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Abstract

The Unified Gas-Kinetic Wave-Particle (UGKWP) method is constructed for partially ionized
plasma (PIP). This method possesses both multiscale and unified preserving (UP) proper-
ties. The multiscale property allows the method to capture a wide range of plasma physics,
from the particle transport in the kinetic regime to the two-fluid and magnetohydrodynam-
ics (MHD) in the near continuum regimes, with the variation of local cell Knudsen number
and normalized Larmor radius. The unified preserving property ensures that the numerical
time step is not limited by the particle collision time in the continuum regime for the cap-
turing of dissipative macroscopic solutions of the resistivity, Hall-effect, and all the way to
the ideal MHD equations. The UGKWP is clearly distinguishable from the classical single
scale Particle-in-Cell/Monte Carlo Collision (PIC/MCC) methods. The UGKWP method
combines the evolution of microscopic velocity distribution with the evolution of macroscopic
mean field quantities, granting it UP properties. Moreover, the time step in UGKWP is not
constrained by the plasma cyclotron period through the Crank-Nicolson scheme for fluid and
electromagnetic field interactions. The momentum and energy exchange between different
species is approximated by the Andries-Aoki-Perthame (AAP) model. Overall, the UGKWP
method enables a smooth transition from the PIC method in the rarefied regime to the MHD
solvers in the continuum regime. This method has been extensively tested on a variety of
phenomena ranging from kinetic Landau damping to the macroscopic flow problems, such as
the Brio-Wu shock tube, Orszag-Tang vortex, and Geospace Environmental Modeling (GEM)
magnetic reconnection. These tests demonstrate that the proposed method can capture the
fundamental features of PIP across different scales seamlessly.

Keywords: unified gas-kinetic wave-particle method, partially-ionized plasma, asymptotic
preserving, particle-in-cell method

1. Introduction

Partially ionized plasmas (PIP) represent a fundamental and pervasive form of matter that
plays a crucial role in shaping our understanding of the universe and driving technological
advancements. The importance of PIP in science and engineering cannot be overstated, as it
bridges the gap between neutral gases and fully ionized plasmas, exhibiting unique properties
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that are essential in various fields. In the realm of astrophysics, PIP is a key component in
understanding cosmic phenomena in the solar chromosphere, Earth’s ionosphere, molecular
clouds, and various interstellar mediums [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. The unique physical behaviors
exhibited by PIP in these astrophysical contexts, such as the decay of Alfvén waves [8], cut-
off modes [1, 9, 10], and Biermann battery effects [11], are essential for developing accurate
models of stellar and galactic processes. In the domain of low-temperature plasmas, PIP is
at the forefront of numerous technological applications, such as microelectronic fabrication
[12, 13, 14], material processing, medical treatment [15, 16], water purification, and so on.
The non-equilibrium nature of low-temperature PIP, where electrons are significantly hotter
than ions and neutral particles, gives rise to complex kinetic effects. This characteristic is
crucial for many applications and requires sophisticated modeling and diagnostic techniques
to fully understand and exploit. In aerospace engineering, PIP plays a pivotal role in advancing
space exploration and aeronautics like plasma-based flow control, ion thrusters, interplanetary
reentry, and so on [17, 18, 19, 20, 21].

The plasma physics community commonly employs two distinct methodologies for solving
partially ionized plasma systems: Riemann-solver-based MHD solvers and PIC-based kinetic
solvers. The fundamental distinction between these approaches lies in their ability to re-
solve physics at macroscopic and microscopic scales, respectively. MHD solvers treat both
plasma and neutral species as continuous fluids, utilizing sophisticated Riemann solvers such
as Roe [22] or HLL (Harten-Lax-van Leer) [23] to solve the system equations. In contrast,
the PIC method represents the distribution function through discrete computational particles,
tracking their individual trajectories through phase space. PIC solvers typically incorporate
the Monte Carlo Collision method to model inter-particle collisional interactions accurately.
While PIC approaches can provide high-fidelity predictions from the mean-free-path scale up-
wards, they incur substantial computational costs due to the necessity of tracking individual
particles within a Lagrangian framework. This computational intensity becomes particularly
pronounced in near-continuum flow regimes. Conversely, MHD solvers operate under the as-
sumption of near-equilibrium distributions for all species, enabling the application of fluid
models. This assumption significantly enhances computational efficiency compared to PIC
methods. However, the reduction of the distribution function’s degrees of freedom to a limited
set of variables in fluid models results in an inability to capture critical kinetic phenomena.
The PIC method’s strength lies in its capacity to resolve microscopic kinetic effects with
high accuracy, while MHD solvers excel in efficiently modeling macroscopic plasma behavior.
Given the limitations of each approach, there is a pressing need for the development of a
multiscale method. Such a method would ideally leverage the respective advantages of both
fluid and kinetic solvers, enabling efficient and accurate simulations across a broad range of
spatio-temporal scales in partially ionized plasma systems.

Recent advancements have seen a systematic development of the UGKWP method for
modeling multiscale flows, spanning from the rarefied to the continuum regime [24, 25, 26].
The UGKWP method is founded on the integral solution of relaxation models, such as the
Bhatnagar–Gross–Krook (BGK) model, and employs a physically grounded decomposition of
the numerical flux across cell interfaces into two distinct components: the equilibrium wave flux
and the non-equilibrium particle flux. This formulation allows for the deterministic computa-
tion of the equilibrium component, circumventing the need for discrete simulation particles in
regions where continuum assumptions hold. This feature significantly enhances computational
efficiency while maintaining accuracy across diverse flow regimes. The multiscale formulation
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in UGKWP has demonstrated its versatility across a range of transport problems, including
gas-mixture dynamics, radiative transfer, phonon transport, plasma physics, and granular flow
systems [27, 28, 26, 29]. Its application to fully ionized plasma has successfully resolved the
plasma’s complex multiscale flow regime [26]. In the continuum regime, UGKWP captures
ideal MHD, MHD with dissipative terms, and Two-Fluid Models.As the flow transitions to the
rarefied regime, UGKWP seamlessly evolves into a particle-based method, effectively charac-
terizing the kinetic behavior of plasma. This smooth transition is facilitated by the method’s
ability to dynamically adjust the balance between wave and particle components based on the
local Knudsen number, a dimensionless parameter quantifying the degree of rarefaction.

The present research aims to extend the previous work of utilizing the Gas-Kinetic Scheme
(GKS) to simulate PIP in the continuum regime [30] to the whole flow regime by the UGKWP
method. These systems exhibit inherently greater complexity compared to their fully ionized
counterparts and are more frequently encountered in both scientific investigations and engi-
neering applications. Our approach begins with the construction of a comprehensive kinetic
model for electrons, ions, and neutrals, based on the BGK-Maxwell system and AAP models.
Through asymptotic analysis, we demonstrate that this model reduces to multifluid equations
when the characteristic timescale exceeds the collision time for each species—i.e. when the
frequency is significantly lower than the collision frequency of every species. As the timescale
further increases, depending on the collision frequency between charged particles and neutrals,
the system may further simplify to either a single-fluid MHD system or an Euler-MHD system.
Various non-ideal effects, including the Hall effect and resistivity, can be reproduced by the
system. Furthermore, the ambipolar effect, a characteristic phenomenon in weakly ionized
plasmas, is introduced. The UGKWP method is then applied to solve the fluid flow within
this complex system. Based on the integral solution of the BGK equation, the numerical flux
can be decomposed into wave and particle components. The evolution of the electromagnetic
field is computed using a wave-propagating-based finite-volume scheme, while the interaction
between fluid and field is resolved through the Crank-Nicolson method. Cross-species collision
source terms are addressed using an operator-splitting approach. The current method is ca-
pable of capturing plasma physics across a wide range of Knudsen numbers and Larmor radii,
representing varying degrees of rarefaction and magnetization. This multiscale capability en-
ables the simulation of diverse plasma regimes within a unified framework. In the continuum
flow regime, the UGKWP method has the unified preserving (UP) properties for capturing
the solution of dissipative MHD equations without enforcing the time step being less than the
particle collision time [31]. To validate and demonstrate the efficacy of our numerical method,
we employ a suite of rigorous numerical tests, including Landau damping, Brio-Wu shock tube,
Orszag-Tang vortex, and Geospace Environmental Modeling (GEM) magnetic reconnection
problem. These tests demonstrate the method’s performance across a spectrum of plasma
phenomena, from fundamental wave-particle interactions to complex magnetohydrodynamic
processes.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces the kinetic model for PIP and
analyzes its asymptotic behaviors. Section 3 presents the detailed numerical methods employed
in this study. Section 4 shows the numerical tests and their outcomes. Finally, Section 5 offers
comprehensive conclusions.
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2. Kinetic model and asymptotic behavior

2.1. BGK-Maxwell kinetic model

For partially ionized plasma, the kinetic equation can be written as [32]:

∂fα
∂t

+ uα · ∇xfα + aα · ∇ufα = Qα,

∂B

∂t
+∇x ×E = 0,

∂E

∂t
− c2∇x ×B = − 1

ϵ0
J ,

∇x ·E =
q

ϵ0
,

∇x ·B = 0,

(1)

where fα = fα(t,x,u) is the distribution function for species α ( α = i for ion and α = e for
electron, α = n for neutral) at space and time (x, t) and microscopic translational velocity u.
aα is the Lorenz acceleration taking the form

aα =
qα(E + uα ×B)

mα

.

