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Abstract

Entropy stable discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods improve the robustness of high order DG
simulations of nonlinear conservation laws. These methods yield a semi-discrete entropy inequality,
and rely on an algebraic flux differencing formulation which involves both summation-by-parts
(SBP) discretization matrices and entropy conservative two-point finite volume fluxes. However,
explicit expressions for such two-point finite volume fluxes may not be available for all systems, or
may be computationally expensive to compute.

This paper proposes an alternative approach to constructing entropy stable DG methods using
an artificial viscosity coefficient based on the local violation of a cell entropy inequality and the
local entropy dissipation. The resulting method recovers the same global semi-discrete entropy
inequality that is satisfied by entropy stable flux differencing DG methods. The artificial viscosity
coefficients are parameter-free and locally computable over each cell, and the resulting artificial
viscosity preserves both high order accuracy and a hyperbolic maximum stable time-step size under
explicit time-stepping.

1. Introduction

Entropy stable discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods significantly improve the robustness of
high order DG methods for the time-dependent nonlinear conservation laws which govern high
speed and compressible fluid flows [16, 28]. These methods yield a semi-discrete entropy inequality,
and rely on an algebraic “flux differencing” formulation which involves summation-by-parts (SBP)
operators and entropy conservative two-point finite volume fluxes [75]. However, flux differencing
entropy stable DG methods face challenges related to their reliance on entropy conservative flux
formulas. For example, explicit expressions for such two-point finite volume fluxes may not be
available for all systems, or may be computationally expensive to compute [68, 62]. Moreover, the
use of such fluxes can lead to local linear stability issues [27, 67].

In this paper, we propose a construction of entropy stable methods using artificial viscosity. This
approach is motivated by observations in [53], where the authors enforced a cell entropy inequality
on nodal DG methods using subcell algebraic flux correction techniques. This cell entropy inequality
is identical to the cell entropy inequality satisfied by flux differencing entropy stable DG methods,
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and was observed to preserve high order accuracy and deliver results which were qualitatively similar
to flux differencing entropy stable schemes.

The idea of enforcing entropy stability using a vanishing viscosity is among the oldest and most
popular ideas in computational fluid dynamics (CFD) [78, 57, 75, 56, 44, 7], making a comprehensive
literature review difficult. However, the approach in this paper is most closely related to the well-
known entropy viscosity method [35]. What distinguishes the artificial viscosity in this paper
from most traditional artificial viscosity approaches in that it is intended only to restore an entropy
inequality, and not to perform shock capturing (e.g., suppressing spurious oscillations in the solution
due to sharp gradients or under-resolved solution features). For example, for a linear constant
coefficient PDE where a standard DG formulation is already entropy/energy stable, the artificial
viscosity in this paper vanishes.

The proposed artificial is also closely related to the “entropy correction” terms proposed in [1, 2]
and extended in [24, 26, 58] and other papers. While these local correction terms are simpler to
implement and also restore a cell entropy inequality, the artificial viscosity “corrections” proposed
in this paper using consistently discretized diffusion operators appear to be more robust, especially
for higher orders of approximation. Moreover, we prove that the entropy violation estimate used
in this work is smaller than the estimates of entropy violation used in [2, 26, 58], resulting in less
artificial viscosity being applied.

The paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 reviews nonlinear conservation laws and different forms
of an entropy inequality, and Section 3 reviews a standard DG weak formulation for a nonlinear
conservation law. Section 4 describes the viscous discretization and proposes an artificial viscosity
coefficient which enforces a cell entropy inequality. We conclude with numerical experiments an-
alyzing the robustness, high order accuracy, linear stability, and minimally diffusive nature of the
proposed artificial viscosity in Section 6. Finally, additional numerical experiments, the derivation
of a subcell version of the artificial viscosity, and comparisons with local entropy correction terms
[1, 2] are included in Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C.

2. Nonlinear conservation laws and entropy inequalities

The focus of this paper is on the numerical approximation of solutions to systems of nonlinear
conservation laws in d dimensions

∂u

∂t
+

d∑
m=1

∂fm(u)

∂xm
= 0. (1)

where u(x, t) ∈ Rn and fm : Rn → Rn. We assume that (1) admits one or more entropy inequalities
of the form

∂S(u)

∂t
+

d∑
m=1

∂Fm(u)

∂xm
≤ 0, Fm(u) = v(u)Tfm(u)− ψm(u), (2)

where S(u) is a scalar convex entropy, Fm(u) are the associated entropy fluxes, ψm are the entropy
potentials, and v(u) are the entropy variables

v(u) =
∂S

∂u
.

Note that the convexity of S(u) guarantees that the mapping between conservative and entropy
variables is invertible.
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For sufficiently regular solutions, one can derive the equality version of (2) by multiplying (1) by
the entropy variables v(u). Applying the chain rule and properties of the entropy fluxes yields the
corresponding entropy conservation condition. A vanishing viscosity argument yields the inequality
version of (2) for more general classes of solutions [22, 33, 15]. This work utilizes an integrated cell
version of (2) [45]. Consider a closed domain D ⊂ Rd with boundary ∂D. Then, integrating (2)
over D and applying the divergence theorem yields∫

D

∂S(u)

∂t
+

∫
∂D

d∑
m=1

(
vTfm(u)− ψm(u)

)
nm ≤ 0. (3)

2.1. An intermediate entropy identity

We will enforce a version of the cell entropy inequality (3) by enforcing an intermediate identity.
The derivation of the cell entropy inequality 3 starts by testing with the entropy variables v(u)
and integrating over some domain D. Doing so and integrating the spatial derivative term by parts
yields ∫

D

∂S(u)

∂t
+

d∑
m=1

[∫
D

−∂v(u)
∂xm

fm(u) +

∫
∂D

v(u)Tfm(u)nm

]
= 0. (4)

For a sufficiently regular solution u, (3) becomes an entropy equality. Subtracting this equality
from (4) yields

d∑
m=1

∫
D

− ∂v

∂xm

T

fm(u) +

∫
∂D

ψm(u)nm = 0. (5)

For less regular solutions, (3) is an inequality. Subtracting (3) from (4) then yields

d∑
m=1

∫
D

− ∂v

∂xm

T

fm(u) +

∫
∂D

ψm(u)nm ≥ 0. (6)

We will add artificial viscosity such that we satisfy a discrete version of this inequality identity.

3. High order DG formulation

We assume that the domain Ω ⊂ Rd is triangulated by non-overlapping simplicial elements
Dk, where each element Dk is the image of a reference simplex D̂ under some affine mapping
ϕk : D̂ → Dk. Let n denote the outward normal vector n = [n1, . . . , nd] on each face of Dk.
Finally, let (u, v)Dk , ⟨u, v⟩∂Dk denote the L2 inner products on Dk and the surface ∂Dk

(u, v)Dk ≈
∫
Dk

u(x)v(x) dx, ⟨u, v⟩∂Dk ≈
∫
∂Dk

u(x)v(x) dx,

where the approximate equality is due to the assumption that both volume and surface integrals in
inner products are computed inexactly (e.g., approximated using quadrature).

We consider a standard DG formulation for an approximate solution uh on a single element Dk

for (1) [47, 40]:(
∂uh

∂t
,w

)
Dk

+

d∑
m=1

(
−fm(uh),

∂w

∂xm

)
Dk

+ ⟨f∗
n,w⟩∂Dk = 0, w ∈

[
PN (Dk)

]n
, (7)

3



where PN (Dk) denotes the space of total degree N polynomials on Dk. This formulation is de-
rived by multiplying (1) by a test function w ∈

[
PN (Dk)

]n
, integrating by parts, and introducing

a numerical flux f∗
n across each inter-element interface. All volume and surface integrals are ap-

proximated using some quadrature rule, and summing up over all elements Dk yields a global DG
formulation.

