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Abstract

This paper presents a new strategy to deal with the excessive diffusion that stan-
dard finite volume methods for compressible Euler equations display in the limit of
low Mach number. The strategy can be understood as using centered discretizations
for the acoustic part of the Euler equations and stabilizing them with a leap-frog-type
(“sequential explicit”) time integration, a fully explicit method. This time integra-
tion takes inspiration from time-explicit staggered grid numerical methods. In this
way, advantages of staggered methods carry over to collocated methods. The paper
provides a number of new collocated schemes for linear acoustic/Maxwell equations
that are inspired by the Yee scheme. They are then extended to an all-speed method
for the full Euler equations on Cartesian grids. By taking the opposite view and
taking inspiration from collocated methods, the paper also suggests a new way of
staggering the variables which increases the stability as compared to the traditional
Yee scheme.
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frog method
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1 Introduction

Numerical methods for compressible flow for a long time have been focusing on stability
under explicit time-integration (upwinding) and shock-capturing. The very idea of obtain-
ing the numerical flux through the introduction of Riemann problems at cell interfaces
exemplifies the focus on supersonic phenomena. Besides refining the grid, the standard
way of obtaining more accurate methods is higher order of approximation (e.g. higher
degree polynomials). Both strategies come at the cost of increased computational time
and memory.

As was shown in e.g. [Ebi77, KM81, MS01], in the limit of low Mach number, the
solutions to the Euler equations fulfill the incompressible Euler equations for well-prepared
data. For the numerical solution of low Mach number flow, two problems arise. First, the
explicit time step becomes small because it is computed with respect to the (fast) speed of
sound, while relevant time scales involve the (slow) speed of the fluid: the problem becomes
stiff. But even if one accepts to wait long, the upwind-based space discretization adds too
much diffusion, which is the second problem. Arguments based on asymptotic analysis
(e.g. in [GV99]) demonstrate how standard methods fail to comply with the low Mach
number limit at finite discretization by introducing inadequate pressure fluctuations. In
practice this means that they require excessive grid refinement to resolve low Mach number
phenomena. It is this latter problem that the present work addresses. It thus pursues the
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question how the numerical diffusion can be reduced in the limit of low Mach number while
retaining enough of it for an explicit integration in time.

If it is a priori known that the flow has a very low Mach number, and if there is no inter-
est in resolving compressible phenomena (such as sound waves or a density/pressure strati-
fication), then one might directly consider using an incompressible, or weakly-compressible
code. Otherwise, an all-speed numerical method is necessary, which can deal with all
regimes simultaneously.

Implicit time integration can help bridging the disparity of the advective and acoustic
time scales in the low Mach number regime and allows time steps to be based on a CFL
condition involving just the advective time scale. However, even in flows with shocks, there
are low Mach number regions (e.g. turbulent wakes or unstable slip lines) that would be
worth resolving. In all-speed regimes, where low Mach number regions coexist with shock
waves or if one is interested in resolving sound waves, the CFL condition of an explicit
method does not pose a restriction: out of accuracy considerations the time step would
be chosen based on the acoustic time scale anyway. In this work, only explicit time
stepping is considered.

Several ways of constructing low Mach number, or even all-speed numerical methods
are already well-established in the literature. Formal asymptotic analysis of finite volume
schemes for the compressible Euler equations suggests that certain terms in the numerical
diffusion (which arises via upwinding, or through the usage of a Riemann solver) are not
compliant with the low Mach number limit (see e.g. [Del10, BEK+17] for more details).
As early as in [Tur87, WS95] it has been found that the accuracy of standard compressible
methods in the regime of low Mach number could be drastically increased by modifying, or
even removing these terms. Thus, there is potential to dramatically increase the accuracy
in the low Mach number regime – at no extra computational cost.

Numerical methods which modify those terms, and make them vanish as the Mach
number approaches zero, are referred to as low Mach fixes. Through these fixes certain
parts of the equations are discretized asymptotically centrally, and a large number of
fixes has been found, which still possess sufficient numerical diffusion to be amenable
to explicit time integration: e.g. [LG08, TD08, Del10, Rie11, LG13, CGK16, OSB+16,
BEK+17, DJOR16] (sometimes with a more severe CFL condition, as shown in e.g. [BM05,
BEK+17]). So far virtually all explicit all-speed methods employed a “low Mach fix”
strategy, which – if giving rise to a stable method – involves free parameters and lacks a
first-principles derivation.

In [Bar18, Bar21b] another way of constructing explicit all-speed schemes was presented.
The key observation is that the low Mach number limit is only non-trivial in multiple
spatial dimensions. One-dimensional numerical methods need to be modified through
a low Mach fix only because they are subsequently applied to multiple dimensions in
a dimensionally split fashion. In [Bar18, Bar21b], one-dimensional numerical methods
were instead extended to multiple dimensions in a very particular, all-speed way,
leaving the one-dimensional scheme as it is. The choice of this multi-dimensional extension
is inspired by vorticity-preserving numerical methods for linear acoustics, which were
shown to be low Mach number compliant in [Bar19], and the methods from [Bar18, Bar21b]
can be understood as one way of extending those results from linear acoustics to the fully
nonlinear Euler equations. This approach results in enhanced stability and does not require
free parameters. The particular multi-dimensional extension needs to be chosen carefully;
the use of an exact, truly multi-dimensional Riemann solver, for example, was shown in
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[BK22] not to be low Mach compliant.
Although the focus of the present work is on explicit time integration, it is still insightful

to review those approaches that resort to implicit time integration. Although they primarily
target the first problem of stiffness in time, the natural choice of central discretization in
space, i.e. the absence of upwinding, simultaneously relieves them from the second problem.
There exist fully implicit treatments such as [VBW11, MRE15, AIP19], however they still
typically choose a time step based on the advective time scale for accuracy. Therefore,
splittings (IMEX/semi-implicit methods) seem more efficient where terms associated
with acoustics are solved implicitly, while those terms whose upwinding is not harmful for
the low Mach number limit (advection) are solved explicitly in time (e.g. [DJY07, DT11,
CDK12, HJL12, DLV17, BLMY17, BQRX19, BDL+20, TPK20, BDT21, BP21]). These
methods use central derivatives in space.

Time-implicit discretizations of the compressible Euler equations on staggered grids
are inspired by the MAC method [HW65] for incompressible flow, which was extended
to include compressibility effects in [HA71, CG84, KP89, SCS92, BW96, RM00, WSW02,
MRKG03]. In [PM05], the conservative form of the equations allowed to compute shocks,
and examples of the usage of staggered grids to achieve the all-speed property with time-
implicit methods are [DC16, DBTF19].

Staggered finite differences are essentially central, i.e. they do not include upwinding
and are generally not stable under explicit time integration. It has been mentioned above
that the equations of linear acoustics serve as an excellent test bed for questions of in-
volution preservation and low Mach number compliance. In two spatial dimensions, they
are equivalent to Maxwell’s equations. Interestingly, for these latter the Yee method
[Yee66] employs staggered grids while being essentially explicit. The time integration is
of leap-frog type, and appears as a natural time discretization of the (second order) wave
equation as early as in [CFL28, LR56], for example. If this time integration can be used
for the Euler equations, one would obtain an explicitly-stable staggered/central difference
method, which is all-speed because it does not contain the usual type of upwinding. To
show a way how this can be done is the aim of the paper.

Starting from Yee’s method for Maxwell’s equations, in the first part of this paper some
of the conceptual links, analogies and differences between staggered and collocated time-
explicit methods are elucidated. In particular, an improvement of the staggered-grid Yee
scheme is suggested (Scheme D), which takes inspiration from multi-dimensional vorticity-
preserving collocated numerical methods for linear acoustics. In the second part of the
paper, a path towards time-explicit all-speed numerical methods for the Euler equations
is shown. The new method presented here uses an explicit stabilization of central
derivatives of leap-frog type inspired by Yee’s method, well-known in computational
electromagnetism (see e.g. [PJSS14]) and in connection with Hamiltonian systems. In
this paper its usage is extended to collocated numerical methods and for problems without
a Hamiltonian or an energy to be conserved: The special kind of time integration is used
merely to stabilize the acoustic part of the Euler equations, for which one would like to get
rid of upwinding. The result is a new collocated all-speed numerical method for the
Euler equations (Scheme G), which is easy to implement as it is similar to Riemann-
solver-based Finite Volume methods. Table 1 shows an overview of the numerical methods
proposed in this paper.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 3 is an analysis of the Yee scheme, focusing
particularly on interpretations as a collocated method. Section 4 presents extensions of
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Method grid CFLmax Maxwell Acoustics Euler

original Yee (Y) sta 1/
√

2 (31)–(33) (98)–(100) –

Yee (A) col 1/
√

2 (40)–(42) –

explicit Yee (B) col 1/
√

2 (46)–(48) –
Yee extended (C) col 1 (69)–(71) (101)–(103) –
Yee extented (D) sta 1 (83)–(85) –

Yee extended 3D (H) sta 1 (253)–(258) –

central (E) col
√

2 (86)–(88) –
central extended (F) col 2 (89)–(91) (104)–(106) –
central extended +

col 1 – – (159)–(161)
pressureless (G)

Table 1: Overview of the numerical methods (capital letters) presented in this pa-
per (besides Y, it seems that only E has been suggested before as the FVTD method
[Rem00, PRF02]). They all are inspired by the original Yee scheme, but this work places
a focus on collocated methods (see second column). Some of the suggestions of this work
improve the stability constraint of the original Yee scheme (third column, the values are
valid for two spatial dimensions). Method G is for the full Euler equations, while the others
can be used for Maxwell’s and the acoustic equations. The word “extended” refers to a
multi-dimensional enlargement of the stencil. The numerical methods for different systems
are referenced via the equation numbers.

Method Fourier transform
original Yee (Y) (181)–(183)

Yee (A) (181)–(183)
explicit Yee

Yee extended (C) (187)–(189)
Yee extended (D) (245)–(250)

central (E)
central extended (F) (199)–(201)
central extended +

–
pressureless (G)

Table 2: Overview of the numerical methods and their discrete Fourier transforms, used
for both stability and structure preservation analysis.
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the Yee scheme which show enhanced stability for the Maxwell equations. Section 5 shows
the close relation of these results to numerical methods for linear acoustics, which are then
extended to include advection in Section 6. This yields an all-speed numerical method for
the full Euler equations.