For neutral species, qn = 0, thus an = 0. Qα =
∑m

k=1Qαk(fα, fk) is the collision operator
of species α between species k, where m is total number of species in the system. In this
work, m = 3. In the Maxwell equations, E and B are the electric field strength and magnetic
induction, c is the speed of light, and ϵ0 is the vacuum permittivity. nα is number density of
species α. In this work, the charged species in the system are just protons and electrons, then
the electric current is J = e (niU i − neU e) and the charge density is q = e(ni− ne), where U
is macroscopic velocity and e is the charge of a proton.

The collision term between multiple species is modeled by the relaxation model by Andries,
Aoki, and Perthanme [33], which is,

Qα =
gMα − fα

τα
,

where gMα is a Maxwellian distribution,

gMα = ρα

(
mα

2πkT ∗
α

)3/2

exp

(
− mα

2kBT ∗
α

(uα −U ∗
α)

2

)
,

and post-collision temperature and velocity are chosen as:

U ∗
α = Uα +

τα
mα

N∑
k=1

2µαkχαknk (U k −Uα) ,

T ∗
α = Tα −

mα

3kB
(U ∗

α −Uα)
2 + τα

N∑
k=1

4µαkχαknk
mα +mk

(
Tk − Tα +

mk

3kB
(U k −Uα)

2

)
,

(2)
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where µαk = mαmk/(mα + mk) is reduced mass, mean relaxation time τα is determined by
1/τα =

∑m
k=1 χαknk, and interaction coefficient χαk for hard sphere model is [34]:

χαk =
4
√
π

3

(
2kBTα
mα

+
2kBTk
mk

)1/2(
dα + dk

2

)2

.

In this above formula, dα, dkare the diameters of the particles and can be approximated by

(dα + dk)
2 =

1√
2π(nα + nk)KnL

,

where Kn is Knudsen number, L is reference length. For Coulomb interaction [34]:

χαk =
e4 ln Λ(mα +mk)

2

6
√
mαmk(2πkBmαTα + 2πkBmkTk)3/2

,

where the coulomb logarithm is

Λ ≡ 12π(ϵ0kBTe/e
2)3/2

n
1/2
e

.

To satisfy the divergence constraint, the Perfect Hyperbolic Maxwell equations (PHM) are
used to reformulate the Maxwell equations as

∂E

∂t
− c2∇x ×B + χc2∇xϕ = − 1

ϵ0
J , (3)

∂B

∂t
+∇x ×E + γ∇xψ = 0, (4)

1

χ

∂ϕ

∂t
+∇x ·E =

q

ϵ0
, (5)

ϵ0µ0

γ

∂ψ

∂t
+∇x ·B = 0, (6)

where ϕ, ψ are artificial correction potentials to accommodate divergence errors traveling at
speed γc and χc [35, 36].

2.2. Asymptotic analysis

The outline of this section is as follows. First, the dimensionless form of the kinetic system
is introduced. Second, a three-fluid system coupled Maxwell equation can be derived using
the Chapman-Enskog method. Within this three-fluid model, the electron and ion fluids
constitute a two-fluid subsystem, which interacts with the neutral fluid via collision source
terms. By varying small parameters such as the electron-ion mass ratio, normalized Larmor
radius, and electron-ion collision frequency, the electron-ion two-fluid subsystem can transform
into various MHD systems, like resistive MHD, Hall-MHD, and ideal MHD. In the non-viscous
limit, the neutral fluid equation becomes the Euler equation.

The reference quantities are defined as follows:

u0 =

√
2kBT0
m0

, ρ0 = m0n0, E0 = B0u0, a0 = eB0u0/m0, f0 = m0n0/u
3
0, cs0 = u0

√
γ/2,
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where charateristic velocity u0 is thermal velocity. ρ0 is reference density, E0 and B0 are
reference electric and magnetic field strength, a0 is reference acceleration, f0 is reference
distribution function, cs0 is reference sound speed and γ is specific heat. Then variables
are non-dimensionalized as:

x̂ =
x

l0
, û =

u

u0
, t̂ =

u0
l0
t, m̂ =

m

m0

, n̂ =
n

n0

, Ê =
E

min0u20
, f̂ =

u30
m0n0

f, B̂ =
B

B0

,

Ê =
E

B0u0
, Ĵ =

J

en0u0
, λ̂D =

λD
rL

=

√
ϵ0m0u20
ne2

eB0

m0u0
, r̂L =

rL
l0

=
m0u0
eB0l0

, ĉ =
c

u0
,

where λ̂D is normalized Debye length, r̂L is normalized larmor radius and ĉ is normalized speed
of light. The normalized plasma skip depth is given as d̂S = λ̂Dr̂Lĉl0. It is worth mentioning
that when choosing m0 = me, the normalized plasma skip depth is the real plasma skin depth
(i.e. dS = de) and ion inertia length is given as

di =
c

ωpi
= de

√
nemi

nime

= ĉλ̂Dr̂Ll0

√
nemi

nime

. (7)

Inserting the above-normalized variables into the BGK-Maxwell system, the following di-
mensionless system is obtained:

∂f̂α

∂t̂
+ ûα · ∇x̂f̂α +

qα(Ê + ûα × B̂)

mαr̂
· ∇ûf̂α =

ĝMα − f̂α
τ̂α

,

∂B̂

∂t̂
+∇x̂ × Ê = 0,

∂Ê

∂t̂
− ĉ2∇x̂ × B̂ = − 1

λ̂2Dr̂L
J ,

∇x̂ · Ê =
n̂i − n̂e

λ̂D
2
r̂L

, ∇x̂ · B̂ = 0.

(8)

For simplicity, in the following of this paper, all the hats for nondimensionalized variables are
omitted.

Zeroth-order asymptotic solution of f based on Chapman-Enskog expansion is f = g +
O (τ 1) [24]. Substitute the solution into BGK equation and take moments, a three-fluid system
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composed of neutral species, ions, and electrons is obtained,

∂tρn +∇x · (ρnUn) = 0,

∂t (ρnUn) +∇x · (ρnUnUn + pnI) = Sn,

∂tEn +∇x · ((En + pn)Un) = Qn,

∂tρi +∇x · (ρiU i) = 0,

∂t (ρiU i) +∇x · (ρiU iU i + piI) =
qini
rL

(E +U i ×B) + Si,

∂tEi +∇x · ((Ei + pi)U i) =
qini
rL

U i ·E +Qi,

∂tρe +∇x · (ρeU e) = 0,

∂t (ρeU e) +∇x · (ρeU eU e + peI) =
qene
rL

(E +U e ×B) + Se,

∂tEe +∇x · ((Ee + pe)U e) =
qene
rL

U e ·E +Qe,

∂B

∂t
+∇x ×E = 0,

∂E

∂t
− c2∇x ×B = − 1

λ2DrL
J ,

∇x ·E =
ni − ne

λD
2rL

, ∇x ·B = 0,

(9)

where Sα and Qα are momentum and energy exchange between species α and other species in
the system.

Sα =
N∑
k=1

2µnkχαknαnk(U k −Uα),

Qα =
N∑
k=1

4µnkχαknαnk(
3

2
kBTk −

3

2
kBTα +

1

2
mk(U k −Uα)

2).

(10)

Except for the first three equations for the neutral gas, the rest system in Eq.(9) forms
an ion-electron two-fluid subsystem, based on which Hall-effect MHD and ideal MHD can be
derived [32, 37].

With the definition of center-of-mass velocity as

U =
miU i +meU e

mi +me

,

with the mass ratio ϵ = me/mi, (1+ϵ)U = U i+ϵU e, the equation on the O(ϵ0) balance gives,

U i = U and U e = U −U i +U e = U − J

ne
.

Substituting the above approximation into an electron momentum equation in the two-fluid
subsystem, it gets to

E +U ×B =
2mimevie

(mi +me)nee2
J +

rL
nee

J ×B +
rL
nee

∂t (ρeU e) +
rL
nee

∇x · (ρeU eU e + peI) .

The right-hand side of the above equation contains four terms: the first term represents electric
resistivity, the second term corresponds to the Hall effect, and the last two terms describe the
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effects of electron inertia and pressure. In the limit ϵ → 0, the electron’s inertia can be
neglected and the electron momentum equation gives the generalized Ohm’s law

E +U ×B =
1

σ
J +

rL
nee

J ×B +
rL
nee

∇xpe. (11)

The electron’s inertia term cannot be ignored only when the electron speed Ue is much larger
than the ion speed Ui [38]. For non-relativistic flows, the displacement current is negligible in
view of,

1

c2
|∂E
∂t

| ∼ U2

c2
B

L
≪ |∇×B| ∼ B

L
,

where U and L is the characteristic macroscale velocity and spatial length of plasma, and
U2/c2 ≪ 1. When λD ∼ c−1 → 0 (i.e., λc−1 = 1), the Ampère’s law then becomes

J = rL∇x ×B +O
(
U2/c2

)
.

The above low-frequency Ampère’s law indicates that ∇ ·J = 0, and therefore in this regime,
the plasma is quasi-neutral, namely ni ≈ ne. In such a regime, the two fluid equations reduce
to one fluid Hall-MHD equation. The Hall term and the electron pressure term are on the
order of Larmor radius. Then Hall-MHD can be written as,

∂tρ+∇x · (ρU ) = 0,

∂t(ρU) +∇x · (ρUU + piI) =
ρi

mirL
(E +U ×B),

E +U ×B =
1

σ
J +

rL
nee

J ×B +
rL
nee

∇xpe,

∂tEα +∇x · ((Eα + pα)Uα) =
1

rL
J ·E,

∂tB +∇x ×E = 0,

J = rL∇x ×B.

