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Abstract

We study the canonical variables based numerical schemes of a hybrid model with kinetic
ions and mass-less electrons. Two equivalent formulations of the hybrid model are presented
with the vector potentials in different gauges and the distribution functions depending on
canonical momentum (not velocity), which constitutes a pair of canonical variables with the
position variable. Particle-in-cell methods are used for the distribution functions, and the
vector potentials are discretized by the finite element methods in the framework of finite
element exterior calculus. Splitting methods are used for the time discretizations. It is
illustrated that the second formulation is numerically superior and the schemes constructed
based on the anti-symmetric bracket proposed have better conservation properties and lower
noise, although the filters can be used to improve the schemes of the first formulation.

1 Introduction

There are a lot of models proposed to describe complex physical processes in plasmas, which
usually include different kinds of species and are inherently multi-scale. Among them, hybrid
models combine the advantages of kinetic and fluid models, in which some components of plas-
mas, such as high energy particles, are treated kinetically, while the remainder is described
using fluid type equations. Compared to kinetic equations, hybrid models are more computa-
tionally efficient because of the fluid equations adopted and small scales ignored. Also they
are more accurate than pure fluid type models, as kinetic effects of some components are in-
cluded. There are many kinds of hybrid kinetic-fluid models for plasmas in literature in different
contexts [27, 28, 29].

Physical laws can be equivalently represented with different sets of variables, among which
canonical variables bring some advantages, such as symplectic methods [5, 9] can be applied.
Transforming even part of the variables to canonical variables has some benefits, as an example of
which, in this work we use a pair of canonical variables, i.e., position and canonical momentum,
to describe the motion of particles. Some canonical variables based numerical schemes have
been used, such as in [52, 53].

In magnetized kinetic plasma simulations, the distribution function of each particle species
depends on velocity v or canonical momentum p, which have the relation miv = p−qiA, where
A denotes the vector potential and mi, qi are the mass and charge of each particle species. Also
the magnetic field can be represented by the magnetic field B or the vector potential A via
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the formula B = ∇ × A. So for the magnetized kinetic/hybrid models, there are three kinds
of formulations with different choices of unknowns, 1) xvB formulation with the unknowns
f(t,x,v) and B(t,x); 2) xvA formulation with the unknowns f(t,x,v) and A(t,x); 3) xpA
formulation with the unknowns f(t,x,p) and A(t,x), where f denotes the distribution function.
The Poisson brackets of xvB and xvA formulations, if there are, can usually be derived from
the counterparts of xpA formulations by using the chain rules of the functional derivatives, and
the former usually have more terms and are more complicated than the latter, which reflects
the differences of coupling complexity.

There have been some numerical simulation works based on the xpA formulations in different
contexts of plasma physics. For the fully kinetic equations, in [2] canonical symplectic methods
are proposed based on the discretization of the canonical Poisson bracket of the Vlasov–Maxwell
equations. For the gyro-kinetic simulations [40] with strong magnetic fields, parallel canonical
momentum is used as an independent variables of the distribution functions to avoid the term
of the time derivative of A∥ in the Vlasov equation. Some recent developments include [41, 43].
In the context of the hybrid plasma simulations, the xvB and xvA formulations are adopted
numerically in most research works [35, 29, 21, 22, 28, 37, 38, 39], and the xpA formulation has
been used in [35] and the references therein, in which it is called the ’Hamiltonian method’.

In this work, we consider the numerical discretizations for the xpA formulations of a hybrid
model, in which all ions are treated kinetically, electrons are mass-less, and the electron pressure
is determined by the electron density via the equation of state. This model has many applications
in laser plasmas and astrophysics [26, 45, 46, 47], and is obtained by taking quasi-neutral limit
and mass-less electron limit for the more fundamental models. For simplicity we consider the one
ion species case and assume each ion has a unit charge. The commonly used xvB formulation
of this model after the dimensionless procedures in [20] is

∂f

∂t
= −v · ∇f − (E+ v ×B) · ∇vf,

∂B

∂t
= −∇×E,

(1)

where
E = −∇pe

n
− u×B+

J

n
×B (Ohm’s law) (2)

with
J = ∇×B, n =

ˆ
fdv, nu =

ˆ
fvdv.

Here f is the distribution function of ions depending on time t, space x, and velocity v. E
and B are electric and magnetic fields, respectively. The n is the density of electrons, which
equals to the density of ions

´
fdv because of the quasi-neutrality condition. In the above

Ohm’s law, pe is the electron pressure, which is commonly taken to be nT in the isothermal
electron case with constant T (the normalized temperature of electrons) or Cnγ with γ ̸= 1 in
the adiabatic electron case with constant C. In more general cases, a time evolution equation
of pe should be included in the hybrid model (1) as [21]. Existing numerical methods for this
formulation include current advance method [17], based on which, there is a particle-in-cell
code CAMELIA [18] and an Eulerian code [19]; Pegasus [24], in which a constrained transport
method is used to guarantee the divergence free property of magnetic field; mass and energy
conserving particle-in-cell schemes on curvilinear meshes [22], which also conserve momentum
provided the magnetic field is divergence free. Also structure-preserving particle-in-cell schemes
are constructed in [20] based on an anti-symmetric bracket and splitting methods, which conserve

2



many properties at the same time, such as energy, quasi-neutrality condition, and divergence free
property of magnetic field. For more reviews about hybrid simulations, we refer the readers to
the references [36, 29]. The difficulty in hybrid-kinetic codes of the xvB formulation is obtaining
a good approximation of the electric field depending on particles, based on which accurate and
efficient particle pushers can be constructed. The xvA formulation can be obtained by just
replacing B by ∇×A (A is the vector potential) in the xvB formulation (1). Recently, there
are some numerical schemes conserving energy, momentum, and mass proposed in [21] based on
the xvA formulation using particle-in-cell methods combined with finite difference methods, in
which an equation of electron pressure is used. As the vector potential is used, the divergence
free property of the magnetic field obtained is guaranteed naturally.

In this work, the two xpA formulations we investigate numerically are with different gauges of
the vector potential. In the first xpA formulation (or formulation I), the Weyl gauge is chosen for
the vector potential, while in the second xpA formulation (or formulation II), a different gauge
is used due to that the electron pressure term is a gradient term in the isothermal and adiabatic
electrons cases. The characteristics of Vlasov equation in xpA formulations constitute canonical
Hamiltonian systems, for which symplectic methods [5, 9] and discrete gradient methods [30] can
be used to solve. However, in xvB and xvA formulations pushing particle is more complicated
due to the complex electric field E depending on all the particles in the Ohm’s law, which is
quite common in various hybrid models [3, 16]. In [35] and some references therein, updating
particles using the canonical momentum is introduced, but the relation of the electron pressure
term with the gauge in the isothermal and adiabatic electron cases is not mentioned. This idea
of changing the gauge used can also be applied to the xvA formulation investigated in [21] with
the anti-symmetric bracket presented in appendix 6.2 and relativistic hybrid models [33].

