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ABSTRACT

We present the implementation of general-relativistic resistive magnetohydrodynamics solvers and
three divergence-free handling approaches adopted in the General-relativistic multigrid numerical
(Gmunu) code. In particular, implicit-explicit Runge-Kutta schemes are used to deal with the stiff
terms in the evolution equations for small resistivity. The three divergence-free handling methods are
(i) hyperbolic divergence cleaning (also known as the generalised Lagrange multiplier); (ii) staggered-
meshed constrained transport schemes and (iii) elliptic cleaning through a multigrid solver which is
applicable in both cell-centred and face-centred (stagger grid) magnetic fields. The implementation
has been tested with a number of numerical benchmarks from special-relativistic to general-relativistic
cases. We demonstrate that our code can robustly recover from ideal magnetohydrodynamics limit
to a highly resistive limit. We also illustrate the applications in modelling magnetised neutron stars,
and compare how different divergence-free handling affects the evolution of the stars. Furthermore, we
show that the preservation of the divergence-free condition of the magnetic field when using staggered-
meshed constrained transport schemes can be significantly improved by applying elliptic cleaning.

1. INTRODUCTION

Accurate and realistic modelling of the dynamics of
relativistic plasmas is extremely important for under-
standing high energy astrophysical phenomena. Exam-
ples of these relativistic astrophysical systems are pul-
sars, magnetars, gamma-ray bursts and active galactic
nuclei. Typically, since the Ohmic diffusion timescale of
the magnetised plasma in most of the astrophysical sce-
narios is much longer then the characteristic dynamical
timescale the large-scale dynamics of these plasmas can
be well described by neglecting the dissipative processes,
namely, in the ideal magnetohydrodynamics (MHD)
limit. Progress on the development of robust and accu-
rate numerical codes for solving ideal relativistic MHD
systems have been achieved over the last decade, e.g.,
Komissarov (1999); Balsara (2001); Del Zanna & Buc-
ciantini (2002); Gammie et al. (2003); Mignone & Bodo
(2006); Giacomazzo & Rezzolla (2006); Del Zanna et al.
(2007); Mignone et al. (2009); Porth et al. (2017); Oli-
vares et al. (2019); Ripperda et al. (2019); Liska et al.
(2019); Mewes et al. (2020); Cipolletta et al. (2020). In
addition, these relativistic MHD codes have been suc-

cessfully applied in studies of gamma-ray bursts and
relativistic jets McKinney & Blandford (2009); Mimica
et al. (2009); Mignone et al. (2010); Mizuno et al. (2015);
Bodo et al. (2016); Rossi et al. (2017); Bromberg et al.
(2018); Nathanail et al. (2019), accretion flows McKin-
ney et al. (2012); Mukherjee et al. (2013); Mizuno et al.
(2018) and magnetised relativistic stars Sur et al. (2021);
Zink et al. (2007); Lasky et al. (2012); Lasky & Melatos
(2013).

Although the ideal MHD approximation has been ex-
tensively used to model astrophysical systems, going be-
yond this approach is required for more accurate and
realistic modelling of plasmas. In particular, assum-
ing vanishing electrical resistivity prevents some impor-
tant physical processes such as dissipation and magnetic
reconnection. Magnetic reconnection can change the
magnetic field’s topology, and convert magnetic energy
into other forms of energy such as heat and kinetic en-
ergy. These processes, although usually occurring at
very small length-scales, could significantly affect the
large scale dynamics of the plasmas.
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One natural approach to overcome these limitations
is to consider the resistive MHD framework. In this
framework, the full Maxwell and hydrodynamic equa-
tions are solved. The coupling between electromagnetic
fields and fluid are determined by the electric current,
typically provided by Ohm’s law. A suitable choice of
current enables us to describe physical dissipation and
reconnection at different region by resolving plasmas at
both the ideal MHD limit (the resistivity n — 0) and
the finite resistive regime.

Numerically solving resistive MHD is more challenging
than ideal MHD due to the appearance of the stiff re-
laxation term. Unlike in the ideal MHD approximation,
where the electric field E? is purely dependent variable
(i.e., B' = —€%9;By), the electric field E* is an inde-
pendent variable in resistive MHD framework. When
the resistivity is realistically small but finite, the dy-
namical time-scales of the electric field is much shorter
than the MHD evolution, resulting in a stiff relaxation
term in Ampére’s law. Applying explicit time integra-
tion would be inefficient due to the extremely strict con-
straints on the time steps due to the stiff relaxation
terms. Implicit-explicit (IMEX) Runge-Kutta schemes
(see, e.g., Pareschi & Russo (2005)) offer an effective ap-
proach to overcome this problem. These schemes have
been applied and tested in several codes Palenzuela et al.
(2009); Bucciantini & Del Zanna (2013); Dionysopoulou
et al. (2013); Qian et al. (2017); Miranda-Aranguren
et al. (2018); Mignone et al. (2019); Ripperda et al.
(2019).

In this work, we extend Gmunu by implementing the
IMEX based general relativistic resistive MHD frame-
work. In addition to elliptical divergence cleaning for
magnetic field, which removes the magnetic monopoles
by solving Poisson’s equation, established in our previ-
ous work Cheong et al. (2021), we included two more
approaches to handle the solenoidal condition, namely,
(i) hyperbolic divergence cleaning through a generalised
Lagrange multiplier (GLM) (see a Newtonian example
in Dedner et al. (2002)); (ii) constrained transport (CT)
scheme which updates the magnetic fields while control-
ling the divergence-free constraint to numerical round-
off accuracy Evans & Hawley (1988). Finally, our code
is validated through some benchmarking tests.

The paper is organised as follows. In section 2 we out-
line the formalism we used in this work, including the
details of the numerical settings, and the methodology,
and implementation of our resistive magnetohydrody-
namics solver. The implementation of three divergence-
free handling approaches are presented in section 3. The
code tests and results are presented in section 5. This
paper ends with a discussion in section 6.

Unless explicitly stated, we work in geometrized
Heaviside-Lorentz units, for which the speed of light c,
gravitational constant G, solar mass Mg, vacuum per-
mittivity €p and vacuum permeability po are all equal
toone (¢ =G = Mg =€y = po =1 ). Greek indices,
running from 0 to 3, are used for 4-quantities while the
Roman indices, running from 1 to 3, are used for 3-
quantities.

2. FORMULATION AND NUMERICAL METHODS

2.1. Resistive GRMHD 1in the reference-metric
formalism

We use the standard Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM)
3+1 formalism Gourgoulhon (2007); Alcubierre (2008).
The metric can be written as

ds? =g dxtdz” )
= — o?dt® + v;; (dz’ + B'dt) (dz? + B dt)
where « is the lapse function, /% is the spacelike shift
vector and y;; is the spatial metric. We adopt a con-
formal decomposition of the spatial metric «;; with the
conformal factor :

Yij = V%5, (2)

where 7;; is the conformally related metric.

The evolution equations for matter are derived from
the local conservation of the rest-mass and energy-
momentum, and the Maxwell equations:

Vi (pu#) =0, 3)
v, T =0, (4)
V= -7, (5)
v, F =, (6)

where p is the rest-mass density of the fluid, u* is the
fluid four-velocity, F'** is the Maxwell tensor, *F*" is
the Faraday tensor. TH" is the total energy-momentum
tensor, which is the sum of the energy-momentum tensor
of fluid and electromagnetic field:

T = Thsia + Tinr (7)
Here, the energy-momentum tensor of fluid is
ThY = phutu” + pgh”, (8)

where h = 14¢e+p/p is the specific enthalpy, p is pressure

and e is the specific energy, while the energy-momentum

tensor of the electric and magnetic field Tk}, is

v « 1 v [e]
TH, =FrpH — 19" FasF A (9)
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The electric and magnetic fields are defined as:
EY .= F*n,, B :.:=*FMn,, (10)

where n# is the 4-velocities of an Eulerian observer.
Note that both electric and magnetic field are purely
spatial, i.e., E¥n, = 0 and B#n, = 0. It is useful to
introduce the electric and magnetic field in fluid-frame
(comoving-frame)