2 Review of leap-frog-type time integration methods

The transfer of ideas from staggered-grid to collocated methods is possible because the
low Mach number properties are rather related to the specific time integration customarily
used for staggered-grid methods, than to the staggering itself. In its simplest form this
particular time integration reads

an+1 − an

∆t
= f(bn) a, b : R+

0 → R (1)

bn+1 − bn

∆t
= g(an+1) f, g : R→ R given (2)

which is a discretization of the system

∂t

(
a
b

)
=

(
f(b)
g(a)

)
(3)

In the application to PDEs, of course, f and g will be replaced by appropriate spatial
discretizations of differential operators.

In a way, it is a leap-frog method, but – as is reviewed next – in the context of PDEs
other methods are also called leap-frog, such that here a different name is used to reduce
confusion: sequential explicit. Although the right-hand side of (1)–(2) formally is implicit,
due to the special (“off-diagonal”) structure of the Jacobian of (3) it can be implemented
as an explicit method. The name “sequential explicit” derives from sequentially solving the
equations and immediately using the new values of the variables as soon as they become
available.

2.1 Relation to semi-implicit methods

The ability to rewrite sequential explicit methods as explicit methods is the main difference
to “semi-implicit” methods (e.g. [GG86b, GG86a, Gus87]) which employ operator splitting
and solve one of the operators fully implicitly. There, for example, ∂tq = P0q+P1q is solved
by

qn+1 − qn−1

2∆t
= P0q

n+1 + P1q
n (4)

where q is the vector of conserved quantities, and P0 and P1 are first order differential
operators in space (or their discretizations), with P0 stiff. The same is true for the Crank-
Nicolson scheme [CN47], also sometimes called leap-frog (e.g. in [GG86b]).

A time integration similar to (1)–(2) was used in [DLV17, BQRX19]:

an+1 − an

∆t
= f(bn+1) a, b : R+

0 → R (5)

bn+1 − bn

∆t
= g1(an+1) + g2(bn) f, g1, g2 : R→ R given (6)
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Observe that this is a truly implicit time integration, which cannot be rewritten as an
explicit one. However, it can be reduced to just one implicit equation for an+1, such that
the other can be updated explicitly. By inserting the second equation into the first one
obtains

an+1 − an

∆t
= f

(
bn + ∆t(g1(an+1) + g2(bn))

)
(7)

The discretization (5)–(6) therefore comes at the advantage that only a single implicit
equation (7) needs to be solved, and (6) then amounts to an explicit update. The difference
to the approach of using the time integration (1)–(2) is that the latter can be rewritten as
an explicit update for all the equations.

2.2 Relation to symplectic and energy-conserving methods

In the context of ODEs/dynamical systems, the time-stepping scheme (1)–(2), in particular
when f is linear, is widely used and also carries the name “symplectic Euler” and is related
to the Verlet method. This is because upon defining the Hamiltonian H(a, b) = G(a)−F (b)
with F,G primitives of f and g (i.e. F ′ = f , G′ = g), (3) can be rewritten as

∂ta = −∂H
∂b

(8)

∂tb =
∂H

∂a
(9)

i.e. as a Hamiltonian system. Observe that the Hamiltonian is conserved:

∂tH(a, b) =
∂H

∂a
∂ta+

∂H

∂b
∂tb = −∂H

∂a

∂H

∂b
+
∂H

∂b

∂H

∂a
= 0 (10)

While symplectic Euler in general is an implicit method, for separable Hamiltonians such
as the one defined above it is implementable explicitly, i.e. as (1)–(2). There also exist
other, equivalent ways of writing the symplectic Euler method. However, the author is
unaware of its usage for compressible flow problems, or the low Mach number limit, where
no Hamiltonian structure is available.

For linear f and g (i.e. f ′ = const, g′ = const), H(a, b) = g′ a
2

2
− f ′ b

2

2
, and one can

easily show by explicit computation that the following discrete Hamiltonian is conserved
in time:

Hdiscrete = g′
anan+1

2
− f ′ (b

n)2

2
(11)

The preservation of an (albeit modified) Hamiltonian (i.e. of energy) is important for
long-term simulations of e.g. the Maxwell equations, where stabilization via upwinding
is very quickly degrading the numerical results. Besides time-implicit methods, leap-frog-
type time discretizations as in Yee’s scheme together with appropriate spatial discretization
(centered fluxes/derivatives) have been used to achieve energy-conservation (e.g. [Rem00,
RW01, FLLP05]) for Maxwell’s equations. In e.g. [CCZ14a, CGLM14, CCZ14b], the
Maxwell system is coupled with further equations (e.g. the Vlasov equation), with the
sequential explicit time integration used for Maxwell’s equations, while e.g. the Vlasov
equation is updated explicitly. It has been emphasized that choosing a central discretization
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in space for the former yields energy conservation (and upwind flux does not), while for
the latter, central derivatives yield instability and therefore upwind flux is required.

However, for the eventual application to low Mach flows, it is rather not the aspect
of symplecticity/energy-conservation that is most interesting, but the fact that sequential
explicit numerical methods are dissipation-free. This property conceptually does not rely
on existence of a Hamiltonian structure.

2.3 Non-dissipativity

A well-known property of the sequential explicit method (1)–(2) for linear f, g is that it
is non-dissipative. First of all, one notes that for f ′g′ < 0, the system (3) has oscillatory
solutions. In the linear case, (1)–(2) can be rewritten as(

a
b

)n+1

=

(
1 ∆tf ′

∆tg′ 1 + ∆t2f ′g′

)(
a
b

)n
=: A

(
a
b

)n
(12)

If the time-dependence of (a, b)T is of the form exp(−iωt) = exp(−iω∆tn) for some ω,
then exp(−iω∆t) must be an eigenvalue of A. Moreover, if ω is always real (i.e. if all
eigenvalues of A are unit complex numbers), then (a, b)T merely oscillates in time, while
an imaginary part of ω will cause (a, b)T to decay/grow. A growth would be referred to
as instability, while a decay would be associated to numerical dissipation. In absence of
both, a numerical method is called non-dissipative.

Theorem 2.1. Assume that f, g in (1)–(2) are linear, that f ′g′ < 0 and that ∆t < 2√
−f ′g′ .

Then (1)–(2) is non-dissipative.

Proof. The eigenvalues λ of A fulfill

0 = (1− λ)(1 + ∆t2f ′g′ − λ)−∆t2f ′g′ = 1− λ(2 + ∆t2f ′g′) + λ2 (13)

Define y := −∆t2f ′g′

4
and by assumption y ∈ (0, 1), such that

λ = 1 +
∆t2f ′g′

2
±

√
∆t2f ′g′

(
1 +

∆t2f ′g′

4

)
=
(√

1− y ± i
√
y
)2

(14)

|λ|2 = (1− y + y)2 = 1 (15)

For Maxwell’s equations (leaving the spatial derivatives continuous for the moment)
one finds something similar2:

Bn+1 −Bn

∆t
= −curl En (16)

En+1 − En

∆t
= curl Bn+1 (17)

2Boldface symbols are reserved for vectors with as many components as there are spatial dimensions.
Indices never denote derivatives.
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Considering a Fourier mode in space

(
Bn(x)
En(x)

)
=

(
B̂n

Ên

)
exp(ik · x) one rewrites

(
B̂n+1

Ên+1

)
=

(
1 −∆tiK

∆iK 1 + ∆t2K2

)(
B̂n

Ên

)
(18)

with K =

 k× ex k× ey k× ez

 =

 0 −kz ky
kz 0 −kx
−ky kx 0

. Using the same analysis

as before one verifies that, as long as ∆t|k| < 2, all eigenvalues λ of the matrix in (18)
fulfill |λ| = 1.

This property of non-dissipativity has been the focus of [TR93, Roe98, Kim04]. They
compare, for linear advection ∂tq + c∂xq = 0, the standard leap-frog

qn+1
j − qn−1

j

2∆t
+ c

qnj+1 − qnj−1

2∆x
= 0 (19)

to what they call upwind-leap-frog (c > 0)

qn+1
j − qnj + qnj−1 − qn−1

j−1

2∆t
+ c

qnj − qnj−1

∆x
= 0 (20)

Observe that, if qnj = exp(−iω∆tn+ ik∆xj), then (19) implies

λ− 1/λ

2∆t
+ c

i sin(k∆x)

∆x
= 0 (21)

λ = −c∆t
∆x

i sin(k∆x)±

√
1−

(
c∆t

∆x

)2

sin2(k∆x) (22)

having defined again λ := exp(−iω∆t). Assuming 0 < c∆t
∆x

< 1,

|λ|2 = 1 (23)

Thus, indeed, (19) is non-dissipative and the numerical error manifests itself as erroneous
dispersion only. As can be seen from the proof, this property depends on the spatial
discretization chosen. Analogous results are valid for (20). Whereas for systems in one
spatial dimension these methods can easily be used for each characteristic, in multiple
spatial dimensions, in order to apply them to bicharacteristic relations the authors of
[TR93, Roe98] find themselves forced to double the number of pressure variables. The
continuum of bicharacteristics is replaced by a finite subset which is made compatible with
a particular arrangement of the degrees of freedom in the grid. The resulting methods
therefore are very different from the ones suggested here. In particular, the methods
proposed in this work do not rely on a characteristic or bicharacteristic decomposition.
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Figure 1: Degrees of freedom of Scheme Y (left), of its collocated version (Scheme A,
center), and of Scheme D (right).

3 A collocated interpretation of the Yee scheme

Consider the Maxwell equations

∂tB = −curl E (24)

∂tE = curl B (25)

div E = 0 (26)

div B = 0 (27)

and in particular their form in the transverse-magnetic case in two spatial dimensions:

∂tB
z = −

(
∂xE

y − ∂yEx
)

(28)

∂tE
x = ∂yB

z (29)

∂tE
y = −∂xBz (30)

The constraints (26)–(27) are fulfilled for all times, if they are filfilled at initial time,
i.e. they are so-called involutions. In two dimensions they amount to ∂xE

x + ∂yE
y = 0

and ∂zB
z = 0.

3.1 Review of the original Yee scheme

The original formulation of the scheme from [Yee66] reads

Scheme Y (Yee, 1966).

