do not apply the volume term limiters.
This would keep cell averages positive but could allow unphysical slopes to develop,
so we add post-hoc rescaling of the slopes at the end of the timestep to maintain

realizability, which breaks energy conservation. Indeed, the plot shows that the stan-
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Figure 6.9: Time traces of the total energy in the system £(¢) normalized to the initial
energy for three cases: standard DG, the full positivity-preserving DG scheme, and
a non-conservative version of the positivity-preserving scheme which uses post-hoc
diffusion instead of volume term limiters. In (a), a standard linear extrapolation is
used to evaluate the surface fluxes, while in (b) the exponential extrapolation from
Section is used. Note the difference in scale between (a) and (b); the ‘standard’
trace (solid) is the same in both plots. The negligible difference between the conserva-
tive and non-conservative traces in (b) shows that using the exponential extrapolation
reduces the need for volume limiters.

dard and conservative positivity-preserving schemes conserve the energy well, while

the non-conservative scheme has energy errors.

6.5.4 5D electrostatic gyrokinetics

Our most challenging test of the positivity algorithm is its application to the 5D

electrostatic gyrokinetic system. Without implementing the positivity algorithm, the
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Figure 6.10: Timeseries of electron density at the midplane (z = 0) for 5D collisionless
electrostatic gyrokinetic seeded blob simulations with the standard DG scheme (top
row) and the positivity-preserving scheme (bottom row). In the standard case, cells
with negative cell-average density are masked in white.

standard DG discretization of the electrostatic gyrokinetic system results in regions
of negative distribution function, leading to regions of negative density and negative
temperature. This can lead to unphysical behavior in the collision operatoxﬂ and the
sheath boundary conditions, resulting in numerical instabilities.

As a first test of the positivity algorithm in the electrostatic gyrokinetic system, we
perform a collisionless seeded blob test. We initialize a Gaussian blob in helical NSTX-
like geometry with L, = 100 m and sheath boundary conditions at z = £L,/2. As the
blob polarizes it begins to advect radially outwards and also spin due to the Boltzmann
spinning effect (Angus et all) 2012). With the standard DG discretization, this results
in cells with negative cell-average density, as shown in the top row of Fig.[6.10 With
the positivity-preserving algorithm, these negative cells are eliminated. Fig.
shows that energy conservation is not altered by the positivity algorithm, with energy

still conserved in the system to ~ O(107°).

2To improve robustness, we have altered the implementation of the collision operator in the
standard version so that collisions are effectively turned off in cells with negative temperature, which
avoids unphysical anti-diffusion in these cells. This improves robustness but does not completely
eliminate positivity-related issues in the simulations.
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Figure 6.11: Energy conservation in the electrostatic seeded blob simulations with the
standard algorithm and the positivity-preserving algorithm. The positivity algorithm
does not adversely affect energy conservation, as desired.

An energy-conserving positivity-preserving DG algorithm for the Dougherty colli-
sion operator has also been formulated and will be presented in future work. This will
enable full electrostatic simulations like the ones presented in Section [4.2] that main-
tain positivity of the distribution function. Implementing the positivity-preserving

algorithm in the electromagnetic gyrokinetic system is somewhat more challenging,

as we detail in the Appendix [6.A]

6.6 Summary

In this chapter we have developed a discontinuous Galerkin scheme for maintaining
positivity of the distribution function. The scheme has been carefully constructed to
avoid post-hoc diffusion so that conservation properties are preserved for Hamiltonian
systems. The results in Section [6.5] show that the scheme is successful in maintaining
positivity for passive advection, incompressible Euler, and collisionless electrostatic
gyrokinetic systems. Extension to include collisions and electromagnetic effects to
the gyrokinetic system is left as future work.