Our discretizations follow the recent developments of structure-preserving methods for mod-
els in plasma physics with the aim of having better long term numerical behaviours. Fully
discrete structure-preserving particle-in-cell methods for the Vlasov–Maxwell equations have
been proposed in [4, 2] using the finite difference methods in the framework of discrete exterior
calculus [11], and in [13, 1, 34] using the finite element methods in the framework of finite
element exterior calculus [10]. For electrostatic hybrid plasma simulations, structure preserving
algorithms have been constructed in [7].

In this work, for the two xpA formulations, we discretize the vector potentials by finite
element methods in the framework of finite element exterior calculus [10], and the distribution
functions are approximated as the sums of finite number of weighted particles. Splitting meth-
ods [9] are used in time to give two subsystems, for which implicit mid-point rules are used to
solve. For the formulation I with the Weyl gauge, a projector is used to deal with the electron
pressure term to make it only contribute to the curl free part of the vector potential. Some
binomial filters are applied for the electron pressure term T∇n/n to reduce the noise from the
particle methods (n is obtained by depositions of particles), which improves significantly the
schemes. For the formulation II, discrete energy is conserved after the phase-space discretization
and the semi-discrete system can be expressed in an anti-symmetric bracket formulation, for
which the bracket splitting [12] is adopted. Then the midpoint rule is used for each subsystem,
which is symplectic for the first subsystem and energy-conserving for the second subsystem. Our
schemes have good conservation properties (such as for energy and momentum) and the mag-
netic field obtained is divergence free, although our schemes are not Poisson structure preserving
as [4, 2, 13, 1, 34] because the bracket proposed for the continuous problem is anti-symmetric
but not Poisson.

There are some connections between our recent work [20] and the formulation II. The bracket
proposed in [20] could be derived from the bracket of formulation II using the chain rules of the
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functional derivatives. The methods constructed in this work for the formulation II have the
following advantages. 1) Particles are updated by solving simple canonical Hamiltonian systems,
which is good for conservation property and good long time behavior; 2) It is easier to do the
implementations than [20], as only two subsystems are obtained after bracket splitting [12] in
time, particles and fields are decoupled. 3) The algorithms obtained are more efficient, as some
heavy iterations about particles and projectors for current terms in [20] are avoided; 4) The
property of divergence-free of the magnetic fields is guaranteed naturally as the vector potential
is used and discretized in a H(curl) type finite element space.

This paper is organized as follows. Two canonical momentum based formulations of the
hybrid model are presented in section 2, for which phase-space and time discretizations are done
in section 3. In section 4, four numerical experiments: finite grid instability, R-wave, Bernstein
waves, and ion cyclotron instability are conducted to validate the codes, and comparisons are
made. In section 5, we conclude the paper with a summary and an outlook to future works.

2 Canonical momentum based formulations

In this section, we present two equivalent formulations of the hybrid model, in which the dis-
tribution functions depend on the canonical momentum, and the vector potentials are used.
For simplicity we focus on the isothermal electron case, i.e., pe = nT , similar results can be
obtained for the adiabatic electron case. As we shall see, the main differences between these two
formulations are where the term T ∇n

n appears and how it influences the update of the particles.
The first xpA formulation is obtained as follows by choosing the vector potential in Weyl gauge,
this gauge is used in many plasma simulations, such as [2, 21].
Formulation I: by change of unknowns as B = ∇×A (A is the Weyl gauge) and f(t,x,v) =
f(t,x,p−A) =: fm(t,x,p), we have the equations about fm (still denoted by f for convenience)
and A from equations (1),

∂f

∂t
= −(p−A) · ∂f

∂x
+

[(
∂A

∂x

)⊤
(A− p)

]
· ∂f
∂p

,

∂A

∂t
= T

∇n

n
− ∇×∇×A

n
×∇×A−

´
(A− p)fdp

n
×∇×A, n =

ˆ
fdp.

(3)

We can see that the term T ∇n
n influences the update of the particles through the vector potential.

The total energy of the xpA formulation (3) is

H =
1

2

ˆ
f |p−A|2dxdp+ T

ˆ
n lnndx+

1

2

ˆ
|∇ ×A|2dx. (4)

Here the density of electrons n is not regarded as an independent unknown, the reason is
that when n is regarded as an independent unknown, conserving the quasi-neutrality relation
n =

´
fdv and the positivity of n is not easy to achieve numerically, although the system (3)

with the time evolution equation of n, i.e., ∂tn + ∇ · (nu) = 0, is a Hamiltonian system with
a Poisson bracket proposed in [3]. As T ∇n

n is the gradient of T lnn, it has no contribution for
the magnetic field ∇ ×A. Also numerically, n is obtained from particles by depositions, then
n and T ∇n

n have a lot of noise and would make the update of A not accurate. These inspire us
to change the gauge used, and choose the gauge of A satisfying

E = −T
∇n

n
− ∂A

∂t
.
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Then we get the following equivalent formulation.
Formulation II:

∂f

∂t
= −(p−A) · ∂f

∂x
+

[
T
∇n

n
+

(
∂A

∂x

)⊤
(A− p)

]
· ∂f
∂p

,

∂A

∂t
= −∇×∇×A

n
×∇×A−

´
(A− p)fdp

n
×∇×A, n =

ˆ
fdp,

(5)

in which the term T ∇n
n appears in the Vlasov equation and has a direct interaction with particles.

The total energy of the second xpA formulation (5) is

H =
1

2

ˆ
f |p−A|2dxdp+ T

ˆ
n lnndx+

1

2

ˆ
|∇ ×A|2dx. (6)

The formulation (5) can be derived from the following anti-symmetric bracket (7) with en-
ergy (6),

{F ,G}(f,A) =

ˆ
f

[
δF
δf

,
δG
δf

]
xp

dxdp−
ˆ

1

n
∇×A ·

(
δF
δA

× δG
δA

)
dx, (7)

where the two terms are responsible for the derivations of the two equations in (5), respectively.
The anti-symmetric bracket (7) is the foundation for us to use the bracket splitting [12] in
time for this formulation (5) in the next section, which gives two sub-systems. As we shall
see, the subsystem of the Vlasov equation is discretized as a canonical Hamiltonian system, for
which symplectic methods [9] or discrete gradient methods [30, 15] can be used for the time
discretization. The term T ∇n

n interacts with the particles directly, and the schemes constructed
are more accurate, which are presented and explained qualitatively and quantitively in the
remaining parts of this work. Changing the gauge via moving out the contribution of T ∇n

n
resembles the techniques of decomposing the parallel vector potential into the symplectic and
Hamiltonian parts in [41] and the adiabatic and non-adiabatic parts in [42].