Hall-MHD is on the ion inertia scale where the ions are demagnetized and electrons are still
frozen to the magnetic field lines. Compared to resistive MHD, Hall-MHD can realize fast
reconnection as introduced in the numerical test section. In the limit as the Larmor radius rL
approaches zero, the skin depth ds also approaches zero. Under this condition, the velocity
separation between the ions and electrons disappears, and the strong magnetic field forces
the ions and electrons to move together as a single fluid. Therefore, in this limit, the Hall
current term in the generalized Ohm’s law (Eq.(11)) becomes negligible. Additionally, since
the magnetic force is much larger than the thermal pressure in this regime, i.e. β ≪ 1,
the pressure term can also be ignored. If collisions between electrons and ions can also be
neglected, i.e. νie = 0, then the electric resistivity can be dropped. Under these assumptions,
the generalized Ohm’s law reduces to the ideal Ohm’s law,

E +U ×B = 0.

So combining electron and ion momentum equations, the ideal MHD equation can be written
as,

∂tρ+∇x · (ρU) = 0,

∂t(ρU) +∇x · (ρUU + pI) = (∇×B)×B,

∂tE +∇x · ((E + p)U) = (∇×B) ·E,
∂tB +∇x × (U ×B) = 0.

(12)
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In this limit, the three-fluid system in Eq.(9) turns to a neutral and ideal MHD two-fluid sys-
tem.In summary, as shown in Fig.1, the kinetic system can be reduced to three fluid system
and then Euler-MHD system in different scale. More specifically, when the collision time τα
within a single species is significantly shorter than the characteristic time scale of the system,
the kinetic description for that species can be replaced by a fluid description. This transi-
tion occurs because frequent collisions rapidly drive the species towards local thermodynamic
equilibrium. The interaction between ions and electrons is primarily determined by electro-
magnetic forces (Lorentz force) and cross-species collisions. The relative strength of these
interactions leads to two distinct regimes. When the gyrofrequency ωL greatly exceeds the
ion-electron collision frequency νie (ωL ≫ νie), the system transitions to an MHD description.
In this regime, the magnetic field strongly influences the plasma dynamics. Conversely, if
the ion-electron collision frequency significantly surpasses the gyrofrequency (νie ≫ ωL), the
system behaves as a single-fluid governed by the Euler equations. In this case, collisional
effects dominate over magnetic effects. In the MHD limit, various non-ideal dissipation effects
may emerge, depending on the specific physical conditions. Resistivity arises from electron-
ion collisions, leading to magnetic field diffusion.Hall Effect becomes significant when ion and
electron motions decouple at small scales. Other effects may include ambipolar diffusion or
electron inertia, depending on the plasma parameters. In the absence of significant dissipation
effects, the system approaches the ideal MHD limit. This regime is characterized by perfect
conductivity and frozen-in magnetic field lines.

Figure 1: Asymptotic Behavior of the Kinetic System.

Now consider the collision effects between charged particles (ions and electrons) and neu-
tral particles. Generally, collisions distribute momentum between the charged and neutral
components across the plasma, resulting in the magnetic forces effectively acting on both
species. The presence of neutrals makes the magnetic field ”heavier” compared to the purely
charged particle case, thus influencing the wave speeds. The electrical conductivity, the Hall
diffusion coefficient should be adjusted in the partially ionized regime.

In the weakly ionized limit, a new phenomenon called ambipolar diffusion arises due to the
velocity separation between neutrals and ions. The formal derivation of the generalized Ohm’s
law in the weakly ionized limit, following the approaches in [39, 40], is provided in Appendix
B. Here the origin of ambipolar diffusion is introduced. Denoting the relative velocity between
the ions and neutrals as V d ≡ U i −Un, the drag force between the ions and neutrals can be
expressed as

f d = 2µinχinninn(U i −Un).

In the steady steady state, according to the Eq.(12), the magnetic force will balance the drag
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force,
2µinχinninn(U i −Un) = (∇×B)×B,

which gives

U i = Un +
(∇×B)×B

2µinχinninn
.

Then, the Ohm’s law for ions can be written as,

E +U i ×B = 0,

which gives

E +Un ×B = −(∇×B)×B ×B

2µinχinninn
.

In the weakly ionized limit, bulk velocity U ≈ Un, therefore, Ohm’s law now has a now
dissipation term caused by velocity separation between neutrals and charged particles.

3. UGKWP for PIP

3.1. General framework

In the framework of the FVM, the cell averaged conservative variables for species α is
(W α)i = ((ρα)i, (ραUα)i, (ραEα)i) on a physical cell Ωi are defined as

(W α)i =
1

|Ωi|

∫
Ωi

W α(x)dx,

where |Ωi| is the volume of cell Ωi. For a discretized time step ∆t = tn+1 − tn, the evolution
of (W α)i is

(W α)
n+1
i = (W α)

n
i −

∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|ls|(FWα)s +
∆t

τα
( ¯(W α)

n
i − (W α)

n
i ) + ∆t(Sα)

n+1
i , (13)

where ls ∈ ∂Ωi is the cell interface with center xs and outer unit normal vector ns. |ls|
is the area of the cell interface. (W̄ α)i = ((ρα)i, (ραŪα)i, (ραĒα)i) where (Ūα)i and (Ēα)i
are post-collision velocity and energy in AAP model as Eq.(2). (Sα)i is source term due to
electromagnetic force. The numerical flux across interface (FWα)s can be evaluated from
distribution function at the interface,

(FWα)s =
1

∆t

∫ tn+1

tn
u · nsfα(xs,u, ξ, t)ΨdΞdt, (14)

where Ψ = (1,u, 1
2
(u2 + ξ2)) is the conservative moments of distribution functions with

ξ = (ξ1, ξ2, · · · , ξn) the internal degree of freedom. dΞ = dudξ is the volume element in the
phase space. fα(xs,u, ξ, t) is the distribution function at the cell interface ls. In the continuum
limit where the relaxation time τ → 0, the distribution function can be represented analytically
using the Chapman-Enskog expansion [24]. However, in the transitional and collisionless
regimes, the distribution function lacks an analytical representation, necessitating a direct
tracking of the distribution function evolution. The evaluation of the distribution function
evolution will be presented in Section 3.2.
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The elementwise equations in Eq.(13) are

(ρα)
n+1
i =(ρα)

n
i −

∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|ls| (Fρα)s,

(ραUα)
n+1
i =(ραUα)

n
i −

∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|ls| (F(ρU)α)s

+
∆t

τα

(
ρnαŪ

n
α − ρnαU

n
α

)
+

∆t

rLi

nn+1
α

(
En+1 +Un+1

α ×Bn+1
)
,

(ραEα)
n+1
i =(ραEα)

n
i −

∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|ls| (F(ρE )α)s

+
∆t

τα

(
ρnαĒ

n
α − ρnαE

n
α

)
+

∆t

rLi

nn+1
α Un+1

α ·En+1.

(15)

In Eq.(15), the source term due to cross-species momentum and energy exchange will
be evaluated by the operator splitting method. Lorentz source term is split and coupled
with source terms in Maxwell equation to get coupled evolution between fluid species and
electromagnetic field. These interaction equations can be solved by the Crank-Nicolson scheme
introduced in Section 3.5.

The cell averaged quantitiesQi for electromagnetic variablesQ = (Ex, Ey, Ez, Bx, By, Bz, ϕ, ψ)
in a cell are defined as

Qi =
1

|Ωi|

∫
Ωi

Q(x)dx,

where (FQ)s is numerical flux across the cell interface ls which will be presented in section
3.4. The time evolution formula is

Qn+1
i = Qn

i +
∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|li| (FQ)s +∆t(SQ)
n+1
i ,

where (FQ)s is numerical flux across a cell interface, which will be presented in Section 3.4.
SQ are sources terms in PHM equations. The componentwise equations are:

En+1
i = En

i +
∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|ls| (FE)s −
∆t

λ2DrL

(
nn+1
i Un+1

i − nn+1
e Un+1

e

)
,

Bn+1
i = Bn

i +
∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|ls| (FB)s,

ϕn+1
i = ϕni +

∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|ls| (Fϕ)s +
∆tχ

λ2DrL

(
nn+1
i − nn+1

e

)
,

ψn+1
i = ψni +

∆t

|Ωi|
∑
s∈∂Ωi

|ls| (Fψ)s.

General numerical steps are listed as follows:

1. Coupled free transport and collision process: Update macroscopic conservative
variable W n

α to W ∗
α considering net flux without force term across the cell interface.

The numerical flux is decomposed into wave and particle components according to the
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UGKWP method as introduced in Section 3.2 and Section 3.3. Simultaneously, parti-
cles’ positions are updated from (xnk ,u

n
k) to (xnk ,u

∗
k). Collision process is treated in an

annihilation-resampling way as introduced in Section 3.2.

2. Electromagnetic field evolution: Update electromagnetic field En → E∗, Bn →
Bn+1, ϕn → ϕ∗ and ψn → ψn+1 by net flux across cell interface as introduced in Section
3.4.

3. Cross-species collision process: Update conservative variable W ∗
α to W ∗∗

α consider-
ing momentum and energy exchange between different species.

4. Fluid and electromagnetic field interaction process: Incorporate the interaction
between electromagnetic field and charged speciesW ∗∗

α toW n+1
α ,E∗ → En+1,ϕ∗ → ϕn+1.

Particles’ velocities are updated from u∗
k to un+1

k as introduced in Section 3.5.

After four steps, all variables are evolved from tn to tn+1.
The timestep constraint of the current scheme is given by

∆t = CFL
∆x

max(|U + cs|, c)
,

where cs is the speed of sound, c is the speed of light, CFL is Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy number.
Source terms can be treated implicitly, so it will not pose a timestep restriction.