3.1. Semi-discrete entropy estimate

First, observe that the entropy variables v(uh) can be non-polynomial and do not (in general)
lie in the test space

[
PN (Dk)

]n
. Thus, to derive a semi-discrete entropy estimate for (7), we must

instead test with the L2 projection of the entropy variables ΠNv(uh) [10]. Here, ΠN denotes the
L2 projection operator onto PN (Dk) such that for f ∈ L2(Dk)

(ΠNf, v)Dk = (f, v)Dk , ∀v ∈ PN (Dk).

We note that similar observations on the non-polynomial nature of the entropy variables have been
made by a variety of different groups in the literature [80, 31, 19, 13, 3].

Since ∂uh

∂t ∈
[
PN

(
Dk
)]n

for method of lines discretizations, testing the time derivative term in
(7) with the projected entropy variables yields(

∂uh

∂t
,ΠNv(uh)

)
Dk

=

(
∂uh

∂t
,v(uh)

)
Dk

=

(
∂S(uh)

∂t
, 1

)
Dk

, (8)

where we have used the chain rule in time for the final step. Note that this equality still holds under
inexact quadrature, so long as the L2 projection operator ΠN is defined using the same inexact
quadrature rule. We also note that these arguments are equivalent to the matrix-based arguments
made in [10].

Using (8), we recover that the semi-discrete local rate of change of entropy over Dk is given by(
∂S(uh)

∂t
, 1

)
Dk

+

d∑
m=1

(
−fm(uh),

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)
Dk

+ ⟨f∗
n,ΠNv(uh)⟩∂Dk = 0. (9)

Unfortunately, (9) does not in general yield a semi-discrete entropy equality or inequality. At
this point in the continuous derivation of either an entropy equality or inequality, the chain rule is
typically used to manipulate the volume integral. However, due to the presence of the L2 projection
of the entropy variables ΠNv(u), we are unable to mimic this step. Moreover, because the integrals
and inner products in this statement are typically discretized using inexact quadrature, the chain
rule does not necessarily hold in spatially discrete settings.

High order entropy stable DG methods based on “flux differencing” [8, 30, 15, 21, 10] circum-
vent the loss of the chain rule by modifying the volume term in the DG formulation to incorporate
non-dissipative numerical fluxes which satisfy an entropy conservation condition [75]. When com-
bined with summation-by-parts (SBP) discretizations, this yields DG formulations which are semi-
discretely entropy conservative or entropy stable in the sense that they satisfy a discrete version of
the cell entropy identity (6), and thus a quadrature version of the cell entropy inequality (3)(

∂S(uh)

∂t
, 1

)
Dk

+

〈
(ΠNv(uh))

T
f∗
n −

d∑
m=1

ψm(ũ)nm, 1

〉
∂Dk

= 0.
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where we have introduced the entropy projection ũ:

ũ = u (ΠNv(uh)) , (10)

e.g., the conservative variables evaluated in terms of the L2 projection of the entropy variables.
Recent work has demonstrated that it is possible to enforce a cell entropy inequality outside of

the “flux differencing” framework [53, 77]. In [53], a cell entropy inequality is enforced by solving
a local knapsack problem to compute the optimal subcell blending of a standard high order nodal
DG method with a compatible entropy stable low order scheme. In this paper, we add a minimal
artificial viscosity to a standard high order DG method which is sufficient to recover an entropy
inequality. The artificial viscosity coefficient is locally computable and relies on standard stability
estimates for DG discretizations of viscous terms [29, 12].

4. Recovering an entropy inequality via artificial viscosity

We consider the following “monolithic” viscous regularization of (1)

∂u

∂t
+

d∑
m=1

∂fm(u)

∂xm
=

d∑
i,j=1

∂

∂xi

(
ϵk(u)

∂u

∂xj

)
.

where ϵk(u) ≥ 0. It is well known that it is possible to symmetrize many different viscous term
by transforming to entropy variables [38, 43]. For the monolithic regularization, this can simply be
done by applying the chain rule:

∂u

∂t
+

d∑
m=1

∂fm(u)

∂xm
=

d∑
i=1

∂

∂xi

(
ϵk(u)

∂u

∂v

∂v

∂xi

)
. (11)

By the convexity of S(u), the Jacobian matrix ∂u
∂v is symmetric and positive definite. We will

analyze the slightly more general viscous regularization

∂u

∂t
+

d∑
m=1

∂fm(u)

∂xm
=

d∑
i,j=1

∂

∂xi

(
ϵk(u)Kij

∂v

∂xj

)
. (12)

where Kij denote blocks of a symmetric and positive semi-definite matrix K

K =

K11 . . . K1d

...
. . .

...
Kd1 . . . Kdd

 = KT , K ⪰ 0. (13)

For example, taking Kij = δij
∂u
∂v recovers (11). Other viscous regularizations of (1) [43, 36, 74]

can also be accommodated in this framework, but will not be the focus of this work.

4.1. DG formulation of artificial viscosity

We discretize (12) by adding a viscous contribution gvisc to the DG formulation (7):(
∂uh

∂t
,w

)
Dk

+

d∑
m=1

(
−fm(uh),

∂w

∂xm

)
Dk

+ ⟨f∗
n,w⟩∂Dk = (gvisc,w)Dk , w ∈

[
PN (Dk)

]n
, (14)
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where the viscous terms gvisc are discretizations of (12) using a BR-1 type discretization [12]. To
simplify the notation, denote the L2 projection of the entropy variables vh = ΠNv(uh). Then, gvisc
is given by the following formulation (where i = 1, . . . , d):

(Θi,w1,i)Dk =

(
∂vh

∂xi
,w1,i

)
Dk

+
1

2
⟨JvhKni,w1,i⟩∂Dk , ∀w1,i ∈

[
PN

(
Dk
)]n

, (15)

(σi,w2,i)Dk =

 d∑
j=1

ϵk(uh)KijΘj ,w2,i


Dk

, ∀w2,i ∈
[
PN

(
Dk
)]n

, (16)

(gvisc,w3)Dk =

d∑
i=1

[(
−σi,

∂w3

∂xi

)
Dk

+ ⟨{{σi}}ni,w3⟩∂Dk

]
, ∀w3 ∈

[
PN

(
Dk
)]n

. (17)

Here, J·K and {{·}} denote the jump and average operations:

JuK = u+ − u−, {{u}} =
1

2

(
u+ + u−

)
,

where u− denotes the interior value of u on a face of Dk, and u+ denotes the exterior (neighboring)
value of u across the same face. Here, Θi are DG approximations of derivatives of the entropy
variables v(uh) with respect to the ith coordinate. In (16), we compute the viscous fluxes σi as

the L2 projection of
∑d

j=1 KijΘj for i = 1, . . . , d onto the approximation space of each element.
The viscous terms gvisc are the result of computing the divergence of the viscous fluxes in (17).

It can be shown using a straightforward modification of the proofs in [12] that the following
stability estimate holds:

Lemma 1. (Adapted from Lemma 3.1 in [12]). Let gvisc be given by (15), (16), (17). Then, for a
periodic domain, ∑

k

− (gvisc,ΠNv(uh))Dk =
∑
k

d∑
i,j=1

(ϵk(uh)KijΘj ,Θi)Dk ≥ 0.

where ΠNv(uh) denotes the L2 projection of the entropy variables.