Remark 1. When there is a given background magnetic field B0, complete equations of the
above two formulations are presented in Appendix 6.1.

3 Numerical discretization

In this section, we use the finite element method in the framework of finite element exterior cal-
culus to discretize the vector potential, and particle-in-cell method to discretize the distribution
function. Splitting methods are used in time for two formulations (3) and (5). Also binomial
filters are introduced, which would be used in the section 4 to reduce the noise of the particle
methods of the formulation I (3). Time step size is ∆t, an means the value of a at n−th time
step, and an+

1
2 represents an+an+1

2 .
Commuting diagram with B-splines We perform the spatial discretizations in the frame-
work of Finite Element Exterior Calculus (FEEC). Finite element (FE) spaces and corresponding
projectors are chosen such that the following diagram commutes,

H1(Ω) ∇ //

Π0

��

H(curl,Ω) ∇×
//

Π1

��

H(div,Ω) ∇· //

Π2

��

L2(Ω)

Π3

��

V0
∇ // V1

∇×
// V2

∇· // V3

(8)
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where V0, V1, V2 and V3 are finite element spaces in which fields (proxies of p-forms, p ≤ 3) are
discretized in. The projectors Πn are based on inter-/histopolation at/between Greville points
of the B-splines which span the FE spaces. For details we refer to [6] which uses exactly the
same basis functions and projectors. The FE spaces are written as

V0 := span{Λ0
i |0 ≤ i < N0}, ∋ a0h(t,x) =

N0−1∑
i=0

ai(t)Λ
0
i (x)

V1 := span


Λ1

1,i

0
0

 ,

 0
Λ1
2,i

0

 ,

 0
0

Λ1
3,i

∣∣∣∣∣
0 ≤ i < N1

1

0 ≤ i < N1
2

0 ≤ i < N1
3

 ∋ a1h(t,x) =

3∑
µ=1

N1
µ−1∑
i=1

aµ,i(t)Λ
1
µ,i(x)eµ,

V2 := span


Λ2

1,i

0
0

 ,

 0
Λ2
2,i

0

 ,

 0
0

Λ2
3,i

∣∣∣∣∣
0 ≤ i < N2

1

0 ≤ i < N2
2

0 ≤ i < N2
3

 ∋ a2h(t,x) =
3∑

µ=1

N1
µ−1∑
i=1

aµ,i(t)Λ
2
µ,i(x)eµ,

V3 := span{Λ3
i |0 ≤ i < N3}, ∋ a3h(t,x) =

N3−1∑
i=0

ai(t)Λ
3
i (x) .

Here, the functions Λn
i : Ω → R are tensor products of uni-variate B-splines of different degree,

as described in [6, 1], and e1 = (1, 0, 0)⊤, e2 = (0, 1, 0)⊤, e3 = (0, 0, 1)⊤. The dimensions are

dimV0 = N0 , dimV1 = N1 =
3∑

d=1

N1
d , dimV2 = N2 =

3∑
d=1

N2
d , dimV3 = N3 . (9)

To simplify the notation, we stack the FE coefficients ai and basis functions in column vectors,
e.g. a := (ai)0≤i<N0 ∈ RN0 , and Λ0 := (Λ0

i )0≤i<N0 ∈ RN0 . Spline functions can then be
compactly written as

a0h = a⊤Λ0,

(a1h)
⊤ = (a1,0, · · · , a1,N1

1−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:a⊤

1

, a2,0, · · · , a2,N1
2−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:a⊤
2

, a3,0, · · · , a3,N1
3−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:a⊤
3

)

Λ1
1 0 0
0 Λ1

2 0
0 0 Λ1

3

 =: a⊤Λ1,

(a2h)
⊤ = (a1,0, · · · , a1,N2

1−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:a⊤

1

, a2,0, · · · , a2,N2
2−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:a⊤
2

, a3,0, · · · , a3,N2
3−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:a⊤
3

)

Λ1
1 0 0
0 Λ1

2 0
0 0 Λ1

3

 =: a⊤Λ2,

a3h = a⊤Λ3,

where Λ1 ∈ RN1×3 and Λ2 ∈ RN2×3. In this setting the discrete representations of the exterior
derivatives can be written as matrices solely acting on finite element coefficients,

V1 ∋ ∇a0h = (Ga)⊤Λ1, V2 ∋ ∇× a1h = (Ca)⊤Λ2 , V3 ∋ ∇ · a2h = (Da)⊤Λ3 .

where G ∈ RN1×N0 , C ∈ RN2×N1 and D ∈ RN3×N2 are sparse and contain only zeros and ones.
Finally, the (symmetric) mass matrices corresponding to the discrete spaces V0-V3 follow from

6



the L2-inner products of basis functions,

M0 :=

ˆ
Λ0(Λ0)⊤ d3x ∈ RN0×N0 , (10)

M1 :=

ˆ
Λ1(Λ1)⊤ d3x ∈ RN1×N1 , (11)

M2 :=

ˆ
Λ2(Λ2)⊤ d3x ∈ RN2×N2 , (12)

M3 :=

ˆ
Λ3(Λ3)⊤ d3x ∈ RN3×N3 . (13)

These mass matrices are sparse because of the compact supports of B-splines.
Particle-in-cell methods The distribution function is discretized by particle-in-cell methods
with delta functions, i.e.,

f(t,x,p) ≈ fh(t,x,p) =
K∑
k=1

wkδ(x− xk)δ(p− pk), (14)

or smoothed delta functions, i.e.,

f(t,x,p) ≈ fh(t,x,p) =
K∑
k=1

wkS(x− xk)δ(p− pk), (15)

where K is the total particle number, and constant wk, 1 ≤ k ≤ K represents the weight of k-th
particle. Smoothed delta function S is defined as

S(x) =
1

h1h2h3
Sk1

(
x1
h1

)
Sk2

(
x2
h2

)
Sk3

(
x3
h3

)
, (16)

where Sk is defined as

S0(x) := 1[− 1
2
, 1
2
], Sk(x) = S0 ⋆ Sk−1 =

ˆ 1
2

− 1
2

Sk−1(x− y)dy.