6” = FMVU/V = W’I’ZH (Eivi) + w (E‘H + GMV)\UVB)\) )
(11)

bH = >kaV’U,,/ = Wnt (Bivi) + W (BM - GMU/\UVE)\) )
(12)

the energy-momentum tensor 7%, can then be written
as

1
py o (12 2 W, vV I 11 220 R N 73 R N T8 7
Té (b +e)<uu +29 > bHb” — ete (13)

— auxegby, (u“e”w“ + u”e“w“) ,

where e? := ete, and b? = b#b,,.
Under 3 4+ 1 decomposition, the electric 4-current J”
can be expressed as

T" =+ ", (14)

where p. = —J"n, is the charge density, J* is the
purely spatial (i.e., J#n, = 0) current density observed
by an Eulerian observer moving with 4-velocities n*.
As in Cheong et al. (2021), under the reference-metric
formalism, the evolution equations can be expressed as:

1

ohq+ —=
A

0 [VAF| = 5+ sgeom: (15)

where Sgeom are so-called geometrical source terms
which contain the 3-Christoffel symbols Fék associated
with the reference metric 4;;, and

35} (fp)’ 5D
qs; (fs,)" 83,
q=|qr ’fl = (f‘r)Z 8 =1 8¢ (16)
qBi (fps)’ SBi
qEi (fEJ‘)Z Spi

Here, q are the conserved quantities:

ap =v°\/3/4D = ¢v°\/5/4 [pW], (17)
as, =v°\/3/45; (18)
=°\/3/4 [phW?v; + A E¥B'
gr =0\ A/AT (19)
=5\/5 /3 | phW? —p—l—%(EQ—i-BZ) - D,
qpi =v°\/¥/AB’, (20)
aps =N/ VAE?, (21)

where nkF = Mijk is the 3-dimensional Levi-Civita sym-
bol. The corresponding fluxes f? are given by:

(fp)" :=v°\/7/% [Do'] (22)
(fs,)" =v°/7/4 [-S;B" + aS] (23)
:wﬁ\/’%[ - S;8 + a( {er % (E* + Bz)} 55

+ phW2'v; — E'E; — B'B; )|

~—

) =R [T ba (S =D)L (e
(fp:) =v0\/7/% _GjikEAk} (25)
S5 | P B - B - %n“kaEk] :
) (26)
() ==05/5/3 :_EjikBk}
=yS\/3/5 | E - B'ET + \%n“kaBk} ;
where we have defined
E; :=aF; + GijkﬁjBk7 (27)
Bi S:OLBZ' — EijkﬂjEk7 (28)

and €% is the spacial Levi-Civita pseudo-tensor, which
can be expressed with the 3-dimensional Levi-Civita

symbol %% by

77' B €ijk =/ Mijk- (29)
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Finally, the corresponding source terms s are given by:
Sp = 0, (30)
83, :OL'L/)G\/ ’_)//"A)/{ — Tooaaia + T]?@lﬂk

1 | | o (31)
+ 5 (T%878% + 278" + T7°) Vi },
s =a®/F/A{ T (K587 — B*ora) (32)

+ Toj (2Kjkﬁk — 8Jo¢) + Tinij}7
spi =0, (33)
sp =N/ {peft —ad'}, (34)

where K;; is the extrinsic curvature, p. is the electric
charge density, J7 is the 3-current.

In addition to the evolution equations, the Maxwell
equations (5) and (6) give two constrain equations,
namely, Gauss’s law and the solenoidal constraint equa-
tion

Vigg: =

%@' (\/%Ei) = 5/7/4pe, (35)
Vigp: = %@‘ (\@QBI‘) =0. (36)

Note that, to completely close Maxwell’s equations,
we need to determine the electric charge density p. and
the 3-current J7 which describes the coupling between
the electromagnetic fields and the fluid. In practice, the
charge density p. is determined by solving the continuity
equation of the charge (i.e., V,J" = 0) or by Gauss’s
law (35). In the current implementation, we use the
later approach, namely, substituting equation (35) into
the source term of the Ampére’s law (equation (34)).
On the other hand, the 3-current J7 is determined by
Ohm’s law, which is discussed in section 2.2.

2.2. Generalised covariant Ohm’s law

Usually, Ohm’s law for isotropic resistive general-
relativistic magneto-hydrodynamics can be expressed as
a linear relation between the comoving electric field e*
and current density j*

el =njt, (37)

where 7 the electrical resistivity. It is also useful to de-
fine the electrical conductivity of the medium o, as the
inverse of the resistivity, i.e., 0. := n~!. For an ideal
plasma with infinite conductivity n = 0, the comoving
electric field vanishes (i.e., e# = 0) which is the ideal
general-relativistic magneto-hydrodynamics. Addition-
ally, a mean-field a-dynamo effect can be included by
generalizing this Ohm’s law by Bucciantini & Del Zanna
(2013)

el = &b + gt (38)

where £ is the a-dynamo parameter, here we follow the
notation in Bucciantini & Del Zanna (2013) to avoid the
conflict with the lapse function . Ohm’s law (38) can
be written in 3+1 form as

J' = pevt + I;I?/{ [E2 + €Fy; By, — (Ejvj) vi]

¢ [Bi — eijkvjEk — (ijj) vi]

(39)
Ampére’s law for the electric field evolution can now be
closed by substituting Ohm’s law (39) into the source
term of it (equation (34)).

2.3. Time stepping: Implicit-explicit Runge-Kutta
schemes

The relativistic resistive magnetohydrodynamics sys-
tem is a stiff system, i.e., hyperbolic systems with relax-
ation terms. In particular, the source term of the mod-
ified Ampére’s law mentioned here becomes stiff when
the conductivity o. is very large yet finite (or when the
resistivity 7 is very small but finite, see equation 39
in section 2.2). If an explicit time integration method
is applied (which is widely used in ideal general rela-
tivistic magnetohydrodynamics), the time-steps would
be extremely small because it scales with the resistivity,
thus it requires high computational costs. One possible
method to tackle this is to solve the stiff part implic-
itly without further limiting the time-step sizes. The
implicit-explicit Runge-Kutta (IMEX) methods, which
are shown to be effective and robust for relativistic sys-
tems with stiff terms contained, will be outlined below
by following Pareschi & Russo (2005).

Consider a stiff system with the form

0 = £la) +R(q), (10)

where £(q) is representing the non-stiff part of the con-
servation equations, including the advection terms and
the non-stiff source terms, while R(q)/e is the stiff term
with a relazation parameter e. An IMEX Runge-Kutta
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scheme can be expressed as

<Cl>(i) — (q)* — Ati {@ijg <<q>(j))}

Nmvex 1 .
rary [wir (@) @
im0 L
(@™ = (q)" — At lex wﬁ (<q>(”)}
NJII\;ZX T .
+AL Y |wicR (<Q>(2))}, (42)
=0 L

with matrices A = (d;;) where @;; = 0 for j <iand A =
(aij) are Nimex X Nivex matrices such that the whole
scheme is ezplicit in £ and implicit in R. In addition,
w; and w; are some constant coefficients. Alternatively,
the IMEX Runge-Kutta schemes can be represented in
terms of Butcher notation,

Explicit Implicit
Ci | Qyj Ci | Qg5 ;
UN}iT w,»T

i—1
where w; T denote the transposition of w;; & = Y a;;
j=1

i—1
and ¢; := ) a;;, which are not used in the actual im-
i=1

plementation. Obviously, the matrices A and A (and so
as ¢; and ¢; ) together with @; and w; need to be chosen
to satisfy the order conditions.

The explicit part of the IMEX Ruuge-Kutta schemes
can be constructed to be strongly stability preserving
(SSP). We shall use the notation SSPk (s, o, p) to denote
different schemes, where k represent the order of the SSP
scheme, s denote the number of stages of the implicit
scheme, o denotes the stages of the explicit scheme and
finally p denote the order of the IMEX scheme. For
example, tables 1 show the IMEX-SSP2(2,2,2) scheme
Pareschi & Russo (2005).

Table 1. Tableau for the IMEX-SSP2(2,2,2) L-Stable
Scheme Pareschi & Russo (2005).