Lemma 1 also holds under other appropriate impositions of boundary conditions; these will be
treated in future work. We also note that Lemma 1 is agnostic to the regularity of ϵk(uh) and
Kij ; in particular, they can be discontinuous from element to element. Because the estimate in
Theorem 1 is localizable to each element, it is possible to determine exactly the amount of artificial
viscosity necessary to satisfy a discrete version of the cell entropy identity (6)

d∑
m=1

[(
−fm(uh),

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)
Dk

+ ⟨ψm(ũ)nm, 1⟩∂Dk

]
≥ 0. (18)

where ũ is the entropy projection (10).
We first introduce the volume entropy residual δk(uh):

δk(uh) =

d∑
m=1

[(
−fm(uh),

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)
Dk

+ ⟨ψm(ũ)nm, 1⟩∂Dk

]
. (19)

Our goal will be to determine an artificial viscosity proportional to the violation of (18):
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Lemma 2. Let ϵk(uh) on D
k satisfy

d∑
i,j=1

(ϵk(uh)KijΘj ,Θi)Dk ≥ −min(0, δk(uh)), (20)

and let ũ denote the entropy projection (10). Then, (14) satisfies the following global entropy
inequality:

∑
k

[(
∂S(uh)

∂t
, 1

)
Dk

+

〈
(ΠNv(uh))

T
f∗
n −

d∑
m=1

ψm(ũ)nm, 1

〉
∂Dk

]
≤ 0. (21)

Proof. The inclusion of the viscous terms in (14) yields a slightly modified version of the semi-
discrete entropy balance (9)(

∂S(uh)

∂t
, 1

)
Dk

+

d∑
m=1

(
−fm(uh),

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)
Dk

+ ⟨f∗
n,ΠNv(uh)⟩∂Dk = (gvisc,ΠNv(uh))Dk .

The result follows after summing the above estimate over all elements Dk and applying (22) and
(1) to the resulting sum.

Remark 1. We note that it is possible to include additional semi-definite penalty terms involving the
jumps of entropy variables in (17) [12]. We do not include them here for simplicity of presentation;
however, because they add additional entropy dissipation to the sufficient condition (20), they can be
incorporated without changing the main results of this paper. Moreover, the viscous discretization is
not restricted to a BR-1 discretization; any viscous discretization which yields a localizable energy
estimate results in the same semi-discrete entropy stability estimate in Lemma 2.

One can also derive a local entropy balance as is done in [72], though the cell entropy inequality
will contain additional consistent terms resulting from the viscous discretization. Furthermore, if
the numerical flux f∗

n is entropy stable and evaluated using the entropy projection ũ, then we have
a global entropy inequality:

Lemma 3. Let the interface flux f∗
n = f∗

n(uL,uR) be skew symmetric and entropy stable such that

(vL − vR)
T
f∗
n(uL,uR) ≤

d∑
m=1

(ψm(uL)− ψm(uR))nm

f∗
n(uL,uR) = −f∗

−n(uR,uL).

where vL = v(uL),vR = v(uR) are the entropy variables corresponding to the left and right solution
states uL,uR. Then, if the interface flux is evaluated in terms of the entropy projection f∗

n =
f∗
n(ũ

+, ũ), (21) implies the global entropy inequality(
∂S(uh)

∂t
, 1

)
Ω

+

〈
(ΠNv(uh))

T
f∗
n −

d∑
m=1

ψm(ũ)nm, 1

〉
∂Ω

≤ 0.
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Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of the global entropy inequality in [15, 10]. We repeat
it for completeness here. Since the sum over the interface terms in (21) includes all elements, each
face f between element Dk and its neighbor Dk,+ yields two contributions:∫

f∩Dk

(ΠNv(uh)) · f∗
n(ũ

+, ũ)−
d∑

m=1

ψm(ũ)nm

+

∫
f∩Dk,+

(ΠNv(uh))
+ · f∗

n+(ũ, ũ+)−
d∑

m=1

ψm(ũ+)n+m

The global entropy inequality follows if the sums of these inter-element contributions are non-
negative. Noting that n+ = −n and using the skew-symmetry property, we can combine like
terms. Then, using the entropy stability of f∗

n and that that ũ = v (ΠNv(uh)), we conclude that∫
f

−
(
(ΠNv(uh))

+ −ΠNv(uh)
)
· f∗

n(ũ
+, ũ) +

d∑
m=1

(
ψm(ũ+)− ψm(ũ)

)
nm ≥ 0.

Note that, for periodic domains, the boundary contribution in Lemma 3 will also vanish.

Remark 2. While the global entropy inequality in Lemma 3 is exactly the same as the one satisfied
by flux differencing entropy stable high order DG methods (see Theorem 3.4 of [15] or equation
(87) in [10]), we note that flux differencing entropy stable high order DG methods are less entropy
dissipative, since they satisfy an equality version of (21).

4.2. A piecewise constant viscosity coefficient

We now seek to derive an expression for ϵk(uh). The simplest approach for determining ϵk(uh)
is to assume it is constant over each element; then, we can determine the smallest value of ϵk(uh)
necessary to enforce an entropy inequality as follows:

ϵk(uh) ≥
−min(0, δk(uh))∑d
i,j=1 (KijΘj ,Θi)Dk

, (22)

where δk(uh) is the volume entropy residual given by (19).

Remark 3. The denominator in (22) can be arbitrarily close to zero if uh is close to a constant.
To avoid dividing by very small numbers, we approximate ratios of the form a

b by

a

b
≈ ab

δ + b2

where δ = 10−14 in all numerical experiments. This enforces that, if the solution approaches a
constant and the denominator vanishes, the artificial viscosity parameter (22) approaches zero.
This is consistent since a constant solution over an element automatically satisfies the discrete
entropy identity (18).
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Remark 4. The viscous matrices Kij are functions of the conservative or entropy variables; how-
ever, these matrices can be evaluated at any admissible solution state while still retaining entropy
stability. A computationally attractive option is to evaluate the viscous matrices using the local
solution average ūh as done in [26], which results in an element-wise constant Kij. This allows for
the use of more efficient quadrature-free formulations [40, 9] when evaluating the viscous terms.

Remark 5. It was observed in [4, 35, 48] that artificial viscosities with continuous coefficients
resulted in higher quality solutions compared with artificial viscosities with discontinuous coefficients.
While we note that the artificial viscosity formulation used in this paper is stable and accurate even
for discontinuous coefficients, users may smooth the locally computed ϵk(uh) without losing entropy
stability. For example, one could construct C0 viscosity coefficient whose value at vertices is the
maximum of ϵk(uh) over all adjacent elements [48]. Interpolating these vertex values using P 1

or Q1 elements would produce a new piecewise continuous viscosity coefficient which is pointwise
greater than ϵk(uh) and thus would retain entropy stability. However, this interpolated C0 viscosity
yielded more dissipative solutions without improving accuracy in numerical experiments, so we do
not include it in this work.

We note that it also possible to derive explicit expressions for a minimum norm artificial viscosity
coefficient ϵk(uh) which varies at a subcell level within an element Dk. This is described in more
detail along with numerical examples in Appendix B.

4.3. Simplification of the entropy projection under nodal collocation

Proving entropy stability using the artificial viscosity approach in this paper requires one non-
standard ingredient in the DG discretization: the entropy projection (10). Recall that Lemma 3
requires that surface numerical fluxes be evaluated using the entropy projection in order to guarantee
that the interface contributions in (21) are entropy dissipative. However, for nodal collocation DG
methods, this additional entropy projection step is not necessary.

For collocation methods, quadrature points are collocated with interpolation points. It can be
shown that the L2 projection operator ΠN = IN , where IN denotes the degreeN nodal interpolation
operator [10]. Because the mapping between conservative and entropy variables is invertible, this
implies that the values of ũ at nodal points is simply

ũ(xi) = u
(
INv(uh)|x=xi

)
= u(v(uh(xi))) = uh(xi).

such that the entropy projection at quadrature/interpolation points reduces to the evaluation of
the local polynomial solution uh. If the surface quadrature points are a subset of the collocated
volume quadrature points (as is the case for the DG spectral element method, or DGSEM [49]),
then the evaluation of the entropy projection at surface quadrature points reduces to the evaluation
of the solution uh at those points as well. A similar structure holds under diagonal-norm nodal
SBP discretizations on simplicial elements [15, 21].

