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Abstract. The two-fluid plasma model has a wide range of timescales which must all be
numerically resolved regardless of the timescale on which plasma dynamics occurs. The answer to
solving numerically stiff systems is generally to utilize unconditionally stable implicit time advance
methods. Hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin (HDG) methods have emerged as a powerful tool
for solving stiff partial differential equations. The HDG framework combines the advantages of the
discontinuous Galerkin (DG) method, such as high-order accuracy and flexibility in handling mixed
hyperbolic/parabolic PDEs with the advantage of classical continuous finite element methods for
constructing small numerically stable global systems which can be solved implicitly. In this research
we quantify the numerical stability conditions for the two-fluid equations and demonstrate how HDG
can be used to avoid the strict stability requirements while maintaining high order accurate results.
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two-fluid plasma models

MSC codes. 35L60, 65M12, 65M60

1. Introduction. The two-fluid plasma model is a very numerically stiff PDE
system. The model couples together the time evolution of an ion fluid, an elec-
tron fluid, and Maxwell’s equations. As a result the characteristic dynamics leads to
timescales which can span two to four orders of magnitude, include both the speed of
light and various electron wave modes along with ion fluid dynamics. The large span
of timescales makes the PDE system a prime candidate for being solved using implicit
time stepping. However, there are several challenges in actualizing an implicit numer-
ical solution. The system is a mixed advection-diffusion-reaction system consisting of
six scalar fields and four vector fields with a nominal 18 components to be evolved in
3D. The hyperbolic characteristics makes using standard continuous Galerkin (CG)
methods challenging, and traditional discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods are not
typically amenable with implicit time stepping schemes[20]. One solution is the use of
hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin (HDG) methods[4]. These methods are designed
to allow the implicit DG discretization to be partitioned into three distinct phases,
reducing the largest global system solve size as well as producing a scheme which main-
tains local compactness. Nguyen and Peraire[19] have demonstrated the applicability
of HDG to a wide variety of linear and non-linear PDEs, including Stoke’s equations,
incompressible Navier-Stokes equations, and the compressible Euler equations. They
demonstrated that the method can be formulated to achieve optimal k + 1 orders
of convergence, where k is the polynomial basis order. Lee et al.[15] demonstrated
that the linearized incompressible resistive MHD equations can be solved using HDG,
opening the door to modeling basic plasma systems using HDG. In this paper we
present techniques and tools for expanding the applicability of HDG to large coupled
PDE systems such as the two-fluid plasma model using HDG. Section 2 introduces the
two-fluid plasma system to be solved, and discusses challenges associated with solving
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this particular system using explicit Runge-Kutta discontinuous Galerkin (RKDG).
Section 3 presents the HDG discretization method and practical implementation de-
tails required for solving complex PDE systems. Section 4 presents the verification
of the implementation by checking the convergence rates on linear systems. Finally
section 5 presents results of solving the two-fluid plasma using HDG.

2. The two-fluid plasma model. The two-fluid plasma model is a subset of
the general multi-fluid 5N-moment plasma model[22]. This model treats each con-
stituent particle species type as their own fluid species. Coupling between the species
occurs via local inter-species collisions and long-range electromagnetic field coupling
described using Maxwell’s Equations. For the two-fluid model a single positively
charge ion species is coupled to an electron species. The exact form being considered
for this paper is given by

∂tρα +∇· p⃗α = 0(2.1)

∂tp⃗α +∇·
(
p⃗αu⃗α + Pα

↔
I −µc

√
mα

↔
W α

)
= Rcρα(u⃗β − u⃗α) +

ZαL

mαδp
(ραE⃗ + p⃗α × B⃗)

(2.2)

∂tUα +∇·
(
Uαu⃗α −

κc√
mα

h⃗α

)
+ (Pα

↔
I −µc

√
mα

↔
W α) : ∇ u⃗α = Qc(Tβ − Tα)(2.3)

↔
W α= ∇ u⃗α +∇T u⃗α −

2

3

↔
I ∇· u⃗α(2.4)

h⃗α = ∇Tα(2.5)

where ρα, p⃗α, Uα are the mass, momentum, and internal energy densities of species
α and µc, κc, Rc, Qc are constants for the viscosity, thermal diffusivity, interspecies
momentum transfer, and interspecies heat transfer coefficients respectively. mα, Zα,
and γ describe the mass, charge state, and heat capacity ratio of species α. For the
two-fluid model α is either i for ions or e for electrons, while β is the other species.
The following additional substitutions are used to simplify the notation:

u⃗α =
p⃗α
ρα

(2.6)

Pα = Uα(γ − 1)(2.7)

Tα =
mαPα

ρα
(2.8)

ρc =
Zi

mi
ρi +

Ze

me
ρe(2.9)

j⃗ =
Zi

mi
p⃗i +

Ze

me
p⃗e(2.10)
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The plasma fluid equations are then coupled to EM fields via Maxwell’s equations.
These are evolved using

∂tE⃗ +
c20L

V 2
Aδp

j⃗ − c20
V 2
A

∇× B⃗ −∇ θ = 0(2.11)

∂tB⃗ +∇× E⃗ −∇ψ = 0(2.12)

1

c2h
∂tψ + cpψ = ∇· B⃗(2.13)

1

c2h
∂tθ + cpθ =

(
∇· E⃗ − c20L

V 2
Aδp

ρc

)
(2.14)

where E⃗ and B⃗ are the electric and magnetic fields respectively, c0/VA is the speed of
light normalized by the nominal Alfven speed VA =

√
B2

0/(µ0mpn0), and δp/L is the
plasma skin depth δp = mpVA/(qeB0) normalized by the characteristic length L. This
formulation includes a mixed hyperbolic-parabolic divergence cleaning operator to
handle divergence errors which may be generated by the two-fluid plasma coupling[18,
7].