3.2. Evolution of microscopic distribution function

In this section, the objective is to employ the particle method to numerically solve the
kinetic equation to obtain the particle distribution function at cell interfaces, which will then
be used to calculate the numerical flux in Eq.(14). The BGK equation without force term can
be written as

∂f

∂t
+ u · ∇xf =

g − f

τ
,

where velocity u = (u, v, w). For simplicity, species subscript α is omitted here. The time-
dependent solution at the interface can be written as,

f (x,u, ξ, t) =
1

τ

∫ t

0

g(x′,u, ξ, t
′
)e−(t−t′)/τdt′ + e−t/τf0 (x− ut) , (16)

where ξ = (ξ1, ξ2, · · · , ξn) is the internal degree of freedom, for notation simplicity, ξ is omitted
later. τ is the local mean relaxation time. f0 is the initial gas distribution function at t = 0,
and g is equilibrium distribution along the characteristic line x

′
= x − ut

′
. Expand the

equilibrium distribution function by the Taylor series to the second-order accuracy,

g
′
= g + gx · (x

′ − x) + gt(t
′ − t), (17)

where g ≡ g(x,u, t), g
′ ≡ g(x′,u, t

′
). Substitute them into Eq.(16), the numerical multiscale

evolution solution for simulation particle can be obtained,

f(x,u, t) =
(
1− e−t/τ

)
g+(x,u, t) + e−t/τf0 (x− ut) , (18)
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where,

g+ (x,u, t) = g (x,u, t) +

(
te−t/τ

1− e−t/τ
− τ

)
u · gx (x,u, t) +

(
t

1− e−t/τ
− τ

)
gt (x,u, t) .

The equation above describes the solution to the BGK equation, where the distribution func-
tion f at time t is a combination of the initial distribution function f0 and the Taylor expansion
of the equilibrium state g. From the particles’ perspective, this equation implies that a particle
has a probability of e−t/τ to freely stream during the time interval [0, t], and a probability of
(1 − e−t/τ ) to collide with other particles. After multiple collisions, the particle distribution
will reach the equilibrium state g+.

Typically, the operator splitting technique is employed to decouple the free transport and
collision processes for particles, as seen in methods like Particle-in-Cell with Monte Carlo
Collisions (PIC/MCC). This approach is suitable for weakly collisional regimes where the mean
collision time is not excessively small. However, when the collision time becomes very short,
the collision source term becomes numerically stiff, and the mesh size and time step must be
strictly constrained. The solution expressed in Eq.(18) suggests that after collisions, particles
enter the local equilibrium distribution g+ and the freedom of individual particles degenerates
into fluid-like wave dynamics. Therefore, a mean-field description becomes appropriate for
modeling those particles. Then after the collision process, the individual particles can be
annihilated and resampled at the beginning of the next time step. This concept of microscopic
distribution evolution is central to the UGKWP method.

Figure 2: Schematic representation of particle evolution.W h represents the combination of waves and particles
in the equilibrium state.W p denotes collisionless particles from the previous time step. (a) Initiation of a time
step:Grey particles represent collisionless particles sampled from W h. These particles are predicted to remain
collisionless during the upcoming time step. (b) Post-streaming phase: Black particles represent those that
have undergone collisions, characterized by a free transport time shorter than the simulation time step. These
particles are subsequently absorbed into the wave component. (c) Transition to the next time step: The
grey particles from stage (b), having remained collisionless, are now incorporated into the W p population.
Simultaneously, a new set of collisionless particles is sampled from W h.

Specifically, in the UGKWP method, the velocity distribution function is represented in
a hybrid way. A portion of the distribution is captured analytically through the equilibrium
distribution function g+, while the remaining part is represented by stochastic simulation
particles Pk = (mk,xk,uk), as illustrated in Figure 2. Here, mk denotes the mass of simulation
particle Pk, which corresponds to a cluster of real gas particles of the same species, and xk
and uk represent the position and velocity of the simulation particle Pk, respectively.

13



According to Eq.(18), the cumulative distribution function of the particle’s free streaming
time tf before the collision is given as

F (tf < t) = exp (−t/τ) ,

from which the free stream time tf can be sampled as tf = −τ ln(η) with η a random varible
subject to the uniform distribution η ∼ U(0, 1) . For a time step ∆t , the particles with
tf ≥ ∆t will undergo collisionless free streaming, and the particles with tf < ∆t will experience
collisional interactions. The procedure of updating particles in the UGKWP method is

Step 1: At the beginning of the time step, sample the free-streaming time tf,k for each particle
Pk from the cumulative distribution function F (tf < t) = exp(−t/τ);

Step 2: During the time step, stream each particle Pk for a time period of min(∆t, tf,k). Then
identify and retain the collisionless particles, while removing the collisional particles.
Calculate the free-transport flux across cell interfaces contributed by the particles and
accumulate the total conservative quantities of the particles W p

i ;

Step 3: After updating the macroscopic conservative variables, calculate the total conservative
quantities of the collisional particlesW h

i from the updated conservative quantitiesW i

as W h
i = W i −W p

i ;

Step 4: At the end of the time step, rebuild the velocity distribution. Calculate the analytical
distribution g+,c and resample the collisionless particles from the distribution g+,f

according to the updated conservative quantities W h
i .

In the procedure outlined above, the algorithm for updating the macroscopic conservative
variables will be introduced in the subsequent section. In the distribution rebuilding process,
the updated collisional conservative quantities W h

i are partitioned into two components: the
collisional part g+,c and the collisionless part g+,f . The collisional part g+,c is given by (1 −
e−∆t/τn+1

)g+, while the collisionless part g+,f is given by e−∆t/τn+1
g+. In the Unified Gas-

Kinetic Particle (UGKP) method, there is no such separation; instead, all the W h
i are sampled

and represented by particles. However, according to Eq. (18), from tn to tn+1, (1− e−∆t/τn+1
)

of these particles will experience collisions and re-enter the fluid waves. Therefore, these
collisional particles can be represented by the fluid waves at all times. Sampling them would
consume more computational time, which is undesirable. In the UGKWP method, only the
collisionless part g+,f is sampled. The collisional part g+,c does not have a direct particle
representation but is instead represented by the macroscopic conservative variables. Refer to
Figure 2 for more intuitive description of the procedure.

The evolution of the microscopic velocity distribution is now solved numerically using
particles. In the subsequent section, the method for updating the macroscopic conservative
variables based on the velocity distribution will be introduced.

3.3. Evolution of macroscopic conservative variables

The numerical flux of the macroscopic conservative variable in the UGKWP method can be
split into the equilibrium flux and free streaming flux according to Eq.(16). The equilibrium
flux is

(FW )gs =
1

∆t

∫ tn+1

tn
u · ns

[
1

τ

∫ t

0

g(x′,u, ξ, t
′
)e−(t−t′)/τdt′

]
ΨdΞdt, (19)
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and the free streaming flux is

(FW )fs =
1

∆t

∫ tn+1

tn
u · ns

[
e−t/τf0 (x− ut)

]
ΨdΞdt. (20)

The equilibrium flux can be calculated directly from the macroscopic flow field. Assume
in the equation (14), xs = 0 and tn = 0, the equilibrium g at the cell interface is obtained by
conservation constraint ∫

gΨdΞ =

∫
v·n>0

glΨdΞ+

∫
v·n<0

grΨdΞ.

The spatial and time derivatives can be obtained∫
gxΨdΞ = W x,

∫
gtΨdΞ = −

∫
u · gxΨdΞ,

where gl and gr are the equilibrium distributions according to the reconstructed left and right
side conservative variables at cell interface W l, W r, and W x is the reconstructed spatial
derivative of conservative variables at cell interface. The van Leer limiter is used to achieve
a second-order accuracy in space reconstruction. Substituting the reconstructed equilibrium
distribution into the equilibrium flux, we have

(FW )gs =

∫
u · ns (C1g0 + C2u · g0x + C3g0t)ΨdΞ,

where the time integration coefficients are

C1 = ∆t− τ
(
1− e−∆t/τ

)
,

C2 = 2τ 2(1− e−∆t/τ )− τ∆t− τ∆te−∆t/τ ,

C3 =
∆t2

2
− τ∆t+ τ 2(1− e∆t/τ ).

Next we consider the free stream flux (FW )fs . As stated in the last subsection, the initial
distribution is represented partially by an analytical distribution g+,ca , and partially by par-
ticles, and therefore the free stream flux is also calculated partially from the reconstructed
analytical distribution as (FW )f,ws , and partially from particles as (FW )f,ps . The initial ana-
lytical distribution g+,cα is reconstructed as

g+,c0 (x,u) = g+,c0 + g+,c0x · x,

which gives

(FW )f,ws =

∫
u · ns

(
C4g

+,c
0 + C5u · g+,c0x

)
ΨdΞ,

where the time integration coefficients are

C4 = τ
(
1− e−∆t/τ

)
−∆te−∆t/τ , ,

C5 = τ∆te−∆t/τ − τ 2
(
1− e−∆t/τ

)
+

∆t2

2
e−∆t/τ .
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The net particle flux (FW )f,ps is calculated as

(FW )f,ps =
∑

k∈P
∂Ω+

i

W Pk
−

∑
k∈P

∂Ω−
i

W Pk
,

where W Pk
=
(
mk,mkvk,

1
2
mkv

2
k,

)
, P∂Ω−

i
is the index set of the particles streaming out of cell

Ωi during a time step, and P∂Ω+
i
is the index set of the particles streaming into cell Ωi. Finally,

the finite volume scheme for conservative variables is

W n+1
i = W n

i −
∑
s

∆t

|Ωi|
|ls| (FW )gs −

∑
s

∆t

|Ωi|
|ls| (FW )f,ws +

1

|Ωi|
(FW )f,ps

+
∆t

τ
( ¯(W )ni − (W )ni ) + ∆t(S)n+1

i .