4.4. Estimates for the volume entropy residual

We wish to estimate the magnitude of the volume entropy residual δk(uh), which turns out to
enjoy a super-convergence property. We first assume exact integration for the proofs in this section,
and discuss the effects of inexact quadrature in Section 4.4.1.
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Lemma 4. For uh ∈
[
PNDk

]d
, the volume entropy residual δk(uh) (19) satisfies

δk(uh) =

∫
Dk

−∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

T

fm(uh) +

∫
∂Dk

ψm(ũ)nm =∫
Dk

(
Ām

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm
−ΠN

(
Ām

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

))T

(ΠNv(uh)− v(uh)) (23)

for m = 1, . . . , d, where Ām ≈ ∂u
∂v

T ∂fm

∂u is an appropriate mean value matrix, such as the Volpert
or symmetric mean value matrix [5].

Proof. Since uh is sufficiently regular, the equality version of the entropy identity (5) holds under
exact integration since ũ = u (ΠNv(uh))∫

∂Dk

ψm(ũ)nm =

∫
Dk

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

T

fm(ũ). (24)

Applying this to the left-hand side of (23) yields∫
Dk

−∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

T

fm(uh) +

∫
∂Dk

ψm(ũ)nm =

∫
Dk

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

T

(fm(ũ)− fm(uh)) .

Since ũ = u (ΠNv(uh)), the mean value theorem implies

fm(ũ)− fm(uh) = Ām (ΠNv(uh)− v(uh)) ,

where Ām = ĀT
m is an appropriate mean value matrix corresponding to ∂u

∂v

T ∂fm

∂u , such as the
Volpert mean value matrix (see (64) and (65) of [5], as well as [80]). This yields that∫

Dk

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

T

(fm(ũ)− fm(uh)) =

∫
Dk

(
Ām

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)T

(ΠNv(uh)− v(uh)) .

Finally, since ΠNv(uh)− v(uh) is the L2 projection error, it is orthogonal to any degree N poly-

nomial. This implies that it is orthogonal to ΠN

(
Ām

∂ΠNv(uh)
∂xm

)
; subtracting

ΠN

(
Ām

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)T

(ΠNv(uh)− v(uh)) = 0

completes the proof.

Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to (23) yields that∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Dk

−∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

T

fm(uh) +

∫
∂Dk

ψm(ũ)nm

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤∥∥∥∥Ām
∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm
−ΠN

(
Ām

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)∥∥∥∥
L2(Dk)

∥ΠNv(uh)− v(uh)∥L2(Dk) .
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If uh is a high order approximation of a sufficiently regular solution u and the entropy S(uh) is
convex and sufficiently regular (e.g., when density and internal energy are uniformly bounded away
from zero for the compressible Euler equations) such that v(u) is also a sufficiently regular mapping,
the volume entropy residual is

δk(uh) =

∫
Dk

−∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

T

fm(uh) +

∫
∂Dk

ψm(ũ)nm = O(h2N+2+d)

in d dimensions using standard approximation estimates and a scaling argument. This result is a
sharpening of Theorem 5.5 in [16] and consistency estimates in [26, 58].

Remark 6. The symmetry of Ām follows from the symmetry of the flux Jacobians under trans-
formation to entropy variables [61, 33] and the definitions of the Volpert or symmetric mean value
matrix [5]. However, the symmetry of Ām is not necessary for the superconvergence result to hold.

Remark 7. The observation that (24) is satisfied exactly under exact integration implies that
standard weak form DG with the entropy projection and an entropy stable interface flux is entropy
stable up to the accuracy of the volume quadrature. This was first pointed out in [19].

4.4.1. The effect of inexact quadrature

While we have assumed exact integration in the proof of Lemma 4, a similar estimate holds for
a sufficiently accurate quadrature. Suppose that the volume quadrature is exact for polynomial
integrands f ∈ PMvol(Dk) and the surface quadrature is exact for polynomial integrands f ∈
PMsurf (∂Dk). For example, approximating 1D volume integrals using an (N + 1) point Gauss

quadrature rule would be exact for f ∈ P 2N+1, such that Mvol = 2N + 1. Then, since ∂ΠNv(uh)
∂xm

∈
PN−1

(
Dk
)
, under sufficient regularity of fm and uh,∣∣∣∣∣

(
fm(ũ),

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)
−
∫
Dk

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

T

fm(ũ)

∣∣∣∣∣ = O(hMvol+1+d)∣∣∣∣⟨ψm(ũ)nm, 1⟩ −
∫
∂Dk

ψm(ũ)nm

∣∣∣∣ = O(hMsurf+d)

Thus, if Mvol ≥ 2N + 1 and Msurf ≥ 2N + 2, then the quadrature error is of the same order as the
volume entropy residual estimate in Lemma 4. We note that these quadrature exactness conditions
are one order higher than necessary to prove optimal rates of convergence in [42].

4.5. Spurious null space modes

Recall that the artificial viscosity (22) involves the ratio between the volume entropy residual
and the viscous entropy dissipation on an element Dk:

ϵk(uh) =
min(0, δk(uh))∑d

i,j=1 (Θi,KijΘj)Dk

.

We wish to control the magnitude of the artificial viscosity; if ϵk(uh) is too large, it can nega-
tively impact the maximum stable time-step size. Thus, if the denominator approaches zero, the
numerator should approach zero at the same rate or faster.
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Figure 1: Examples of spurious null space modes of the BR-1 gradient in 1D and 2D.

Since Θi is a consistent approximation of ∂ΠNv(uh)
∂xi

, the denominator vanishes if the solution
is constant. Luckily, the numerator (the volume entropy residual) also vanishes if the solution is
constant, and numerical experiments suggest that the numerator converges to zero at the same rate
or faster as uh approaches a constant. Unfortunately, for the BR-1 viscous discretization used in
this work, spurious modes make it possible for the viscous entropy dissipation (the denominator)
to be arbitrarily small compared to the volume entropy residual (the numerator).

The gradient Θi is approximated in (15) using a standard DG discretization of the gradient with
a central flux. It is known that BR-1 discretizations of the Laplacian result in spurious non-constant
null space eigenmodes [71, 40]. Discretizations of the gradient with a central flux (15) also admit
similar spurious modes. such that applying (15) to such modes yields Θ1, . . . ,Θd = 0 [46]. Figure 1
illustrates examples of such modes for degree N = 2 approximations on uniform periodic meshes.
While adding penalty terms to the divergence equation (17) suppresses such spurious eigenmodes
for Laplacian and viscous flux derivatives [8, 12], they do not suppress spurious gradient modes.

These spurious modes do not appear to be a serious issue in practice when an upwind-like
numerical flux is used for the convective discretization (7), as the jump penalization tends to
rapidly dissipate away spurious modes [14]. We also note that non-central discretizations of the
gradient, such as in the local DG method [18, 17], do not appear to produce spurious null space
modes, and when combined with the artificial viscosity approach in this work, tend to produce
smaller artificial viscosity coefficients. This will be analyzed in more detail in future work.

5. Comparison with other artificial viscosity methods

The literature on artificial viscosity is vast; even when restricting the literature review specifically
to high order DG methods, there are hundreds of papers on artificial viscosity methods for nonlinear
conservation laws. These artificial viscosity methods incorporate a variety of techniques, from modal
and residual-based indicator methods to data-driven or machine-learning approaches [83, 63, 4, 48,
55, 60, 32, 23, 84, 85].

The artificial viscosity in this paper differs from many artificial viscosity methods in that the
“indicator” ϵk(uh) is chosen to be the smallest cell-local value to guarantee an entropy inequality.
As a result of this choice, the artificial viscosity in this paper is not intended to damp spurious
oscillations. For example, when applied to the constant coefficient linear scalar advection equation,
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the artificial viscosity coefficient ϵk(uh) vanishes, since the standard weak formulation of DG already
satisfies a cell entropy inequality and the volume entropy residual δk(uh) = 0. This behavior is
contrast to artificial viscosity methods which are designed based on solution regularity or smoothness
indicators. We note that it is straightforward to increase the magnitude of the artificial viscosity
indicator ϵk(uh) if one wishes to damp spurious oscillations; however, the intent of the artificial
viscosity in this work is to determine aminimal artificial viscosity which yields an entropy inequality.