Explicit Implicit
0| O 0 ¥ ¥ 0
1 1 0 1=y |1-2y v
/2 1/2 |12 12

where vy =1 — l/ﬂ

2.4. Implicit step

Since only Ampére’s law (the evolution equation of
electric field) contains stiff terms, all the conserved
quantities are solved in the explicit steps except for the
electric fields. To apply IMEX schemes, we split the
3-current J? into two stiff and non-stiff part, namely,

Jrilon—stiff = pevi (43)

sitiff = I;I;{ [Ez + Gijk’l)jBk - (Ej”Uj) Ui] (44)

—£ [Bi — eijkvjEk - (ijj) Ui] }

The stiff part (the 3-current J term) of the evolution
equation of the electric field E? needed to be solved im-
plicitly, both the updated electric field and 3-velocities
are unknown. In other words, the conversion form con-
served to primitive variables and the implicit update
of the electric field needs to be solved simultaneously.
Several approaches are proposed and explored recently
Ripperda et al. (2019). In this work, we adopt the 3D
Newton-Raphson approached presented in Bucciantini
& Del Zanna (2013); Tomei et al. (2020), which has
proved to be the most robust approach in various codes
Ripperda et al. (2019); Mignone et al. (2019). Note that
this approach may not work for an arbitrary or tabu-
lated equation of state. Here, we consider the ideal-gas
equation of state of perfect fluids p = (I' — 1) pe with
polytropic index I, and we define I’y :=T'/ (' —1).

The implicit update for the electric field from time
level n to n + 1 can be expressed as

Ei,n+1 :Ei,*
_i_K Ei,n—i—l + Eijkvn+an+1 _ (Ek,n+1vn+1) ,Uz',n+1
ﬁ J k k

§|:Bi,n+1 _ eijkv;zHEZH _ (Bk,n+1vl7€z+1) ,Ui,n+1:|}

(45)

where 7 := 7/ (aAt), and E** is the explicit update

(with the non-stiff current J¢_ ..« only) electric field

from E®". By introducing the normalised 3-velocity

at := W' (so that W2 = 1 + @'4;), this equation can
be written as (see appendix A in Tomei et al. (2020))

AOEi,n+1 :ﬁEl,* 4 Al (Ek,*az-i-l) ,ai,n+1 + Ageijkﬂ?+1EZ
+A33i,n+1 —‘,—A4 (Bk’"—H’[LZJrl) ai,n+1
+ ARt Bt
(46)
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here, six newly defined coefficients are

W -1
Ag(W) =W + 17+ €2 W (47)
_ i ) w
AW =S S a8
A(W) = €. (19)
1+ W
As(W) = 55 (50)
. 1-ipP4g?
A =S way o
As(W) = 1 - € 52)
and their corresponding derivatives are
Ao(W) = £2W, (53)
~9 ~2 2
A _ Ui g2 n (W _1) ‘
=T S arwar e Y
i U
oW =g (55)
L
Ay(m) £(V77V+1) (56)
. (1—72+&?%) (1 + 7% + 2Wj)
A - _
B O E e
]
(W) =~ (58)

The normalised velocity 4* can be obtained by solving

fi (’l]j) = ﬁ}’}/”ﬂ/j - (Sz - €ilmEle) ) (59)

where the electric field E! is obtained by evaluating
equation (46) The modified enthalpy w is

w2 _ 1T,

and Ugn is the energy density of the electromagnetic
fields Uy := % (E2 + BZ). The Jacobian of f;(@’) can
be evaluated analytically as

ofi ow OE’

57 = D+ Ui 957 T Cilm g B™, (61)

Jij =

where, with the fact that OW/0u’ = @’ /W, one can
write
ow (1 + D —Unn) iy /W — 2ia; — WL

— = . , (62
ou w2 —1/T (62)

and

8EZ
ow

+ (A1W’y; + Aluiuj) (E;uk)
+ €itm (AQW’YU + Aguluj) E’
+ (A4W’y§- + A4uiuj) (Bkuk)

+ ihm (A5W’}/lj + Agﬂj,ﬂl,j) B,,.
(63)
The 3D system on @' (equation (59)) can be solved
by multi-dimensional Newton-Raphson method. For

instance, at any iteration (k), the normalised velocity
@ **t1) can be obtained by

i 040 = g ) [ 0] Ol (64)

and repeat the iterations until the desired tolerance
is reached. Note that Newton-Raphson method occa-
sionally fail to converge if the initial guess is too far
away from a root. To increase its robustness, by follow-
ing Press et al. (1996), the globally convergent multi-
dimensional Newton method is implemented in Gmunu.

2.5. Characteristic speed

The characteristic velocities can be expressed by the
following form

L=aly -, (65)

with the characteristic velocity in the i-th direction in
the locally flat frame o — 1, 87 — 0 Anile (1990);
Del Zanna et al. (2007). For simplicity, we assume that
the fastest waves locally propagate with speed of light,
thus the characteristic to be in the limit of maximum
diffusivity Del Zanna et al. (2007); Bucciantini & Del
Zanna (2013),

= +/y4. (66)

2.6. Conserved to primitive variables conversion

If the electric field E* and the magnetic field B are
given, the conserved variables g can then be trans-
formed into primitive variables (p, Wv?, p) with the same
method for GRHD described in Cheong et al. (2020,
2021) by removing the electromagnetic part.

3. DIVERGENCE-FREE HANDLING FOR
MAGNETIC FIELDS

The time-component of equation (6) implies that the
divergence of the magnetic field is zero, namely, the
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solenoidal constraint (36):
= 1

V-B:=—

val

:>@Z—q37: = %ai (\/’TYQBi) =0.

9 (VAB') =0
(36)

In practice, this condition is not held if we evolve the
induction equation directly without any treatment due
to the accumulating numerical error. As a result, the
non-vanishing monopoles are introduced and thus re-
turn non-physical results. Various treatments are intro-
duced to enforce this constraint in (general-relativistic)
magnetohydrodynamics calculations. Currently, three
approaches are implemented, namely, (i) hyperbolic di-
vergence cleaning (also known as generalised Lagrange
multiplier (GLM)); (ii) (upwind) constrained transport
schemes; and (iii) elliptic cleaning on cell-centred or
face-centred meshes.

3.1. Generalised Lagrange multiplier

The generalised Lagrange multiplier (GLM) method,
also known as hyperbolic divergence cleaning, is widely
used in the community, e.g. Dedner et al. (2002); Palen-
zuela et al. (2009); Dionysopoulou et al. (2013); Shibata
et al. (2021). This method can also be applied to pre-
serve charge conservation during the numerical evolution
of electric fields E?, which is also included in this work,
will be discussed here. In GLM method, the Maxwell
and Faraday tensors are extended by scaler fields ¥ and
® to control the V- B = 0 and charge conservation.
Maxwell equations (5) and (6) can then be extended as

V., (F' — Ugh) = JH — kpnW,  (67)
V, ("FF — og') = —kpgnt P, (68)

where kg and kp are parameters. Equations (67) and
(68) reduces to usual Maxwell equations if ¥ =0 = ®.
The scalar fields ¥ and ® are being damped exponen-
tially if £ > 0. In other words, the standard Maxwell
equations are reduced from the augmented Maxwell
equations (67) and (68) over a timescale ~ 1/kg and
~ 1/I<LB.

To solve the augmented Maxwell equation, we need to
include the evolution of the newly introduced scalar field
®. This can be obtained by projecting equation (67) and
(68) to —ny,:

axlﬁ {0 (VA©) = 0, [\ (B — wB')]}
= —kpV + Eiaia/oz + \I”Yinij =+ Pes
{9 (A1) - 3 [\ (aB' — 25)]}

o/ (70)
= —kpd + Biaia/a + CID’yinij.

To be adopted in the reference metric form, we define:

v =1°\/7/79, (71)
(fo)' =v°V7/3 (@B = V') = aqp: — quf’,  (72)
sw =°\/7/4 [ape + a¥ (VW K;j — kg) + E'9;a]

(73)

and

qe :=Y°\/7/72, (74)
(fo)" =y°\/7/4 (aB" — ®B") = agp: — qof8', (75)
o =Y°\/7/7 [a® (VK — kp) + B'9;a] . (76)

In addition, due to the existence of scalar fields ¥ and ®,
the evolution equation of the electric and magnetic fields
E' and B? need to be modified as well. The source terms
of the evolution equations for electric and magnetic fields
are modified as

spi =03 (peB’ = ad' —ay90;9),  (77)
Spi ::w(}m (—afyijaj@) . (78)

Note that the modified Faraday equations are not hy-
perbolic since the existence of 9; ¥ and 0;®.