(21)

The evolution of the macroscopic conservative variables due to species transport and dif-
fusion has been solved by the coupled evolution of the microscopic particle transport and
macroscopic fluid dynamics. The evolution of the macroscopic conservative variables from the
acceleration induced by the electromagnetic field will be introduced in Section 3.5.

3.4. Numerical flux of electromagnetic variables

LeVeque’s finite volume method of wave propagation is used for calculating the evolution
of electromagnetic fields here. While other methods, such as the well-known Finite-Difference
Time-Domain (FDTD) method, could potentially be utilized, we have chosen to employ LeV-
eque’s finite volume method to ensure consistency within the overall coding framework, as
the fluid evolution is naturally suited to the finite volume scheme. In the case of the FDTD
method, additional transformations between surface values and center values may be necessary.

1D numerical flux is illustrated here, for 2D or 3D problems, simply rotating coordinates
can be used to get flux in another direction. The general expression for the 1D perfect
hyperbolic Maxwell (PHM) system is:

∂q

∂t
+A1

∂q

∂x
= s, (22)

where

A1 =



0 0 0 0 0 0 c2χ 0
0 0 0 0 0 c2 0 0
0 0 0 0 −c2 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 γ
0 0 −1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
χ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 c2γ 0 0 0 0


.

The numerical flux across interface (i− 1/2, j) is [41]:

[FQ]i−1/2,j =
1

2

(
A1Qi,j +A1Qi−1,j

)
− 1

2

(
A+

1 ∆Qi−1/2 −A−
1 ∆Qi−1/2

)
+

1

2

∑
p

sign
(
λpi−1/2,j

)(
1− ∆t

∆x
|λpi−1/2,j|

)
Lp1,i−1/2,jΦ

(
θp1,i−/2,j

)
,

(23)
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where A+
1 = R1Λ

+R−1
1 and A−

1 = R1Λ
−R−1

1 . R1 is the matrix composed of right eigen-
vectors of A1, and Λ+ = diag((λ1)+, (λ2)+, · · · , (λ8)+) with λ+ = max(λ, 0) and Λ− =
diag((λ1)−, (λ2)−, · · · , (λ8)−) with λ− = min(λ, 0). λp is the pth eigenvalue of A1. Besides,
∆Qi−1/2 = Qi+1 −Qi. The flux slope in Eq.(23) is

Lp1,i−1/2,j = lp1,i−1/2,j ·
(
f 1,i,j − f 1,i−1,j

)
rp1,i−1/2,j,

where l and r are the left and right eigenvectors corresponding to eigenvalue λp. f is flux
function in Eq.(22). The limiter function Φ(θ) is,

θp1,i−1/2,j ≡
Lp1,I−1/2,j · L

p
1,i−1/2,j

Lp1,i−1/2,j · L
p
1,i−1/2,j

, ϕ(θ) = max(0,min((1 + θ)/2, 2, 2θ)),

where I = i − 1 if λpi−1/2 > 0 and I = i + 1 if λpi−1/2 < 0. With the limiters, the scheme is
second-order accurate in the smooth region and first-order at or near the discontinuity.

3.5. Electromagnetic field and fluid interaction

The first method intuitively separates the interaction between electromagnetic fields and
fluid into distinct categories: fluid behavior and individual particle behavior. The collisional
particles first relax to a local equilibrium state, and the interaction with the field occurs in a
fluid manner. In contrast, the collisionless particles interact with the field in a particle-like
way. Consequently, the interaction between the species and the electromagnetic field should
be classified into these two distinct categories.

The second method is applied in regimes with strong collisions and strong magnetization,
where the Larmor radius rL → 0. To overcome the stiffness of the electromagnetic source
term, the Crank-Nicolson method is used to implicitly update the moment equation and
electromagnetic field. The updated electromagnetic field is then used to update the particle
velocities. In this approach, the moments and particles are all implicitly updated. It is worth
noting that in weakly collisional and highly rarefied regimes, the moment equation may not
be so accurate, so the first method may be preferable.

3.5.1. Explicit method

Here is the introduction of the first method. For the fluid part, the acceleration equation
is

∂(ρhiU
h
i )

∂t
=
enhi
rL

(
E +Uh

i ×B
)
,

∂(ρheU
h
e )

∂t
= −en

h
e

rL

(
E +Uh

e ×B
)
.

This equation can be discretized explicitly by the forward Euler method. For the particle part,
the acceleration of a particle P is given as

duP
dt

=
qP

mP rL
(EP + uP ×BP ) , (24)

where EP ,BP is the electric and magnetic field at the particle’s position. The b-spline shape
function of order 1 is chosen to gather the electric and magnetic field to the particle’s position.
The zeroth order of b-spline is the flat-top function b0(ξ) defined as

b0(ξ) =

{
1 if |ξ| < 1/2,

0 otherwise.
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The subsequent b-splines, bℓ, are obtained by successive integration via the following generating
formula:

bℓ(ξ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ′b0 (ξ − ξ′) bℓ−1 (ξ

′) . (25)

Figure 3: The first three b-spline functions,bℓ(ξ)

Based on the b-splines, the spatial shape function is chosen as

Sx (x− xP ) =
1

∆xP∆yP∆zP
bℓ

(
x− xP
∆xP

)
bℓ

(
y − yP
∆yP

)
bℓ

(
z − zP
∆zP

)
, (26)

where ∆xP ,∆yP , and ∆zP are the length of the computational particles in each spatial di-
mension. The field at the particle position is thus defined as

EP =

∫
Sx (x− xP )E(x)dx,

BP =

∫
Sx (x− xP )B(x)dx.

(27)

Boris push [42] is used to solve the equation (24) numerically. Discretize the Eq.(24) as

un+1 − u∗

∆t
=

qP
mP rL

[
E +

un+1 + u∗

2
×B

]
.

Perform half acceleration to compute v−,

v− = u∗ +
qP

mP rL
E
∆t

2
.

Then perform half rotation to compute v
′
.The vector form of the rotation vector is

t = −b̂ tan
(
θ

2

)
≡ qP
mP rL

B
∆t

2
,

and
v′ = v + v × t.
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Then perform second half rotation to compute v+

v+ = v− + v′ × s,

where

s =
2t

1 + t2
.

Finally, perform second-half acceleration to compute vn+1. To enhance temporal accuracy,
the leap-frog method can also be employed. In the leap-frog method, velocity updates are
performed at half-time steps (time level n + 1/2), while position updates occur at full-time
steps. This staggered approach allows for second-order accuracy in time while requiring only
first-order computations at each step. Refer to [43, 44] for more details.

Once the fluid part and the particle part have been updated, then the electric field can be
updated according to the equation

∂E

∂t
= − 1

λ2DrL
(J i − J e) ,

1

χ

∂ϕ

∂t
=
ni − ne

λD
2rL

.

This equation is also discretized explicitly with current density being the average as time step
n and n+ 1.

3.5.2. Implicit method

The moment equation of interaction with the electromagnetic field is

∂(ρiU i)

∂t
=
eni
rL

(E +U i ×B) ,

∂(ρeU e)

∂t
= −ene

rL
(E +U e ×B) ,

∂E

∂t
= − e

λ2DrL
(U i −U e) ,

1

χ

∂ϕ

∂t
=
ni − ne

λD
2rL

.

The above equations can be discretized by the Crank-Nicolson scheme,

Un+1
i −U ∗∗

i =
e∆t

mirL
(
En+1 +E∗

2
+

Un+1
i +U ∗

i

2
×Bn+1),

Un+1
e −U ∗∗

e =
e∆t

merL
(
En+1 +E∗

2
+

Un+1
e +U ∗

e

2
×Bn+1),

En+1 −E∗ = − e∆t

λ2DrL
(ni

Un+1
i +U ∗

i

2
− ne

Un+1
e +U ∗

e

2
),

ϕn+1 − ϕ∗ =
χ∆t

λ2DrL
(n∗

i − n∗
e),

which forms a linear system Ax = b, with

b = (U∗∗
ix , U

∗∗
iy , U

∗∗
iy , U

∗∗
ex , U

∗∗
ey , U

∗∗
ey , E

∗
x, E

∗
y , E

∗
z )
T ,
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x = (Un+1
ix , Un+1

iy , Un+1
iy , Un+1

ex , Un+1
ey , Un+1

ey , En+1
x , En+1

y , En+1
z )T ,

and

A =



1 −αBn+1
z

2

αBn+1
y

2
0 0 0 −α

2
0 0

αBn+1
z

2
1 −αBn+1

x

2
0 0 0 0 −α

2
0

−αBn+1
y

2
αBn+1

x

2
1 0 0 0 0 0 −α

2

0 0 0 1 −βBn+1
z

2

βBn+1
y

2
−β

2
0 0

0 0 0 βBn+1
z

2
1 −βBn+1

x

2
0 −β

2
0

0 0 0 −βBy

2
βBx

2
1 0 0 −β

2

−γni

2
0 0 γne

2
0 0 1 0 0

0 −γni

2
0 0 γne

2
0 0 1 0

0 0 −γni

2
0 0 γne

2
0 0 1


,

where α = e∆t
mirL

, β = − e∆t
merL

, γ = − e∆t
λ2DrL

, Bn+1 is obtained at the last step. This system can

be solved by the Gaussian Elimination method with partial pivoting.
After this step, the electric field E and magnetic field B are all updated to the next time

step n+1. Then, the particle velocities and positions can be updated using the same method
as stated in the previous section, but with the field quantities evaluated at the n+1 time step.
Compared to the implicit method in PIC [45], here, the iterative procedure is in the moment
equation rather than the particle equation.