The artificial viscosity method and choice of ϵk(uh) (22) are closely related to the “entropy
residual” or “entropy commutator” indicators used in [34, 37], which are themselves a generalization
of entropy viscosity and entropy residual methods [35, 86, 56]. The entropy commutator approach
to entropy viscosity adds dissipation proportionally to the violation of the chain rule

v(uh)
T ∂f(uh)

∂x
− ∂F (u)

∂x
≈ 0, F (u) = v(uh)

Tf(uh)− ψ(uh). (25)

The approach taken in this work also adds dissipation proportional to the violation of (25), but
with some distinctions. The magnitude of artificial viscosities (including entropy viscosity) typically
depends on a heuristic normalization and scaling [50]. In contrast, once the viscosity model (e.g.,
the viscous matrices Kij and viscous DG formulation) are determined, there are no parameters to
tune for the artificial viscosity used in this work. Moreover, in addition to using a P 1 continuous
finite element approximation instead of a high order DG discretization, the entropy inequality in
[34, 37] is approximately localized around the support of a single C0 nodal basis function using
Lagrange interpolation, while we localize the entropy inequality exactly using the L2 projection of
the entropy variables over a single DG element. Because the entropy stable artificial viscosity used
in this work is proportional to the residual of an integrated version of (25) over each element, it
could be interpreted as a “cell entropy viscosity”.

6. Numerical experiments

In this section, we present numerical experiments which confirm the robustness and accuracy
of the proposed artificial viscosity method. All experiments are implemented in Julia using the
StartUpDG.jl and Trixi.jl [69] libraries. Unless otherwise stated, all experiments utilize uniform
meshes. In 1D, we investigate both nodal DGSEM formulations based on collocation at Legendre-
Gauss-Lobatto nodes (referred to in figures as “nodal” DG discretizations), as well as degree N
modal DG formulations based on an (N + 2) point Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule (referred to
in figures as “modal” DG discretizations). In 2D, we focus on total degree N approximations
on triangular meshes, and utilize volume quadratures from [82] which are exact for degree 2N
polynomials, as well as (N + 1) point Gauss quadratures on faces.

For time integration, we utilize the OrdinaryDiffEq.jl library [64]. The adaptive 4-stage
3rd order strong stability preserving Runge-Kutta (SSPRK43) method [51, 20, 66] is used for all
experiments. In 1D, the absolute and relative tolerance are set to (10−8, 10−6), and in 2D, we
utilize absolute and relative tolerances of (10−6, 10−4).

6.1. Compressible Euler equations

All experiments are performed for the 1D and 2D compressible Euler equations, which are
described below. Let u denote the vector of conservative variables, which in 2D are

u = {ρ, ρu1, . . . , ρud, E} ∈ Rd+2.
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Here, ρ is density, ui is the velocity in the ith coordinate direction, and E is the specific total
energy. The pressure p is related to the conservative variables through the constitutive relations

p = (γ − 1)ρe, E = e+
1

2

d∑
i=1

u2i ,

where γ = 1.4 and e is the internal energy density. The compressible Euler equations in d dimensions
are given by

∂u

∂t
+

d∑
i=1

∂fi

∂xi
= 0, (26)

where fi denote the convective fluxes along the ith coordinate direction. For d = 2, the inviscid
fluxes fi are given by

f1 =


ρu1

ρu21 + p
ρu1u2

u1(E + p)

 , f2 =


ρu2
ρu1u2
ρu22 + p
u2(E + p)

 .
Setting velocity in either direction to zero recovers the 1D compressible Euler equations.

There exist an infinite family of convex entropies for the compressible Euler equations [38];
however, the compressible Navier-Stokes equations admit a mathematical entropy inequality with
respect to only a single entropy function S(u) and entropy potential ψm(u)

S(u) = −ρs, ψm(u) = ρum,

where s = log
(

p
ργ

)
denotes the physical entropy [43]. The derivative of the entropy with respect

to the conservative variables yield the entropy variables v(u) = ∂S
∂u = {v1, v2, v3, v4}, where

v1 =
ρe(γ + 1− s)− E

ρe
, v1+i =

ρui
ρe

, vd+2 = − ρ

ρe
(27)

for i = 1, . . . , d. The inverse mapping is given by

ρ = −(ρe)vd+2, ρui = (ρe)v1+i, E = (ρe)

(
1−

∑d
j=1 v

2
1+j

2vd+2

)
,

where i = 1, . . . , d, and ρe and s in terms of the entropy variables are

ρe =

(
(γ − 1)

(−vd+2)
γ

)1/(γ−1)

e
−s
γ−1 , s = γ − v1 +

∑d
j=1 v

2
1+j

2vd+2
.

Finally, explicit expressions for the Jacobian matrix ∂u
∂v are given in [5] in terms of the sound speed

a and specific total enthalpy H. In 2D, the Jacobian matrix is

∂u

∂v
=


ρ ρu1 ρu2 E

ρu21 + p ρu1u2 u1(E + p)
ρu22 + p u2(E + p)

ρH2 − a2 p
γ−1

 ,
a =

√
γ
p

ρ
, H =

a2

γ − 1
+

1

2
(u21 + u22),

where the lower triangular entries of ∂u
∂v are determined by symmetry.
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h N = 1 Rate N = 2 Rate N = 3 Rate N = 4 Rate
1/2 5.735× 10−1 4.628× 10−1 4.058× 10−1 1.321× 10−1

1/4 2.626× 10−1 1.13 8.553× 10−2 2.44 4.349× 10−2 3.22 1.297× 10−2 3.35
1/8 7.913× 10−2 1.73 1.713× 10−2 2.32 1.907× 10−3 4.51 3.425× 10−4 5.24
1/16 1.739× 10−2 2.19 3.035× 10−3 2.50 8.373× 10−5 4.51 1.016× 10−5 5.08
1/32 3.898× 10−3 2.16 3.663× 10−4 3.05 4.214× 10−6 4.31 3.230× 10−7 4.98

Table 1: Computed L2 errors for the 2D density wave with amplitude A = 0.5 using an artificial viscosity-based
entropy stable DG method.

(a) L2 error (b) Change in entropy over time

Figure 2: Evolution of L2 error and entropy for the 1D density wave with amplitude A = 0.5. Here, “DG” refers
to the standard DG method, “EC” refers to a flux differencing entropy stable DG method, and “AV” refers to the
artificial viscosity-based entropy stable DG method.

6.2. Density wave and high order accuracy

We begin by examining the accuracy of the proposed discretization. We first consider the 2D
density wave with amplitude |A| < 1:

ρ = 1 +A sin(2π(x+ y)), u = .1, v = .2, p = 10.

We compute L2 errors at final time T = 1.7 for amplitude A = 0.5 and show rates of convergence
in Table 1. Optimal rates of convergence are observed for polynomial degrees N = 1, . . . , 4.

Next, we examine the behavior over time of the L2 error over time for the 1D entropy wave with
amplitude |A| < 1.

ρ = 1 +A sin(2πx), u = .1, p = 10. (28)

We consider both A = 0.5, where the minimum density is far from zero, and A = 0.98, where the
minimum density is closer to zero. We evaluate errors for the standard nodal DG formulation, an
artificial viscosity-based entropy stable nodal DG, and a flux differencing entropy stable nodal DG
method using Ranocha’s entropy conservative volume flux [65].

Figures 2 and 3 shows plots of the L2 errors and evolution of entropy up to time T = 25 for a
degree N = 7 approximation over 4 elements. For A = 0.5, we observe that the L2 errors are lowest
for the standard nodal DG method, but that the errors for nodal DG with artificial viscosity hover
just above the standard nodal DG error. In contrast, the errors for entropy stable flux differencing
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(a) L2 error (b) Change in entropy over time

Figure 3: Evolution of L2 error and entropy for the 1D density wave with amplitude A = 0.98. Here, “DG” refers
to the standard DG method, “EC” refers to a flux differencing entropy stable DG method, and “AV” refers to the
artificial viscosity-based entropy stable DG method.