3.2. Constrained transport

Constrained transport (CT) scheme, proposed by
Evans and Hawley Evans & Hawley (1988), is a robust
divergence-control approach, in which the solenoidal
constraint is kept in the machine precision level. In
this approach, the magnetic field B? are defined at the
cell interface. By integrating the induction equation for
each surface of the cell, together with Stokes’ theorem,
we have, for example

0
& / 1 \ﬁBiﬂ/z,j ,kdedx3
OV (1 11/a,5) (79)

:f Ekdxk,
8A(zili1/2,j,k)
which can be written as
d
@q)i:tl/Q,j,k =&i+1/2,5,x- (80)

Here, we have defined the magnetic fluxes
\ﬁBilﬂ/z,j,kdedeS

Diti/2,5,6 = /
av(milil/Z,j,k) (81)

~ (qB1AA1)

b)
i+1/2,5,k
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while the electromotive forces (EMFs) £ are, for exam-
ple,

gii1/2,j,k ~

- |(Baae®)
i+1/2,j+1/2,k
+|(Baae?) - (Ea0a?) |\
i+1/2,j,k+1/2 i+1/2,j,k-1/2
(82)

where AA is the surface area while Az is the grid size
of the cell (see Cheong et al. (2021)).

As long as the “clectric field” E' at cell edges are
found, the magnetic field B? can be updated correspond-
ingly by evaluating equation (80). Note that, in this
case, all the primitive variables are defined at cell centre
expect that the magnetic field are defined at cell inter-
face, some interpolation or reconstruction are needed to
obtain E at cell edges. The electromagnetic fields arise
in the advection terms in evolution equations, the re-
construction adopted here must also be upwind-type. In
Gmunu, the reconstruction based on HLL Riemann solver
of F has been implemented, which will be discussed in
the following.

- (Bsac?)

ii1/2,j—1/2,k:|

3.2.1. Upwind constrained transport based on HLL
Riemann solver

The first upwind constrained transport method was
proposed in Londrillo & del Zanna (2004) in which lim-
ited reconstructions (such as WENO, MP5, etc.) is
used. Unlike arithmetic averaging method, upwind con-
strained transport method reduces to the correct one-
dimensional limit when another two directions are sym-
metric. The implementation of upwind constrained
transport follows Londrillo & del Zanna (2004). The
steps are the following:

(i) Store the characteristic speeds ¢; and ¢; form the
Riemann solver when calculating the fluxes at the
interfaces, note that here ¢ = 1,2, 3 represent the
direction,

(ii) Reconstruct the left and right states of the electric
field EY and EX from cell-centred to cell-interfaces.

(iii) Reconstruct the left and right states of the electric
field together with the lapse function EYL, EIR
EFY and EER from cell-interfaces to cell-edges.

(iv) Reconstruct the conformally rescaled magnetic
fields to the cell edge. This returns qg’fg.

(v) Calculate the electric field F3 at the cell edge by

EY = aBM + /5
Y™ = oBL® 43
ERL = oERL 4 Vi
B = aBfR + /5 (8

'ape — Bap )

Bragp: — BPam
B2qk,
B2qR

/\/\

Y

)
),
)

(83)

—~

ﬂ qu — Bl
R
qB2 - B!

A

)

where /4 can be determined analytically while the
metric variables such as « and 8° are obtained via
interpolation instead of reconstruction.

(vi) Take the maximum characteristic speeds in each
direction from the four states
¢ = max (CIL, C1Rr )
cf = max (c1 LsC
(84)
Ccy = max (02 L>Ca R)

+_ + ot
€5 = max (627L’ 02,R> ,
— + .
where CiL/R (ci’L /R) are the non-negative charac-
teristic speeds in the —i(+4) direction.

(vii) Estimate the electric field F5 at the cell edge by the
formula proposed in Londrillo & del Zanna (2004):

E3 =
cf e EXY + cf ey EX® + ¢y cf ERY + ¢y ey ER®
(‘31 +ep) (02 +02_)

+ - + -
€14 R L Co Co R L
+ - = — - = & —_
cf +cy (qu qu) c; +cq (qu qu)

(85)

Note that as discussed in Del Zanna et al. (2007), this
HLL based upwind constrained transport scheme in
ideal-magnetohydrodynamics can be simplified. The de-
tails of the implementation in this case can be found in
appendix A

3.3. FElliptic cleaning

The so-called elliptic divergence cleaning, works by
solving Poisson’s equation and enforcing a divergence-
free magnetic field:

V20 = Vg, (86)
“ %
Y =gy - (V(I)) : (87)

Whenever the conserved magnetic field ¢p: is updated
at each timestep, we first solve Poisson’s equation (86)
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through the multigrid solver, then we update the mag-
netic field with the solution ® as shown in equation (87).

In previous work Cheong et al. (2021), we present
the first GRMHD code which adopts elliptic divergence
cleaning as the divergence-free treatment during the evo-
lution in the literature. This scheme was developed only
for the magnetic field is defined at cell centres. Although
elliptic was shown working properly in various tests,
this scheme is technically acausal in relativistic setting.
Using this scheme to control divergence-free constrain
only could be problematic in some extreme cases where
the magnetic monopole gains rapidly at each timestep.
Indeed, this scheme can be applied in stagger meshes
naturally, which can be used together with constrained
transport schemes to further suppress the amplitude of
magnetic monopoles in a causal manner.

4. MAGNETIC FIELDS INITIALISATION

To satisfy the solenoidal constraint (36) initially, we
compute the magnetic fields B? from the vector potential
A;. In particular, the magnetic fields can be obtained
from the vector potential by

B = %9, Ay
(88)

1 .
ﬁn”kajAk.
Second order finite differencing are used to compute the
curl of the vector potential (defined at cell centres) when
the magnetic fields are defined at cell-centres. On the
other hand, when stagger-grid magnetic fields are being
used, we compute the magnetic fields in a way that sim-
ilar with constraint transport method (see section 3.2)
by defining the vector potential A; at the cell-edges.

Additionally, on top of obtaining the magnetic fields
from the vector potential A;, we further suppress the
violation of the solenoidal constraint by applying the
elliptic cleaning (see section 3.3) at the beginning of the
simulations.

=qpi =

5. NUMERICAL TESTS

In the remainder of this paper, we present a selec-
tion of representative test problems with our code. The
tests range from special relativistic magnetohydrody-
namics to general relativistic magnetohydrodynamics,
from one to multiple dimensions. In practice, we do
not observed any strong violation of charge conserva-
tion among the simulations we have. Therefore, the
charge conservation is not handled by default. Unless
otherwise specified, all simulations in flat spacetime re-
ported in this paper were performed with Harten, Lax
and van Leer (HLL) Riemann solver Harten et al. (1983),
2-nd order Montonized central (MC) limiter van Leer

(1974) with IMEX-SSP2(2,2,2) time integrator Pareschi
& Russo (2005).

For the simulations of neutron stars, we used the same
refinement setting as in our preivous work Cheong et al.
(2021). In particular, we defined a relativistic gravi-
tational potential ® := 1 — . For any & larger than
the maximum potential ®p,,x (which is set as 0.2 in
this work), the block is set to be finest. While for the
second-finest level, the same check is performed with a
new maximum potential which is half of the previous
one, so on and so forth. The grid is updated every 500
timesteps. In these neutron star tests, IMEXCB3a time
stepper Cavaglieri & Bewley (2015) and PPM recon-
struction are used.