In total this system solves 42 coupled PDE equations and incorporates a simplified
model of viscosity, heat flux, inter-species collision effects, and mixed hyperbolic-
parabolic divergence cleaning. In addition to the stiffness introduced by coupling
parabolic diffusion and hyperbolic advection terms, the two-fluid plasma equations
has characteristics which include[23] the speed of light in a vacuum, upper hybrid
plasma oscillation frequency, along with the ion sound speed.

To quantify the stiffness of solving the two-fluid equation with explicit Runge-
Kutta discontinuous Galerkin, a Von Neumann linear stability analysis[3] is performed
on the ideal two-fluid equations. This simplified equation set has similar stability
properties to the above collisional two-fluid equation set in inviscid regimes.

∂tρα +∇· p⃗α = 0(2.15)

∂tp⃗α +∇·
(
p⃗αu⃗α + Pα

↔
I

)
=

ZαL

mαδp
(ραE⃗ + p⃗α × B⃗)(2.16)

∂teα +∇· ((eα + Pα)u⃗α) =
ZαL

mαδp
p⃗α · E⃗(2.17)

∂tE⃗ +
c20L

V 2
Aδp

j⃗ − c20
V 2
A

∇× B⃗ = 0(2.18)

∂tB⃗ +∇× E⃗ = 0(2.19)

where eα is the total energy density of the fluid, related to the fluid internal energy
density by

eα = Uα +
1

2
p⃗α · u⃗α(2.20)

The ideal two-fluid plasma model can be written as a non-linear advection-reaction
PDE of the form

∂tq⃗ +∇·
↔
F (q⃗) = S⃗(q⃗)(2.21)
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Rewriting using Jacobians and considering one spatial dimension,

∂tq⃗+
↔
JF ·∂xq⃗ =

↔
JS ·q⃗(2.22)

↔
JA= ∂q⃗

↔
F (q⃗)(2.23)

↔
JS= ∂q⃗S⃗(q⃗)(2.24)

For the ideal two-fluid equations these can be expressed as block matrices such that

q⃗T =
[
ρi p⃗i ei ρe p⃗e ee E⃗ B⃗

]
(2.25)

↔
JA=


↔
JA,i

↔
0

↔
0

↔
0

↔
JA,e

↔
0

↔
0

↔
0

↔
JA,EM

(2.26)

↔
JS=


↔
JS,i,i

↔
0

↔
JS,i,EM

↔
0

↔
JS,e,e

↔
JS,e,EM

↔
JS,EM,i

↔
JS,EM,e

↔
0

(2.27)

This is then linearized by treating
↔
JA and

↔
JS as locally constant-coefficient matrices.

Then for each degree of freedom qa ∈ q⃗ in an element define a perturbation

qa(x, t) = Ga(t)e
jkx(2.28)

where j is the imaginary unit, k is the perturbation wave number, and Ga ∈ G⃗
contains the temporal evolution dependence of q⃗. Applying this to the two-fluid DG

weak form with a Rusanov flux, we arrive at a semi-discrete operator
↔
D such that

∂tG⃗ =
↔
D G⃗(2.29)

↔
Da+bN,c+dN=JA,b,dAa,b + δa,cJS,b,d + δb,d

τb
2
M−1

a,g (L
−
g (L

+
c e

−jkh − L−
c )− L+

g (L
+
c − L−

c e
jkh))

+
JA,b,d

2
M−1

a,g (L
−
g (L

−
c + L+

c e
−jkh)− L+

g (L
+
c + L−

c e
jkh))

(2.30)

where

Ma,b =
h

2

∫ 1

−1

ϕa(ξ)ϕb(ξ)dξ(2.31)

Aa,b =M−1
a,c

∫ 1

−1

ϕb(ξ)∂ξϕc(ξ)dξ(2.32)

L−
a = ϕa(−1)(2.33)

L+
a = ϕa(1)(2.34)

are the mass matrix, advection matrix, and lift operator respectively[12], h is the
element length, and τ⃗ are the Rusanov fastest wave speeds. For the two-fluid equations
↔
JA is block diagonal and thus nominally separated into three independent hyperbolic
systems, corresponding to the Euler equations for ions and electrons plus Maxwell’s
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equations. As such we will pick one Rusanov wave speed τb ∈ τ⃗ per block for a total
of three unique values given by

τi = |ux,i|+
√
γPi

ρi
(2.35)

τe = |ux,e|+
√
γPe

ρe
(2.36)

τEM =
c0
VA

(2.37)

A numerical scheme is considered stable if all the eigenvalues of
↔
D ∆t are within the

region of absolute stability of the temporal discretization, for all kh ∈ [0, 2π].
Consider the conditions where u⃗ = j⃗ = 0 and

ni
Ui

ne
Ue

Bx

By

 =


10

7.5× 10−5

10
7.5× 10−5

7.5× 10−2

5× 10−5

(2.38)

δp
L

= 1 γ =
5

3
mi = 1 me =

1

1836

c0
VA

= 1 Zi = −Ze = 1(2.39)

Figure 1 shows the eigencurves which specify the eigenvalues of
↔
D as a parametric

function of kh for the above specified conditions.