Then we know that the localized support as S(x) is

supp(S) =
[
−h1

k1 + 1

2
, h1

k1 + 1

2

]
×
[
−h2

k2 + 1

2
, h2

k2 + 1

2

]
×
[
−h3

k3 + 1

2
, h3

k3 + 1

2

]
,

where the h1, h2, h3 are chosen as the cell sizes of the fields’ discretization.
Discrete Hamiltonian The vector potential A is regarded as a 1-form and discretized in the
finite element space V1, then we have

A ≈ Ah = (Λ1)⊤a.

The density of electron is approximated as n ≈ nh =
∑K

k=1wkS(x − xk). Then we have the
discrete Hamiltonian

H(X,P,a) =
1

2

K∑
k=1

wk|pk|2 +
1

2

K∑
k=1

wk|Ah(xk)|2 −
K∑
k=1

wkpk ·Ah(xk) +He +
1

2
a⊤C⊤M2Ca,

He = T

ˆ
nh lnnhdx ≈ T

∑
j

wj

(∑
k

wkS(xj − xk)

)
ln

(∑
k

wkS(xj − xk)

)
,

(17)
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where He is the discrete electron thermal energy, the xj and wj are quadrature points and
weights. The energy (17) can be written in a more compact way by defining suitable matrices
and vectors,

H =
1

2
P⊤WP+

1

2
a⊤P⊤

1 WP1a−P⊤WP1a+He +
1

2
a⊤C⊤M2Ca, (18)

where

X := (x1,1, · · · , xK,1, x1,2, · · · , xK,2, x1,3, · · · , xK,3)
⊤ ∈ R3K ,

P := (p1,1, · · · , pK,1, p1,2, · · · , pK,2, p1,3, · · · , pK,3)
⊤ ∈ R3K ,

Pn
µ(X) := (Λn

µ,i(xk))0≤i<Nn
µ ,1≤k≤K (n ∈ {1, 2}, µ ∈ {1, 2, 3}) ∈ RNn

µ×K ,

Pn(X) := diag(Pn
1 ,P

n
2 ,P

n
3 ), n ∈ {1, 2} ∈ RNn×3K ,

W := I3 ⊗ diag(w1, · · · , wK) ∈ R3K×3K .

(19)

3.1 Phase-space discretization: Formulation I

For the formulation I (3), we use splitting methods in time, and get the following two subsystems.
Midpoint rule is used for time discretization, and a local projector is used for term T ∇n

n to make
it live in finite element space V1, and some binomial filters are used to reduce the particle noise.
The first subsystem is

∂f

∂t
= −(p−A) · ∂f

∂x
+

[(
∂A

∂x

)⊤
(A− p)

]
· ∂f
∂p

,

∂A

∂t
= T

∇n

n
.

(20)

As we use particle-in-cell methods to discretize f , we have the following equations for k-th
particle,

ẋk = pk −Ah(xk), ṗk = −

[(
∂Ah

∂x
(xk)

)⊤
(Ah(xk)− pk)

]
, 1 ≤ k ≤ K.

As the fields A is regarded as a one form and discretized in finite element space V1, i.e., A ≈
Ah = (Λ1)⊤a, T ∇n

n should also be discretized in V1, where n ≈
∑

k wkS(x − xk), 1 ≤ k ≤ K.
To make the discretization of T ∇n

n live in V1, a local projector is used, i.e.,

T
∇n

n
= T∇ lnn ≈ T∇Π0

(
ln

(∑
k

wkS(x− xk)

))
= TΠ1

(
∇
∑

k wkS(x− xk)∑
k wkS(x− xk)

)
, (21)

where the last equality comes from the commuting property of the diagram (8). The density of
electrons nh =

∑
k wkS(x−xk) has a lot of noise, which would make the update of A not stable.

To solve this issue, we apply the binomial filters [25] to smooth the above density obtained from
particles, i.e.,

T∇Π0

(
ln

(∑
k

wkS(x− xk)

))
≈ T∇Π0

(
ln

(
F

(∑
k

wkS(x− xk)

)))
,

8



where the F is the binomial filter operator. Time discretization is done using mid-point rule,

xn+1
k − xn

k

∆t
= p

n+ 1
2

k −A
n+ 1

2
h (x

n+ 1
2

k ),

pn+1
k − pn

k

∆t
= −

∂A
n+ 1

2
h

∂x
(x

n+ 1
2

k )

⊤

(A
n+ 1

2
h (x

n+ 1
2

k )− p
n+ 1

2
k ),

an+1 − an

∆t
= TGΠ̃0

(
ln

(
F

(
K∑
k=1

wkS(x− x
n+ 1

2
k )

)))
,

(22)

where Π̃0 gives of the finite element coefficients obtained from Π0.
We use the following Picard iteration to solve (22),

xn+1,i+1
k − xn

k

∆t
= p

n+ 1
2
,i

k −A
n+ 1

2
,i

h (x
n+ 1

2
,i

k ),

pn+1,i+1
k − pn

k

∆t
= −

∂A
n+ 1

2
,i

h

∂x
(x

n+ 1
2
,i

k )

⊤

(A
n+ 1

2
,i

h (x
n+ 1

2
,i

k )− p
n+ 1

2
,i

k ),

an+1,i+1 − an

∆t
= TGΠ̃0

(
ln

(
F

(
K∑
k=1

wkS(x− x
n+ 1

2
,i

k )

)))
,

where i is the iteration index, and

x
n+ 1

2
,i

k = (xn
k + xn+1,i

k )/2, p
n+ 1

2
,i

k = (pn
k + pn+1,i

k )/2, A
n+ 1

2
,i

h = (An
h +An+1,i

h )/2.

We denote the solution map of this subsystem as Φ∆t
xpa,

Remark 2. In the continuous case, we have ∇× (T ∇n
n ) = 0, which means that T ∇n

n only con-
tributes to the curl free part of A. By (21), the discretization T∇Π0 (ln (F (

∑
k wkS(x− xk))))

is also only related with the curl free part of A, which is consistent with the continuous case.

The second subsystem is

∂f

∂t
= 0,

∂A

∂t
= − 1

n
∇×∇×A×∇×A− 1

n

ˆ
(A− p)fdp×∇×A.