4. Numerical results

4.1. Landau damping

In this section, the Landau damping case is used to test the algorithm’s capability to
capture the kinetic behavior of the plasma. The results obtained using the UGKWP-PIP
method are compared to those from the PIC method. The implementation of the collisional
PIC method is illustrated in Appendix A. The results show that the UGKWP-PIP method
can effectively capture the kinetic phenomenon of Landau damping, and demonstrates a faster
computational speed compared to the PIC method in the strongly collisional plasma regime.

Landau damping is on the scale of plasma frequency ωpe. In this scale, ions are assumed to
form an immobile positive charge background and electrostatic force is the dominant. There-
fore, the system can be modeled by BGK-Vlasov-Poisson (BGK-VP) equations as follows,

∂fe
∂t

+ ue · ∇xfe +
eE

me

· ∇ufe =
ge − fe
τe

,

E = −∇ϕ, △ϕ = − e

ϵ0
(ni −

∫
fe(v)d

3v).

(28)

The initial distribution for Landau damping is

f0(x, u) =
1√
2π

(1 + α cos(kx))e−
u2

2 .

Electrostatic field energy is defined as

|E|L2 =
ϵ0
2

∫
E2dx
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For linear Landau damping, α = 0.01 and k = 0.3, for nonlinear Landau damping is
α = 0.5 and k = 0.5. In this simulation, cells Ngrid = 128, particles per cell Npc = 1000,
domain length L = 2π/k.

(a) (b)

Figure 4: (a)Linear Landau damping and (b)nonlinear Landau damping at Kn = ∞. The time evolution of
electrostatic energy predicted by UGKWP-PIP is the same as the theoretical results.

Figure 4 shows the results of both linear Landau damping and nonlinear Landau damping
in the collisionless limit, where the Knudsen number Kn = ∞. The reference damping rates
shown are given by the theoretical predictions for this collisionless regime. In this collisionless
limit, the UGKWP-PIP method automatically simplifies to the standard PIC method and
accurately reproduces the theoretically predicted Landau damping rates.

Figure 5a shows the results of nonlinear Landau damping in the weakly collisional regime
where the Knudsen number is Kn = 1. The results obtained using the UGKWP-PIP method
and the standard PIC method agree very well in this regime. To further verify the accuracy of
these results, Figure 5b presents the PIC simulation results using different mesh sizes. When
the mesh size is doubled from 128 to 256, the results remain nearly identical. This suggests
that the results shown are the accurate and mesh-converged solutions for nonlinear Landau
damping in the weakly collisional Kn = 1 regime.

Figure 6a presents the results of nonlinear Landau damping in the strongly collisional
regime where the Knudsen number is Kn = 0.001. In this regime, the results obtained
using the UGKWP-PIP method differ from those predicted by the standard PIC method. To
further investigate the true solution, Figure 6b examines the PIC simulation results under the
refinement of mesh sizes to 256 and 512. These results show that as the mesh size is increased,
i.e. the cell size becomes smaller, the PIC solution gradually converges towards to the result
predicted by the UGKWP-PIP method. This is reasonable, as the PIC method employs an
operator splitting approach, which imposes strict restrictions on the cell size and time step.
In this strongly collisional regime, the PIC method requires significantly more computational
time compared to the UGKWP-PIP approach. When the mesh size is increased to 512,
the PIC method is measured to consume 15 times more computational time than that of
the UGKWP-PIP method. This demonstrates the unified-preserving property of the current
method.
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(a) (b)

Figure 5: Nonlinear Landau damping at Kn = 1. The time evolution of electrostatic energy predicted by
UGKWP-PIP and PIC. (a) Comparison of evolution between UGKWP-PIP and PIC when the mesh size is
128. Two methods predict the same results. (b) Evolution of PIC at different mesh sizes: as mesh gets finer,
PIC gives the same results.

(a) (b)

Figure 6: Nonlinear Landau damping at Kn = 0.001. The time evolution of electrostatic energy predicted by
UGKWP-PIP and PIC. (a) Comparison of evolution between UGKWP-PIP and PIC when the mesh size is
128. PIC fails to accurately capture the evolution due to coarse mesh. (b) Evolution of PIC at different mesh
sizes: with the mesh refinement, PIC converges to the right solution, the same as UGKWP-PIP predicts in
(a).
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(a) (b)

Figure 7: Effects of order of b-spline shape function on nonlinear Landau damping at Kn = 1. (a) Noise start:
in this case, both the 0th and 1st b-spline shape function deviates from the reference solution a lot, but the
1st b-spline one preserves the information better while the 0th one decays faster. (b) quiet start: in this case,
1st b-spline shape function is better than the 0th one in both the accuracy and the information-preserving
capability.

Figures 7a and 7b test the effects of the shape function used in the numerical scheme.
Figure 7a employs a ”noise start” method (see more details in Appendix A), while Figure 7b
utilizes a ”quiet start” method. In both cases, the results obtained using the 1st-order b-spline
shape function are shown to be superior to those from the 0th-order b-spline shape function,
which is equivalent to using no shape function at all. This indicates that the higher-order
b-spline shape function can better capture the kinetic effects in the weakly collisional regime.

4.2. Multiscale Brio-Wu tests

In this section, the Brio-Wu cases are first tested for different values of the Knudsen
number, proving the multiscale capability of the current numerical scheme. Next, the Brio-
Wu cases are evaluated at the ion inertial scale and the electron inertial scale. Finally, the
Brio-Wu cases are tested in a weakly ionized plasma to examine the dissipation effects caused
by collisions between the plasma and neutral particles.

The initial condition for the test is
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 8: (a) Density, (b) electron velocity, (c) ion velocity (d) By profile at the fully ionized limit, Kn =
1.0, rL = 0.1.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 9: (a) Density, (b) electron velocity, (c) ion velocity (d) By profile at the fully ionized limit, Kn =
0.01, rL = 0.01.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 10: (a) Density, (b) x-velocity, (c) y-velocity (d) By profile at fully ionized limit, Kn = 0, rL = 0.0001
from the current UGKWP.

Figure 8 to 10 shows Brio Wu shock tube results across a range of Knudsen numbers,
from Kn = 1 (rarefied regime) to Kn = 0 (continuum regime). In the rarefied regime,
the solution of the UGKWP-PIP agrees well with the PIC method. In this rarefied regime,
the increased viscosity due to enhanced free molecular transport causes the shock wave to
disappear, resulting in a smooth transition from the left to right states. As the Knudsen
number decreases towards the continuum regime (Kn = 0), the discontinuity across the shock
wave begins to re-emerge due to the diminishing viscosity effects. In the continuum regime,
the results converge to the ideal MHD solution.
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(a) (b)

Figure 11: Normalized density profile at fully ionized limit, Kn = 0, (a) rL = 1, (b) rL = 10. As rL gets
larger, the system goes from the MHD scale to the Hall-MHD scale, i.e. ion inertia scale, at rL = 1, where ions
are demagnetized and come to Euler riemann solution and electrons are still partially frozen on the magnetic
line. Finally, after electrons are demagnetized, the system goes to the electron inertia scale at rL = 10.

Figure 11 shows the results across different Larmor radius. According to Eq.(7), as the
Larmor radius increases, the ion inertial length di also increases. When the ion inertial length
becomes comparable to the characteristic length scale, di ∼ O(1), the magnetic field lines are
no longer frozen into the ion motion, and the wave structure of the ions transitions from a
MHD structure to an Euler structure. Similarly, when the electron inertial length de becomes
comparable to the characteristic length scale, de ∼ O(1), the electrons also experience a similar
transition in their wave structures.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 12: (a) Density, (b) ion velocity, (c) magnetic field profile in the presence of neutral particles at
Kn = 0, rL = 0.0001. Due to the collision between charged species and neutral species, the magnetic force
lines become ”heavier” and the shock speed becomes smaller. The discontinuity disappears in the magnetic
field due to the dissipation provided by the cross-species collision.

Figure 12 shows the results from a simulation using the Brio-Wu setup for ions and electrons
but in the presence of a neutral gas. The neutral gas density nn = 10.0 is much larger than
the ion density ni = 1.0, as is typical in a weakly ionized plasma. The interaction coefficients
between the ions and neutrals, and the electrons and neutrals, are fixed at χin = 2 and χen = 2
in the momentum equation respectively. The Larmor radius is rL = 0.0001. According to
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Eq.(B.7), in this setup, the resistive diffusivity rO = 0.0001, the Hall diffusivity rH = 0.0,
and the ambipolar diffusivity rA = 2.5× 108. Therefore, the ambipolar diffusion effect is the
dominant dissipation mechanism in this weakly ionized plasma setting.

From Figure 12(a), we can see that the right-going magnetosonic shock speed is slowed
down under the influence of the neutral gas. This is reasonable as the magnetic forces now act
on both the neutral and charged particle species. Figure 12(b) clearly shows the velocity gap
between the ions and neutrals, which will give rise to a drag force between the two species.
Finally, Figure 12(c) demonstrates that the discontinuity in the magnetic field is smoothed
out due to the dissipation provided by the ambipolar diffusion mechanism.

4.3. Orszag-Tang vortex

In this section, the Orszag-Tang vortex problem was tested to explore how neutrals influ-
ence MHD shocks. This problem was originally designed to study the MHD turbulence [46].
It was intensively studied later and gradually became a benchmark problem of 2D MHD codes
to test the capability to handle the formation of MHD shocks and shock-shock interactions
[47, 48, 49]. The computational domain is [0, 2π]× [0, 2π], and the initial conditions are:

Initial condition
Item Ions Electrons
m 1.0 0.04
n γ2 γ2

p γ γ
Vx − sin(y) − sin(y)
Vy sin(x) sin(x)
By sin(2x) sin(2x)

,

where γ = 5/3 is specific heat capacity.
Figure 13 shows the results at t = 3 in the ideal MHD limit. The pressure profile matches

well with the reference solution, as shown in Figure 14. This proves the algorithm’s capability
to capture shock in the ideal MHD limit.