Fig. 1: Example RKDG two-fluid linear stability eigencurves for h = 10−1. Eigen-

values of
↔
JS are plotted as points, and are guaranteed to be pure imaginary. The

DG advection stability requirements of
↔
JA grows quadratically with polynomial or-

der while the eigenvalues of
↔
JS are constant with respect to polynomial order leading

to a transitions from
↔
JS stability limited to

↔
JA stability limited by increasing the

polynomial order from zero to three[25, 2].

There are a few notable features of the stability analysis to highlight:
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1. There are “pure” hyperbolic advection modes, which originate from λ = 0

and have a negative real extent dictated by the DG discretization of
↔
JA. As a

result the speed of light, which is the wave speed of Maxwell’s equations, must
be resolved within the temporal discretizations region of absolute stability.

2. The DG discretization eigencurves are known to grow quadratically with poly-
nomial order[25, 2], and that remains true for the ideal two-fluid equations.

3. The eigencurves intercept the pure imaginary axis at the eigenvalues of
↔
JS .

These are highlighted by the purple data points in Figure 1. As a result,
temporal discretizations which are not stable for ℑ(λ) ̸= 0 such as forward
Euler are unconditionally unstable.

Having to resolve the speed of light is problematic when the timescales of interest
are on the bulk plasma motion scale, which is on the order of the ion sound speed.

Similarly, it is possible that resolving the purely oscillatory modes from
↔
JS will be

the dominant factor on numerical stability. As such, we examine these eigenvalues in

greater detail. The eigenvalues of
↔
JS are given by

λ⃗S ∈


0

±(ωpτ)
√
ω2
p,i + ω2

p,e

±
(

L
δp

)√
z

(2.40)

where

ωpτ =
c0
VA

L

δp
(2.41)

ωp,α =

√
nαZ2

α

mα
(2.42)

ωc,α =

√
Z2
α

m2
α

B⃗ · B⃗(2.43)

and z are the roots of the polynomial

0 =z3 +

(
ω2
c,i + ω2

c,e + 2(ω2
p,i + ω2

p,e)
c20
V 2
A

)
z2

+

(
ω2
c,iω

2
c,e + 2

(
ω2
p,iω

2
c,e + ω2

p,eω
2
c,i

) c20
V 2
A

+
(
ω2
p,i + ω2

p,e

)2 c40
V 4
A

)
z

+
(
ω2
p,eωc,i + sign(ZiZe)ω

2
p,iωc,e

) c40
V 4
A

(2.44)

We only consider cases where a quasi-neutral plasma could be formed, where is ZiZe <
0. There is no requirement that Zi > 0 and Ze < 0 or that Zi = −Ze, so long as
the the two species are oppositely charged. This allows the analysis to apply to
positron/antiproton plasmas as well as multiply charged ion/electron plasmas. We
can prove the roots z are non-positive real in two ways, via physics arguments or
rigorous mathematics. The physics argument which requires the roots to be non-
positive real is that any eigenvalue λS which is not pure imaginary (or zero) would
result in a lack of conservation as the sources would have either an exponentially
growing or decaying mode. To prove this mathematically, consider each requirement
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separately: first prove the roots must be real, and separately prove that the roots
must be in the negative half complex plane. The first can be proven by showing the
discriminant is non-negative. Define

Γa =
ω2
p,e

ωc,i(ωc,i + ωc,e)

c20
V 2
A

(2.45)

Γb =
ω2
p,i

ωc,e(ωc,i + ωc,e)

c20
V 2
A

(2.46)

Then re-arrange the discriminant ∆ to be

∆ =

(
c20
V 2
A

(
ω2
p,iωc,i − ω2

p,eωc,e

)
+ ωc,iωc,e(ωc,i − ωc,e)

)2


4(ωc,i + ωc,e)

3
(
Γaω

3
c,i(Γa − 1)2 + Γbω

3
c,e(Γb − 1)2

)
+ ω2

c,iω
2
c,e(ωc,i + ωc,e)

2
(
(Γb − 1)2 + (Γa − 1)2

)
+ ΓaΓbωc,iωc,e(19(ωc,i + ωc,e)

4 + 12(ωc,i + ωc,e)
3(Γaωc,i + Γbωc,e) + (ω2

c,i − ω2
c,e)

2)

− ω2
c,iω

2
c,e(ωc,i + ωc,e)

2



(2.47)

∆ is strictly non-negative if

ΓaΓb(19 + 12(Γa + Γb)) + (Γa − 1)2 + (Γb − 1) ≥ 1(2.48)

At the equality point

Γa =
2− 12Γ2

b − 19Γb ±
√
−116Γb + 3Γ2

b(135 + 8Γb(17 + 6Γb))

2 + 24Γb
(2.49)

This condition is only satisfied at ΓaΓb < 0, (Γa,Γb) = (1, 0), or (Γa,Γb) = (0, 1), thus
by the intermediate value theorem the determinant must be strictly non-negative.