(23)

We discretize the vector potential by finite element method in weak formulation as follows, and
show the energy conservation property by writing the discretization in the form of ∂a

∂t = A∇aH,
where matrix A is anti-symmetric. In this sub-step, n is approximated as nh =

∑K
k=1wkS(x−

xk).
Multiplying a test function C = (Λ1)⊤c ∈ V1 gives,

c⊤M1
∂a

∂t
=

ˆ
∂Ah

∂t
·Cdx

=

ˆ (
− 1

nh
(∇× (∇×Ah))× (∇×Ah)−

1

nh

ˆ
(Ah − p)fdp× (∇×Ah)

)⊤
Cdx

= −
ˆ (

1

nh
(∇× (∇×Ah))× (∇×Ah)

)⊤
Cdx︸ ︷︷ ︸

term 1

−
ˆ (

1

nh

ˆ
(Ah − p)fdp× (∇×Ah)

)⊤
Cdx︸ ︷︷ ︸

term 2

.
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We project ∇×∇×Ah into V1 space by a L2 projection, and have

term 1 =

ˆ (
− 1

nh
(∇× (∇×Ah))× (∇×Ah)

)
·Cdx

≈
ˆ (

1

nh
∇×Ah

)
· (ΠL2 (∇× (∇×Ah))×C) dx

= c⊤F(a)M−1
1

(
C⊤M2Ca

)
,

where

F(a)ij =
ˆ

(∇×Ah) · (Λ1
j × Λ1

i )
1

nh
dx, ΠL2 (∇× (∇×Ah)) = (Λ1)⊤M−1

1

(
C⊤M2Ca

)
.

We project
´
(Ah − p)fhdp in term 2 into V1 firstly by a L2 projection, then do the similar

calculations for term 1 and get

term 2 =

ˆ
−
(

1

nh

(ˆ
(Ah − p)fhdp

)
× (∇×Ah)

)⊤
Cdx

≈
ˆ

(∇×Ah) ·
(

1

nh
ΠL2

(ˆ
(Ah − p)fhdp

)
×C

)
dx

= c⊤F(a)M−1
1

(
P⊤
1 WP1a− P⊤

1 WP
)
,

where

ΠL2

(ˆ
(Ah − p)fhdp

)
= Λ1,⊤M−1

1

ˆ
(Ah − p)fhdpΛ1dx = Λ1,⊤M−1

1

(
P⊤
1 WP1a− P⊤

1 WP
)
.

Then Term 1 + Term 2 gives
∂a

∂t
= M−1

1 F(a)M−1
1 ∇aH, (24)

where matrix M−1
1 F(a)M−1

1 is anti-symmetric, and thus energy is conserved.

Remark 3. From term 1 and term 2, we get the same matrix F(a)M−1
1 , which is quite important

to get the above formulation (24), as ∇aH contains two terms, which are distributed in term 1
and term 2 respectively,

∇aH = C⊤M2Ca︸ ︷︷ ︸
included in term 1

+P⊤
1 WP1

an + an+1

2
− P⊤

1 WPn︸ ︷︷ ︸
included in term 2

.

Also in the continuous PDE level, δH
δA is the sum of two terms, i.e.,

δH

δA
= ∇×∇×A+

ˆ
(A− p) fdp,

which is different from the cases in [1, 6].

By using mid-point rule in time, we have the following energy-conserving scheme,

an+1 − an

∆t
= M−1

1 F
(
an+

1
2

)
M−1
1

(
P⊤
1 WP1

an + an+1

2
− P⊤

1 WPn + C⊤M2C
an + an+1

2

)
, (25)

i.e.,(
M1 −

∆t

2

(
F

(
a
n+1

2

)
M−1

1 (P⊤
1 WP1 + C⊤M2C)

))
a
n+1

= M1a
n

+
∆t

2

(
F

(
a
n+1

2

)
M−1

1 (P⊤
1 WP1 + C⊤M2C)

)
a
n − F

(
a
n+1

2

)
M−1

1 P⊤
1 WP

n
.

Picard iteration and GMRES method can be used to solve this nonlinear system [14]. We denote
the solution map of this subsystem as Φ∆t

a .
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3.2 Phase-space discretization: Formulation II

For this formulation (5), we use bracket splitting [12], instead of the Hamiltonian splitting [49,
50, 51], based on the bracket (7) and get two subsystems,

Ż = {Z,H}1, Ż = {Z,H}2, Z = (f,A), (26)

where

{F ,G}1 =
ˆ

f

[
δF
δf

,
δG
δf

]
xp

dxdp, {F ,G}2 = −
ˆ

1

n
∇×A ·

(
δF
δA

× δG
δA

)
dx.

The second subsystem Ż = {Z,H}2 is the same as in (23), and discretizing this sub-bracket
{·, ·}2 as [20] by approximating the functional derivative δF

δA as (Λ)1,⊤M−1
1 ∇aF gives the same

discretization of (24).
The first sub-system Ż = {Z,H}1 is,

∂f

∂t
= −(p−A) · ∂f

∂x
+

[
T
∇n

n
+

(
∂A

∂x

)⊤
(A− p)

]
· ∂f
∂p

,
∂A

∂t
= 0, (27)

which is a Hamiltonian system. By the particle discretization of the above {·, ·}1 as [1], we get
the discrete bracket

{F,G}1,h =
K∑
k=1

1

wk
(∇xk

F · ∇pk
G−∇xk

G · ∇pk
F )

and the following Hamiltonian system for each particle,

ẋk =
1

wk
∇pk

H,

ṗk = − 1

wk
∇xk

H, 1 ≤ k ≤ K,

(28)

where H is the discrete Hamiltonian (18). Implicit symplectic mid-point rule is used to solve the
above Hamiltonian system and preserve the symplectic structure [9]. Specifically, the scheme is

xn+1
k − xn

k

∆t
= p

n+ 1
2

k −An
h(x

n+ 1
2

k ),

pn+1
k − pn

k

∆t
= −

(
∂An

h

∂x
(x

n+ 1
2

k )

)⊤
(An

h(x
n+ 1

2
k )− p

n+ 1
2

k ) + termn,

(29)

where

termn = T
∑
j

wj

(
1 + ln

(
K∑

k′=1

wk′S(xj − x
n+ 1

2
k′ )

))
∇S(xj − x

n+ 1
2

k ). (30)

We use the Picard iteration to solve above implicit scheme, and denote the solution map of this
subsystem as Φ∆t

xp .