(Bz)
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)
n− 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

∆t
= (31)

−

(
(Ey)n

i+1,j+ 1
2

− (Ey)n
i,j+ 1

2

∆x
−

(Ex)n
i+ 1

2
,j+1
− (Ex)n

i+ 1
2
,j

∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

i+ 1
2
,j
− (Ex)n

i+ 1
2
,j

∆t
=

(Bz)
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j− 1

2

∆y
(32)

(Ey)n+1
i,j+ 1

2

− (Ey)n
i,j+ 1

2

∆t
= −

(Bz)
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)
n+ 1

2

i− 1
2
,j+ 1

2

∆x
(33)
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Here, the magnetic field Bz is associated to locations (i + 1
2
, j + 1

2
) (nodes), while the

components of the electric field are associated with (i+ 1
2
, j), (i, j+ 1

2
) (edges) (see Figure 1).

On Cartesian grids, therefore, there is one magnetic field Bz and one of each components
Ex, Ey of the electrical field per cell.

As has been derived in [TB75], the stability condition for this scheme reads

∆t <
1√

1
∆x2

+ 1
∆y2

(34)

i.e. for equidistant two-dimensional grids ∆y = ∆x the maximum CFL number is

CFLmax =
∆tmax

∆x
=

1√
2

(35)

3.2 A collocated interpretation of the Yee scheme

Counted per cell, there is one of each variables Bz, Ex, Ey stored as a degree of freedom.
The association of some of them with an edge, and others not, is a matter of interpretation.
This interpretation becomes important when the discrete value is compared to the exact
solution. A discrete variable might, for example, be a higher order approximation to the
exact value at one location than at another. Besides such comparison, however, the algo-
rithm is performing the same algebraic manipulations irrespective of how the variables are
named. Changing their interpretation (and accepting a possible reduction of the formal
order of accuracy of the method) can then give what shall be called a “collocated inter-
pretation” of the same scheme. The renaming amounts to moving the discrete degrees of
freedom without changing the way they are updated (see Figure 1). Once the collocated
version is understood, higher order of accuracy can be restored (see Section 4.2), yielding
then a genuinely new algorithm and not just a reinterpretation.

Renaming

(Bz)
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

7→ (Bz)
n+ 1

2
ij Ex

i+ 1
2
,j
7→ Ex

ij Ey

i,j+ 1
2

7→ Ey
ij (36)

yields the scheme

(Bz)
n+ 1

2
ij − (Bz)

n− 1
2

ij

∆t
= −

(
(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij

∆x
−

(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij
∆y

)
(37)

(Ex)n+1
ij − (Ex)nij

∆t
=

(Bz)
n+ 1

2
ij − (Bz)

n+ 1
2

i,j−1

∆y
(38)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)
n+ 1

2
ij − (Bz)

n+ 1
2

i−1,j

∆x
(39)

In fact, the same renaming can be performed with respect to the time index, yielding
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Scheme A (collocated Yee).

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= −

(
(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij

∆x
−

(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij
∆y

)
(40)

(Ex)n+1
ij − (Ex)nij

∆t
=

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)n+1

i,j−1

∆y
(41)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)n+1

i−1,j

∆x
(42)

Remark 3.1. Note that renaming (Bz)
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

7→ (Bz)
n+ 1

2
ij , Ex

i+ 1
2
,j+1
7→ Ex

ij and Ey

i+1,j+ 1
2

7→
Ey
ij yields

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= −

(
(Ey)nij − (Ey)ni−1,j

∆x
−

(Ex)nij − (Ex)ni,j−1

∆y

)
(43)

(Ex)n+1
ij − (Ex)nij

∆t
=

(Bz)n+1
i,j+1 − (Bz)n+1

ij

∆y
(44)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
i+1,j − (Bz)n+1

ij

∆x
(45)

instead of (40)–(42), such that having forward finite differences in the first equation, and
backward differences in the second does not have any fundamental meaning, and could be
the other way around.

3.3 Reinterpretation as a fully explicit method

The numerical method (40)–(42) is not really implicit in time, even if the right hand side
involves values at time step n+ 1. Inserting (40) in (41)–(42) yields its fully explicit form:

Scheme B.

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= −

(
(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij

∆x
−

(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij
∆y

)
(46)

(Ex)n+1
ij − (Ex)nij

∆t
=

(Bz)nij − (Bz)ni,j−1

∆y
(47)

− ∆t

∆y

(
(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij − (Ey)ni+1,j−1 + (Ey)ni,j−1

∆x

−
(Ex)ni,j+1 − 2(Ex)nij + (Ex)ni,j−1

∆y

)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)nij − (Bz)ni−1,j

∆x
(48)

+
∆t

∆x

(
(Ey)ni+1,j − 2(Ey)nij + (Ey)ni−1,j

∆x

−
(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij − (Ex)ni−1,j+1 + (Ex)ni−1,j

∆y

)
11



Observe that the right-hand side of (47)–(48) now contains second derivatives in space.
This is reminiscent of the second derivatives appearing in the dimensionally split upwind
method for (28)–(30)

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= (49)

−
(

(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)ni−1,j

2∆x
−

(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)ni,j−1

2∆y

)
+

1

2

(Bz)ni+1,j − 2(Bz)nij + (Bz)ni−1,j

∆x
+

1

2

(Bz)ni,j+1 − 2(Bz)nij + (Bz)ni,j−1

∆y

(Ex)n+1
ij − (Ex)nij

∆t
=

(Bz)ni,j+1 − (Bz)ni,j−1

2∆y
(50)

+
1

2

(Ex)ni,j+1 − 2(Ex)nij + (Ex)ni,j−1

∆y

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)ni+1,j − (Bz)ni−1,j

2∆x
(51)

+
1

2

(Ey)ni+1,j − 2(Ey)nij + (Ey)ni−1,j

∆x

In the context of the Maxwell equations, an important question is whether the numerical
method is involution preserving, i.e. whether a discretization of the involution is kept
stationary. It has been shown in [Bar19] that a linear involution preserving numerical
method is also stationarity preserving, i.e. its stationary states are a discretization of
all the stationary states of the PDE. A special property of linear acoustics, discussed
later, is that its low Mach number limit is equivalent to the long time limit. Low Mach
number compliance for linear acoustics is then equivalent to the property of stationarity
preservation, because von Neumann stable numerical methods dissipate away any Fourier
mode that is not stationary. This also is described in more detail in [Bar19]. Thus,
when obtaining an involution preserving method for the Maxwell equations, stationarity
preservation comes for free. Once the methods are applied to linear acoustics, this then
implies their low Mach number compliance.

It is known that the upwind method is not involution preserving. It is thus instructive
to also compare (46)–(48) to the involution-preserving, truly multi-dimensional method
from [Bar19] (following [MR01, JT06, MT09]):

12



(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= (52)

−
(
〈(Ey)ni+1〉j − 〈(Ey)ni−1〉j

2∆x
−
〈(Ex)n·,j+1〉i − 〈(Ex)n·,j−1〉i

2∆y

)
+

1

2

〈(Bz)ni+1〉j − 2〈(Bz)ni 〉j + 〈(Bz)ni−1〉j
∆x

+
1

2

〈(Bz)n·,j+1〉i − 2〈(Bz)n·,j〉i + 〈(Bz)n·,j−1〉i
∆y

(Ex)n+1
ij − (Ex)nij

∆t
=
〈(Bz)n·,j+1〉i − 〈(Bz)n·,j−1〉i

2∆y
(53)

+
1

2

(
−

(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij − (Ey)ni+1,j−1 + (Ey)ni,j−1

∆x

+
〈(Ex)n·,j+1〉i − 2〈(Ex)n·,j〉i + 〈(Ex)n·,j−1〉i

∆y

)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −
〈(Bz)ni+1〉j − 〈(Bz)ni−1〉j

2∆x
(54)

+
1

2

(
〈(Ey)ni+1〉j − 2〈(Ey)ni 〉j + 〈(Ey)ni−1〉j

∆x

−
(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij − (Ex)ni−1,j+1 + (Ex)ni−1,j

∆y

)
where

〈qi〉j :=
qi,j+1 + 2qij + qi,j−1

4
〈q·,j〉i :=

qi+1,j + 2qij + qi−1,j

4
(55)

are averaging operators.
The first terms on the right-hand side of (46)–(48) are a one-sided discretization of

the PDE, while the other two schemes employ central differences there. Although in one
spatial dimension, Maxwell’s equations (28)–(30) can be diagonalized and thus decoupled
into a left-going and a right-going advection equations, there is no physical reason behind
taking Ex and Ey from the right / top and Bz from the left and from below. As has been
seen in Remark 3.1, this is purely an artifact of the renaming, when the initially staggered
method was reinterpreted as a collocated one. This asymmetry is addressed further in
Section 4.2.

As is well known, scheme (40)–(42) does not have diffusion in the sense that the absolute
values of all the Fourier modes are stationary (all the eigenvalues in the von Neumann
analysis have absolute value 1). This then is also true for (46)–(48). Thus, contrary to
(49)–(51), the second derivatives appearing in (46)–(48) are not a diffusion.

13



3.4 Sequential explicit time integration and structure preserva-
tion

For involution preservation/stationarity preservation, one of the eigenvalues needs to be
exactly 1, not just in absolute value. For (46)–(48), this is indeed the case, a consequence
of the following Theorem,

Theorem 3.1. The numerical method

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= −

((
Dx(E

y)n
)
ij
−
(
Dy(E

x)n
)
ij

)
(56)

(Ex)n+1
ij − (Ex)nij

∆t
=
(
D ′y(B

z)n+1
)
ij

(57)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(
D ′x(B

z)n+1
)
ij

(58)

for the Maxwell equations (28)–(30) is stationarity preserving / involution preserving for
any choice of linear finite difference operators Dx,D ′x,Dy,D ′y.

This result asserts involution preservation for numerical methods that employ sequential
explicit time integration, and is proven in the Appendix (Section B). The terms appearing
in (46)–(48) and in the involution preserving method (52)–(54) are very similar, and the
most striking difference to the upwind scheme (which is not involution preserving) is the
presence of terms discretizing cross-derivatives ∂x∂yE

x and ∂x∂yE
y. In (47)–(48) they are

generated by the leap-frog manner of time integration (1)–(2). What is different is the
∆t-dependent prefactor and the absence of second derivatives in the first equation (46).

For linear systems, involution preservation and stationarity preservation (and for acous-
tics, stationarity preservation and low Mach number compliance) are all the same (see
[Bar19]). In view of Theorem 3.1 which implies involution preservation for a large class
of sequential explicit methods, the conclusion therefore is that staggering the grid is not
the decisive ingredient for low Mach number compliance, but rather this special time inte-
gration. At the discrete stationary state (stationarity preserving), the diffusion of scheme
(52)–(54) vanishes, and so does the right-hand side of (40)–(41). As will be seen below, it
is possible to modify the Yee scheme such that it actually maintains the same discrete sta-
tionary state (and the same discrete involution) as (52)–(54). The schemes differ, however,
with respect to the behaviour of non-stationary solutions: while (52)–(54) adds diffusion,
(40)–(41) is purely dispersive/non-dissipative.