To prove the roots are in the left half complex plane re-write the polynomial as

z3 + a2z
2 + a1z + a0 = 0(2.50)

If a0 = 0, then since a1 and a2 are strictly positive we have a quadratic Hurwitz
polynomial[14], and all the roots must have a strictly non-negative real component. If
a0 ̸= 0, then if a2a1 > a0, (2.50) is a Hurwitz polynomial. This can be verified to be
true by expanding a2a1 and considering each term separately. Thus all roots z must
be strictly real non-positive.

As observed from Figure 1 the stability restrictions imposed by the speed of light

and
↔
JS potentially can be orders of magnitude smaller than the stability requirements

of the bulk ion motion. This can be overly restrictive in situations where the fine scale
dynamics associated with these faster speeds such as propagating Langmuir waves
and plasma oscillations average out and have a negligible effect on the bulk plasma
dynamics. In addition to this, while computing an adaptive stable timestep in the
advection dominated or source term dominated regimes is easy, it can be difficult to
accurately choose a stable timestep in the transition regime. Utilizing an A-stable or
L-stable implicit time stepping scheme resolves both of these issues.
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3. Hybridizable discontinuous Galerkin methods. Despite being able to
admit spatially discontinuous solutions, there is nothing at a theoretical mathematics
level which prevents discontinuous Galerkin methods from being solved in an im-
plicit fashion. The primary practical challenge associated with solving classical DG
discretizations with implicit time stepping is the large implicit global system which
needs to be solved. CG methods are able to mitigate some of the challenges associated
with a large global implicit solve via static condensation[10, 9]. HDG[4] generalizes
this technique to DG methods by providing a secondary skeleton finite element space
on element faces, to which element interior degrees of freedom are condensed to. Since
the degrees of freedom in each of these spaces scales with the surface area and volume
respectively, for high enough order elements the condensed global skeleton space will
end up with a smaller globally coupled system which needs to be solved. Define the
finite element spaces

Wh :=
{
w ∈ L2(Ω) : w|K ∈W (K)∀K ∈ Ωh

}
(3.1)

Mh :=
{
m ∈ L2(∂Ωh) : m|e ∈M(e)∀e ∈ Eh,m|∂ΩD

= 0
}

(3.2)

where Wh is the finite element space on elements and Mh is the finite element space
on faces. Then consider a PDE system

S⃗(t, q⃗, u⃗) +∇·
↔
T (t, q⃗, u⃗) = 0(3.3)

V⃗ (t, u⃗) = 0(3.4)

subject to the boundary conditions

q⃗|∂ΩD
= r⃗(t)(3.5)

↔
T (t, q⃗, u⃗) · n̂−|∂ΩN

= s⃗(t)(3.6)

where q⃗ may vary spatially while u⃗ are spatially invariant. Treatment of any temporal
derivatives for the purpose of the DG derivation is done separately via a method of
lines[21] in the source terms operator S⃗. For example, the two-fluid equations from
section 2 would define

S⃗ =



∂tρα
∂tp⃗α −Rcρα(u⃗β − u⃗α)− ZαL

mαδp
(ραE⃗ + p⃗α × B⃗)

∂tUα −Qc(Tβ − Tα)
∂tE⃗ +

c20L

V 2
Aδp

j⃗

∂tB⃗
1
c2h
∂tψ + cpψ

1
c2h
∂tθ + cpθ +

c20L

V 2
Aδp


(3.7)

The inclusion of V⃗ (t, u⃗) is done to allow coupling to external multi-physics via bound-
ary conditions. An example coupling could be an external circuit solver, where u⃗ would
contain the circuit’s degrees of freedom.

The HDG method then seeks to find an approximate solution (q⃗h, λ⃗h, u⃗) where
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each component of q⃗h ∈Wh and λ⃗h ∈Mh such that

f⃗ =

∫
Ωh

S⃗(q⃗h, u⃗)v−
↔
T (q⃗h, u⃗) · ∇ vdV +

∮
∂Ωh

(
↔
T (q⃗h, λ⃗h, u⃗) · n̂)∗µdS = 0(3.8)

g⃗ =

∫
∂Ωh

J(
↔
T (q⃗h, λ⃗h, u⃗) · n̂)∗vKdS −

∫
∂Ωn

(s⃗− (
↔
T (q⃗h, λ⃗h, u⃗) · n̂)∗)vdS = 0(3.9)

h⃗ = V⃗ (t, u⃗) = 0(3.10)

for all test functions v ∈ Wh and µ ∈ Mh, where (
↔
T (q⃗h, λ⃗h, u⃗) · n̂)∗ is the numerical

flux. That is to say, each scalar element of q⃗h is defined on the element interior finite
element space Wh while each scalar element of λ⃗h is defined on the skeleton facets
finite element space Mh. An example nodal HDG discretization is shown in Figure 2.