Remark 4. As some derivatives are calculated in (29) for the vector potential and smoothed
delta functions, to guarantee the convergence of the iteration methods for solving the midpoint
rule (29), degrees of B-splines in finite element space V0 are at least [3, 3, 3], and smoothed delta
functions are second order B-splines at least.
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In summary, we have the first and second order schemes for the first and second formulation,

formulation I: first order Φ∆t
xpaΦ

∆t
a , second order Φ∆t/2

xpa Φ∆t
a Φ∆t/2

xpa , (31)

formulation II: first order Φ∆t
xpΦ

∆t
a , second order Φ∆t/2

xp Φ∆t
a Φ∆t/2

xp . (32)

As the flow map of the formulation II (5) does not preserve any term of the anti-symmetric
bracket (7), the schemes in (32) do not preserve it either. However, schemes in (32) have better
conservation properties and lower noise level than the schemes in (31), as shown in the remaining
parts of this paper.

Remark 5. For some simulations, there is a given background magnetic field B0. In this case,
we should replace ∇×A with ∇×A+B0 in the above subsystems, and the magnetic energy in
Hamiltonian becomes 1

2

´
|∇ ×A+B0|2dx. Also we have another subsystem to solve,

∂f

∂t
= −(p−A)×B0 ·

∂f

∂p
,

which can be solved analytically.

Remark 6. The schemes constructed in this work can be applied to the case of adiabatic elec-
trons, for which the T ∇n

n is replaced with T ∇nγ

n = Tγ
γ−1∇nγ−1, γ ̸= 1.

Remark 7. Here we remark on other choices of the numerical methods of solving (28). In
order to get energy conserving schemes, discrete gradient methods [30, 15] can be used. Heavy
Iterations are needed for solving the above implicit schemes, here we mention two explicit sym-
plectic methods. 1) When the first order symplectic Euler method (explicit for x and implicit
for p) is applied for (28), it is in fact explicit as mentioned in [2], as we can update the p for
each particle by inverting a 3 × 3 matrix and then update x explicitly. 2) High order explicit
symplectic methods can be constructed by the explicit symplectic methods proposed in [31, 32]
combined with Hamiltonian splitting methods (for electron thermal energy term) [9, 49].

Remark 8. When the electron effects is non-negligible as [19], more complete Ohm’s law should
be used, i.e.,

(I − d2e∆)E = −(u×B) +
1

n
(J×B) +

1

n
d2e∇ ·Π− T

∇n

n
+

d2e
n
∇ · (uJ+ Ju)− 1

n
d2e∇ · (JJ

n
),

where Π =
´
(v−u)(v−u)fdv, and de is the electron skin depth. We could also decompose the

pressure term T ∇n
n as

T
∇n

n
= (I − d2e∆)

(
T
∇n

n

)
+ d2e∆

(
T
∇n

n

)
,

where the first term (I − d2e∆)T ∇n
n gives the curl-free contribution of electric field E. The same

technique of moving T ∇n
n into Vlasov equation by changing the gauge used can also be used to

reduce the effects of noise from particles.

3.3 The comparisons of noise

Here we comment on the noise of the above formulations I and II. As mentioned in sec. 2, in
the formulation I (3), the term T ∇n

n influences the update of the particles through the vector
potential. Moreover, the derivative ∂A

∂x in the Vlasov equation amplifies further the noise in A.
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However, in the formulation II (5), the term T ∇n
n directly interacts with particles, and the noise

in this term is not amplified as in the formulation I. Then qualitatively, we know the schemes (32)
of the formulation II (5) are more accurate than the schemes (31) of the formulation I (3). As
the hybrid models are nonlinear, no explicit general solutions can be written out. In the test of
finite grid instability with a special solution, an equilibrium, in subsection 4.1 , we compare the
schemes of the two formulations quantitively.

The schemes in (31) of the formulation I are improved when applying the filters introduced
in the following for the density in the term T ∇n

n , the results of which are shown in the numerical
section 4.
Binomial filters [8, 25] The densities and the currents obtained from particles by deposition
processes usually have large noise, a way to reduce the noise is to apply filters. The most
commonly used filter in particle-in-cell simulations is the following three points filter

ϕf
j = αϕj + (1− α)

ϕj−1 + ϕj+1

2
, (33)

where ϕf is the quantity after filtering. When α = 0.5, it is called the binomial filter. When
ϕ = ejkx, ϕf = g(α, k)ejkx, where g is called the filter gain,

g(α, k) = α+ (1− α) cos(k∆x) ≈ 1− (1− α)
(∆x)2

2
+O(k4).

When m + 1 successive applications of filters with the coefficients α1, · · · , αm, αm+1 are used,
total attenuation G is given by

G = Πm+1
i=1 g(αi, k) ≈ 1−

(
m+ 1−

m+1∑
i=1

αi

)
(k∆x)2

2
+O(k4).

The total attenuation G is 1 +O(k4) if

αm+1 = m+ 1−
m∑
i=1

αi, (34)

where the (m + 1)-th step is called a compensation step. Note that the values obtained after
applying the binomial filters are non-negative if ϕj ≥ 0 for ∀j in (33). The compensation step
may produce negative values, although it does not happen in the numerical tests in next section.
The application and investigation of non-negativity preserving filters deserve to be done in the
future.

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, four numerical experiments are conducted to validate the codes of the above
two schemes, and comparisons are made. For the scheme (31) of the formulation I (3), it
is illustrated that filters for the term T ∇n

n can improve the conservations of momentum and
energy numerically. The scheme (32) for the formulation II (5) is shown superior. The first
order schemes in (31)-(32) are used in the following, for both of which no filter is used for the
subsystem (23). The tolerance of Picard iteration is set as 10−11. Periodic boundary conditions
are considered. In the following, the ’with/without filtering’ means if we use m binomial filters
with a compensation step satisfying (34) for the density n of the term T ∇n

n in the scheme (31),
where m is specified in each test. The implementations are conducted in the Python package
STRUPHY [6].
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4.1 Finite grid instability

We validate our discretizations by a very challenging test called finite grid instability [26].
In [21], the finite grid instability in the case of adiabatic electrons is studied numerically by a
mass, momentum, energy conserving scheme, and the temperature of ions stay as a constant
for a very long time. In this test, a very cold ion beam with temperature Ti = 0.005 is moving
with velocity (0, 0, 0.1) in background electrons with temperature T = 1. Specifically, initial
conditions are

B0 = 0, A = 0, f =
1

π
3
2 v

3
2
T

e
− |px|2

v2
T

− |py |2

v2
T

− |pz−0.1|2

v2
T , T = 1, vT = 0.1,

which is an equilibrium for the hybrid model, analytically it should stay unchanged with time.
The computational domain is [0, 1] × [0, 1] × [0, 5π], the number of cells is [4, 4, 32], degrees of
B-splines are [3, 3, 3], degrees of shape functions are [2, 2, 2], quadrature points in each cell are
[2, 2, 4], total particle number is 5× 104, and the time step size is 0.01. The first order schemes
in (31) (without filter or with filters (33) with m = 8 and coefficients satisfying (34)) and (32)
are used. m = 8 is large enough to filter out much noise in the density, and gives an almost
constant ion temperature in Fig. 3. We tried to use filters with m = 4 for scheme (31), but we
still can observe the obvious growth of the ion temperature. In this test for both schemes (31)-
(32) as ∇×Ah is 0, Φ∆t

a is just the identity map, and we are simply only using solution maps
Φ∆t
xpa and Φ∆t

xp in schemes (31) and (32), respectively. From literature [26], we know that there is
a quick growth of ion temperature with time when traditional particle-in-cell methods are used.