5.1. Magnetic monopole test for hyperbolic cleaning

One way to assess the hyperbolic cleaning scheme is
to evolve a system which magnetic monopoles are in-
cluded artificially. To add the Gaussian monopoles, by
following Mosta et al. (2014), consider

exp [-r?/RE] —exp(—1) if r < Rg,
0 otherwise,
(89)

B*(r) =

where Rg is the radius of the Gaussian monopoles,
which is set as 0.2 is this work. In this test, we as-
sume the matter is uniformly distributed in the entire
computational domain, with the resistivity 7 = 10716,
In particular, we set p = 1, ¢ = 0.1, v* = 0 in
this test. We consider an ideal-gas equation of state
p= (I'=1)pe with I" = 5/3. The computational domain
covers [—2, 2] for both z, y and z directions with the res-
olution 64 x 64 x 64. To see how the hyperbolic cleaning
parameter x affects the evolution, we choose kK = 1, 5
and 10.

Figure 1 compares of the magnetic monopole V - B
with different x at different time steps. As expected,
the damping rate increase as k increases.

5.2. Relativistic Shock Tubes

Standard tests for assessing the capacity to capture
shocks are shock tube tests. In particular, a test for
ideal relativistic MHD is presented in Balsara (2001).
Here we follow the same setup, but with non-vanishing
resistivity. In particular, we perform the simulation with
Cartesian coordinates on a flat spacetime. The initial
condition is given as

(1,1,0.5,1)
(0.125,0.1,0.5,—1) if z > 0.

if x <0,

(p,p, B*, BY) = (90)



10 CHEONG ET AL.

k=1 —— K=25b k=10
l t=0.0 t=02 t=04
1 I
t=0.6 t=038 t=1.0
Q
-1
t=12 t=14 t=16
' 2 0 2 '
Figure 1. Comparison of the magnetic monopole V - B

with different s at different time steps. As expected, the
damping rate increase as k increases.

——— 77:1(];3

—= p=10"
--= p=10%

—0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4
x

Figure 2. Figure shows the y-component of the magnetic
field BY for the shock tube test at t = 0.4 with the resistivity
in range n € [10767 103]. With the low resistivity e.g., n <
1073, the result is close to the ideal MHD case (17 — 0, black
solid line).

We consider an ideal-gas equation of state p = (I' — 1)pe
with I' = 2. In this test, we vary the resistivity n from
1076 to 103.

Figure 2 compares the numerical results obtained by
Gmunu with the reference solutions (black solid lines)
Balsara (2001) of the y-component of the magnetic field
BY at t =0.4.

—— Analytic

=== Simulation

0.015 1
By 0.010 A

0.005 1

0.000 1

Figure 3. The figure shows the simulated magnetic field
BY and electric field E* (red dashed lines) at ¢ = 10 for the
self-similar current sheet test problem with resolution N =
256. The solid black lines are the analytic solutions. The
numerical results obtained by Gmunu agree with the analytic
solutions.

5.3. Self-similar current sheet

The self-similar current sheet test describes the self-
similar evolution of a thin current sheet, was first con-
sidered in Komissarov (2007). The analytic expression
of the y component of the magnetic field BY and the z
component of the electric field E* is given by

BY(x,t) = erf (2\%) : (91)
E*(z,t) = /L exp (—x> . (92)

it

This test is preformed by setting ¢ = 1 as initial con-
dition, and we set the resistivity n = 0.01. The rest-
mass density and pressure are uniformly distributed
with p = 1 and p = 5000 respectively. The compu-
tational domain covers [—1.5,1.5] for x.

Figure 3 compares the analytic solutions and the simu-
lated results of the y component of the magnetic field BY
and the z component of the electric field E* at t = 10
with resolution N = 256. The numerical results ob-
tained by Gmunu agree with the analytic solutions.

While the analytical solution is available in this
smooth test, additional care is needed if we want to use
it to assess the convergence rate. As discussed in Buc-
ciantini & Del Zanna (2013), the exact solution valid
only in the case of infinite pressure p — oo. Hence, in-
stead of comparing with the exact solution, we follow the
approach presented in Bucciantini & Del Zanna (2013)
by using a high-resolution run as our reference solution.
The relative error of the y component of the magnetic
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field dn (BY) is defined as

51\/’ (By(t = Tﬁnal)) =

_ Z |By t - Tﬁn'}l) Bref(t == Tﬁnal)| (93)
max (BY(t = Thnal)) ’

and the convergence rate Ry can be obtained by

)
Ry =log, ( (JSVJ\/[Q> . (94)

In our study, the reference solution of BY is provided by
a simulation with the resolution N = 8192. Figure 4
shows the numerical errors of BY versus resolution N
(blue line) for this problem. Second-order ideal scaling
is given by the dashed black line while third-order ideal
scaling is given by the dashed orange line. The conver-
gence rate is between second-order and third-order in
this test.

5.4. Cylindrical blast wave

The cylindrical blast wave is a well-known challeng-
ing multi-dimensional SRMHD test problem, which de-
scribes an expanding blast wave in a plasma with an
initially uniform magnetic field. The initial condition of
this test problem is determined with radial parameters
rin and rous. The density (and also the pressure, in the
same form) profile is given by:

Pin lf r S Tin,
_ out —7) In pin+(7—"in) In pou :
p(r) = < exp [(T e=1) nim_(:inr )np t} if rin <7 < rout,
Pout if > rout,
(95)

where the parameters are:

7in = 0.8, Tout = 1.0; (96)
pin = 1072, Pout = 1074 (97)
Pin = 1.0, Pout =5 x 107%; (98)
B =(0.1,0,0), "= (0,0,0). (99)

Here we consider the ideal-gas equation of state with
= 4/3. In this test, upwind constrained transport
together with elliptical cleaning is used. To recover to
ideal MHD limit, the resistivity is set as n = 10716 in
this test. The computational domain covers [—6, 6] for
both x and y directions with the resolution 256 x 256.
Figure 5 shows the two-dimensional profile of the mag-
netic field strength B*B;, B®, BY and the divergence
of the magnetic field V - Batt =40, To compare
the results with ideal MHD cases, we also plot one-
dimensional slices along the z— and y— axes for the rest

mass density p, pressure p, B? and the Lorentz factor
W at t = 4, in figure 6. The numerical results obtained
by resistive MHD agree with the ideal MHD approxima-
tion.

5.5. Telegraph equation

The propagation of the electromagnetic waves in a ma-
terial with finite conductivity o, can be described by
Maxwell’s equations in the fluid rest frame,

—

OB
87 + V x E =0
a; (100)
E -V x B = —O'CE
the solution of which also satisfies the telegraph equation
03 _

9B + aca—B =V?B

PE  0E _,

— =V%E —

pYD + oc— o =V Vpe.

The dispersion relation of the plane wave solutions with
wavenumber k and frequency w of equation (100) and
the telegraph equation (101) is given by

2
w= —i%i,u, where uw=1/k%— %. (102)

The exact solution of equation (100) can be expressed
as

BZ . =Biexp ( 020 t) cos (E T — ut)
EY.... =Biexp (—?t)

[%cos (E~f—ut> +;—;sin(lz-f—ut)} ,
(103)
where B; is the initial perturbation amplitude.

To make this as a two-dimensional test, we follow the
setting suggested in Mignone et al. (2019). In particular,
the computational domain is set as L, x Ly, =1 x 0.5
with the resolution N, x N, = N, x N, /2 with periodic
boundary condition. The solution (103) is rotated along
z-axis with an angle «,

{E.B} =

where tanow = L,/L, = 2, conductivity is o, = 1
and the initial perturbation amplitude B; = 1. The
wavevector is set as k = k, (1,tana,0), where k, =
2w/L,. The rest-mass density and pressure are uni-
formly distributed with p = 10'2 and p = 0 respectively,
with zero fluid velocities.

cosa —sina 0

sinae cosa O {Ecxacta écxact} ) (104)
0 0 1
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N oN Ry
32 9.237E-3 -

64 1.646E-4 | 2.48
128 | 2.638E-4 | 2.64
256 | 4.609E-5 | 2.52
512 | 8.995E-6 | 2.36
1024 | 1.914E-6 | 2.23
2048 | 4.197E-7 | 2.19
4096 | 8.056E-8 | 2.38

Figure 4.
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10725

102 10%

N

Numerical errors versus resolution for the self-similar current sheet test problem at ¢t = 10. In this test, 2-nd

order accurate strong-stability preserving IMEX-SSP2(2,2,2) time integrator Pareschi & Russo (2005), Harten, Lax and van
Leer (HLL) Riemann solver Harten et al. (1983) with 2-nd order Montonized central (MC) limiter van Leer (1974) are used.
Left panel: The table of numerical errors of versus resolution for this problem. Right panel: The numerical errors of BY versus
resolution (black line) for the self-similar current sheet problem. Second-order ideal scaling is given by the dashed blue line
while third-order ideal scaling is given by the dashed orange line. The convergence rate is between second-order and third-order

in this test.
6
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Figure 5. The two-dimensional profile for_ the cylindrical
blast wave of the magnetic field strength B*B; (upper left),
V- B(upper right), B* (lower left), BY (lower right) at t = 4.0.