While the simulations in the bulk of this thesis were able to run somewhat ro-
bustly with the standard DG algorithm (without any assurances of positivity of the
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distribution function), there were a number of simulations attempted as part of this
thesis that failed due to positivity issues. For example, simulations failed when we
tried to use a collision frequency that varied in space and time based on local plasma
parameters, because negative local values of density and temperature resulted in an
ill-defined collision frequency. We also expect the positivity problem to only get
worse as we move to more realistic (and complex) simulation setups and geometries.
Thus the work of this chapter is an important and necessary step towards robust,

high-fidelity simulations.

Appendix 6.A Difficulties in extending the positiv-
ity scheme to electromagnetic gyroki-
netics

Extending the positivity scheme to the electromagnetic gyrokinetics algorithm pre-
sented in Section is challenging, in part because one does not have all the in-
formation needed to compute limiters when the limiters themselves are needed. To
illustrate this, first imagine that we (magically) already know what all the limiters
will be at the beginning of the timestep, such that no terms (surface or volume) can
lead to a negative control node. Neglecting collisions, the DG discretization of the

gyrokinetic equation might look something like

a(jfh) 3 3
/’Ci@b 5 d°Rd’v
3 3
BT —d°Rd’v

- / 017 fuRy - Vi PR A — / T (0{%%—9;“1
Ki Ki m 87J||

_ — . q 8AHh P
YA {th <vﬁ— e )} d’Rds,

8A||h) o

+]§ oA [jﬁRh] -dst3v+7§
oK; o)

i

— 0. (6.51)
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Here, 07 and 62 represent volume term scaling factors in cell i for the Poisson bracket
and inductive volume terms, respectively, and the notation A[ﬁ’ | represents limiters
applied to surface fluxes.

We would like to ensure that this limiter scheme preserves energy conservation.
While the volume term limiters 8% on the Poisson bracket terms do not affect en-
ergy conservation, we have an additional volume term outside the bracket involving
O0A|,/0t. We also have modifications to the surface terms. In order to maintain en-
ergy conservation, we must account for these limiters in the field equations. To see

this, take ¢ = Hj, to compute

Z/ Hsh ijh d3Rd3 Z/ jfsh (Rh VHSh+U||h88]—;I}|| )d3Rd3

0A .
_Z/ jfsheA ds ||haH3h d3Rd3 % H—hA [jthh:| 'dSRd3’U
= JK; mg ot (9’0” = JoK; s
994\ | 4
— ng’c HshA |:jfh (U”h m_ ot d RdSU. (652)

As noted above, despite the inclusion of the volume limiter 87, the first volume term
still vanishes exactly because R,-VHj, + vllhaHh/ﬁv” = {Hy, Hp}n, = 0. The surface

terms also cancel exactly at cell interfaces, so we are left with

jfsh 3 3 / Als aAllha[{sh 3 3
Z/ H,,—= 2" PRI Z T fon 6 TR d*R d*v

DA -
— - / ™ i &R, (6.53)

where we will define a limited parallel current, denoted by th, as

T qs AaHsh 3
= — ¥ d’v. .54
T ;ms /;} 7 B J[sndv (6.54)
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To regain energetic consistency, this limited jH » must be used in Ampére’s law, which

becomes

/R VJ_AH}L‘VJ_(IO(Z) d3R - ()O(l)VJ_AHh . dSR = Ho /R QO(Z) j||h d3R (655)
K; K

2

oKE

Now we can insert ¢V = (1/p19)0 A, /0t to compute

DA 0A
af:Bh Z / M—VLA”;L VP PR = S &R, (6.56)
ICR 0 TR

which now cancels the term leftover from Eq. (6.53)). Now to derive the self-consistent

Ohm’s law, we take the time derivative of Eq. (6.55]), giving

0A , . 0A
VJ_ 5 1A 'VJ_QD(l) d3R . So(l)vJ_ ik
KR t OKR ot

= . s 0A
S [, o (- 528 o

ms Ot
; _ jfsh)*
— (4) An Z\Y Jsh) 13 3
Lo ES qs /icﬁ © [ % /IC]”. 05 5 d v]d R, (6.57)