Having identified the sequential explicit time integration as the relevant strategy to
achieve involution preservation (for Maxwell’s equations), or low Mach number compliance
(for linear acoustics, and later for Euler), it is worth commenting on a few more of its
properties.

Consider the linear version of (1)–(2)

an+1 − an

∆t
= Fbn (59)

bn+1 − bn

∆t
= Gan+1 (60)
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which is a discretization of the system

∂t

(
a
b

)
=

(
Fb
Ga

)
(61)

with F,G ∈ C. Then, it is well-known (e.g. [CFL28, LR56]) that writing

an+1 = an + ∆tFbn = an + ∆tF (bn−1 + ∆tGan) (62)

= 2an − an−1 + ∆t2FGan (63)

makes (59)–(60) equivalent to the most standard three-time-level discretization

an+1 − 2an + an−1

∆t2
= FGan (64)

bn+1 − 2bn + bn−1

∆t2
= FGbn (65)

of the decoupled second-order system

∂2
t

(
a
b

)
=

(
FGa
FGb

)
(66)

In the context of Maxwell’s and acoustic equations, where G and F are spatial deriva-
tives/discretizations, the decoupled second order PDEs are (discretized) wave equations.
In order to obtain in FD the standard discretizations of the Laplacian, F needs to be a
forward, and G a backward derivative, or vice versa. This can be seen in Scheme A.

4 Modifications of the Yee scheme with improved sta-

bility

4.1 A sequential explicit method with different staggering

Having established the way in which the collocated version of the Yee scheme achieves
structure preservation, and in particular having identified the close relation to the station-
arity preserving schemes of [Bar19], there are two natural questions that arise. Is there a
way how the success of the Yee scheme for the Maxwell equations (and involution preser-
vation) can be transferred to the acoustic equations (and stationarity preservation), thus
ultimately yielding a low Mach number compliant scheme for the Euler equations? And are
there aspects of stationarity preserving methods from [Bar19] that can be used to improve
the Yee scheme, be it its collocated version, or the original staggered one?

The answer to both questions is yes. The discussion of the former question forms the
content of subsequent chapters, while the latter question is subject of the present section.
Replacing the derivative

(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij
∆x

(67)

by the average

1

2

(
(Ey)ni+1,j+1 − (Ey)ni,j+1

2∆x
+

(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij
2∆x

)
(68)
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Figure 2: Stencils appearing in Scheme C. Left : Stencils of the discretizations of the curl
of the electric field in the evolution of Bz. Right : Stencils of the discretizations of the
derivatives of the magnetic field in the evolution equations of Ex, Ey.

Figure 3: Stencils and weights of Laplacian discretizations. Left : Standard Laplacian.
Right : Extended Laplacian appearing in a second-order-reformulation of Scheme C.

lets a vertex-based curl discretization appear. This is inspired by the involution preserving
schemes in e.g. [JT06, MT09, RLM15, Bar19] where derivatives are also “extended” to
truly multi-dimensional finite differences through averaging in perpendicular directions.

Scheme C (collocated Yee extended).

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= −

(
(Ey)ni+1,j+1 − (Ey)ni,j+1 + (Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij

2∆x
(69)

−
(Ex)ni+1,j+1 − (Ex)ni+1,j + (Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij

2∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

ij − (Ex)nij
∆t

=
(Bz)n+1

ij − (Bz)n+1
i,j−1 + (Bz)n+1

i−1,j − (Bz)n+1
i−1,j−1

2∆y
(70)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)n+1

i−1,j + (Bz)n+1
i,j−1 − (Bz)n+1

i−1,j−1

2∆x
(71)

As is shown in Section A.2, in fact, the acoustic variant of Scheme C keeps stationary
precisely the same discrete divergence as e.g. the method in [Bar19]. This extension also
bears resemblance to ideas appearing in [KKL+06].

Scheme C can be read as a splitting of the discretization of the wave equations

∂2
tB

z = ∂2
xB

z + ∂2
yB

z (72)

∂2
tE

x = −∂x∂yEy + ∂2
yE

x (73)

∂2
tE

y = ∂2
xE

y − ∂x∂yEx (74)
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by analogy with (63). In particular, Scheme C is equivalent to

(Bz)n+1
ij − 2(Bz)nij + (Bz)n−1

ij

∆t2
=

1

4

(Bz)ni+1,j+1 − 2(Bz)ni,j+1 + (Bz)ni−1,j+1

∆x2
(75)

+
1

2

(Bz)ni+1,j − 2(Bz)nij + (Bz)ni−1,j

∆x2
+

1

4

(Bz)ni+1,j−1 − 2(Bz)nij−1 + (Bz)ni−1,j−1

∆x2

+
1

4

(Bz)ni+1,j+1 − 2(Bz)ni+1,j + (Bz)ni+1,j−1

∆y2
+

1

2

(Bz)ni,j+1 − 2(Bz)nij + (Bz)ni,j−1

∆y2

+
1

4

(Bz)ni−1,j+1 − 2(Bz)ni−1,j + (Bz)ni−1,j−1

∆y2

(Ex)n+1
ij − 2(Ex)nij + (Ex)n−1

ij

∆t2
= (76)

−
(Ey)ni+1,j+1 − (Ey)ni−1,j+1 − (Ey)ni+1,j−1 + (Ey)ni−1,j−1

4∆x∆y

+
1

4

(Ex)ni+1,j+1 − 2(Ex)ni+1,j + (Ex)ni+1,j−1

∆y2
+

1

2

(Ex)ni,j+1 − 2(Ex)nij + (Ex)ni,j−1

∆y2

+
1

4

(Ex)ni−1,j+1 − 2(Ex)ni−1,j + (Ex)ni−1,j−1

∆y2

and similarly for the Ey-equation. Observe the appearance of a standard approximation
of a second derivative in time and a natural multi-dimensionally extended Laplacian in
space (see Figure 3).

By Theorem 3.1, Scheme C is involution preserving and by Corollary B.1 it shows
improved stability up to CFL = 1.

Undoing the renaming (36) would yield

(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

∆t
= (77)

−

(
(Ey)n

i+1,j+ 3
2

− (Ey)n
i,j+ 3

2

+ (Ey)n
i+1,j+ 1

2

− (Ey)n
i,j+ 1

2

2∆x

−
(Ex)n

i+ 3
2
,j+1
− (Ex)n

i+ 3
2
,j

+ (Ex)n
i+ 1

2
,j+1
− (Ex)n

i+ 1
2
,j

2∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

i+ 1
2
,j
− (Ex)n

i+ 1
2
,j

∆t
=

(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

+ (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j− 1

2

2∆y
(78)

(Ey)n+1
i,j+ 1

2

− (Ey)n
i,j+ 1

2

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j+ 1

2

+ (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j− 1

2

2∆x
(79)

This is asymmetric, though. Undoing only the renaming of the magnetic field, however,
restores symmetry:
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(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

∆t
= (80)

−
(

(Ey)ni+1,j+1 − (Ey)ni,j+1 + (Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij
2∆x

−
(Ex)ni+1,j+1 − (Ex)ni+1,j + (Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij

2∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

ij − (Ex)nij
∆t

=
(Bz)n+1

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

+ (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j− 1

2

2∆y
(81)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j+ 1

2

+ (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j− 1

2

2∆x
(82)

This is an indication that the correct staggered-grid interpretation of the new scheme C
should use the magnetic field stored at the nodes (i + 1

2
, j + 1

2
) (as in the original Yee

scheme) and both components of the electric field stored at cell centers (i, j). The scheme
thus only employs the face-vertex dual meshes:

Scheme D (Yee extended).

(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

∆t
= (83)

−
(

(Ey)ni+1,j+1 − (Ey)ni,j+1 + (Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij
2∆x

−
(Ex)ni+1,j+1 − (Ex)ni+1,j + (Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij

2∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

ij − (Ex)nij
∆t

=
(Bz)n+1

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

+ (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j− 1

2

2∆y
(84)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j+ 1

2

+ (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j− 1

2

2∆x
(85)

The scheme now is “symmetric”: the vertex-based Bz-field is updated using a vertex-
based curl and the cell-based E-fields are updated using cell-based gradients. As this
scheme differs from Scheme C only by renaming, it is also stable for CFL < 1.

The original Yee scheme in [Yee66] is formulated for the three-dimensional Maxwell
equations, and so the question arises whether the proposed extension can also be used in
three dimensions and whether it retains its increased stability. This is the case, and details
are given in Section C of the Appendix.

4.2 A collocated sequential explicit method with central deriva-
tives

The asymmetry of the finite difference approximation that arise in the collocated method
(40)–(42) after renaming variables in the staggered-grid method (31)–(33) can be addressed
by replacing them by central differences, thus also restoring the higher order of accuracy
of the spatial discretization:
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Scheme E (Central sequential explicit).

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= −

(
(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)ni−1,j

2∆x
−

(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)ni,j−1

2∆y

)
(86)

(Ex)n+1
ij − (Ex)nij

∆t
=

(Bz)n+1
i,j+1 − (Bz)n+1

i,j−1

2∆y
(87)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
i+1,j − (Bz)n+1

i−1,j

2∆x
(88)

This is the FVTD method from [Rem00, PRF02]. It is very easy to implement, as
it amounts to a particular time-stepping of just the central scheme. This method is also
involution preserving (see Theorem 3.1) and stable with a maximum CFL of

√
2 (see

Corollary B.2).
Consider also a multi-dimensionally extended central collocated method:

Scheme F (Central sequential explicit extended).

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= (89)

−
(
〈(Ey)ni+1〉j − 〈(Ey)ni−1〉j

2∆x
−
〈(Ex)n·,j+1〉i − 〈(Ex)n·,j−1〉i

2∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

ij − (Ex)nij
∆t

=
〈(Bz)n+1

·,j+1〉i − 〈(Bz)n+1
·,j−1〉i

2∆y
(90)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −
〈(Bz)n+1

i+1 〉j − 〈(Bz)n+1
i−1 〉j

2∆x
(91)

with notation defined by (55).