Figure 15 shows the results at Kn = 0.001. It can be seen that due to the increased
viscosity caused by rarefied effects, the shock is smoothed out. The magnetic field line is
similar to that of the ideal MHD case in Figure 13, but the current density in the center is
less intensive, which may indicate that the magnetic field gradient is not as sharp as in the
ideal MHD case.

Figure 16 illustrates the simulation results at Kn = 0 and t = 3 in a neutral species
background with a uniform number density of nn = 10.0. The interaction coefficients between
ions and neutrals χin and electrons and neutrals χen are both set to 10 in the momentum
equation. Compared to the ideal-MHD limit, the flow field exhibits smoother characteristics
and a slower evolution. This deceleration may be attributed to the magnetic force now acting
on a larger number of particles in the system, including the neutral species. As a result, the
overall dynamics of the flow field are more gradual.
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Figure 14: Orszag-tang ovetex at Kn = 0, t = 3, pressure comparison over y = 0.625π.

(a) (b)

Figure 13: Orszag-tang ovetex at Kn = 0, t = 3.(a) Density of ion, (b) magnetic lines (while solid line) and
the contours of the out-of-plane current density Jz.
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(a) (b)

Figure 15: Orszag-tang ovetex at Kn = 0.001, t = 3.(a) Density of ion, (b) magnetic lines (white solid line),
and the contours of the out-of-plane current density Jz.

(a) (b)

Figure 16: Orszag-tang ovetex with neutral species background at Kn = 0, t = 3.(a) Density of ion, (b)
magnetic lines (white solid line), and the contours of the out-of-plane current density Jz.

4.4. Magnetic Reconnection

The simulation uses the same initial conditions as the Geospace Environment Modeling
(GEM) challenge problem. The initial condition is the so-called ”Harris-Sheet” current sheet
solution. The initial magnetic field is given by

B(y) = B0 tanh(y/λ)ex,

And a corresponding current sheet is carried by the electrons

J e = −B0

λ
sech2(y/λ)ez.
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The initial number densities of electrons and ions are

ne = ni = 1/5 + sech2(y/λ).

The electron and ion pressures are set to be

Pi = 5Pe =
5B0

12
n(y),

where B0 = 0.1,mi = 25me and λ = 0.5 is the thickness of the sheet. The electromagnetic
correction potentials are set ϕ = ψ = 0 initially. The computational domain is [−Lx/2, Lx/2]×
[−Ly/2, Ly/2] with Lx = 8π, Ly = 4π, which is divided into 200× 100 cells.

Periodic boundaries are applied at x = ±Lx/2 and conducting wall boundaries at y =
±Ly/2. For electric field, n × (E2 −E1) = 0, i.e. transverse field being the same across the
boundary. Here 1 stands for inner domain, 2 stands for outer domain. Across the boundar
y = ±Ly/2, we have E1x = E2x = 0, E1z = E2z = 0 since there is no electric field inside
conductor. Assuming there is no surface current, then Amphere’s laws give that ∂yBz =
∂yBx = 0. Similarly, n · (B2 − B1) = 0, we have B1y = B2y = 0. Assuming there’s no
surface charge, then we have ∂yEy = 0 across the boundary. For the fluid variable, we use
wall boundary, where the surface velocity is 0 and the temperature and number density are
the same as the neighboring cell to surface.

To initiate reconnection, the magnetic field is perturbed with δB = ez ×∇xψ, where

ψ(x, y) = 0.1B0 cos (2πx/Lx) cos (πy/Ly) .

s.t.

δB =− 0.1B02π/Lx sin (2πx/Lx) cos (πy/Ly) ey

+ 0.1B0π/Ly cos (2πx/Lx) sin (πy/Ly) ex

The reconnected flux is defined by

ϕ(t) =
1

2Lx

∫ Lx/2

−Lx/2

|By(x, 0, t)| dx

Figure 17 shows the time evolution of magnetic field lines (white lines) and the contours of
out-of-plane current density Jz at different times. As time progresses, the magnetic field lines
in the center of the domain break and rejoin, and finally, an X-point reconnection pattern is
formed.

Figure 18 shows the reconnection flux evolution over time. When the normalized Larmor
radius rL = 2, the reconnection flux is comparable to that of Hall-MHD, realizing a fast
reconnection rate. Figure 19(a) shows the x-component velocity of ions and electrons at time
ωpi∆t = 30, where a clear velocity separation between ions and electrons is observed. This
is very similar to Hall-MHD, since in Hall-MHD, the ions are demagnetized in the diffusion
regime, which is on the ion inertial scale, while electrons are still frozen to the magnetic
field lines. Compared to resistive-MHD where the reconnection electric field is provided by
resistivity, the Hall effect provides a more efficient electric field for reconnection. This test
shows that the model can reproduce the Hall-MHD effect.
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Figure 18: Magnetic reconnection flux at Kn = 0: The two black lines represent results, and it can be
observed that our algorithm closely matches the reconnection velocity of Hall-MHD and Particle methods,
which achieves faster reconnection rates than normal resistivity MHD model

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 17: Magnetic reconnection at rL = 1,Kn = 0, Nx = 200. Time evolution of magnetic lines (while
lines) and the contours of out-of-plane current density Jz at (a)ωpi∆t = 10, (b)ωpi∆t = 20, (c)ωpi∆t = 30,
(d)ωpi∆t = 10.
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(a) (b)

Figure 19: Magnetic reconnection at rL = 1,Kn = 0, Nx = 200. (a) x-component velocity U , (b) y-component
velocity of electrons and ions at y = 0. The velocity is separated due to different magnetization levels of ions
and electrons. The electrons move at a higher speed than ions in both x and y components.

Figure 20 shows the magnetic field lines and current density Jz contour at ωpi∆t = 30 when
a neutral particle background is introduced. The neutral density is set to n = 1.0, and the
interaction coefficient χ of every species in the system is set uniformly to (a) 1.0 (representing
strongly coupled) and (b) 0.1 (representing weakly coupled) in the momentum equation.

Compared to Figure 17, the aspect ratio of the reconnection region is smaller in the current
figure. Comparing Figure 21 and Figure 18, the reconnection rate is now much slower. From
Figure 22, it can be seen that in the strongly coupled case (a)(b), the velocity separation
between species becomes very small, and thus the Hall effect is negligible. In this case, the
reconnection process is supported more by resistivity. In the weakly coupled case (c)(d),
the separation is relatively large, so both resistivity and the Hall effect contribute to the
reconnection process.

(a) (b)

Figure 20: (Magnetic lines (white solid line) and contours of current density Jz of (a) strong coupled PIP
χ = 1.0 (b) weakly coupled Kn = 0, χ = 0.1
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Figure 21: Magnetic reconnection flux at Kn = 0 with uniform neutral background. The case of strong
coupling between ions, electrons, and neutrals, the momentum is redistributed evenly among the different
species, and the velocity separation between them disappears. Therefore the reconnection process is driven
primarily by resistive diffusion. Conversely, in the case of weak coupling between the species, the velocity
separation is smaller compared to the pure collisionless case. Here, the reconnection is supported partially by
the Hall effect and partially by resistive diffusion.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 22: Velocity of ions and elctrons at Kn = 0 with uniform neutral background. (a) X-component, (b)
y-component of electron and ion velocity when χ = 1.0. (c) X-component (d) y-component when χ = 0.1
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Figure 24: Magnetic reconnection flux of Kn = 0.001 and Kn = 0.0001. The magnetic island in Kn = 0.001
case accelerate the reconnection rate.

Figure 23 shows the magnetic field lines (white solid lines) and current density Jz at differ-
ent Knudsen numbers. A magnetic island is observed in the case of Kn = 0.001 compared to
the Kn = 0.0001 case. Two X-points accelerate the magnetic reconnection process compared
to the single X-point in the Kn = 0.0001 case. Figure 24 clearly shows the different magnetic
flux evolution between the Kn = 0.001 and Kn = 0.0001 cases. The higher Knudsen number
of 0.001 appears to result in a faster reconnection rate compared to the lower Knudsen number
of 0.0001.

(a) (b)

Figure 23: (Magnetic lines (white solid line) and contours of current density Jz of (a) Kn = 0.001 (b)
Kn = 0.0001 at ωpi∆t = 30. A magnetic island is observed in the (a) which will accelerate the magnetic
reconnection.