N = 3,K = 8 N = 7,K = 4
Flux differencing with EC flux 0.0613 0.1783

Entropy stable AV 0.0007 1.9239× 10−5

Standard weak form DG 3.6191× 10−14 6.323× 10−14

Table 2: Maximum real parts of the linearized spectra for nodal DG discretizations using a local Lax-Friedrichs
interface flux.

nodal DG methods are about an order of magnitude larger. For A = 0.98, both flux differencing and
artificial viscosity-based entropy stable nodal DG result in larger errors compared with standard
nodal DG; however, the artificial viscosity-based entropy stable scheme results in smaller errors
than the flux differencing entropy stable scheme. We also observe in both Figures 2 and 3 that the
standard nodal DG scheme does not result in an entropy which is non-increasing in time.

Finally, we note that we observe similar patterns in the evolution of error and entropy over
time when repeating the same 1D density wave experiment with A = 0.5 for a standard modal
overintegrated DG scheme with (N + 2) Gauss quadrature points. For A = 0.98, we observe that
errors for the modal entropy stable schemes (both flux differencing and artificial viscosity-based)
were larger in magnitude and resulted in a smaller maximum stable time-step size. We believe this
to be due to the sensitivity of the entropy projection for near-vacuum states [13].

6.3. Linear stability for a well-resolved background flow

Flux differencing split form and entropy stable nodal DG methods are known to be less linearly
stable than standard weak form nodal DG methods [27, 67]. In [27], the authors show that flux
differencing with entropy conservative volume fluxes can be interpreted as adding potentially anti-
diffusive correction to a linearly stable central scheme. It is known that a central volume flux
recovers a standard nodal DG weak formulation [30], and since the approach taken in this work
adds a small dissipative correction to a standard weak DG formulation, we expect the artificial
viscosity approach in this paper to be more linearly stable than a split formulation.

We analyze the linear stability of a nodal DGSEM formulation by computing the spectral of the
linearized Jacobian using automatic differentiation [70], where the background flow is given by the
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(a) Flux diff. with EC volume flux (b) Entropy stable AV (c) Standard DG

Figure 4: Spectra of the linearized Jacobian for a nodal DG discretization with N = 7,K = 4 and a local Lax-
Friedrichs interface flux. The plots are zoomed near the origin to highlight the presence of eigenvalues with positive
real parts.

1D density wave initial condition (28).1 A local Lax-Friedrichs interface flux is used in all cases, and
the entropy conservative flux of Ranocha [65] is used for the volume flux within the entropy stable
flux differencing nodal DG discretization. Figure 4 shows a zoom near the origin of the spectra for
degree N = 3 and a mesh of K = 8 uniform elements, as well as for degree N = 7 and a mesh of
K = 4 uniform elements. Table 2 reports the computed maximum real part of the spectra, and we
observe that entropy stable artificial viscosity reduces the maximum real part of the spectra by 2
to 6 orders of magnitude compared with an EC flux. However, neither method performs as well as
standard weak form DG, which recovers a spectra with machine precision zero real parts.

We note that, for a flux differencing nodal DG method, the largest real part of the spectra
appears to increase in magnitude as the minimum density decreases. This is not observed for either
the standard weak DG formulation or for DG with entropy stability enforced via artificial viscosity.

6.4. Convergence of the artificial viscosity coefficients

Next, we examine the magnitude of the artificial viscosity coefficient ϵk(uh) for both smooth
and discontinuous solution profiles. We compute artificial viscosity coefficients for the following
smooth solution field

(ρ, u1, u2, p) =

(
1 +

1

2
sin(0.1 + πx) sin(0.2 + πy),

1

2
sin(0.2 + πx) sin(0.1 + πy), 0, ργ

)
and the following discontinuous solution field

(ρ, u1, u2, p) =

{
(1, 0, 0, 1) |0.3x+ y| < 0.5

(2, .1, .2, 2γ) otherwise.

To compute the artificial viscosity coefficient, we compute the L2 projection onto degree N
polynomials of the conservative variables given by these solution fields, then determine the artificial

1We also experimented with a modal DG formulation using an (N + 2) point Gauss quadrature, but observed
that the spectra included eigenvalues with large O(100) positive real parts for the standard weak form DG scheme
both with and without artificial viscosity. However, since the spectra does not provide a way to differentiate between
standard weak form DG and the artificial viscosity presented in this work, we do not consider the results here.
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(a) Smooth solution (b) Discontinuous solution

Figure 5: Convergence of the volume entropy residual δk(uh) (19) and the artificial viscosity coefficient ϵk(uh) (22)
for fixed 2D smooth and discontinuous solution fields.

viscosity coefficient ϵk(uh) using (22). The quadrature is chosen based on the discussion in Sec-
tion 4.4.1 such that the quadrature errors are of the same order of accuracy as the volume entropy
residual. Specifically, we use a volume quadrature which is exact for degree (2N + 1) polynomials,
and the surface quadrature is taken to be an (N + 2) point Gauss quadrature, which is sufficient
to exactly integrate degree (2N + 2) polynomials.

Figure 5 shows the maximum values of ϵk(uh) and δk(uh) (the volume entropy residual given
by (19)) over degree N = 3 uniform triangular meshes. We observe that, for a smooth solution
field, the volume entropy residual converges at the expected rate of O(h2N+2+d), while the artificial
viscosity coefficient converges at a rate of O(hN+1.5+d). For a discontinuous solution field, we
observe O(h) convergence for both quantities once the mesh is sufficiently refined.

We note that, in practice, we use quadratures with lower degrees of exactness. We observe that,
when taking the volume and surface quadratures to be exact for degree 2N and 2N+1 polynomials
respectively, the volume entropy residual and artificial viscosity coefficient appear achieve rates of
O(h2N+1+d) and O(hN+0.5+d) for smooth solution fields, losing one order of convergence.

6.5. Modified Sod shock tube

Next, we consider the modified Sod shock tube problem [76] on the domain on [0, 1]

(ρ, u, p) =

{
(1, .75, 1) x < 0.3

(.125, 0, .1) otherwise.
(29)

Figure 6 shows computed solutions at time T = 0.2 using both nodal [15] and modal [10, 11] flux
differencing entropy stable DG methods, as well as both nodal and modal DG methods with entropy
stability enforced via artificial viscosity. We note that the nodal and modal artificial viscosity-based
entropy stable DG methods are similar except for the presence of a small solution artifact near the
sonic point for the nodal DG method. This solution artifact decreases in magnitude under either
mesh or degree refinement.

We observe that, while all methods produce spurious oscillations due to under-resolution of
the shock, the oscillations present for the artificial viscosity-based entropy stable DG method are
significantly smaller compared with the oscillations present for the flux differencing entropy stable
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(a) Nodal DG with AV (b) Nodal DG with flux differencing

(c) Modal DG with AV (d) Modal DG with flux differencing

Figure 6: Comparison of entropy stable DG methods constructing using flux differencing and artificial viscosity.
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nodal DG method. Moreover, the oscillations for the flux differencing entropy stable nodal DG
methods increase in magnitude as the degree N increases, while the oscillations for flux differencing
modal entropy stable DG method and the artificial viscosity-based entropy stable DG method
remain about the same magnitude for both degrees N = 3 and N = 7. Using a contact-preserving
entropy stable flux such as HLLC [6] or a Roe-type matrix dissipation [81, 79] reduces but does not
eliminate such oscillations. Additional numerical results using contact-preserving interface fluxes
are provided in Appendix A.1.

We note that there exist several additional techniques to suppress the spurious oscillations
present in flux differencing entropy stable nodal DG methods. Earlier papers on high order entropy
stable DG methods utilized a comparison principle, blending a standard DGmethod with an entropy
stable DG method [8]. Shock capturing [39], bounds-preserving limiting [54], and heuristic artificial
viscosity methods [59] have also been shown to be effective.