-dsp

where where we have assumed p = 1, and

NTf)" 3 5.
/}Cin PR =

/ Qijh (Rh VQ/J—FUH w
K

o )d3Rd3v _}[ A TR - dspdv. (6.58)
Yl oK

This limiter-modified Ohm’s law presents a number of challenges. First, the surface
limiters on the second line in Eq. make the problem of solving for 0A;/0t a
nonlinear one. These limiters act in phase-space, not real-space, which introduces
additional degrees of freedom. And these are issues even when all the limiters are
known at the time of the solve. In practice, there is the additional complication that

all the limiters (the surface limiters and the volume limiters §) themselves depend
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on 0Aj,/0t. Thus we essentially need to know dA;,/0t to evaluate limiters in Ohm’s
law in order to solve for JAj,/0t. Inevitably, one will require an iteration scheme
to solve this circular problem, although it is difficult to say whether such a scheme

would converge quickly, if at all.

Appendix 6.B Generalization of positivity con-
straints to higher polynomial order
and dimensionality

In this section we consider a rigorous procedure for tractably evaluating the positivity
constraints in higher dimensionality and higher polynomial order. A key result of
Sectionwas that in 1D, the most-extreme realizable solution has f; = +v/3fy. The
corresponding exponential solution has g; — £00, so that the exponential approaches
a delta function at the cell boundary.

Another way to obtain this result is to project a delta function evaluated at the
cell boundary (or more precisely, just inside the boundary) onto the piecewise-linear

modal basis,
LS| 1
0o = —d(r — xl)dex = —
o= L BTN = g

0 = /1 £xé(:z: —+1)de = :|:7; (6.60)

(6.59)

so that the delta function on the boundary has a weak-equivalent piecewise-linear

representation given by

1,3
=5t gr= 5% (x). (6.61)
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Indeed, §; = £v/38y, so we have recovered the earlier result. Also note that the
functions 6% (z) have zeros at the positivity control nodes x = 4-1/3.

Now consider that we could use the functions §*(x) as basis functions and expand
the solution as

fum fu0t - f 0 = 1 (% ; ;x) if (% - gx) | (6.62)

This is effectively a nodal basis, with nodal values fy = f,(x = £1/3). Note that we
can also obtain the coefficients f. via projection:

1 1
fr= /_1 (5 + ix) frnde = /_1 O+ (z) frdx. (6.63)

Thus we will denote the functions §%(z) as the positivity expansion basis functions,
and the functions 04 (z) as the positivity projection basis functions. Finally, as before,
the positivity constraint for the fi coefficients is f+ > 0.

Note that we have now slightly modified our positivity definition. Instead of using
an exponential basis as the non-polynomial positive-definite basis set with which we
require weak-equality, we will now use delta functions. Thus the positive-definite

representation of the solution is
gn = g+0(x — 1) + g_d(x + 1). (6.64)

Requiring this non-polynomial function to be positive on the entire cell domain gives
the constraint g, > 0. Enforcing weak-equality with the piecewise-linear solution
fn = f+0T+ f_0~ now simply gives f+ = g, since by construction the basis functions
6% are weak-equivalent to the delta functions §(z — 41). This once again gives that

the positivity constraints on the coefficients of f;, are f1 > 0. Thus despite the change
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in positive-definite basis functions from exponentials to delta functions, the result is
the same, which suggests some degree of equivalence between the two choices.
Now consider the one-dimensional piecewise-quadratic case. The orthonormal

modal basis set on the cell x € [—1,1] is

1 V3 35 [, 1
= {E’ Ex, Wi (x —5)} (6.65)

Once again, we can project delta functions just inside the cell boundaries, §(z — 1),
onto the basis, giving

1,3 15 1
fo o4 — (2?2 ) =6(x— £1). .
) 5 E5r+ (:1: 3> iz ) (6.66)