Fig. 2: Example nodal degrees of freedom in HDG finite element spaces. Black nodes
correspond to element interiors projected onto Wh and red nodes correspond to the
skeleton space projected onto Mh.

No finite element space projection is required for the spatially invariant u⃗. By

choosing an appropriate numerical flux (
↔
T ·n̂)∗ it becomes possible to decouple any

direct dependency from one element to any other element; that is, the DOF of any
element q⃗i ∈ Ωi are only directly coupled to the DOFs q⃗i, u⃗, and λ⃗j ∈ ej where ej are
the faces of element Ωi. Here we use the DG jump notation

JqK = q− − q+(3.11)

where q− is the interior value and q+ is the exterior value, thus (3.9) is a statement
that the numerical flux across any interface must be conserved in a weak sense.

Since our goal is to solve coupled systems of non-linear PDEs, we will take the
approach used by Nguyen and Peraire[19] for applying a Newton-Raphson iteration

processes to HDG. Take an initial guess for each unknown q⃗h,0, λ⃗h,0, and u⃗0. Define
a step size α ∈ (0, 1] such that

∆q⃗h = α(q⃗h,1 − q⃗h,0)(3.12)

∆λ⃗h = α(λ⃗h,1 − λ⃗h,0)(3.13)

∆u⃗ = α(u⃗1 − u⃗0)(3.14)
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The semi-discrete HDG problem can be written in matrix form as
↔
A

↔
B

↔
E

↔
C

↔
D

↔
F

↔
G

↔
H

↔
K


∆q⃗h∆λ⃗h
∆u⃗

 =

−f⃗0−g⃗0
−h⃗0

(3.15)

↔
A = ∂q⃗ f⃗0

↔
B = ∂λ⃗f⃗0

↔
E = ∂u⃗f⃗0

↔
C = ∂q⃗ g⃗0

↔
D = ∂λ⃗g⃗0

↔
F = ∂u⃗g⃗0

↔
G = ∂q⃗h⃗0

↔
H = ∂λ⃗h⃗0

↔
K = ∂u⃗h⃗0

(3.16)

where the 0 subscript is used to denote evaluations at the initial guess. Since
↔
A is

guaranteed to be block-diagonal, it is relatively cheap to invert. Thus it becomes
feasible to construct the Schur complement system↔

D −
↔
C

↔
A

−1↔
B

↔
F −

↔
C

↔
A

−1↔
E

↔
H −

↔
G

↔
A

−1↔
B

↔
K −

↔
G

↔
A

−1↔
E

[
∆λ⃗h
∆u⃗

]
=

−g⃗+ ↔
C

↔
A

−1

f⃗

−h⃗+
↔
G

↔
A

−1

f⃗

(3.17)

The blocks of the Schur complement have the following properties:

1.
↔
D −

↔
C

↔
A

−1↔
B has a well-defined sparsity pattern proportional to the number

of faces shared between two connected elements[20, 13].
2. the remaining 3 blocks are in general dense, however have at least 1 dimension

which has the same length as u⃗, which is assumed to be very small.
After solving the Schur system, the element interior step direction can be com-

puted using

∆q⃗h = −
↔
A

−1

f⃗−
↔
A

−1↔
B ∆λ⃗h−

↔
A

−1↔
E ∆u⃗(3.18)

Given step directions ∆q⃗h, ∆λh, and ∆u we can then apply a linesearch[8] to compute
α, improving global convergence properties of the base Newton-Raphson method.
Note that fixing α = 1 gives the traditional Newton Raphson method. Finally, we
can update our guess by solving (3.12)-(3.14) for q⃗h,1, λ⃗h,1, and u⃗1. This process is
iterated until a sufficiently accurate solution is found, judged using a combination of
∥f0∥+ ∥g0∥+ ∥h0∥ ≈ 0 and ∥∆q⃗h∥+ ∥∆λ⃗h∥+ ∥∆u⃗∥ ≈ 0.

3.1. Problem decomposition and implementation details. To simplify
and efficiently recovery the element interior solutions, define the intermediate quan-
tities

↔
Γ=

↔
A

−1↔
B(3.19)

↔
Ω=

↔
A

−1↔
E(3.20)

ξ⃗ =
↔
A

−1

f⃗(3.21)

↔
Γ is block-sparse, with only the blocks

↔
Γef being non-zero, where e is a given element’s

row and f are columns associated with faces neighboring face e. In general
↔
Ω is dense,
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however the width is of length u⃗, which is assumed to be small. This allows the element
interior solution to be recovered as

∆q⃗h = −ξ⃗−
↔
Γ ∆λ⃗h−

↔
Ω ∆u(3.22)

and avoids recomputing
↔
A

−1

. For high order elements and large coupled systems
this calculation, while still block diagonal, is non-trivial and involves inverting block
dense matrix with hundreds of rows. Each of these matrices can be computed in

an element-by-element fashion, meaning that
↔
A,

↔
C, and

↔
G never need to be formed

in their entirety, but rather only the portions associated with a given element and
its faces are required at any one time. The full non-linear HDG solve can then be
implemented along with a line search[8] as:

function Nonlinear HDG(q⃗, λ⃗, u⃗)
while solution not converged do

↔
S← 0, b⃗ ← 0, where

↔
S and b⃗ constitute the storage space for the Schur

complement system
↔
S ∆⃗ = b⃗.