This scheme is stable until CFL = 2 (see Corollary B.3) and involution preserving by
Theorem 3.1. The increased CFL number is not surprising, as the method uses a five-point
stencil in each direction. This can be seen by inserting the values of (Bz)n+1 into the
equations for Ex, Ey.

5 The low Mach number limit of sequential explicit

collocated methods for linear acoustics

The equations of linear acoustics

∂tv +∇p = 0 v : R+
0 × Rd → Rd (92)

∂tp+ c2∇ · v = 0 p : R+
0 × Rd → R (93)

are a linearization of the Euler equations and govern the evolution of small perturbations
(sound waves) on top of a background of constant density, velocity and pressure. For a
derivation, see e.g. [BK22]. With an evolution based on characteristic cones rather than
characteristics, in multiple spatial dimensions they are as important as linear advection is
for one-dimensional problems. The quest for adequate numerical methods for linear acous-
tics can be understood as paving the way towards truly multi-dimensional discretizations
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for more general problems ([ER13, Roe17, Bar21a]). As a linear system, they allow for an
explicitly known exact solution ([BK22]) which employs characteristic cones and spheri-
cal means. This is reminiscent of the scalar wave equation, but linear acoustics is more
complicated, because the evolution of v cannot be rewritten as a component-wise scalar
wave equation. This results in e.g. singularity formation ([AG15, BK22]) for discontinuous
initial data in multiple spatial dimensions.

Linear acoustics is also an important system to gain understanding of the behaviour
of numerical methods in the limit of low Mach number. To this end, consider a family of
equations parametrized by ε ∈ R+:

∂tvε +
∇pε
ε2

= 0 (94)

∂tpε + c2∇ · vε = 0 (95)

This system is inspired by the low Mach number scaling of the Euler equations, which is
introduced below (Section 6). To simplify notation, the ε-subscript is dropped from now
on. As ε→ 0, equations (94)–(95) formally become

∇p = 0 ∇ · v = 0 (96)

which bears a lot of similarity to the low Mach number limit of the Euler equations. For
stable discretizations of linear acoustics, the low Mach number limit is equivalent to the
limit of long time. It has been shown in [Bar19] that the failure of Finite Volume methods
for (94)–(95) to be low Mach number compliant has its origin in the inability of the discrete
stationary states of the numerical method to discretize all the stationary states of the
PDE. For more details, see [Bar19, Bar20] and a similar discussion in [Bar21b]. By the
results of [Bar19], for linear numerical methods involution preservation implies stationarity
preservation.

The two-dimensional acoustic equations (v = (u, v)T) can be obtained from the two-
dimensional Maxwell equations (28)–(30) essentially through renaming: u

v
p

 =

 0 0 −1
0 1 0
−1 0 0

 Bz

Ex

Ey

 (97)

Because of this close analogy, there is not much left to be shown when transferring a
scheme for Maxwell equations to the acoustic case. The involution∇·E = 0 for the acoustic
equations is replaced by the stationary vorticity ∂t(∇ × v) = 0. The close connection
between the different extensions of the Yee scheme and the stationarity preserving method
from [Bar19] has been also pointed out already. For reference, here some of the versions of
the schemes previously stated for the Maxwell equations are given again for linear acoustics,
which serves as a preparation for an extension to the full Euler equations.
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The original Yee scheme Y, applied to linear acoustics reads

p
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

− pn−
1
2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

∆t
= −c2

(
un
i+1,j+ 1

2

− un
i,j+ 1

2

∆x
+
vn
i+ 1

2
,j+1
− vn

i+ 1
2
,j

∆y

)
(98)

un+1
i,j+ 1

2

− un
i,j+ 1

2

∆t
= −

p
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

− pn+ 1
2

i− 1
2
,j+ 1

2

∆x
(99)

vn+1
i+ 1

2
,j
− vn

i+ 1
2
,j

∆t
= −

p
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2

− pn+ 1
2

i+ 1
2
,j− 1

2

∆y
(100)

Its multi-dimensional extension (Scheme C) is:

pn+1
ij − pnij

∆t
= −c2

(
uni+1,j+1 − uni,j+1 + uni+1,j − unij

2∆x
(101)

+
vni+1,j+1 − vni+1,j + vni,j+1 − vnij

2∆y

)
un+1
ij − unij

∆t
= −

pn+1
ij − pn+1

i−1,j + pn+1
i,j−1 − pn+1

i−1,j−1

2∆x
(102)

vn+1
ij − vnij

∆t
= −

pn+1
ij − pn+1

i,j−1 + pn+1
i−1,j − pn+1

i−1,j−1

2∆y
(103)

and the extended central sequential explicit scheme (Scheme F) becomes

pn+1
ij − pnij

∆t
= −c2

(
〈uni+1〉j − 〈uni−1〉j

2∆x
+
〈vn·,j+1〉i − 〈vn·,j−1〉i

2∆y

)
(104)

vn+1
ij − vnij

∆t
= −
〈pn+1
·,j+1〉i − 〈pn+1

·,j−1〉i
2∆y

(105)

un+1
ij − unij

∆t
= −
〈pn+1
i+1 〉j − 〈pn+1

i−1 〉j
2∆x

(106)

Recall that the two latter schemes have a maximum CFL number c∆t
∆x

of 1 and 2,
respectively.

6 Sequential explicit collocated methods for the full

Euler equations

6.1 Introduction

The Euler equations are

∂tρ+∇ · (ρv) = 0 ρ : R+
0 × Rd → R+ (107)

∂t(ρv) +∇ · (ρv ⊗ v + p1) = 0 v : R+
0 × Rd → Rd (108)

∂te+∇ · (v(e+ p)) = 0 p : R+
0 × Rd → R+ (109)
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and, whenever necessary, an equation of state of the ideal gas

e =
p

γ − 1
+

1

2
ρ|v|2 (110)

is assumed.
It is customary to make the low Mach number limit explicit by switching to the rescaled

Euler equations, i.e. the following ε-dependent family of equations:

∂tρ+∇ · (ρv) = 0 (111)

∂t(ρv) +∇ ·
(
ρv ⊗ v +

p

ε2
1
)

= 0 (112)

∂te+∇ · (v(e+ p)) = 0 (113)

e =
p

γ − 1
+

1

2
ε2ρ|v|2 (114)

Here, the same notation is used for rescaled and the original quantities; for details see
[Kle95, BEK+17, Bar21b]. Note that the local Mach number M = |v|/

√
γp/ρ scales as

M ∼ ε. From now on, system (111)–(114) is used for the theoretical analysis, as it allows
to immediately see the scaling of the individual terms. The implementation uses (107)-
(110) and does not depend on the rescaling process. The limit of (111)–(114) has been
studied theoretically e.g. in [MS01], while earlier works such as [Ebi77, KM81] focus on
the isentropic case. Therein it is shown, that as the Mach number vanishes, the solutions
tend to those of the incompressible Euler equations

∇ · v ∈ O(ε) ∇p ∈ O(ε2) (115)

if the initial data are well-prepared.
Assuming differentiability, the equations can be split into the following three terms:

∂tρ + (u∂x + v∂y)ρ + ρ(∂xu+ ∂yv) = 0 (116)

∂t(ρu) + (u∂x + v∂y)(ρu) + ρu(∂xu+ ∂yv) +
∂xp

ε2
= 0 (117)

∂t(ρv) + (u∂x + v∂y)(ρv) + ρv(∂xu+ ∂yv) +
∂yp

ε2
= 0 (118)

∂te + (u∂x + v∂y)e + e(∂xu+ ∂yv) + ∂x(up) + ∂y(vp) = 0 (119)

advection compression nonlinear acoustics

where for simplicity, the equations are given in two spatial dimensions, and v = (u, v).
By analogy with the acoustic methods described in Section 5, an all-speed scheme is

constructed by first updating the momentum in time, and then using its updated value in
the computation of the fluxes of the scalar quantities ρ and e3. A difference here is that
the advective operator

∂tρ+ (u∂x + v∂y)ρ = 0 (120)

∂t(ρu) + (u∂x + v∂y)(ρu) = 0 (121)

∂t(ρv) + (u∂x + v∂y)(ρv) = 0 (122)

∂te+ (u∂x + v∂y)e = 0 (123)

3It also seems possible to do it the other way around.
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necessarily involves the quantity that is being updated (i.e. it is “diagonal”), and so cannot
be discretized in any other way than explicitly. This means that it necessitates upwinding,
i.e. the inclusion of diffusive terms. For the low Mach number limit this is not a problem,
as the difficulties of standard explicit Finite Volume methods all originate in the numerical
diffusion associated only to the acoustic operator. The different discretization of acoustics
and advection is a topic brought up e.g. in [Roe17].

6.2 Treatment of compressive terms and Lagrange-Projection
methods

Finally, the question arises whether the compressive terms in (116)–(119) require special
treatment. Hereby it is self-evident that the numerical method needs to be consistent
with the PDE. The question is whether a central discretization of these terms is enough,
or whether additional terms are necessary, or at least advantageous. A short overview of
existing results therefore is due:

1. Taking advection and compression together one obtains the pressureless Euler equa-
tions, a system with all the eigenvalues of the Jacobian equal to the velocity. On the
one hand, a Rusanov method for the pressureless Euler equations would therefore in-
volve the same diffusion as if the compressive terms were not present. The Riemann
solver between states (ρL, uL) and (ρR, uR) derived through relaxation ([BBT06]), on
the other hand, obtains the following numerical flux

fx =

(
ρ∗u∗

ρ∗(u∗)2

)
(124)

with

u∗ :=
uL + uR

2
ρ∗ :=


ρL

1 + ρL
2a

(uR − uL)
u∗ > 0

ρR

1 + ρR
2a

(uR − uL)
u∗ ≤ 0

(125)

(a > 0 is the relaxation speed with dimensions “density × speed” that needs to be
chosen large enough.) Here, there is a denominator which seems to suggest special
treatment of the compression (in one spatial dimension, the compression term amounts
to the derivative of u). As has been remarked in [Bar21b], also the relaxation solvers
from [Bou04, BDL09, CCG+10, Gir14] for the full Euler equations contain denominators
of that kind.

2. Consider the much simpler problem of conservative advection with spatially non-
constant velocity:

∂tq +∇ · (U(x)q) = 0 q : R+
0 × Rd → R U(x) given (126)

This equation can also be split into advection + compression: ∇·(Uq) = U·∇q+q(∇·U).