We will again use these functions as expansion basis functions. Given the extra degree
of freedom in the piecewise-quadratic case, we need an additional basis function. We
can obtain the final basis function by taking a delta function at the cell center, §(z—0);
we choose © = 0 so that the basis is symmetric about the cell center. Projecting onto

the piecewise-quadratic basis gives

&:%-u—(ﬁ—%)iaw—oy (6.67)

Thus, the piecewise-quadratic positivity expansion basis is given by {67,°,67}, al-

lowing us to expand the solution as
o= fedT + f0°+ f 0. (6.68)

Unlike in the piecewise-linear case, the coefficients {f., f,, f-} do not coincide with

nodal values of fj,. Instead, they must be obtained by using projection basis functions,
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which can be shown to be

o, = %x(x +1), 6o =1 — 27, o =—x(x—1), (6.69)

so that

1 1 1
f+ = /_1 5+fhdx, fo —/_1 (SofhdZL’, f_ —/_1 (5_fhdl’. (670)

Once again, the requirements g, = ¢g10(z — 1) + go0(z) + g_d(x + 1) > 0 (for all
x € [=1,1]) and f, = g, give the positivity constraints that the coefficients of f;, =
fi0t + fo0° + f_0~ must be non-negative: fi, f, > 0.

We have now successfully generalized the procedure for evaluating positivity con-
straints to p = 2. We can further generalize to arbitrarily high order by making the
following two observations. First, consider that we obtained the positivity expansion
basis functions above by projecting delta functions centered at x = —1,1 for p = 1 and
xr = —1,0,1 for p = 2. We can recognize that these sets of points are Gauss-Lobatto
nodesﬂ for p =1 and p = 2, respectively. Second, note that the positivity projection
functions are the Lagrange basis functions for the same set of Gauss-Lobatto nodes.

For arbitrary p, the Lagrange basis functions for nodes z; are given by

r—
Gy = [ —= (6.71)
0<m<p T3 T Tm

m#j

Thus we now have a general procedure for generating positivity expansion and
projection basis functions in one-dimension for arbitrary polynomial order. The steps

are

3The Gauss-Lobatto nodes always include the cell endpoints = +1 in the node set. Variants
include the Legendre-Gauss-Lobatto nodes (commonly referred to as just the Gauss-Lobatto nodes),
where the nodes of order p are given by roots of the polynomial P)(x), where P(x) is a Legendre
polynomial; and the Chebyshev-Gauss-Lobatto nodes, where the nodes are located at z; = cos(mj/p)
for j =0,...,p. For p <2, these variants give identical nodes.
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1. The positivity expansion basis functions can be found by projecting delta func-

tions centered at Gauss-Lobatto nodes z; onto the orthonormal modal basis
P(x),

1

O@)= (@) | (@) o —a)de =) - play).  (6.72)

-1

We can then use this basis to expand f; as
p .
fo=>_gil'(x), (6.73)
§=0

where we will now use g; to denote the coefficients of the solution expanded on

the positivity basis (to distinguish from modal coefficients f;).

2. The positivity projection basis functions are the Lagrange basis functions for

the Gauss-Lobatto nodes:

T — T,

Gy = ][ — (6.74)

0<m<p "/ m
m#j

Note that in general, the Lagrange basis functions for a particular set of nodes

x; can be derived by computing the matrix

1
M, = /_ 1 Yl dz = j(xy), (6.75)

where the second equality assumes that the ); are orthonormal. Then the

Lagrange basis functions are given by

b = Z(Miwjkwk- (6.76)

k
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These projection basis functions can be used to find the coefficients

9i = /_1€j(:v)fh dz, (6.77)

since

1

1
The g; are effectively the projection of f, onto a Gauss-Lobatto nodal (La-
grange) basis. Note however that this is not the same as directly evaluating fj,

at the Gauss-Lobatto nodes.