5. Conclusions

This work presents a kinetic model for multi-species transport and interaction among
neutrals, electrons, and protons and a corresponding multiscale numerical method. The re-
search explores various plasma physics phenomena across different flow regimes, demonstrating
the method’s multiscale capabilities and asymptotic-preserving properties. First, the Landau
damping problem is investigated in both collisionless and collisional regimes. The results
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obtained through this method agree well with those from the collisional PIC approach, vali-
dating its ability to accurately capture kinetic phenomena. Notably, in the strongly collisional
regime, the method exhibits a significant advantage by overcoming the limitations imposed
by collision time, resulting in substantially faster computation compared to traditional PIC
simulations. Second, the multiscale Brio-Wu problem, a benchmark test in ideal MHD, is
investigated. The method successfully recovers the wave structure characteristic of the ideal
MHD system, demonstrating its capability for fluid descriptions of plasma. Moreover, the
Brio-Wu shock tube is analyzed for a range of Knudsen numbers, with results aligning well
with PIC simulations. The investigation is pushed further to explore cases with larger Larmor
radius, revealing the algorithm’s proficiency in capturing phenomena at both ion and electron
inertia scales. Further, the Brio-Wu shock tube with a uniform neutral species background is
explored, showing the method’s ability to capture non-ideal effects in PIP such as ambipolar
diffusion, where the magnetic field exhibits a diffusive structure instead of the discontinu-
ous structure observed in the ideal MHD limit. Third, the Orszag-Tang problem is solved to
study the method’s capability to capture MHD shocks. The problem is also examined for larger
Knudsen numbers. Additionally, the magnetic reconnection problem is investigated, serving
as a test of the method’s multiscale capabilities. The results successfully reproduce phenom-
ena across various scales, from resistive-MHD and Hall-MHD to fully kinetic effects, proving
the method’s ability as a powerful tool for studying complex multiscale plasma dynamics. In
conclusion, this work presents a computational method that bridges the gap between kinetic
and fluid descriptions of plasma. Its ability to handle a wide range of spatial and temporal
scales, from collisionless to strongly collisional regimes, and from ideal MHD to kinetic scales,
makes it a potential tool for multiscale simulation of PIP in the field of plasma physics.

Acknowledgements

This current work was supported by National Key R&D Program of China (Grant Nos.
2022YFA1004500), National Natural Science Foundation of China (12172316, 92371107), and
Hong Kong research grant council (16208021,16301222, 16208324).

Appendix A. Collisional PIC method

In this section, the collisional version of the Particle-In-Cell (PIC) method is introduced.
First, the general concept and main components of the classical collisionless PIC method are
reviewed. Then, the particle loading method and collision procedures are described. Finally,
the general procedure of the collisional PIC method is outlined.

The PIC method can be viewed as a representation of the distribution function of each
species by a superposition of moving computational particles, where each element represents
a cloud of physical particles. The mathematical formulation of the PIC method is obtained
by assuming that the distribution function of each species is given by the superposition of
elements computational particles:

fs(x,v, t) =
∑
P

fP (x,v, t),

where each computational particles P represents a large number of physical particles that are
near each other in phase space.The PIC method is based upon assigning to each computa-
tional particle a specific functional form for its distribution. In the classical PIC method, the
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functional dependence is assumed to be a tensor product of the shape in each direction of
phase space [50]:

fP (x,v, t) = NPSx (x− xP (t))Sv (v − vP (t)) , (A.1)

where Sx and Sv are the shape functions for the computational particles and NP is the number
of physical particles that are present in the element of phase space represented by the com-
putational particle. For the velocity, Sv, the most common choice is a Dirac’s delta in each
direction:

Sv (v − vP ) = δ (vx − vxp) δ (vy − vyp) δ (vz − vzp) .

Based on the b-splines, the spatial shape function of PIC methods is chosen as

Sx (x− xP ) =
1

∆xP∆yP∆zP
bℓ

(
x− xP
∆xP

)
bℓ

(
y − yP
∆yP

)
bℓ

(
z − zP
∆zP

)
, (A.2)

where ∆xP ,∆yP , and ∆zP are the lengths of the computational particles in each spatial
dimension.

The equation of motion for each particle fP is the Vlasov equation

∂fP
∂t

+ v · ∂fP
∂x

+
qs
ms

(E + v ×B) · ∂fP
∂v

= 0. (A.3)

Take the moment, the evolution equations is obtained,

dNP

dt
= 0,

dxP
dt

= vP ,

dvP
dt

=
qP
mP

(EP + vP ×BP ) .

A great advantage of moment equations is that the evolution equations resemble the same
Newtonian equations as followed by the regular physical particles. The Leap-frog scheme is
used to numerically solve the above equation:

xn+1
P = xnP +∆tv

n+1/2
P ,

v
n+1/2
P =

qP∆t

mP

(
Ek
P +

v
n+1/2
P + v

n−1/2
P

2
×BP

)
.

Boris method is used to deal with the effect of lorentz force. The field is computed as average
over the shape function based on the definition of EP and BP as

EP =

∫
Sx (x− xP )E(x)dx,

BP =

∫
Sx (x− xP )B(x)dx.

(A.4)

The set of equations presented above provides a self-contained description for the Vlasov
equation. When combined with an algorithm to solve Maxwell’s equations, the full Vlasov-
Maxwell system can then be solved. A wide range of numerical methods can be employed to
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solve the electromagnetic field equations. The crucial step is to use shape functions to deposit
the charge and current densities at the grid points as follows,

ρg =
∑
P

1

Vg

∫
Vg

Sx (x− xP ) dx,

Jg =
∑
P

vP
1

Vg

∫
Vg

Sx (x− xP ) dx,

which then serve as the source terms for the field equations.
The particle loading procedure is closely tied to the application of the initial conditions.

Generally, a random approach is adopted to load the particles, such as using the Box-Muller
method to sample numbers from a Gaussian distribution. This ”noise start”(NS) technique is
commonly employed in the context of PIC methods. In this approach, the particle velocities
are randomly sampled around the macroscopic mean velocity, with the standard deviation
controlled by the temperature. Another similar method is the acceptance-rejection method,
which can be used to load particles from any desired distribution function. However, these
random loading techniques will inevitably introduce a certain level of numerical noise into the
initial conditions. An alternative loading method is the ”quiet start” (QS) approach, where
the targeted distribution function is approximated by a prescribed series of numbers. This
method can generate an initial particle loading that is as smooth as possible. In this work, we
utilize bit-reversed numbers [43] for the QS method.

This equation indicates that a particle has a probability of 1− exp(−∆t/τ) to undergo a
collision with others within a given cell. The following procedure is used to handle the collision
process: First, the collision probability Pj is calculated in each cell based on the macroscopic
quantities. Then, for each particle, a random number RP is generated. If RP < Pj, the
particle will experience a collision and be randomly assigned a new velocity drawn from the
Maxwellian distribution. After all particles have been processed in this manner, a correction
procedure is applied, as described in [51].

Appendix B. Ohm’s law in weakly ionized limit

First introduce the velocity of a charged component c relative to the neutrals [39]

V c = U c −Un,

and the viscous damping time of motion relative to the neutrals

τc =
ρc

2µcnncnnχcn
=
mn +mc

mn

1

2χcn
,

we can also write

hα ≡ −∇P α −
dραUα

dt
.

Then for charged components and neutral component, we have

qcnc(E + V c ×B)− ρc
τc
V c + hc = 0,∑

c

ρc
τc

+ hn = 0.
(B.1)
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From the equation of motion for electrons, we have

E = −V e ×B − me

qeτe
V e +

1

qene
he,

Substitute E into Eq.(B.1) for a charged species other than the electron, we have

ωiV i × eB − 1

τi
V i +

1

ρi
hi − ωiV e × eB − qime

qemi

1

τe
V e +

qi
qe

1

nemi

he = 0, (B.2)

where ωi =
qiB
mi

is the gyrofrequency of charged ions and eB = B/B is the unit vector in the
direction of magnetic field. Suppose B = Bez, then the velocity in the (x, y) plane can be
solved as

V i = Mi

(
1

ρi
hi − ωiV e × eB − qime

qemi

1

τe
V e +

qi
qe

1

nemi

he

)
, (B.3)

where I is identity matrix,

Mi =
1

Ω2
i

(
1

τi
I+ ωiJ

)
, Ω2

i =
1

τ 2i
+ ω2

i , J =

(
0 1
−1 0

)
.

Substitute the above equation into Eq.(B.1), we have

(A1 +
A2

τeωe

)
V e −

(
A2 −

A1

τeωe

)
JV e

= J ×B +
∑
c

(
ωc
Ωc

)2

hc −
∑
c

ωc
τcΩ2

c

Jhc +
A2

ρeωe

he +
A1

ρeωe

Jhe,

where

A1 =
∑
c

ρcω
2
c

τcΩ2
c

, A2 =
∑
c

ρcωc
τ 2cΩ

2
c

.

Ignore all the inertia and pressure term, we achieve the simple form as(
A1 +

A2

τeωe

)
V e −

(
A2 −

A1

τeωe

)
JV e = J ×B. (B.4)

Now neglecting the he in the equation of motion for electrons,

E = −(V e +
1

τeωe
JV e)×B

and substitute Eq.(B.4) into the above equation, we finally have the Ohm’s law as

E = −Un ×B +
1

σc
J + βJ ×B − ξ(J ×B)×B, (B.5)

where σc is the electrical conductivity along the magnetic field

σc =
∑
c

σc =
∑
c

q2cτcnc
mc

,
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and

β =
B

c2
A2

A
, ξ =

1

c2
A1

A
− 1

B2σc
, A = A2

1 + A2
2.

Based on the solution, the induction equation can be written as [40]

∂B

∂t
+
∂M

∂t
=

∂

∂x
R
∂B

∂x
, (B.6)

where
M = (unBy − vnBx, unBz − wnBx)

T ,

and the resistive matrix is

R =

( (
rO − rA

B2
2

B2 + rA (rA − rO)
ByBz

B2 + rH
Bx

B

(rA − rO)
ByBz

B2 − rH
Bx

B
(rO − rA)

B2
y

B2 + rA

)
, (B.7)

where rO, rH and rA are the Ohmic, Hall and ambipolar resistivities respectively, and are
defined by

rO =
1

σO
,

rH =
σH

σ2
H + σ2

A

,

rA =
σA

σ2
H + σ2

A

,

with conductivities
σO =

∑
qcncβc,

σH =
1

B

∑
c

qcnc
1 + β2

c

,

σA =
1

B

∑
c

qcncβc
1 + β2

c

,

where the Hall parameter for species i is given by

βc =
qcB

kcnmcρn
, kcn =

2χcn
mc +mn

.
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