In one spatial dimension, [LeV02], Section 9.2, suggests (for positive U(x))

qn+1
i = qni −

∆t

∆x

(
U(xi)q

n
i − U(xi−1)qni−1

)
(127)
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This method is derived in [LeV02] as a Riemann solver, replacing U(x) by a piecewise
constant approximant.

A locally-linearized solver (Roe-type) would employ (with Ū a suitable average of U(xi)
and U(xi+1))

fi+ 1
2

=
U(xi)q

n
i + U(xi+1)qni+1

2
− |Ū |

qni+1 − qni
2

(128)

and thus, for positive U, and assuming that the average fulfills the Roe condition

f(qni+1)− f(qni ) = U(xi+1)qni+1 − U(xi)q
n
i = Ū(qni+1 − qni ) (129)

one obtains the same method as (127)

fi+ 1
2

= U(xi)q
n
i (130)

From (128) it is clear that the numerical diffusion is coming only from advection.

3. Employing edge-based velocities, another method suggested for (126) in [LeV02] (Sec-
tion 9.5, and again, for positive U) is, on the one hand,

qn+1
i = qni −

∆t

∆x

(
U(xi+ 1

2
)qni − U(xi− 1

2
)qni−1

)
(131)

and amounts to pure upwind with respect to the edge velocity.

On the other hand, a Lagrange-Projection method would obtain the following discretiza-
tion:

fi+ 1
2

=
U(xi+ 1

2
)

2

(
qni
Li

+
qni+1

Li+1

)
−
|U(xi+ 1

2
)|

2

(
qni+1

Li+1

− qni
Li

)
(132)

Li := 1 + ∆t
U(xi+ 1

2
)− U(xi− 1

2
)

∆x
(133)

which for positive U amounts to

qn+1
i = qni −

∆t

∆x

U(xi+ 1
2
)

qni

1 + ∆t
U(x

i+1
2

)−U(x
i− 1

2
)

∆x

(134)

−U(xi− 1
2
)

qni−1

1 + ∆t
U(x

i− 1
2

)−U(x
i− 3

2
)

∆x


The details on the derivation are given in the Appendix D. This flux (and in particular
the denominator) is reminiscent of (125).

4. In [Bar21b] a simple way of explaining the appearance of the denominators involving
the divergence has been given from the point of view of operator splitting: Rewrite
(126) as

∂tq + U(x) · ∇q + q(∇ ·U(x)) = 0 (135)
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Apply now the backward Euler method to the ODE-type last term:

qn+1
i − qni

∆t
+ U(x) · ∇q + qn+1∇ ·U(x) = 0 (136)

i.e.

qn+1
i =

qni −∆tU(x) · ∇q
1 + ∆t(∇ ·U(x))

(137)

The advection term U(x) · ∇q can now be discretized using the upwind method, and
the divergence in the denominator by a central derivative.

Thus, generally speaking, Lagrange-Projection methods and Riemann solvers derived
by relaxation tend to include an additional treatment of compressive terms. Again, it is
worth emphasizing that the additional treatment goes beyond consistency. For example,
both the method (131) and (134) are consistent discretizations, but the latter takes the
compressive terms into account in a more sophisticated way.

As discussed in the Appendix (Section E), for the purpose of this work – i.e. in order
to combine a sequential explicit scheme for acoustics with a discretization of pressureless
Euler – the more careful treatment of the compression brings practical advantages for the
stability of the resulting method. In particular, it is found experimentally, that neither the
flux inspired by (128)

f(qL) + f(qR)

2
− 1

2
|u∗|(qR − qL) (138)

with u∗ = uL+uR
2

, nor using u∗ = uL+uR
2
− pR−pL

2ρLcL
, nor the flux

f(qL) + f(qR)

2
− 1

2
(|uR|qR − |uL|qL) (139)

nor the multi-dimensional flux (inspired by stationarity preserving schemes in [Bar19])

f(qL) + f(qR)

2
− 1

2
sgnu∗ · (discretization of u∗∂xq + v∗∂yq) (140)

yield sufficiently stable schemes (see Section E for more details). Including numerical diffu-
sion associated with compressive terms, however, has helped overcoming these difficulties.

As can be seen from the above overview, there are different ways of including the
divergence in the denominator. It can either be preceded by a factor containing ∆t (as
in Lagrange-Projection methods, or naturally appearing in (137)), or be multiplied with
terms involving the sound speed. It is clear that by virtue of the CFL-condition these
terms are in the end not very different in value; here preference is given to using a ∆t
factor in the denominator4.

Finally, comparing the Lagrange-Projection method (134) and the relaxation solver
(125) one realizes another conceptual difference: whether the divergence in the denominator
is cell-based or edge-based. Cell-based velocities naturally give an edge-based divergence,

4In numerical codes with a rigid structure, the presence of a ∆t-factor in the flux might be difficult to
implement, in which case one will have to opt for a prefactor involving the speed of sound, as in (125).

25



and vice versa. The relaxation solver provides a flux through the interface, and thus it is
natural to use a discrete divergence centered on the edge. Moreover, as the velocities are
also dependent variables, their edge values are not immediately available. Finally, when
each conserved variable is to be divided by the respective cell-based term Li (as in (132)), it
is not immediately clear how the central flux for full Euler is to be constructed, or at least
such a construction seems cumbersome. Here, therefore, preference is given to constructing
a central + advection-upwind flux, and to divide it by a term 1 + ∆t(∇ · U(x)), which
then involves a discrete edge-centered divergence (as the flux is edge-centered, too), i.e.
schematically:

fx
i+ 1

2
,j

=
flux average

i+ 1
2
,j
− upwind difference

i+ 1
2
,j

1 + ∆t divergence
i+ 1

2
,j

6.3 All-speed sequential explicit numerical method

The question remaining at this point is whether there are constraints on the choice of the
finite difference operators involved. Such a constraint does exist. In fact, the construction of
the flux, as outlined above, will involve two discrete divergences: the one in the denominator
and the one in the energy equation

∂te+∇ · (v(e+ p)) = 0 (141)

which remains when the highest orders in the ε-expansion of e and p are found constant
in the limit of low Mach number ε→ 0. The interaction of these two divergences shall be
exemplified by taking a naive discretization of the divergence centered at an edge i+ 1

2
, for

example

ui+1,j − uij
∆x

+
vi+1,j+1 + vi,j+1 − vi+1,j−1 − vi,j−1

4∆y
(142)

which shall be used in the denominator. The strategy outlined above would yield the
following numerical flux:

fx
i+ 1

2
,j

=

fx(qi+1,j) + fx(qij)

2
− 1

2
|u∗
i+ 1

2
,j
|(qi+1,j − qij)

1 + ∆t

(
ui+1,j − uij

∆x
+
vi+1,j+1 + vi,j+1 − vi+1,j−1 − vi,j−1

4∆y

) (143)

with u∗
i+ 1

2
,j

=
ui+1,j+uij

2
, for example. Observe the presence of a symmetric flux, endowed

with the upwind diffusion associated only to the advection operator; the denominator is
due to the compression operator. The flux has as many components, as there are conserved
quantities; e.g. the density-flux shall be denoted by (fρ)x

i+ 1
2
,j

. Note that the time indices

do not appear in these formulae yet.
This method, however, is not low Mach compliant. Observe that in the numerical flux

(143), the upwinding and the denominator are O(1) in ε. Thus, the O(ε−2) and O(ε−1)

equations are entirely due to the physical fluxes
fx(qi+1,j)+fx(qij)

2
. Therein, all terms are

O(1), except for the pressure appearing as p
ε2

in the momentum flux. Because of the
denominator, however, one cannot immediately conclude that the pressure is constant to
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O(ε2). This would be the case if the divergence appearing in the denominator would vanish
– not an entirely hopeless situation, as of course, at continuous level, the divergence does
vanish in the low Mach number limit.

But in the discrete setting, one cannot guarantee that two different discretizations of
the divergence vanish simultaneously – unless they are very special. The two discretizations
of the divergence in question are the edge-centered discretization in the denominator and
the cell-centered divergence in the energy equation. In order to be able to prove low Mach
compliance of the numerical method, one needs to make sure that both the divergence
arising from the central discretization of the energy equation and the divergence in the
denominator are, if not the same, then at least vanishing simultaneously.

Such questions concerning simultaneously vanishing discretizations of the divergence
have already been dealt with in [Bar19, Bar21b] and the results can be used here. In
fact, they have already appeared in parts upon the definition of the multi-dimensionally
extended central scheme F. Essentially, to vanish simultaneously, one of the divergences
has to be an average of the other. However, the simple five-point divergence (in 2-d) cannot
be written as an average of an edge-centered discrete divergence without losing symmetry
(see [Bar19] for a proof). The special discretization of the divergence required at this point
has to be truly multi-dimensional, i.e. it needs to involve 9 cells (in 2-d). Due to the thus
increased number of terms in the multi-dimensionally extended finite difference operators
before stating the numerical flux the following notation is introduced.

Definition 6.1. In one spatial dimension, the single-bracket operators are a jump and
a sum (both located at an edge i+ 1

2
) and are denoted by

[q]i+ 1
2

:= qi+1 − qi {q}i+ 1
2

:= qi+1 + qi (144)

[q]i±1 := qi+1 − qi−1 (145)

One can consider the brackets as operators on sequences, e.g. [·] : RN → RN, the subscript
then referring to one of the elements of [q], with purely notational natural shifts by 1

2
. The

double-bracket operators naturally arise by applying the jump/sum twice. The result
then is again located at a cell:

[[q]]i± 1
2

:= [q]i+ 1
2
− [q]i− 1

2
{{q}}i± 1

2
:= {q}i+ 1

2
+ {q}i− 1

2
(146)

= qi+1 − 2qi + qi−1 = qi+1 + 2qi + qi−1 (147)

The only nontrivial identity is

{[q]}i± 1
2

= [q]i+ 1
2

+ [q]i− 1
2

= [q]i±1 (148)

The average 〈·〉j introduced in (55) is precisely {{·}}j± 1
2
.