3. The piecewise-polynomial solution f, is positive in the weak sense if all coeffi-

cients g; from Eq. (6.77) are non-negative, so that g; > 0 for all j.

The above procedure can then be further generalized to higher dimension by taking
(possibly sparse) tensor products of the one-dimensional positivity expansion and

projection basis functions.
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Chapter 7

Summary and future work

7.1 Summary

The main advance of this thesis was the development of the first capabilities for sim-
ulating electromagnetic gyrokinetic turbulence on open magnetic field lines. This
is an important step towards comprehensive electromagnetic gyrokinetic simulations
of the coupled edge/SOL system. In the past, including electromagnetic effects in
gyrokinetic codes has been challenging, as there are delicate issues such as the Am-
pére cancellation problem that must be handled properly. In our continuum full-f
approach, we build on the successes of continuum 0 f gyrokinetic codes in the core
which have mostly avoided the cancellation problem. The inclusion of electromag-
netic effects in gyrokinetic simulations that can handle the unique challenges of the
boundary plasma (large fluctuations, open and closed field line regions, etc.) is critical
to the understanding of phenomena such as edge-localized modes and the pedestal,
for which electromagnetic dynamics are expected to play a key role.

In Chapter [2] we gave a first-principles derivation of the electromagnetic gyroki-
netic system, in the limit of interest for our present work. This derivation used phase-

space-Lagrangian Lie perturbation methods to systematically derive a self-consistent,
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energy-conserving, and global gyrokinetic system, including electromagnetic pertur-
bations. We used the weak-flow ordering, which simultaneously allows large pertur-
bations q®/T ~ 1 at long wavelengths (ki p ~ ey < 1) and small perturbations
qP/T ~ ey at short wavelengths (k; p ~ 1), along with perturbations at intermediate
scales. We also used the symplectic (v)) formulation of electromagnetic gyrokinetics,
which results in the explicit presence of the inductive electric field in the gyrokinetic
equation. After deriving the general formalism including finite-Larmor-radius (FLR)
corrections, we consistently reduced the system to the long-wavelength limit by ne-
glecting first- and second-order terms in the single particle Lagrangian to obtain the
guiding-center Lagrangian, which contains no gyroaverages. Variational derivation of
the field equations resulted in a self-consistent, energy-conserving system for electro-
magnetic gyrokinetics in the long-wavelength limit. We take this limit for simplicity
of implementation in the GKEYLL code, with extension of the implementation to in-
clude FLR terms left as future work. We summarized the system implemented in
GKEYLL in Section 2.3

We went to great lengths to ensure that the underlying system is self-consistent
and conservative, so we also needed a robust numerical method with a discretiza-
tion scheme that preserves these properties. This was the topic of Chapter [3] We
have employed the discontinuous Galerkin method, a high-order numerical method
that combines attractive features of finite-element and finite-volume methods. Af-
ter discussing a discontinuous Galerkin scheme for general Hamiltonian systems that
preserves energy by design (in the continuous-time limit), we applied the scheme to
the electromagnetic gyrokinetic system. The scheme was then implemented in the
gyrokinetic module of the GKEYLL plasma simulation framework. Linear benchmarks
were shown to verify the implementation. The success of these benchmarks, especially
for cases with high g and small k| p, indicated that the Ampére cancellation problem

is avoided. We confirmed this by deriving a semi-discrete Alfvén wave dispersion
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relation. As a result, we can handle electromagnetic fluctuations in a stable, robust,
and efficient manner.