Add
↔
K (f⃗ , λ⃗, u⃗) to the appropriate rows/cols of

↔
S

Subtract h⃗(q⃗, λ⃗, u⃗) from the appropriate rows of b⃗
for each element i do

↔
A

−1

←
↔
A

−1

(q⃗i, u⃗)
for each face j connected to element i do

↔
Γij←

↔
A

−1↔
B (q⃗i, λ⃗j , u⃗)

↔
Cj←

↔
C (q⃗i, λ⃗j , u⃗)

Add
↔
D (q⃗i, λ⃗j , u⃗),

↔
F (q⃗i, u⃗j , u⃗), and

↔
H (q⃗i, λ⃗j , u⃗), to the appropriate

rows/cols of
↔
S

Subtract g⃗(q⃗i, λ⃗j , u⃗) from the appropriate rows of b⃗
end for

f⃗ ← f⃗(q⃗i, λ⃗, u⃗),
↔
G← G⃗(q⃗i, λ⃗, u⃗),

↔
E←

↔
E (q⃗i, λ⃗, u⃗)

ξ⃗i ← −
↔
A

−1

f⃗
↔
Ωi←

↔
A

−1↔
E

Subtract
↔
G ξ⃗i from the appropriate rows of b⃗

Subtract
↔
G

↔
Ωi from the appropriate rows/cols of

↔
S

for each face j connected to element i do

Subtract
↔
G

↔
Γij from the appropriate rows/cols of

↔
S

for each face k connected to element i do

Subtract
↔
Cj

↔
Γik from the appropriate rows/cols of

↔
S

end for
end for

end for

Solve the linearized system
↔
S

[
∆λ⃗
∆u⃗

]
= b⃗

for each element i do

∆qi ← ξ⃗i−
↔
Ωi ∆u⃗

for each face j connected to element i do
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∆qi ← ∆qi−
↔
Γij ∆λ⃗j

end for
end for
α← linesearch(q⃗, λ⃗, u⃗,∆q⃗,∆λ⃗,∆u⃗)

q⃗ ← q⃗ + α∆q⃗, λ⃗← λ⃗+ α∆λ⃗, u⃗← u⃗+ α∆u⃗
end while
return q⃗, λ⃗, u⃗

end function

For a large PDE system such as the two-fluid plasma model, deriving correct analyt-
ical Jacobians by hand is practically impossible due to the large number of non-zero
entries. For the two-fluid plasma system this requires at least 1047 unique non-zero
entries, before taking into account boundary conditions which may double or triple the
number of analytical Jacobian non-zeroes. To solve this problem the Jacobian along
with the rest of the HDG code is generated using SymPy[17], a symbolic computer
algebra system. The tool is capable of automatically detecting and eliminating un-
used degrees of freedom and handles multiple subdomains/boundary conditions. The
generated HDG code is coupled with a diagonally implicit Runge-Kutta[11] temporal
solver, and parallelized on CPUs using MPI.

3.2. Face-oriented numerical flux. A key requirement for the HDG numerical
flux is that from the perspective of any element the numerical flux must be a function
of only the DOFs inside the element and the DOF on the neighboring face. Each face
is assigned a local normal, tangent, and binormal. As a result the face normal will
point outwards for one element, while for the adjacent neighboring element it points
inwards. The non-uniqueness of the tangent and binormal directions is not an issue
so long as they are chosen such that t̂ = n̂ × b̂. Vector and tensor quantities are
appropriately rotated to the face coordinate system for computing numerical fluxes.

x
y
z

n
b

t

Fig. 3: Global and face-oriented coordinate systems

Computing the numerical flux becomes

(
↔
T n̂)∗ = ±T⃗ ∗

n(3.23)

Depending on the given system this could potentially lead to a reduction of face
DOF[1]. For example, take the linear diffusion equation

∂tϕ−∇· γ⃗ = 0(3.24)

γ⃗ = ∇ϕ(3.25)

The numerical fluxes chosen are the class of central fluxes of the form

(
↔
T n̂)∗ =

↔
T λ n̂+ τ(q⃗− − λ⃗)(3.26)
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For the linear diffusion equation this expands to

(
↔
T n̂)∗ =

[
λγ⃗ · n̂− + τ(q−ϕ − λϕ)
−λϕ

↔
I n̂− + τ(q−γ⃗ − λγ⃗)

]
(3.27)

where τ > 0 is a user chosen constant. Note that in practice so long as τ ≈ 1 the
method will converge at the same rate. In a global coordinate system this expands to

(
↔
T n̂)∗ =


λγx n̂

−
x + λγy n̂

−
y + λγz n̂

−
z + τ(q−ϕ − λϕ)−λϕn̂−x + τ(q−γx
− λγx

)
−λϕn̂−y + τ(q−γy

− λγy
)

−λϕn̂−z + τ(q−γz
− λγz

)


(3.28)

which requires four element scalar fields and four face scalar fields. In a rotated frame
this can be simplified to

(
↔
T n̂)∗ =


±λγn

+ τ(q−ϕ − λϕ)∓λϕ + τ(q−γn
− λγn

)
0
0


(3.29)

eliminating two face scalar fields. For the two-fluid plasma model with either mixed
parabolic-hyperbolic cleaning or purely parabolic cleaning this rotation scheme re-
quires a total of 42 element and 34 face scalar fields, eliminating eight face scalar
fields from the non-rotated scheme.