For Cartesian grids in multiple spatial dimensions, the finite difference operators are
applied to the different indices individually. The indices are ordered: first come those
associated to the x-direction (i), then the ones of the y-direction (j). One first defines the
finite differences that are essentially one-dimensional, e.g.:

[q]i,j± 1
2
≡ [qi]j± 1

2
:= qi,j+1 − qij [q]i± 1

2
,j := qi+1,j − qij (149)
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and analogously for other single-bracket or double-bracket operators. The combination of
finite differences in different directions, which is truly multi-dimensional, is then defined
by expanding from outside inwards:

{{[q]i+ 1
2
}}j+ 1

2
= [q]i+ 1

2
,j+1 + 2[q]i+ 1

2
,j + [q]i+ 1

2
,j−1 (150)

= qi+1,j+1 − qi,j+1 + 2qi+1,j − 2qij + qi+1,j−1 − qi,j−1 (151)

[[q]i±1]j±1 = [q]i±1,j+1 − [q]i±1,j−1 (152)

= qi+1,j+1 − qi−1,j+1 − qi+1,j−1 + qi−1,j−1 (153)

As one easily proves, the order of expansion (starting with the outer brackets, or the inner
ones) is, in fact, immaterial. It is sometimes useful to reverse the order of indices in the
following way, e.g.: [

[q]·,j+ 1
2

+ c{q}·,j+ 1
2

]
i±1

= [[q]i±1]j+ 1
2

+ c{[q]i±1}j+ 1
2

(154)

Observe that a dot is inserted to avoid ambiguity.

The number of square brackets in an expression gives the order of the differential
operator approximated. Note also that the curly brackets are a sum which needs to be
divided by 2 as many times as there are pairs of curly brackets in order to become an
average.

In view of what has been said above about the necessity to provide a dicretization
of divergence that has a chance to vanish simultaneously with another finite difference
divergence, instead of (143), the following extended flux shall be considered

fx
i+ 1

2
,j

=

{{ {f(q)}
i+1

2
}}

j± 1
2

8
− 1

2
|u∗
i+ 1

2
,j
|[q]i+ 1

2
,j

1 + ∆t

(
{{[u]

i+1
2
}}

j± 1
2

4∆x
+

[{v}
i+1

2
]j±1

4∆y

) (155)

Here, the advective terms have been not extended to multi-d, but they could be. The
rationale behind the choice of these operators and the precise moment when certain dis-
cretizations vanish simultaneously with others is detailed in the proof of Theorem 6.1.

The flux in y-direction reads

f y
i,j+ 1

2

=

{ {{f(q)}}
i± 1

2
}
j+1

2

8
− 1

2
|v∗
i,j+ 1

2

|[q]i,j+ 1
2

1 + ∆t

(
{[u]i±1}j+1

2

4∆x
+

[{{v}}
i± 1

2
]
j+1

2

4∆y

) (156)

In order to describe the sequential explicit time integration it is necessary to make
explicit the dependence on the individual conserved quantities. To this end, write qnij =
(ρnij,m

n
ij, e

n
ij), having denoted the momentum ρv by m. Denote by {q·,·} the set of all values

on the grid and define the right-hand-side

RHSij(ρ·,·,m·,·, e·,·) :=
fx
i+ 1

2
,j
− fx

i− 1
2
,j

∆x
−
f y
i,j+ 1

2

− f y
i,j+ 1

2

∆y
(157)
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Figure 4: Stencils of the edge-centered divergence discretizations accounting for the com-
pressive terms. Left : Stencil of the divergence appearing in the denominator of (143).
Right : Stencil of the divergence appearing in the denominator of (155).

Again, the right-hand side has as many components as there are conserved quantities;
the ρ-component, for example, shall be denoted by RHSρij:

RHSρij(ρ·,·,m·,·, e·,·) :=
(fρ)x

i+ 1
2
,j
− (fρ)x

i− 1
2
,j

∆x
−

(fρ)y
i,j+ 1

2

− (fρ)y
i,j+ 1

2

∆y
(158)

The simplest version of the sequential explicit time integration then reads as follows:
update first the momentum equations, and then density and energy using the new value
of the momentum. (Other choices concerning the order of equations, or the usage of the
new value of ρ in the last equation are possible, but not conceptually different.) Together,
this gives

Scheme G.

mn+1
ij = mn

ij −∆tRHSm
ij (ρn·,·,m

n
·,·, e

n
·,·) (159)

ρn+1
ij = ρnij −∆tRHSρij(ρ

n
·,·,m

n+1
·,· , en·,·) (160)

en+1
ij = enij −∆tRHSeij(ρ

n
·,·,m

n+1
·,· , en·,·) (161)

with the definition (157) and the fluxes (155)–(156).

In practice, the computations (159) are performed first for all cells in the grid, then
the fluxes of the right-hand sides of (160)–(161) are computed, and finally (160)–(161) is
performed for all grid cells. This is a very similar computational effort as for a usual, fully
explicit numerical method.

Theorem 6.1 (Low Mach compliance of Scheme G). As ε → 0, the limit equations of
(159)–(161) are solved by

pij = const +O(ε2) (162)

Di+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2
:=

ui+1,j − uij + ui+1,j+1 − ui,j+1

2∆x
(163)

+
vi+1,j+1 − vi+1,j + vi,j+1 − vij

2∆y
∈ O(ε)

Proof. To perform the asymptotic analysis, every quantity is expanded as a power series
in ε, e.g.

pij = p
(0)
ij + εp

(1)
ij + ε2p

(2)
ij +O(ε3) (164)
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As there are no ε-factors appearing explicitly in (155) apart from the 1/ε2 scaling of
the pressure in the momentum flux, the limit equations read (` = 0, 1)

{{{p(`)}·}}j± 1
2

8∆x

1 + ∆t

(
{{[u(0)]·}}j± 1

2

4∆x
+

[{v(0)}·]j±1

4∆y

)

i± 1

2

= 0 (165)

 {{{p(`)}}i+ 1
2
}

1 + ∆t

(
{[u(0)]i±1}

4∆x
+

[{{v(0)}}
i± 1

2
]

4∆y

)

j± 1

2

= 0 (166)

Both divergences vanish when D (0)

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2
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Therefore, indeed, (165)–(166) are fulfilled. The O(1) energy equation then reads

(e(0) + p(0))

(
{{[u(0)]i±1}}j± 1

2

8∆x
+

[{{v(0)}}i± 1
2
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8∆y

)
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The diffusion associated with advection vanishes because e(0) is spatially constant as soon
as p(0) is. The divergence appearing in the energy equation is

{{[u(0)]i±1}}j± 1
2
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+
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2
]j±1
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1

4
{{D}i± 1

2
}j± 1

2
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and thus vanishes as well. This completes the proof.

Note: Consider discrete data such that two unrelated divergence discretizations vanish
simultaneously. By consistency, their difference is a discretization of, in general, second
derivatives of the data. If both discrete divergences vanish, so does their difference, and
thus the data must be such that, additionally to the divergences, some discrete second
derivatives vanish. These data therefore are a discretization of not just a divergenceless
vector field, but also satisfy additional constraints. For low Mach number compliance,
however, only the divergence constraint should appear, and no other. The appearance of
additional constraints which reduce the set of divergenceless vector fields is at the origin of
non-low Mach compliant numerical schemes, and leads to artefacts visible in simulations.
For further discussion of this the reader is referred to [Bar21b]. Here, it is shown that
(162)–(163) is a limit solution of the method without any further constraints.

An outline of theoretical results on the stability of this method for ∆y = ∆x is given
in Section E. It is shown that one expects a CFL condition

∆t

∆x
≤ 1

|ū|+ |v̄|
(171)
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ID Name pL ρL uL pR ρR uR

1 Sod test ([Sod78]) 1 1 0 0.1 0.125 0
2 Lax test ([LW64]) 3.528 0.445 0.698 0.571 0.5 0
3 Leveque test ([LeV02]) 3 3 0.9 1 1 0.9

Table 3: Overview of parameters of shock tube tests.

for speeds much larger than the speed of sound (advective regime), and

∆tc̄

ε
<

√
γ

2
∆x (172)

for vanishing velocities (acoustic regime). Numerical studies of the intermediate regime,
as detailed in Section E, suggest therefore a CFL condition of the form

∆t

∆x
<

1

|ū|+ |v̄|+ c̄
ε

√
2
γ

(173)

It is reassuring that the linearized method (in case ū = v̄ = 0) is stationarity preserving,
which by results from [Bar19] for linear acoustics is equivalent to its low Mach number
compliance.

6.4 Numerical results

The ideal gas equation of state with γ = 1.4 is used everywhere. The CFL number
mentioned in the texts refers to the time step condition as defined in Equation 173.

6.4.1 Shock tubes

Three standard test cases are considered in order to demonstrate the ability of Scheme G
to cope with supersonic phenomena. They are summarized in Table 3. The results are
shown in Figures 5–7. The solution is computed on a larger grid in order to exclude the
influence of boundaries.

It has been found that for many shock tube setups the time step can be chosen up
to CFL = 1, in line with the stability analysis. However, it has been also found that
Shock tube test 1 violates positivity unless the CFL number is below 0.7. For better
comparison, therefore, all the test cases have been run with a lower CFL number. An
in-detail investigation of positivity preservation, however, is subject of future work.

6.4.2 Incompressible vortex

The low Mach number compliance is assessed experimentally using an divergencefree sta-
tionary vortex. This flow can be endowed with any Mach number by modifying the back-
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Figure 5: Shock tube test 1 solved with Scheme G with CFL = 0.65 and ∆x = 1/1000 at
time t = 0.2. The solid lines show the exact solution.

Figure 6: Shock tube test 2 solved with Scheme G at t = 0.1. Otherwise, the setup is that
of Figure 5.
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Figure 7: Shock tube test 3 solved with Scheme G at t = 0.1. Otherwise, the setup is that
of Figure 5. The transonic rarefaction does not show any entropy-violating artefacts.

ground pressure, and thus the speed of sound. The setup is as follows:

ρ = 1 vϕ =


5r r < 0.2

2− 5r 0.2 ≤ r < 0.4

0 else

(174)

p =


p0 + 12.5r2 r < 0.2

p0 + 4 ln(5r) + 4− 20r + 12.5r2 0.2 ≤ r < 0.4

p0 + 4 ln 2− 2 else

(175)

with p0 := 1
γM2 − 1

2
. The definition of M here is such that it is equal to the maximum

Mach number of the flow.
Experimentally, low Mach compliance manifests itself in a Mach number-independent

numerical evolution of the vortex. While the exact solution is stationary, the numerical
solution of course displays a certain amount of numerical diffusion. What matters for low
Mach compliance is that this diffusion is asymptotically independent of ε. This is the case,
as shown in Figure 8.