The success of the scheme led to the first published simulations of electromag-
netic gyrokinetic turbulence on open field lines, detailed in Chapter [, As a rough
model of the scrape-off layer in the National Spherical Torus Experiment (NSTX) ex-
periment at PPPL, we took a simple helical configuration (like a simple magnetized
torus, or SMT) with field lines wrapping helically around the torus and terminating
on conducting plates at the top and bottom. This model system contains many of the
necessary ingredients for SOL dynamics, including bad curvature and Debye sheath
effects, which are handled via conducting-sheath boundary conditions. Initial results
showed that when electromagnetic effects are included, high S blobs can bend and
stretch the magnetic field lines as they move radially outwards in the SOL. Quali-
tative comparisons to a corresponding electrostatic simulation showed differences in
blob dynamics, with non-adiabatic electron dynamics playing a key role in the electro-
magnetic case due to slowing of the parallel response. We then performed a study of
the effects of increasing [ on the SOL dynamics. At higher 3, the influence of electro-
magnetic effects became stronger, resulting in steepening of pressure gradients near
the source region and flattening of gradients in the remainder of the domain. We ob-
served a transition from interchange-like modes with k| ~ 0 to ballooning-like modes
with finite k| as pressure gradients (a®MT) increased above the ballooning stability
threshold in the source region. Radially inward magnetic flutter particle transport
off midplane, resulting from parallel motion of electron along radially-bowed-out field
lines, was observed to increase roughly as 3%2. Meanwhile the E x B component of the
radial particle transport only scaled linearly with 5. This led to slightly reduced radial
transport in the high 5 electromagnetic cases, resulting in slightly higher peak par-
ticle and heat loads on the end plates compared to corresponding electrostatic cases.

These results could have important implications for the transport of high g blobs and
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ELM filaments. Further, the electromagnetic mechanism resulting in the steepening
of gradients in the source region could have implications for pedestal formation and
thus deserves more thorough study. Crucially, our electromagnetic simulations were
not significantly more expensive than corresponding electrostatic simulations, which
should allow the routine inclusion of electromagnetic effects in future results.

We worked on advancing to more realistic SOL geometry in Chapter f| We
adopted a generalized field-aligned non-orthogonal coordinate system, and expressed
the gyrokinetic system in these coordinates. While these coordinates break down at
the separatrix in diverted geometries due to a singularity at the X-point, field-aligned
coordinates could still be used for efficient discretization on either side of the sepa-
ratrix, stitched to a non-aligned domain in the near vicinity of the separatrix. We
then focused on how to formulate field-aligned coordinate systems for use in flux-
tube-like domains in the SOL. We started with a helical configuration with magnetic
shear, which generalizes the simple geometry used in Chapter [l Preliminary elec-
trostatic simulations in this configuration showed that transport is reduced in more
sheared configurations. We then formulated field-aligned coordinate systems based on
an analytical Solov’ev model SOL equilibrium and an analytical concentric circular
equilibrium. The latter is a common geometry used in the core region, especially for
inter-code benchmarking. We presented results from a preliminary electrostatic ITG
benchmark based on the Cyclone base case in circular core geometry, which compared
well with results from other codes in the long-wavelength limit where our system is
valid.

In Chapter [6] we tackled the problem of positivity in our discontinuous Galerkin
scheme. Simulations can suffer from accuracy and robustness issues because the
standard DG scheme does not guarantee that the distribution function will remain
positive (even in the cell-average). We developed a novel scheme for both defining

and preserving positivity in the DG discretization. Importantly, the scheme was
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designed without post-hoc diffusion that is used in many existing positivity-preserving
algorithms. This allows the scheme to preserve energy conservation while maintaining
positivity, even in Hamiltonian systems like gyrokinetics where energy conservation
relies on higher-order moments. We then implemented the scheme in GKEYLL and
performed a variety of numerical tests for advection, the 2D incompressible Euler
system, and the 5D electrostatic gyrokinetic system. The success of the scheme in
maintaining positivity and preserving energy conservation, even in 5D, is a significant

advance.