The following analysis about the noise holds when the solutions are close to the equilibrium.
Let us firstly analyze the noise level of the formulation I (3). The noise of the term T ∇n

n is at the
level of O(E/∆s), where E denotes the noise level of the density n obtained from the particles
and ∆s is the length of the cell in space. By the the second equation in (20), we know the noise
of the vector potential grows linearly with time, i.e., the noise of the vector potential would
be O(tE/∆s) at time t. The spatial derivatives of computing the term ∂A

∂x amplify further the
noises of the vector potential, and the noise of the term ∂A

∂x used in pushing particles is at the
level of O(tE/(∆s)2) at time t. However, in the formulation II, the vector potential is always
zero, and the noise of the force of pushing particles, i.e., T ∇n

n , is at the level of O(E/∆s). In
Fig. 1, we plot the time evolutions of the maximum values of the third component of the vector
potential A and the density. We can see that the maximum value of |Az(0, 0, x3)| given by
the first order scheme (31) grows with time quickly when without filtering, and it grows much
slower when filtering is used with a density closer to 1. The maximum value of n(0, 0, x3) given
by the scheme (32) of the formulation II oscillates around 1.05 with time. Note that the vector
potential given by the scheme (32) of the formulation II is always 0 in this test.

From Fig. 2-3, we can see that first order scheme (31) without filtering gives an obvious
growth of the temperature of ions with time, and the contour plot of (x3, p3) at t = 160
is obviously distorted compared to the initial distribution function. However, when applying
filters, the ion temperature grows much slower, and the contour plot at t = 160 is still a very thin
Maxwellian function. Also we can see that the energy and momentum errors are much smaller
when filters are used. The scheme (32) gives the best results, a thin Maxwellian at t = 160,
the smallest relative energy error around 10−7, and the smallest momentum error around 10−3.
Note that during this simulation of the scheme (32), no filter is used.
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Figure 1: Finite grid instability. Time evolutions of the maximum values of |Az(0, 0, x3)|,
and density n(0, 0, x3).
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Figure 2: Finite grid instability. The contour plots of the scheme (31) with or without
filtering and the scheme (32).
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Figure 3: Finite grid instability. Time evolutions of the ion temperature, relative energy
error, and momentum error (the third component).
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4.2 Parallel electromagnetic wave: R mode

Then we check a parallel propagating R wave by a quasi-1D simulation. Background magnetic
field is along z direction. No perturbation is added for the system other than the noise of PIC
due to the reduced number of macro-particles. Specifically, the initial conditions we use are:

B0 = (0, 0, 1), A = (0, 0, 0), T = 1, f =
1

π
3
2

e−|p|2 .

Computational parameters are: grid number [4, 4, 128], domain [0, 1]× [0, 1]× [0, 64], dt = 0.005,
final computation time 40, total particle number 2×105, degree of B-splines [3, 3, 3], quadrature
point in each cell [2, 2, 4], and degrees of shape functions [2, 2, 2]. The cell sizes in three directions
are [0.25, 0.25, 0.5], which are small enough to prevent the large errors due to the cancellation
problem as pointed in [48] for high-order shape functions. The first order schemes in (31)
(without filter or with filters (33) with m = 2 and coefficients satisfying (34)) and (32) are used.
See the numerical results of dispersion relation of R mode given by the scheme (31) in Fig. 4.
The black dash lines are the analytical dispersion relations given by Python package HYDRO
proposed in [23], when k ≪ 1, ω ∝ k, when k ≫ 1, ω ∝ k2. We can see that our numerical
results of the schemes (31)-(32) are in good agreements with the analytical results pretty well
even when the wave number k is larger than Nyquist frequency. In Fig. 5, we present the time
evolutions of momentum errors and relative energy errors of the schemes (31)-(32), from which
we can see the scheme (32) is better than the scheme (31). For the scheme (31), the relative
energy error with filters is smaller than the results without filters. The momentum error and
relative energy error of the scheme (32) without filter are the smallest, the relative energy error
is at the level of 10−6.
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Figure 4: R-waves. The numerical dispersion relations of the R waves given by 1) the
scheme (31) without filter, 2) the scheme (31) with filters, 3) the scheme (32).

4.3 Perpendicular wave: ion Bernstein waves

Then we check Bernstein waves by a one dimensional simulation, which are perpendicular to
background magnetic field. In order to excite these waves, we initialize a quasi-1D thermal
plasma along the x direction. No initial perturbation is added except the noise of PIC method.
Specifically, initial conditions are:

B0 = (0, 0, 1), A = (0, 0, 0), f =
1

π
3
2 v

3
2
T

e
− |p|2

v2
T , T = 0.09.
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Figure 5: R-waves. Time evolutions of the momentum errors (the third component) and
relative energy errors given by 1) the scheme (31) without filter, 2) the scheme (31) with filters,
3) the scheme (32).

Computational parameters are: grid number [200, 4, 4], domain [0, 50]× [0, 1]× [0, 1], time step
size 0.005, vT = 0.2121, final computation time 80, particle number 105, degrees of polynomi-
als [3, 3, 3], quadrature point in each cell [4, 2, 2], and degrees of shape functions [2, 2, 2]. The
first order schemes in (31) (without filter or with filters with m = 3 and coefficients satisfy-
ing (34)) and (32) are used. Firstly, we check the numerical dispersion relations given by the
scheme (31) and scheme (32), which are presented in Fig. 6. We can see that both schemes
give the correct dispersion relation numerically, the red dashed lines are analytical dispersion
relations of Bernstein waves obtained via HYDRO code [23]. All the n-th band of the dispersion
relation starts close to n+ 1 for small wavenumber and end up at n for large wavenumber. In
Fig. 7, we present the momentum errors and relative energy errors of the two schemes. For
the scheme (31), the relative energy error and momentum error become smaller when filters are
used. The scheme (32) gives best results, the relative energy error is conserved at the level of
10−6, and the momentum error is around 10−2.