6.6. Shu-Osher problem

We consider the Shu-Osher sine-shock interaction problem [73] next, which is posed on the
domain [−5, 5] with initial condition

(ρ, u, p) =

{
(3.857143, 2.629369, 10.3333) x < −4

(1 + .2 sin(5x), 0, 1) x ≥ −4.

We compare the computed DG solutions to a reference solution computed using 5th order WENO
with 25000 cells. Figures 7, 8, and 9 show various entropy stable nodal and modal DG solutions
for an under-resolved case (degree N = 3 with 50 elements), a more resolved moderate order case
(N = 3 with 100 elements) and a more resolved high order case (N = 7 with 50 elements). Note
that the N = 7, 50 element case results in the same total number of unknowns as the N = 3, 100
element case.

We observe that nodal flux differencing entropy stable schemes tend to produce solutions with
significant spurious oscillations. These oscillations are significantly reduced for either modal flux
differencing entropy stable DG schemes or artificial viscosity-based entropy stable DG schemes. We
also observe that the artificial viscosity-based entropy stable DG results are slightly more diffusive
than the modal flux differencing entropy stable DG results, as mentioned in Remark 2.

We also compare the number of timesteps taken by the adaptive SSPRK43 method for the
specified tolerances. The nodal flux differencing entropy stable DG method required the fewest
timesteps (15206). However, the method only remained stable for N = 3, and results in large
magnitude spurious oscillations. The modal flux differencing entropy stable DG scheme contains
significantly fewer spurious oscillations, and runs stably for both N = 3 and N = 7. However,
the number of time-steps required is roughly double that of the nodal entropy stable DG scheme
(35480 for N = 3 and 32793 for N = 7). Both the nodal and modal artificial viscosity schemes
behaved similarly with respect to the number of timesteps; for N = 3, roughly 20k time-steps were
required (21781 for nodal, 19741 for modal), while for N = 7, roughly 30k time-steps were required
(30963 for nodal, 33119 for modal). We note that these results depend heavily on the tolerance
and the choice of time-stepper; future work will analyze the maximum stable time-step restriction
more rigorously.
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(a) Nodal DG with flux differencing (b) Nodal DG with AV

(c) Modal DG with flux differencing (d) Modal DG with AV

Figure 7: Entropy stable DG solutions of the Shu-Osher problem with N = 3, 50 elements.

6.7. A 2D Riemann problem

Next we consider a periodic version [10] of a 2D Riemann problem from [52]. The problem is
posed on a periodic domain [−1, 1]2 with initial condition

(ρ, u1, u2, p) =


(0.5313, 0, 0, 0.4) x > 0, y > 0

(1, 0.7276, 0, 1) x < 0, y > 0

(0.8, 0, 0, 1) x < 0, y < 0

(1, 0, 0.7276, 1) x > 0, y < 0.

Figure 10 shows the density at final time T = 0.25, which we note looks very similar to the density
computed by a modal flux differencing entropy stable DG method of the same degree and mesh
resolution [10]. Figure 10 also shows a visualization of the viscosity coefficient ϵk(uh) given by (22).
While the artificial viscosity coefficient appears to serve as an accurate troubled cell indicator,
we emphasize that it was constructed only to replicate the entropy inequality satisfied by flux
differencing entropy stable DG methods.

6.8. Long-time Kelvin-Helmholtz instability

We conclude with a long-time Kelvin-Helmholtz instability introduced in [13]. This example is
run until final time T = 25 in order to develop pressure shocklets and small scale features resembling
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(a) Nodal DG with flux differencing (b) Nodal DG with AV

(c) Modal DG with flux differencing (d) Modal DG with AV

Figure 8: Entropy stable DG solutions of the Shu-Osher problem with N = 3, 100 elements.

(a) Modal DG with flux differencing (b) Nodal DG with AV (c) Modal DG with AV

Figure 9: Entropy stable DG solutions of the Shu-Osher problem with N = 7, 50 elements. Results for nodal DG
with flux differencing are not included as the simulation did not run to completion.

22



(a) Density (b) Viscosity coefficient ϵk(uh)

Figure 10: Solution of the 2D Riemann problem with degree N = 3 on a 64× 64× 2 triangular mesh.

(a) N = 3, 64 × 64 × 2 mesh (b) N = 7, 32 × 32 × 2 mesh

Figure 11: Solution of the 2D long-time Kelvin-Helmholtz instability using artificial viscosity-based entropy stable
DG on triangular meshes.
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turbulence. The initial condition is modified to add a small O(1/100) non-symmetric scaling to
the velocity in order to break symmetry. We note that, due to the lack of a viscous limit for
the compressible Euler equations, numerical solutions to the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability depend
strongly on discretization parameters [25] and do not converge to a unique solution under degree or
mesh refinement. Thus, this test case should only be considered a test of robustness and a rough
qualitative measure of how numerically dissipative a scheme is.

Figure 11 shows the solutions for both degree N = 3 and degree N = 7 solutions with roughly
the same number of global degrees of freedom. As expected, the higher order approximation is able
to resolve smaller scale features. Compared with the flux differencing entropy stable schemes in [13],
the artificial viscosity-based schemes in this paper appear to be slightly more dissipative. However,
as argued in [27], because of the lack of linear stability for flux differencing entropy stable schemes, it
is not clear whether small scale structures present in a flux differencing entropy stable DG solution
are physical or due to the introduction and evolution of non-physical numerical artifacts.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce an artificial viscosity-based method for recovering entropy stability
for standard weak form DG discretizations. The artificial viscosity coefficients incorporate the error
in a version of the volume entropy residual which utilizes the entropy projection. We prove that this
estimate is super-convergent for sufficiently regular solutions and prove that, if interface fluxes are
computed using the entropy projection, a standard DG method with this artificial viscosity satisfies
the same global entropy inequality satisfied by flux differencing entropy stable DG methods.

Numerical experiments suggest that artificial viscosity-based entropy stable DG methods are
slightly more dissipative than flux differencing entropy stable DG schemes. However, artificial
viscosity-based entropy stable DG methods enjoy many of the same properties of flux differencing
DG methods (such as robustness and high order accuracy), while also reducing spurious oscillations
and improving linear stability.

The Julia codes used to generate the results in this paper are available at https://github.

com/jlchan/paper-artificial-viscosity-entropy-stable-2025.

8. Acknowledgements

The authors gratefully acknowledge support from National Science Foundation under awards
DMS-1943186 and DMS-223148. The authors also thank Alex Cicchino, Siva Nadarajah, Brian
Christner, Raymond Park, Philipp Öffner, Lucas Wilcox, and Ayaboe Edoh for helpful discus-
sions. The authors also acknowledge the Atum.jl library (https://github.com/mwarusz/Atum.
jl), whose implementation of the matrix dissipation flux was used in this work [81, 79].

Appendix A. Additional 1D numerical experiments

In this section, we include some additional one-dimensional experiments.
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(a) Flux differencing nodal DG (b) Nodal DG with AV

(c) Flux differencing modal DG (d) Modal DG with AV

Figure A.12: Solutions of modified Sod with the HLLC interface flux.

Appendix A.1. Modified Sod with HLLC and Roe-type matrix dissipation interface fluxes

In addition to the local Lax-Friedrichs flux, we also experimented with HLLC interface fluxes
[6] and interface fluxes based on Roe-type matrix dissipation [81, 79], both of which are contact-
preserving. These contact preserving fluxes were also shown to improve the order of convergence
for entropy stable nodal DG methods [41] and avoid spurious oscillations for flux differencing nodal
DG methods applied to a variant of the original Sod shock tube [79].

Figure A.12 shows numerical results for the modified Sod problem using the HLLC flux (the
matrix dissipation flux of [81, 79] produced very similar results). For degree N = 3, we observe that
the use of HLLC and matrix dissipation fluxes reduce oscillations between the rarefaction wave and
the contact discontinuity, but that they do not reduce oscillations between the contact discontinuity
and shock. However, for N = 7, we do not observe a similar reduction in oscillations between the
contact discontinuity and shock for either contact-preserving flux.