7.2 Future work

While the work of this thesis has advanced the modeling capabilities of the GKEYLL
code, there are a number of areas that remain in order to produce realistic results for
direct comparison with existing experiments or prediction of future ones. The follow-
ing list focuses on enhancements requiring further code and algorithm development,

many of which are already in progress.

e Closed-field-line boundary conditions: The field-aligned geometry formu-
lation presented in Chapter[5]can also be used for closed-field-line regions. What
remains is the implementation of a boundary condition for closed-field-line re-
gions. This work is currently underway, led by Mana Francisquez, using the
twist-and-shift approach (Beer et al., 1995). This requires careful interpolation
of mis-aligned sheared grids at the ends of the domain along the field line. Once
ready, this will allow simulations in a limiter configuration containing both open
and closed field line regions. This configuration has been used by several fluid
and gyrofluid codes (Ribeiro & Scott], 2008; Halpern & Ricci, 2017} Francisquez
et al., [2017)), and can be used to study SOL flows, the edge radial electric field,
and resulting edge toroidal rotation. These are all relevant to pedestal forma-
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tion and the L-H transition. |[Parra & Catto (2008, |2010) have stressed the
importance of third-order terms in the Hamiltonian that are required to accu-
rately calculate toroidal rotation. While these subtleties must be investigated in
detail, Parra & Catto’s results are for the low-flow, up-down symmetric, gyro-
Bohm regime. In the edge, the gyro-Bohm scaling breaks down because eddy
sizes are not much smaller than radial gradient scale lengths, and so including
the third-order Hamiltonian terms may not be required for studying rotation

mechanisms in the edge.

Diverted geometry with X-point: As we have discussed, the X-point is
a significant challenge because field-aligned coordinates are singular on the
separatrix. This has led to a number of new approaches, such as the flux-
coordinate-independent (FCI) approach (Hariri & Ottaviani, 2013; Hariri et al.,
2014; |Stegmeir et al., 2016]), which move away from the field-aligned approach.
Implementation of FCI or a related approach near the X-point could allow
simulation of diverted geometries. Ideally, one could still use conventional field-
aligned domains in the core and in the SOL, and only use a non-aligned domain
in the immediate vicinity of the separatrix. Stitching these domains together
will require sophisticated interpolation and mapping schemes, especially if con-

servation laws are to be preserved.

Neutral modeling: Neutral interactions play a significant role in plasma-
material interactions that dictate much of the SOL dynamics and evolution. As
such, modeling neutrals is critical to producing experimentally-relevant results
and predictions. Neutral modeling work is underway in GKEYLL, led by Tess
Bernard, leveraging the existing 6D Vlasov kinetic module to produce a kinetic
Boltzmann neutral model. The main interaction mechanisms of electron-impact

ionization, charge exchange, and radiative recombination are modeled.
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e Gyroaveraging and higher order terms: While we derived a long-
wavelength limit of the gyrokinetic system, it is important to generalize to
shorter wavelengths k£, p ~ 1 within the weak-flow ordering. This involves
gyroaveraging operations in the gyrokinetic equation and the field equations.
Gyroaveraging is relatively simple in the Fourier spectral representation of
many core gyrokinetic codes, where simply multiplying by the Bessel function
Jo(k vy /82) gives gyroaveraging; however, in real space implementations,
gyroaveraging requires integral operations that sample around the gyro-orbit.
The finite-element implementation of Maurer et al| (2020) is likely a good
starting point for a gyroaveraging implementation in GKEYLL. Additionally,
the second-order E X B energy term in the Hamiltonian should be included,
so that a time-evolving density can be used in the polarization term in the
Poisson equation instead of the linearized polarization used in this work. This
will be important for cases like pedestal formation where there is significant
evolution of the density profile. With these additions, we could use the system

given in Case 1 from Section [2.2.2]

e More realistic/efficient collision operators: We have used a model
Dougherty collision operator in this work, and we have taken a constant-in-
space and constant-in-time collision frequency. A time- and spatially-varying
collision frequency has been implemented in GKEYLL, but it suffers from
robustness issues likely related to positivity. We have also used an artificially-
reduced collision frequency in this work to avoid severe timestep restrictions;
this issue could be alleviated with an implicit or super-timestepping imple-
mentation of the collision operator. Further, a more realistic collision operator
beyond the simple Dougherty model should be implemented. Preliminary work
on a full nonlinear Fokker-Planck collision model in Rosenbluth potential form