4. Validation of convergence rates for various linear systems. Conver-
gence is evaluated for several model PDE systems including the linear advection,
diffusion equation, and wave equation. In all cases periodic boundary conditions are
applied on a 3D cube domain r⃗ ∈ [0, 1]3 and t ∈ [0, 0.1] with a fixed ∆t = 5 × 10−3.
The error is compared against the analytical solution aa using an 83 tensor product
Gauss-Lobatto quadrature to compute the L-2 error integral

ϵ =

√∫
(qh − qa)2dV(4.1)

The linear advection system is defined by

∂tq +∇·(⃗aq) = 0(4.2)

a⃗T =
[
1 1

2 2
]

(4.3)

qa(x, y, z, t) = cos(2π(x− axt)) cos(2π(y − ayt)) cos(2π(z − azt))(4.4)

Figure 4 demonstrates that the linear advection system converges at the expected
optimal O(N + 1) rates.
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2 3 2 2

x

10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

N=1, O(1.8)
N=2, O(2.9)
N=3, O(3.8)
N=4, O(4.8)

Fig. 4: L-2 error norms for the linear advection equation converge at the expected
optimal O(N+1) rates for degree N basis. The observed 10−5 minimum error is from
the temporal discretization error.

Note that at small ∆x and high basis order the simulation reaches a saturation
floor of 10−5 from the temporal discretization error. This can be reduced by choosing
a smaller ∆t or more accurate temporal discretization method.

The linear diffusion system is defined by

∂tq −∇·(k∇ q) = 0(4.5)

This can be decomposed into a coupled system of first order equations to fit the form
of (3.3) as

∂tq −∇·(ku⃗) = 0(4.6)

u⃗−∇ q = 0(4.7)

k = 10−2(4.8)

qa(x, y, z, t) = exp
(
−3(2π)2kt

)
sin(2πx) sin(2πx) sin(2πz)(4.9)

where initial conditions are given by q(x, y, z) = qa(x, y, z, t = 0). Figure 5 demon-
strates optimal O(N + 1) convergence rates for q, however u⃗ converges with a mix of
O(N +1) and O(N) rates depending if N is odd or even. This oscillating convergence
rate is a known behavior of central fluxes[12, 6]. Implementing a bidirectional upwind-
ing flux for handling second order spatial derivatives has been observed to resolve the
sub-optimal convergence rates for even N [4].
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10 1

N=1, O(2.2)
N=2, O(2.9)
N=3, O(4.2)
N=4, O(4.6)

(a) q

2 3 2 2

x

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

N=1, O(2.1)
N=2, O(2.0)
N=3, O(4.3)
N=4, O(4.1)

(b) ux

Fig. 5: L-2 error norms for the linear diffusion equation. Note that q converges at
O(N+1), while u⃗ has an odd-even oscillation between O(N+1) and O(N) convergence
rates. uy and uz have near identical plots to ux and are omitted for brevity.

The linear wave equation is defined by

∂tq − v = 0(4.10)

∂tu⃗−∇ v = 0(4.11)

∂tv −∇·(c2u⃗) = 0(4.12)

c = 1(4.13)

qa(x, y, z, t) = cos
(
2πt
√
3c2

)
sin(2πx) sin(2πy) sin(2πz)(4.14)

We can recover the traditional wave equation by solving (4.10) for v and substituting
into (4.11) and (4.12):

∂tu⃗−∇ ∂tq = 0

∂t(u⃗−∇ q) = 0 → u⃗ = ∇ q
∂ttq −∇·

(
c2∇ q

)
= 0(4.15)

We choose to not solve the wave equation in this form because of the presence of
second order time and spatial derivatives, which our implementation cannot directly
handle. Figure 6 demonstrates that all variables present in the simulation converge
at the optimal O(N + 1) rate. Unlike the diffusion equation the use of central fluxes
does not negatively impact convergence rates despite using the same splitting method
for the Laplacian operator[5].
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x
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N=1, O(1.7)
N=2, O(2.9)
N=3, O(3.9)

(a) q

2 3 2 2

x
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10 2

10 1

100

N=1, O(1.9)
N=2, O(3.0)
N=3, O(4.1)

(b) v

2 3 2 2

x

10 3

10 2

10 1

N=1, O(1.7)
N=2, O(2.9)
N=3, O(3.8)

(c) ux

Fig. 6: L-2 error norms for the linear wave equation. All variables converge at the
optimal O(N + 1) rate. Plots for uy and uz are nearly identical to ux and omitted.