4.4 Ion cyclotron instability

Finally we validate the numerical schemes via a nonlinear instability test, ion cyclotron insta-
bility. We initialize a quasi-1D thermal plasma along the x direction. No initial perturbation is
added except the noise of PIC method. Specifically, initial conditions are:

B0 = (1, 0, 0), A = (0, 0, 0), f =
1

π
3
2 v∥v

2
⊥

e
− p2x

v2∥
−

p2y+p2z

v2⊥ , T = 0.5,

in which there is a temperature anisotropy. Computational parameters are: grid number
[32, 4, 4], domain [0, 2π

0.7 ]× [0, 1]× [0, 1], time step size 0.005, v∥ = 1, v⊥ = 2, final computation

18



0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
wavenumber k

0

2

4

6

fre
qu

en
cy

 
without filtering, formulation I

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
wavenumber k

0

2

4

6
with filtering, formulation I

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
wavenumber k

0

2

4

6
formulation II

Figure 6: Bernstein waves. Bernstein waves dispersion relation of (a) the scheme (31) without
filtering; (b) the scheme (31) with filtering; 3) the scheme (32). Red dash lines are different
branches of the analytical dispersion relation of Bernstein waves.
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Figure 7: Bernstein waves. Time evolutions of the relative energy errors and momentum
errors (the first component) given by the scheme (31) and scheme (32).
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time 100, degrees of polynomials [3, 3, 3], quadrature point in each cell [4, 2, 2], and degrees of
shape functions [2, 2, 2]. The first order schemes in (31) (without filter or with filters with m = 1
and coefficients satisfying (34)) and (32) are used.

We present the numerical results of the schemes (31)-(32) using 20000 particles in total
in Fig. 8. We can see both schemes give correct exponential growth rates of the Fourier
model Âz(t, 0.7, 0, 0), 0.2779, which is obtained by using the dispersion relation solver HY-
DRO code [23]. For the scheme (31) without the filter, the crest of the last oscillations of
|Âz(t, 0.7, 0, 0)| at about t = 100 is smallest compared to the results of the scheme (31) with
filters and the scheme (32). The scheme (32) gives the smallest momentum error (when time is
around 90) and relative energy error. The scheme (31) gives smaller energy error when filters
are used.
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Figure 8: Ion cyclotron instability. Time evolutions of the amplitude of the Fourier mode
Âz(0.7, 0, 0), momentum error (the first component), and relative energy error with 2 × 104

particles.
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5 Conclusion

In this work, we explore and compare the canonical momentum based particle-in-cell methods
for the two formulations of the hybrid model with kinetic ions and massless electrons. Splitting
methods and mid-point rules are used for time discretizations. The schemes of the first formula-
tion are significantly improved by using binomial filters. The schemes of the second formulation
show better conservation properties even without filter. Finding more efficient solvers for (25),
applying our numerical methods to large scale physical simulations, and numerical comparisons
with the schemes constructed in [20] are future works. Smoothed delta functions are used only
for getting the discrete density on the grids and calculating the electron thermal energy, which
can also be used in the discretizations of the other particle related parts. Let us also mention
that other than finite element methods, other methods, such as spectral methods [44] can be
used to discretize the vector potential. Decomposing the right hand side of the Faraday’s law
in other forms, such as using Hodge-Helmholtz decompostion and other gauges deserves, to be
investigated.
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6 Appendix

6.1 The hybrid model with a background magnetic field

When there is a background magnetic field B0, the formulation I (3) is

∂f

∂t
= −(p−A) · ∂f

∂x
+

[(
∂A

∂x

)⊤
(A− p)

]
· ∂f
∂p

− (p−A)×B0 ·
∂f

∂p
,

∂A

∂t
= T

∇n

n
− ∇× (B0 +∇×A)

n
× (B0 +∇×A)−

´
(A− p)fdp

n
× (B0 +∇×A) .

The formulation II (5) becomes

∂f

∂t
= −(p−A) · ∂f

∂x
+

[
T
∇n

n
+

(
∂A

∂x

)⊤
(A− p)

]
· ∂f
∂p

− (p−A)×B0 ·
∂f

∂p
,

∂A

∂t
= −∇× (B0 +∇×A)

n
× (B0 +∇×A)−

´
(A− p)fdp

n
× (B0 +∇×A) ,

which could be derived with the following Hamiltonian and anti-symmetric bracket,

H =
1

2

ˆ
f |p−A|2dxdp+ T

ˆ
n lnndx+

1

2

ˆ
|∇ ×A+B0|2dx,

{F ,G}(f,A) =

ˆ
f

[
δF
δf

,
δG
δf

]
xp

dxdp−
ˆ

1

n
(∇×A+B0) ·

(
δF
δA

× δG
δA

)
dx

+

ˆ
fB0 ·

(
∂

∂p

δF
δf

× ∂

∂p

δG
δf

)
dpdx.
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6.2 xvA formulation

The equivalent hybrid model with unknowns f(t,x.v) and A(t,x) is

∂f

∂t
+ v · ∂f

∂x
+ (E+ v ×B) · ∂f

∂v
= 0 ,

∂A

∂t
=

(
u− J

n

)
×B ,

n =

ˆ
fdv, nu =

ˆ
vfdv, B = ∇×A ,

E = −T
∇n

n
−
(
u− J

n

)
×B, J = ∇×B.

We propose the following anti-symmetric bracket and total energy for this formulation.

{F ,G}(f,A) =

ˆ
f

[
δF
δf

,
δG
δf

]
xv

dxdv +

ˆ
∇×A´
fdv

· δF
δA

× δG
δA

dx

+

ˆ
f
∇×A´
fdv

·
(

∂

∂v

δG
δf

× δF
δA

− ∂

∂v

δF
δf

× δG
δA

)
dxdv

+

ˆ
∇×A´
fdv

·
(ˆ

f
∂

∂v

δF
δf

dv

)
×
(ˆ

f
∂

∂v′
δG
δf

dv′
)
dx

+

ˆ
f

(
∇×A · ∂

∂v

δF
δf

× ∂

∂v

δG
δf

)
dxdv,

H =
1

2

ˆ
|v|2f dxdv +

1

2

ˆ
|∇ ×A|2 dx + T

ˆ (ˆ
f dv

)
ln

(ˆ
f dv

)
dx.

Energy conserving particle-in-cell methods for the xvA formulation can be constructed following
the strategies proposed in [12, 20].
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