in GKEYLL has been led by Petr Cagas.
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e Porting GKEYLL to GPUs: Today, many of the world’s fastest supercom-
puters all derive a majority of their computing power from graphics processors
(GPUs). The rise of GPUs in scientific computing over the past decade has
been driven in large part due to their supreme performance for machine learn-
ing applications. To fully leverage the power of these machines, the algorithms
in GKEYLL must be efficiently implemented on GPUs. Work has begun to
port the compute-intensive GKEYLL solver kernels to a CUDA implementation
for use on NVIDIA GPUs, with significant progress made by myself, Ammar
Hakim, Jimmy Juno, Mana Francisquez, and others on the GKEYLL team as

part of GPU hackathons hosted by Princeton.

e Extensions of the positivity algorithm, including collisions, electro-
magnetic gyrokinetics, and higher polynomial order: The positivity al-
gorithms detailed in Chapter [0] are a significant step towards improving robust-
ness of GKEYLL simulations. Currently, these algorithms are only implemented
for the electrostatic gyrokinetic system. An implementation including collisions
has also been made by Mana Francisquez, but at the time of writing there is
some issue in the implementation with energy conservation. Further extension
to the electromagnetic gyrokinetic system will require additional work, due to
the issues discussed in Appendix [6.A] The algorithm is also formulated in a
general way so that in principle it could be generalized to higher polynomial or-
der. Finally, the algorithm could also be implemented into the Vlasov-Maxwell

module in GKEYLL.

Along with the further development detailed above, there are a number of interesting
and important physics problems that can leverage the electromagnetic gyrokinetic
capabilities developed in this thesis. An immediate goal will be to investigate the
importance of electromagnetic effects on SOL dynamics in realistic tokamak geome-

tries at experimental parameters. Once the additional capability to simultaneously
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model open- and closed-field-lines has been developed, we will be able to study the
dynamics of the coupled pedestal/SOL system. This is of critical importance for
the development of a fusion pilot plant, and a major theme of the recent FESAC
Long Range Planning report: “a sustained burning plasma at high power density is
required simultaneously with a solution to the power exhaust challenge: mitigating
the extreme heat fluxes to materials surrounding the plasma” (Carter et al., 2020).
Electromagnetic effects are expected to play a significant role in the pedestal
region, in part due to large pressure gradients that push the plasma close to the
ideal-MHD stability threshold (Snyder et al., 2011). Further, while electrostatic tur-
bulence is often suppressed in the pedestal region by E x B shear and other effects, the
transport can remain above neoclassical levels due to the presence of electromagnetic
instabilities such as microtearing modes (Hatch et al., [2016). Since turbulence sup-
pression in the pedestal region plays a key role in pedestal formation and sustenance
in H-mode, understanding the impact of electromagnetic effects on pedestal transport
is of critical importance to the success of current and future fusion devices such as
ITER. Edge-localized modes (ELMs) can also play a key role in limiting the pedestal
pressure gradient, and ELMs are strongly electromagnetic. Thus self-consistent study
of pedestal dynamics requires modeling the coupled pedestal /SOL system, but previ-
ous efforts have relied on the electrostatic approximation to neglect electromagnetic
perturbations (Idomura et al., [2009; Abiteboul et al., 2013; |Churchill et al., 2017; |Ku
et al., 2018al). By leveraging and extending the unique capabilities developed in this
thesis to model full-f electromagnetic gyrokinetic turbulence in the boundary region,
we will be able to model the evolution of the coupled pedestal/SOL system in the
presence of electromagnetic microturbulence. This will enable exciting and impactful
research that will be valuable for understanding current experiments and ensuring

the success of future fusion reactors.
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