To quantify the convergence rate at t =T = 27/ ~
0.44749706611091833, we compute the Li-norm of the
difference of the difference between the numerical and
exact values of the z-component of the magnetic field
|| B*(T) — BZpet(T)|]1 and the convergence rate Ry (see
equation 94). The left panel of figure 7 shows the L;-
norm of the difference of the difference between the ini-
tial and final values of the z-component of the magnetic
field ||B*(T') — BZ,.,.+(T)||1 and convergence rates of this
problem at ¢ = T at different resolution N. The con-

10

0

1072_
S?
10 M

p x 10

10—1_
S 1073__.\\//__
= : |
S ]
5 0 5 -5 0 5
x y

Figure 6. One-dimensional slices along the z-axis (left col-
umn) and y-axis (right column) for the density p (top row),
pressure p (second row), B* (third row) and Lorentz factor
W (fourth row) for the MHD cylindrical blast wave test at
t = 4.0. The red dots show the numerical results by solving
resistive MHD equations while the black solid lines show the
results by solving ideal MHD equations. There is no visible
differences between ideal and resistive MHD cases.

vergence rate can be virtually present with a numerical-
errors-versus-resolution plot, as shown in the right panel
of figure 7. As expected, the second-order convergence
is achieved with this setting.

5.6. Stationary charged vortex

The first exact two-dimensional test for resis-
tive magneto-hydrodynamics was introduced recently
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No | ||BX(T) = Béact(T)[11 | Rn
16 1.928E-1 -
32 3.891E-2 2.31
64 1.162E-2 1.74
128 2.922E-3 1.99
256 5.969E-4 2.29
512 1.474E-4 2.02
1024 3.669E-5 2.01
2048 9.084E-6 2.01
4096 2.221E-6 2.03

Figure 7.

(T) - B(?,xn(',t (T)Hl

||B*

13

10*1 4

102 108

N

Numerical errors versus resolution for the two-dimensional relativistic-resistive-magnetohydrodynamics telegraph

equation test. In this test, 2-nd order accurate strong-stability preserving IMEX-SSP2(2,2,2) time integrator Pareschi & Russo
(2005), Harten, Lax and van Leer (HLL) Riemann solver Harten et al. (1983) with 2-nd order Montonized central (MC) limiter
van Leer (1974) are used. Left panel: Table of the Li-norm of the difference of the difference between the initial and final values

of the z-component of the magnetic field ||B*(T) —

Zact (T)]|1 and convergence rates of this problem at ¢t = T' at different

resolution N. Right panel: The Li-norm-versus-resolution plot. Second-order ideal scaling is given by the dashed black line. As
expected, the second-order convergence is achieved with this setting.

Mignone et al. (2019), which describes a rotating flow
with uniform density in a vertical magnetic field and a
radial electric field. This solution can be expressed in
cylindrical coordinates (R, z, p) by

Q@ R
Ep==2 1
R o 241 (105)
R2+1)° —¢2/4
BZJ( -/t 06)
R2+1
qo R
’ULP:_E 2 ) (107)
V2 +1)° — g4
I'-1
PZ—PT
I
RS AR? +4—¢2 2D
P ) \®rn - q) ’
(108)

where we choose the charge density gy = 0.7, pressure
po = 0.1 and the density p = 1 in the whole domain.
We consider an ideal-gas equation of state p = (I'— 1) pe
with the adiabatic index T' = 4/3 and the resistivity is
n = 1073 in this case. Note that the charge density is

q0

W, (109)

Pe =
which can be computed from the gradient of the electric
field. The computational domain covers [—10,10] for
both x and y directions with the resolution N x N. All
values at the outer boundaries are kept fixed to maintain
this stationary configuration.

0.6 1
© 0.4
0.2 1
0.0 1

0.6 1
© 0.4
Q<

0.21

0.0

—2 0 2 4
Y

Figure 8. One-dimensional slices along the z-axis (upper
panel) and y-axis (lower panel) for the charge density p. for
the stationary charged vortex test at ¢ = 5. The red dots
show the numerical results obtained by Gmunu, which agree
with the initial condition (black solid lines).

Figure 8 shows the one-dimensional slices along the a-
and y-axes for the charge density p. at ¢ = 5. The result
shows that Gmunu is able to maintain the charge density
pe well up to t = 5.

5.7. One-dimensional steady dynamo test

Here we consider the case when the dynamo effect
is taken into account by following Bucciantini & Del
Zanna (2013). This test describes the growth of the
magnetic field in a stationary medium. The medium is
filled with uniform density p = 10~!'* with zero veloci-
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Figure 9. The Li-norm of the difference of the difference
between the initial and final values of the z-component of
the magnetic field ||B*(t = 10) — B*(t = 0)||1 of the charged
vortex problem at different resolution N. Second-order ideal
scaling is given by the dashed black line. The convergence
rate is between second-order and third-order in this test.

N Li-norm | Ry
32 | 3.990E-4 -
64 | 1.161E-4 | 1.78
128 | 2.597E-5 | 2.16
256 | 5.122E-6 | 2.34
512 | 1.087E-6 | 2.24
1024 | 2.417E-7 | 2.17
2048 | 5.716E-8 | 2.08

Table 2. Table of the Li-norm of the difference of
the difference between the initial and final values of the z-
component of the magnetic field ||B*(¢t = 10) — B*(t = 0)||1
and convergence rates of the charged vortex problem at dif-
ferent resolution N. Numerical errors of B* and convergence
rates for the self-similar current sheet test problem at ¢ = 10.
In this test, HLL Riemann solver for the flux, MC reconstruc-
tion and IMEX-SSP2(2,2,2) for the time integration Pareschi
& Russo (2005) are used. As expected, the second-order con-
vergence is achieved with this setting.

ties. In this test, we freeze the evolution of the matter,
only the evolution equations of electromagnetic fields
are solved. The initial condition of the electromagnetic
fields are the following:

B* =0, BY = 0.1sin (kx), B?* = —0.1cos (kx),

(110)
and E' = 0, where k is the wavenumber, which is set
as 1 or 5 in our tests. The resistivity 7 = 0.01 and the
dynamo parameter £ = 0.5 are kept fixed. The compu-
tational domain covers [—m, 7] for x resolution N, = 256

with periodic boundary condition. Analytic solution of
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Figure 10. The evolution of the y-component of the

magnetic field BY in one-dimensional steady dynamo test.
The blue dots represent the exponential growth of BY when
k = 1, which is consistent with the analytical solution with
the growth rate 0.385 (green dashed line). In addition, the
effects of resistivity and dynamo are cancelled by each other
when k£ = 5, the magnetic field is expected to remain un-
changed in this case. However, due to numerical errors, the
y-component of the magnetic field BY with k = 5 (orange
dots) is remained at the same order of magnitude up to
t ~ 20 and eventually grows with the fastest growing mode
with the rate 0.59 (red dashed line).

this test is available (see appendix A in Bucciantini &
Del Zanna (2013)), where the exponential growth rate
of the magnetic field is 0.385 and 0.59 when k = 1 and
5, respectively.

Figure 10 shows the evolution of the y-component of
the magnetic field BY. The blue dots represent the ex-
ponential growth of BY when & = 1, which is consis-
tent with the analytical solution with the growth rate
0.385 (green dashed line). In addition, the effects of re-
sistivity and dynamo are cancelled by each other when
k = 5, the magnetic field is expected to remain un-
changed in this case. However, due to numerical errors,
the y-component of the magnetic field BY with £k = 5
(orange dots) is remained at the same order of magni-
tude up to t ~ 20 and eventually grows with the fastest
growing mode with the rate 0.59 (red dashed line).