Appendix A.2. Modified Sod with smaller post-shock density and pressure

Next, we examined a version of modified Sod with smaller post-shock density and pressure,
where we decreased the post-shock density and pressure by an additional factor of 10, such that
(ρ, u, p) = (.0125, 0, .01) for x > 3 in (29). For this initial condition, both nodal and modal flux
differencing entropy stable DG methods crash before the final time of T = 0.2. Figure A.13 shows
the resulting solution profile for nodal and modal artificial viscosity-enforced entropy stable DG.
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(a) Nodal DG with AV (b) Modal DG with AV

Figure A.13: Solutions of modified Sod with smaller post-shock density and pressure using standard DG with artificial
viscosity-based entropy stability.

We note that the solution remains positive, despite the fact that for the modal DG discretization,
the entropy projection (which is sensitive when density and pressure are small) is used to compute
interface fluxes [13].

Finally, we note that for this version of modified Sod, the artificial viscosity near the shock
was roughly 60× larger than for the standard modified Sod problem (29). However, the number
of time-steps taken by the adaptive time-stepper for this smaller density and pressure case only
increased by a factor of ≈ 1.267 compared with the standard modified Sod initial condition (29),
indicating that the magnitude of the artificial viscosity was not consistently large enough to induce
a parabolic O(h2) maximum stable explicit time-step restriction.

Appendix A.3. Enforcing additional entropy inequalities

To demonstrate the impact of using the entropy projection ũ in the volume entropy residual
(19), we compare a DG method where an additional entropy inequality is enforced. The second
entropy inequality we enforce is the same as (19) except that the entropy potential ψm is evaluated
at the DG solution uh rather than the entropy projection ũ:

d∑
m=1

[(
−fm(uh),

∂ΠNv(uh)

∂xm

)
Dk

+ ⟨ψm(uh)nm, 1⟩∂Dk

]
. (A.1)

We note that we cannot use this modified entropy inequality on its own; enforcing only (A.1) results
in unstable simulations where the adaptive time-step size converges to zero. However, we can enforce
both entropy inequalities (19) and (A.1) by computing two artificial viscosity coefficients using (22)
(one for each entropy inequality) and taking the maximum [35].

Figure A.14 shows the results of a degree N = 3 modal DG formulation under one and both
of these entropy inequalities. We observe that enforcing the second entropy inequality without the
entropy projection ũ results in a more diffusive solution. This is consistent with the fact that the
volume entropy residual with the entropy projection (19) converges to zero at a faster rate than the
volume entropy residual without entropy projection (A.1) based on estimates in [26]. Enforcing this
additional entropy inequality also appears to provide some shock capturing effects, as oscillations
around shocks are smoothed out.
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Figure A.14: Comparison of DG solutions (degree N = 3, 100 elements) to the Shu-Osher problem when enforcing
one and two entropy inequalities.

Appendix B. A subcell version of the viscosity coefficient

If we wish to allow the local artificial viscosity coefficient ϵk(uh) to vary spatially within an
element, we can determine an optimal choice for ϵk(uh) by minimizing the L2 norm of ϵk(uh)
subject to the entropy identity (20) and a non-negativity constraint. This optimization problem
turns out to admit an analytical solution.

Lemma 5. Let δk(uh) be the volume entropy residual (19). Consider the following inequality
constrained optimization problem:

min
ϵk

∥ϵk∥2Dk

d∑
i,j=1

(ϵkKijΘj ,Θi)Dk ≥ −min(0, δk(uh)),

ϵk(x) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ Dk.

This optimization problem has an explicit solution

ϵk(uh) = −min(0, δk(uh))
a

∥a∥2Dk

, a(x) =

d∑
i,j=1

ΘT
i KijΘj ≥ 0. (B.1)

Proof. The optimization problem can be rewritten in a more abstract form:

min
ϵ

∥ϵ∥2

(a, ϵ) ≥ b (B.2)

ϵ ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ Dk.

where a(x), b ≥ 0 and we have dropped the k,Dk subscripts for simplicity of notation. Note that

a(x) =
∑d

i,j=1 Θ
T
i KijΘj and b = −min(0, δk(uh)) recovers the optimization problem in Lemma 5.
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(a) L2 error (density wave) (b) Entropy (density wave) (c) Zoom of density (Shu-Osher)

Figure B.15: Comparison of element-wise constant and subcell artificial viscosities for the 1D density wave and
Shu-Osher problems using a degree N = 7 DG approximation.

Observe that if ϵ′ satisfies b ≤ (a, ϵ′), then b ≤ (a, ϵ′) ≤ ∥a∥ ∥ϵ′∥ and b/ ∥a∥ ≤ ∥ϵ′∥. Thus, if we
can find an ϵ ≥ 0 that meets the lower bound such that ∥ϵ∥ = b/ ∥a∥, the solution is both feasible
and optimal. One can verify that ϵ = b a

∥a∥2 satisfies both conditions.

Remark 8. We note that the proof of Lemma 5 implies that (B.2) is equivalent to an equality

constrained minimum norm problem minϵ ∥ϵ∥2 such that (a, ϵ) = b.

Note that, if a is constant over an element, (B.1) reduces to the piecewise constant artificial
viscosity coefficient in Section 4.2. To avoid division by small numbers, we again compute the ratio
in (B.2) using the regularized ratio described in Remark 3.

Remark 9. We observe in numerical experiments that, even when using the subcell artificial vis-
cosity ϵk(uh), evaluating the viscous matrices Kij at the average solution state as described in
Remark 4 does not appear to degrade accuracy, results in a larger maximum stable time-step, and
produces smaller spurious oscillations around shocks and under-resolved solution features. Thus,
we assume that Kij is evaluated at averaged solution states ūh for both the case when ϵk(uh) is
piecewise constant and has subcell variations.

Despite the norm-minimizing nature of the subcell artificial viscosity, there does not appear to
be a significant difference between the piecewise constant and subcell artificial viscosity coefficients
in practice. Figure B.15 illustrates these differences for the 1D density wave (28) with amplitude
A = .98 and the Shu-Osher sine-shock interaction problem. Both problems use degree N = 7; the
density wave uses a mesh of 4 elements, while the Shu-Osher problem uses a mesh of 50 elements.
The subcell artificial viscosity results in slightly less dissipative results for the density wave and the
Shu-Osher problem. This effect becomes less pronounced for smaller polynomial degrees.

Appendix C. Comparison with local entropy correction terms

The artificial viscosity constructed in this work most closely resembles the entropy correction
term of Abgrall, Öffner, and Ranocha [1, 2], which adds a similar dissipative term based on the
zero-mean variation of the entropy variables over an element. More recent versions of this entropy
correction term have both introduced the change of variables matrix A0 = ∂u

∂v as an inner product
scaling and replaced the zero-mean variation term with the local derivative [26, 58].

Dropping inter-element coupling terms in the DG formulation of artificial viscosity results in
a method that is similar to these local corrections, which are significantly simpler to implement.
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(a) N = 1, 128 × 128 × 2 elements (b) N = 3, 64 × 64 × 2 elements

Figure C.16: Solutions to the 2D Riemann problem using a matrix-weighted version of Abgrall’s local entropy
correction terms. The degree N = 3 solution contains numerical artifacts along the shock front.

However, we observed that adding only the local entropy correction term of [26, 58] was not sufficient
to stabilize DG simulations of the 2D Riemann problem. Additionally, while the A0-weighted
variant of Abgrall, Öffner, and Ranocha’s correction term [2] successfully stabilizes the 2D Riemann
problem, it also produces non-physical artifacts at higher orders of approximation. Figure C.16
shows the DG solution using the A0-weighted version of the entropy correction in [2] where the
entropy violation is estimated using the volume entropy residual (19). The degree N = 3 solution
contains numerical artifacts along the shock front moving towards the upper-right hand corner,
though these artifacts are not observed for the degree N = 1 solution.
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