5. Application of HDG to the two-fluid plasma system. The two-fluid
plasma system was used to test the behavior of the HDG code on large coupled
systems. A quasi-1D domain of 256 × 1 × 1 parabolic elements with x ∈ [−5, 5] is
initialized with a two-fluid extension of the magnetized Brio-Wu shock tube[23, 16]
such that


ni
Ui

ne
Ue

Bx

By


left

=


1

7.5× 10−5

1
7.5× 10−5

7.5× 10−3

10−2




ni
Ui

ne
Ue

Bx

By


right

=


0.125

7.5× 10−5

0.125
7.5× 10−6

7.5× 10−3

−10−2

(5.1)

δp
L

= 1 γ =
5

3
mi = 1 me =

1

1836

c0
VA

= ch = cp = 1 Zi = −Ze = 10(5.2)

µc = κc = Qc = Rc = 10−5(5.3)

The is simulated from t ∈ [0, 100]. Figure 7 shows various plasma properties at the end
of the simulation. The plotted fields show similar features to the work of Shumlak
and Loverich[23], while being distinct from results produced using standard MHD.
Some examples of these differences is the presence of a Whistler wave propagating to
the left around x = 1.75, and the solution producing Ti ̸= Te.
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Fig. 7: Two-fluid Brio-Wu shocktube properties at t = 100. Similar features to those
found in Shumlak and Loverich[23] are found, which are notably distinct from the
classical MHD results.

To validate the correct propagation speed of various important two-fluid waves,
a second simulation with small jumps is initialized to ensure linear behavior. The
domain is changed to 1024× 1× 1 linear elements with x ∈ [−π, π], and

ni
Ui

ne
Ue

Bx

By


left

=


10.0005

7.500375× 10−5

10.0005
7.500375× 10−5

7.5× 10−2

5× 10−5




ni
Ui

ne
Ue

Bx

By


right

=


9.9995

7.499625× 10−5

9.9995
7.499625× 10−5

7.5× 10−2

−5× 10−5

(5.4)

δp
L

= 1 γ =
5

3
mi = 1 1836me = 1

c0
VA

= ch = cp = 1 Zi = −Ze = 1(5.5)

µc = κc = Qc = Rc = 10−5(5.6)

A mixed 2D spatial/temporal Fourier analysis is then performed on Ey[23]. This is
plotted against the theoretical L and R mode wave propagation speeds, described by
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the dispersion relation

c20k
2

V 2
Aω

2
= 1− ω2

pe

ω(ω ± ωce)
(5.7)

ωpe = (ωpτ)

√
neZ2

e

me
ωce =

L

δp

|Ze|B
me

(5.8)
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Fig. 8: Fourier analysis of Ey matches the circularly polarized two-fluid plasma dis-
persion relation.

Figure 8 demonstrates that the Fourier analysis has three dominant modes cor-
responding to the three branches of the L and R modes. This test demonstrates the
viability of using HDG to solve large-scale coupled plasma differential equations and
the validity of the implemented tools to ensure correctness and simplify implementing
such solvers.

Figure 9 shows the numerical stability conditions for an equivalent explicit explicit
RK4. For analysis purposes the implicit scheme used ∆t = 6.28 × 10−3. While an
explicit RK4 DG solver can run a N = 0 basis with this timestep, higher degree basis
require a smaller timestep. Define the timestep ratio gain as the implicit timestep ∆t
used divided by the maximum stable explicit timestep. In this case there is a timestep
ratio gain of 2.2 for N = 1 and 4.4 for N = 2 over an explicit RKDG method. The
primary reason these ratios are low is that the original test conditions were setup such
that it is feasible to run and benchmark an explicit RKDG code. Nevertheless, it is
sufficient for demonstrating that the HDG method can continue to operate accurately
in a regime where explicit time stepping methods become unstable. In other test
problems we have observed stable and accurate runs using timesteps greater than 60
times larger than allowable for the explicit RK4 DG method.
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Fig. 9: Stability conditions for a two-fluid explicit RK4 DG solver for the above
specified conditions. The red highlighted region is the region of absolute stability
for RK4 and the curves define the stability eigencurves of the ideal two-fluid system
generated using the method from section 2. Implicit simulations were run with ∆t =
6.28×10−3 to achieve sufficient temporal resolution for the Fourier dispersion analysis
in Figure 8. A degree 0 basis could be run explicitly with this timestep; however, an
explicit solution with a high degree basis is unstable using this timestep.

6. Conclusion. This work increases the viability of using the two-fluid plasma
model, which while more physically accurate than single fluid models is numerically
stiff[24]. We perform a detailed numerical stability analysis of solving the ideal two-
fluid system using classical RKDG. The numerically stiffness of the two-fluid plasma
model results from needing to temporally resolve the speed of light, c0/VA, and the ei-

genvalues of the source terms,
↔
JS , when bulk plasma motion is dictated by timescales

on the order of the ion sound speed. We also demonstrate that hybridizable discontin-
uous Galerkin enables solving large-scale PDE systems with implicit temporal solvers
using a systematic formulation to allow automatic generation of the HDG Schur com-
plement. This systematic process is shown to handle over 40 coupled differential
equations and to accurately compute the thousands of analytical non-zero terms of
Jacobian, as well as to identify and eliminate variables which analytically vanish.
Potential future extensions include implementing bidirectional upwinding numerical
fluxes[4] to improve convergence of parabolic/elliptical terms, as well as investigate
effective techniques for reducing the time it takes to construct and solve the HDG
Schur complement system.

Supplementary Material. A copy of the code can be obtained from https:
//bitbucket.org/helloworld922/dg.
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