5.8. Loop advection

The advection of a weakly magnetised loop is a well
known test to examine divergence-control technique in
a magnetohydrodynamics code. To focus on how the
divergence-control affects the advection of this weakly
magnetised loop, we simulate the problem in ideal MHD
limit (by setting the resistivity is set as n = 107%). The
computational domain is set to be periodic at all bound-
aries and covers the region —1 <z <1 and —0.5 <y <
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0.5 with the base grid points n, x n, = 32 x 16 and
allowing 5 AMR levels (i.e., an effective resolution of
512 x 256). Note that in this test, the refinement is de-
termined based on the strength of the magnetic field. In
particular, the grid is refined if the square of the mag-
netic field B?B; is larger than 1071° while it is coarsened
otherwise. This test is performed on a uniform back-
ground with p =1, p =1, v = 0.2 and v¥Y = 0.1. The
initial condition of the magnetic field B? is given by the
vector potential A;

A= Ag(R—r) ifr <R, (111)

0 if r > R,

where R = 3 is the radius of the advecting magnetic
loop, r := y/22 + 42 and Ajg is chosen to be 1073. We
consider an ideal-gas equation of state p = (I' — 1)pe
with T' = 4/3. With this setting, the period of this
problem is T = 10, the simulations are preformed till
tanal = 100 = 107"

Figure 11 compares the square of the magnetic fields
B2 and the absolute value of the divergence of the mag-
netic field |V - B| at the final time (¢ = 100 = 107" for
the loop advection test with different divergence-control
methods. As shown in figure 11, if no divergence-control
is activated, the magnetic pressure is worse maintained
and “magnetic monopole” arises everywhere in the com-
putational domain at the order of 10~3, which is totally
non-physical. The evolution of the Ls-norm of V - B
with different divergence-control methods is shown in
figure 12. Although there is no significant difference
among the results with divergence handling, such huge
difference of the divergence of magnetic field could af-
fect the evolution in long term simulations. Note that
the advection test is based on a weakly magnetised loop,
the difference between divergence-control methods is ex-
pected to be large when the system is strongly magne-
tised.

5.9. Magnetised neutron star with dynamo effect

Here, we present an evolution of a magnetised neu-
tron star with non-vanishing dynamo effect. The initial
profile used this test, we follow the setup introduced
by Bucciantini & Del Zanna (2013). In particular, the
equilibrium model with a polytropic equation of state
with I' = 2 and K = 100 with central rest-mass density
pe = 1.28x1073. The neutron star is non-rotating and is
magnetised with magnetic polytropic index m = 1 and
magnetic coefficient K,, = 107*. This test problem is
simulated with the ideal-gas equation of state with I' = 2
and K = 100 while hyperbolic cleaning is used. The re-
sistivity is set as n = 0.05 while the dynamo coefficient is

set as £ = 0.1 everywhere in the computational domain.
We simulate this initial model in two-dimensional cylin-
drical coordinate (R, z, ¢), where the computational do-
main covers 0 < R < 60 and —60 < z < 60, with the
resolution Ng x N, = 32 x 64 and allowing 4 AMR levels
(i.e., an effective resolution of 256 x 512), with the final
time tgna = 200 [code unit]. Note that, as pointed out
in Bucciantini & Del Zanna (2013), this setting is for
code test only, which is non-physical.

Figure 13 compares the initial and final (¢ =
200 [code unit] ~ 1 ms) magnetic fields. Initially, only
toroidal component of magnetic field Etor exist and no
poloidal parts. However, the toroidal magnetic field is
strongly distorted and grows even in the atmosphere. In
addition, as shown in figure 14, poloidal magnetic devel-
ops, and its energy grows significantly during the evolu-
tion. These effects are due to the non-physical choice
that requires a non-vanishing resistivity and dynamo
terms everywhere. Our results agree with Bucciantini
& Del Zanna (2013) qualitatively.

5.10. Magnetised neutron star with purely toroidal field

To see the effects due to resistive dissipation, in this
section, we present a test similar in the appendix B
in Shibata et al. (2021). In particular, the equilib-
rium model with a polytropic equation of state with
I' = 2 and K = 110 with central rest-mass density
pe = 1.387 x 1073, The neutron star is non-rotating and
is magnetised with magnetic polytropic index m = 1
and magnetic coefficient K,, = 1.25 x 1074, We sim-
ulate this initial model in two-dimensional cylindrical
coordinate (R, z,¢), where the computational domain
covers 0 < R < 120 and —120 < z < 120, with the
resolution Ng x N, = 64 x 128 and allowing 5 AMR
levels (i.e., an effective resolution of 1024 x 2048). This
test problem is simulated with the ideal-gas equation of
state with I' = 2 and K = 100.

The conductivity o, ranges from 10* to 107 every-
where in the computational domain. Since the Ohmic
decay timescale scales linearly with 1/0., the magnetic
energy decreases exponentially with time, which is ap-
proximately proportional to exp (—2t/o.). Note that, as
pointed out in Shibata et al. (2021), this evolution pro-
cess is valid only when axial symmetry is assumed. In
general, non-axisymmetric instabilities could occur and
significantly affect the evolution of the system.

Figure 15 shows the evolution normalised energy of
toroidal field &or(t)/Eor(t = 0). The magnetic energy
decreases exponentially with time (solid lines), the decay
rate matches with the expected decay rate exp (—2t/o¢)
(dashed lines).
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Figure 11.

Comparison of the square of the magnetic fields B? (left column) and divergence of the magnetic field ||V - BJ|

(right column) for the loop advection test with different divergence-control methods at ¢t = 100 = 107". To compare directly, the
range of the corresponding colour bars are set with the ranges [10777 10712] and [10747 10718], for the left and right columns,
respectively. On the right column, the place where V - B is identically equal to zero is marked as white.

5.11. Magnetised neutron star with poloidal field

Finally, we present a test of a stable neutron star with
extended magnetic field. The equilibrium model with a
polytropic equation of state with I' = 2 and K = 100
with central rest-mass density p, = 1.28 x 10~3. This
neutron star is non-rotating and carry a purely poloidal
magnetic field (with Ko = 0.437 x 10~% in XNS) where
the maximum magnetic field is roughly 6.5 x 10'3G. We
simulate this initial model in two-dimensional cylindrical
coordinate (R, z, ), where the computational domain
covers 0 < R < 120 and —120 < z < 120, with the
resolution Np x N, = 64 x 128 and allowing 4 AMR
levels (i.e., an effective resolution of 512 x 1024). This

test problem is simulated with the ideal-gas equation of
state with I' = 2 and K = 100.

Here, we assume that the conductivity inside the star
is extremely high (close to the ideal MHD limit) while
the conductivity at the low density regions are expected
to be negligibly small. To model both exterior and in-
terior of the neutron star, the conductivity in different
regions needed to be chosen properly. In this test, we
follow the empirical functional form of the conductivity
proposed in Dionysopoulou et al. (2013):
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Figure 12. The Lo-norm of V - B versus time for the

advected field loop test with different divergence-control ap-
proaches. With the constrained transport scheme, the over-
all Ly-norm of V - B is significantly low at the order of
(@) (10715) during the entire simulation. Furthermore, com-
bining constrained transport scheme with elliptic cleaning,
the magnetic monopoles are further suppressed at the order

of O (107'7).

Bio
Bio

Figure 13. Comparison of the initial and final (¢ =
200 [code unit] ~ 1ms) magnetic field. The red doted line
shows the surface of the star. Initially, only toroidal com-
ponent of magnetic field étor exist and no poloidal parts.
However, the toroidal magnetic field is strongly distorted
and grows even in the atmosphere. In addition, poloidal
magnetic develops (the streamlines), and its energy grows
significantly during the evolution. These effects are due to
the non-physical choice that requires a non-vanishing resis-
tivity and dynamo terms everywhere.

where D here is the conserved density, and the con-
ductivity at the centre of the star is set as o9 = 108,
which is roughly 2.03 x 10'3s~! in cgs unit. Note that
the Ohmic decay timescale scales linearly with 1/o¢,
as long as the simulation time is much shorter than
the decay timescale, this limit is really closed to ideal-

1078_
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0 50 100 150 200
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Figure 14. The poloidal magnetic develops, and its energy
grows significantly during the evolution. These effects are
due to the non-physical choice that requires a non-vanishing
resistivity and dynamo terms everywhere.
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Figure 15. The evolution normalised energy of the toroidal
field Eior(t)/Etor(t = 0) of a magnetised neutron star with a
purely toroidal initial field with different conductivity o..
Since the Ohmic decay timescale of magnetic fields scales
linearly with 1/c0., the magnetic energy decreases exponen-
tially with time, which is approximately proportional to
exp (—2t/oc). The magnetic energy decreases exponentially
with time (solid lines), the decay rates agree with the ex-
pected decay rates (dashed lines). Note that this evolution
process is valid only when axial symmetry is assumed.

magnetohydrodynamics limit. Figure 16 shows the con-
ductivity o. as a function of density. Studies of different
forms of conductivity function will be explored in the
future. The simulations are carried till ¢ = 10 ms with
different divergence-free handling approaches, namely,
the hyperbolic cleaning, cell centred elliptic cleaning,
upwind constrained transport with and without ellip-
tic cleaning. Since this neutron star is not strongly
magnetised, where the Alfvén timescale is roughly 26 s
(i.e., Ta ~ 2R+/27(p)/(B) ~ 26s), which is much longer
than our final simulation time ¢t = 10 ms, no significant
changes are expected within this short timescale.
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Figure 16. An empirical functional form of the con-

ductivity proposed in Dionysopoulou et al. (2013): o. =
0o (max [(1 — %) ,0])2, where D here is the conserved
density, and the conductivity at the centre of the star is set
as oo = 108, which is roughly 2.03 x 10'3s™! in cgs unit.
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Figure 17. Upper panel: The relative variation of the rest
mass M in time. Middle panel: The relative variation of the
maximum density pmax in time. Lower panel: The relative
variation of the minimum lapse function amin in time. All the
evolution of the fluid are almost identical with all divergence-
free handling methods.

Figure 17 shows the evolution of the total rest mass,
maximum density and minimum lapse function in time
while figure 18 shows the evolution of magnetic energy,
magnitude of the volume averaged magnetic field. As
shown in figure 17, the dynamics of the fluid are al-
most identical with all divergence-free handling meth-
ods. In addition, as shown in figure 18, upwind con-
strained transport perform slightly better at preserving
the magnetic energy and fields. Overall, these quantities
are preserved well. Figure 19 compares the magni-
tude and the field lines of the initial and final (¢ = 10 ms)
magnetic fields. The field is well maintained in all cases
except that there are some distortions at the vicinity of
the star surface. Figure 20 compares the evolution of
the magnetic monopoles among all divergence-free han-

Epal(t)
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log |1 —
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Figure 18. Upper panel: The relative variation of the mag-
netic energy of the poloidal field Eyo1 in time. Lower panel:
The relative variation of the volume averaged magnetic field
(B) in time. Upwind constrained transport perform slightly
better at preserving these quantities. Overall, these quanti-
ties are preserved well.

dling methods we have explored. As shown in figure 20,
the Li-norms of the magnetic monopoles for GLM is
of the order O (10_12)7 which is roughly one order of
magnitude larger than then purely elliptic cleaning case.
When upwind constrained transport is employed, the
Li-norms of the magnetic monopoles are well controlled
below 1022, which can be significantly suppressed to
O (10%°) (three order of magnitude smaller) if elliptic
cleaning is activated on top of upwind constrained trans-
port scheme. Although there is no visible difference in
the magnetic field with or without elliptic cleaning when
upwind constrained transport scheme is used, such huge
difference of the magnitude of magnetic monopoles is
expected to make difference in long-term simulations.

6. CONCLUSIONS

We present the implementation of implicit-explicit
based general-relativistic resistive magnetohydrody-
namics solvers and three divergence-free handling meth-
ods available in our code Gmunu. Three divergence-free
handling methods are (i) hyperbolic divergence cleaning
through a generalised Lagrange multiplier (GLM); (ii)
staggered-meshed constrained transport (CT) schemes
and (iii) elliptic cleaning though multigrid (MG) solver
which is applicable in both cell-centred and face-centred
(stagger grid) magnetic field.

Our implementation has been tested with several
benchmarking tests, from special-relativistic to general-
relativistic magnetohydrodynamics. These tests include
a magnetic monopole test, a relativistic shock-tube test,
the self-similar current sheet, the cylindrical blast wave,
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Figure 19. Comparison of the initial and final (¢ = 10 ms) magnetic field with different divergence-free handling approaches,
namely, the hyperbolic cleaning, cell centred elliptic cleaning, upwind constrained transport with and without elliptic cleaning.
The red doted line shows the surface of the star. The field is well maintained in all cases except that there are some distortions
at the vicinity of the star surface.
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Figure 20. Comparison of the evolution of the magnetic
monopoles among all divergence-free handling methods we
have explored. The Li-norms of the magnetic monopoles
for GLM is of the order O (10_12)7 which is roughly one or-
der of magnitude larger than then purely elliptic cleaning
case. When upwind constrained transport is employed, the
Li-norms of the magnetic monopoles are well controlled be-
low 10722, which can be significantly suppressed to @ (1025)
(three order of magnitude smaller) if elliptic cleaning is ac-
tivated on top of upwind constrained transport scheme. Al-
though there is no visible difference in the magnetic field with
or without elliptic cleaning when upwind constrained trans-
port scheme is used (see figure 19), such huge difference of
the magnitude of magnetic monopoles is expected to make
difference in long-term simulations.

the telegraph equation test, the stationary charged vor-
tex test and the steady dynamo test. In addition, we
preform simulations of magnetised neutron stars in dy-
namical spacetime. In the magnetised neutron star

tests, we demonstrate that different divergence-free han-
dling could significantly affect the evolution of the ge-
ometries of the magnetic fields even within a short
timescale. Specifically, the magnetic monopoles are well
controlled below double precision when upwind con-
strained transport is being used. In addition, the mag-
netic monopoles can be further suppressed to roughly
three order of magnitude smaller by applying elliptic
cleaning on top of upwind constrained transport scheme.
In these cases, although there is no visible differences
whether elliptic cleaning is activated or not, such huge
difference of magnetic monopoles are expected to affect
the dynamics of plasmas in long-term simulations.

The general resistive MHD framework enables us to
consider a wide range of physical phenomena such as
reconnection and dissipation. More investigations on
modelling neutron stars will be presented in the near
future.
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APPENDIX

A. THE HLL UPWIND CONSTRAINED TRANSPORT IN THE IDEAL-MHD CASES

As discussed in Del Zanna et al. (2007), this HLL based upwind constrained transport scheme in ideal-
magnetohydrodynamics can be simplified, where only one reconstruction is needed at each time step. This can
be done due to the fact that in the ideal-magnetohydrodynamics cases, the electric field E; can be expressed as

E; = —€i5 B = —niji /30 g (A1)

In the ideal magnetohydrodynamics module grmhd in Gmunu, we followed the implementation proposed in Del Zanna

et al. (2007). The steps are the following:

1 alculate and store € transverse transport velocities a e lelt anda right states (e.g., v;, Vr, U1, and v or e
i) Calculate and store the t t t velocities at the left and right stat 0, 0, 0f and o3 for th

z'-interface), and the characteristic speeds ¢;” and e

note that here i represent the direction (i = 1,2, 3).

(ii) Evaluate a weighted transverse transport velocity, for instance, for the z!-interface,

= c; 0% + ¢ 0]
- — +
¢ +g¢

b

where i =1 and j = 2, 3. (A2)

(iil) Reconstruct the conformally rescaled magnetic fields and weighted transport velocities to the cell edge. This

L.R =1,2
returns g7, and Up R
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(iv) Estimate the electric field E3 at the cell edge by the formula proposed in Del Zanna et al. (2007):

By =

cl_—l—cf

-1 -1 2 )
=1 R +71 1 - + /(R L -72 R +72 1, - + /(R L
\/’TY _ C1UrGpe + ¢ ULgps — ¢ ¢ (‘132 - qB2) 4 Cy URGp1 + Co Upqp1 — Co Cy (QBl - qu)

A3
Coy —i—c;' ( )
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