It is also possible to measure the scalings ∇pε ∈ O(ε2) and ∇ · vε ∈ O(ε), where
notation has been reintroduce to distinguish the rescaled quantities pε,vε from their non-
rescaled counterparts. There is no difference for v, in fact, but p = 1

ε2
pε = 1

ε2
(p(0) +

εp(1) + ε2p(2)). Thus, the scaling of the non-rescaled variable is ∇pε ∈ O(1). As the
numerical implementation uses non-rescaled equations, there is no notion of ε in the code.
However, the pressure of the vortex is p = const

M2 + O(1). As M ∈ O(ε), for convenience,
the rescaled pressure M2∇p is used in the experimental setup, for which again the usual
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Figure 8: Incompressible stationary vortex solved with Scheme G with CFL = 0.9 and
∆x = ∆y = 1/50. Color coded is the Mach number. Top: Initial data, and exact solution
for all times. Bottom: Numerical results at time t = 1. Left : M = 10−1. Right : M = 10−3.
The presence of numerical diffusion is obvious (Scheme G is first-order accurate), but its
effect is independent of Mach number. This demonstrates experimentally the low Mach
compliance of Scheme G.
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Figure 9: Analysis of the low Mach limit on a 50 × 50 grid using CFL = 0.9 for
the incompressible vortex. Left : The `1 norm of the discrete divergence (163), i.e.
1
N

∑
ij

(
{[u]i+ 1

2
}j+ 1

2
+ [{v}i+ 1

2
]j+ 1

2

)
is shown as a function of time for different values of

M. Right : The `1 norm of the discrete x-derivative of the pressure, i.e. 1
N

∑
ij[M2p]i±1/2

is shown (the perpendicular derivative is exactly the same and is not shown). Here, N is
the number of cells in the grid. One observes the theoretical scaling.

relation ∇(M2∇p) ∈ O(M2) should hold true. In Figure 9, the evolution of ∇(M2p) and
∇ · v is shown as a function of time for different values of M ∼ ε for the incompressible
vortex. The gradient and divergence are measured using a central extended discretization
of the gradient and of the divergence according to Theorem 6.1. One observes clearly the
theoretical scalings. For comparison with other methods, the reader is referred to Figures
5 and 7 in [Bar21b]. There, among other, the behaviour of a non low Mach compliant
method is shown, which deviates from the analytic scalings.

6.4.3 Convergence study

Scheme G is formally first-order accurate. To assess this behaviour in the experiment a
smooth version of the vortex presented above is used. The initial data are

ρ = 1 vϕ = v0r
2 exp(−αr) (176)

p = p0 +
v2

0

8α4

(
3 + exp(−2αr)(−3− 2αr(3 + αr(3 + 2αr)))

)
(177)

with p0 := 20
γM2 , v0 = α2

0.13
and α = 20. The definition of M here again corresponds to

the maximum Mach number of the flow. This vortex is a stationary solution of the Euler
equations. Figure 10 shows the experimental errors, which confirm first-order accuracy of
the method.

6.4.4 Kelvin-Helmholtz instability

Finally, a Kelvin-Helmholtz instability is studied. The initial setup is that of a contact
discontinuity between a fluid with density 1.001 and 0.999 streaming in opposite directions
with speed ±0.1 in x-direction. The perpendicular velocity is 10−3 sin(2πx) initially, and
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Figure 10: Convergence analysis of Scheme G. The `1 errors of the conserved quantities
are shown at time t = 0.05 and M = 0.3 as a function of the grid spacing ∆x = ∆y. The
CFL number is 0.9. One observes first order convergence.

acts as a perturbation. The pressure is uniformly equal to 5. Results of the simulation
are shown in Figure 11. Despite the method being only first-order accurate, the numerical
results display a stunning amount of detail. This is only possible because of low Mach
compliance, which reduces the numerical diffusion; in order to resolve these features with a
standard method one would require much more resolved grids, entailing significantly longer
computational time.

7 Conclusions and outlook

The present paper aims at outlining connections between structure-preserving numerical
methods on staggered grids and collocated methods. The main result is the insight that a
sequential explicit (leap-frog-type) time integrator is the essential ingredient. In use for a
long time already in the setting of staggered grids, or Hamiltonian problems, it is applied in
the present work to collocated methods without any reference to a Hamiltonian structure.
The sequential explicit time integrator is understood simply as a way to stabilize central
derivatives while using an essentially time-explicit scheme. Central derivatives are well-
known to lead to structure preservation and low Mach compliance and much of the effort
of deriving low Mach number compliant schemes can be understood as identifying ways to
stabilize a central derivative, i.e. reducing numerical diffusion.

This paper additionally is a contribution to the question how a numerical method for
linear acoustics can be extended to include advection, and ultimately handle the nonlinear
Euler equations (Scheme G). First, it is shown that numerical methods for Maxwell’s
equations can be used to solve linear acoustics, and that these methods easily can be
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Figure 11: Kelvin-Helmholtz instability solved with Scheme G with CFL = 0.7 on a grid of
2000× 1000 cells covering [0, 2]× [0, 1] with periodic (left and right) and fixed boundaries
(top and bottom). Color coded is the density which acts approximately as a passive scalar
in this setup. Left to right, top to bottom: t = 5, 10, 15, . . . , 50.
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vorticity- and stationarity-preserving upon usage of a sequential explicit time integrator.
This relies on these systems of PDEs being off-diagonal, in a way made precise in the
text. Advection, however, is a diagonal operator, and in this work a simple explicit time
integration is suggested to account for it. It is argued that the compressive terms play an
equally important role and that it is not sufficient to discretize them with central derivatives
alone. Taking inspiration from Lagrange-Projection methods, a particular discretization
of these terms is shown to improve stability, when these three ingredients are combined to
a method for the full Euler equations.

Finally, this paper presents a selection of novel staggered-grid and collocated methods
for Maxwell’s equations based on Yee’s method, in particular a new way of staggering the
electric and magnetic fields that leads to an improved CFL constraint (Scheme D). It is
a staggered-grid method inspired by collocated methods for acoustics, i.e. this time the
transfer of ideas is the other way around.

Contrary to achieving low Mach number compliance with ad hoc fixes, the present work
demonstrates a way how central derivatives can be stabilized, while keeping the simplicity of
an explicit time integrator. The result is an all-speed method able to deal with both low and
high Mach number flow without free parameters. The fact that the method is truly multi-
dimensional can be considered a contribution to truly multi-dimensional design principles
for numerical methods that avoid excessive diffusion inherited from a dimensionally split
approach, which neglects subtle balances between different directions.

Future work will be devoted to extensions of the present method to higher order of
accuracy, as well as an analysis of further properties, such as entropy stability or positivity
preservation.
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A The discrete Fourier transform of the different ex-

tensions of the Yee scheme

Considering linear numerical methods on Cartesian grids in Fourier space has been found
advantageous, not only to study stability, but also involution preservation / stationarity
preservation, see [Bar19]. On Cartesian grids the discrete Fourier transform reads

qnij = q̂n exp(ikx∆xi+ iky∆yj) (178)

k = (kx, ky) is the wave number, and q̂n, or q̂n(k) is the discrete (spatial) Fourier transform
of qnij. Shifts i 7→ i+1 are replaced by multiplications with tx := exp(ikx∆x), and similarly
j 7→ j + 1 is conveyed by the translation operator ty := exp(iky∆y). For example, a finite
difference such as

qni+1 − qni−1

2∆x
(179)

then translates into

q̂n
tx − t−1

x

2∆x
= q̂n

(tx + 1)(tx − 1)

2tx∆x
(180)

A.1 Original scheme and its collocated interpretation

Renaming of variables does not alter the Fourier transform of the scheme, so that both
Schemes A and Y become

(B̂z)n+1 − (B̂z)n

∆t
= −

(
(Êy)n

tx − 1

∆x
− (Êx)n

ty − 1

∆y

)
(181)

(Êx)n+1 − (Êx)n

∆t
= (B̂z)n+1 ty − 1

ty∆y
(182)

(Êy)n+1 − (Êy)n

∆t
= −(B̂z)n+1 tx − 1

tx∆x
(183)

In the language of the Fourier transform, this scheme keeps stationary the dimensionally
split curl

(Êy)n
tx − 1

∆x
− (Êx)n

ty − 1

∆y
(184)
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as is readily verified upon explicit computation.
The stationarity preserving scheme from [Bar19] (when applied to Maxwell’s equations

instead of linear acoustics) would keep stationary the truly multi-dimensional curl

(Êy)n
tx − 1

∆x

ty + 1

2
− (Êx)n

ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2
(185)

or possibly

(Êy)n
tx − 1

∆x

ty + 1

2ty
− (Êx)n

ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2tx
(186)

A.2 Multi-dimensional extension of the Yee scheme

The first choice (185) can be achieved by modifying the Yee scheme as follows:

(B̂z)n+1 − (B̂z)n

∆t
= −

(
(Êy)n

tx − 1

∆x

ty + 1

2
− (Êx)n

ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2

)
(187)

(Êx)n+1 − (Êx)n

∆t
= (B̂z)n+1 ty − 1

ty∆y

tx + 1

2tx
(188)

(Êy)n+1 − (Êy)n

∆t
= −(B̂z)n+1 tx − 1

tx∆x

ty + 1

2ty
(189)

This gives (69)–(71) / Scheme D.
The second choice (186) leads to

(B̂z)n+1 − (B̂z)n

∆t
= −

(
(Êy)n

tx − 1

∆x

ty + 1

2ty
− (Êx)n

ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2tx

)
(190)

(Êx)n+1 − (Êx)n

∆t
= (B̂z)n+1 ty − 1

ty∆y

tx + 1

2
(191)

(Êy)n+1 − (Êy)n

∆t
= −(B̂z)n+1 tx − 1

tx∆x

ty + 1

2
(192)

i.e.

(Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)nij

∆t
= −

(
(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij + (Ey)ni+1,j−1 − (Ey)ni,j−1

2∆x
(193)

−
(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij + (Ex)ni−1,j+1 − (Ex)ni−1,j

2∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

ij − (Ex)nij
∆t

=
(Bz)n+1

i+1,j − (Bz)n+1
i+1,j−1 + (Bz)n+1

ij − (Bz)n+1
i,j−1

2∆y
(194)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
i,j+1 − (Bz)n+1

i−1,j+1 + (Bz)n+1
ij − (Bz)n+1

i−1,j

2∆x
(195)

Here, from the first equation it seems natural to rename (Bz)nij 7→ (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

, but this
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still does not give a symmetric scheme:

(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

− (Bz)n
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

∆t
= −

(
(Ey)ni+1,j − (Ey)nij + (Ey)ni+1,j−1 − (Ey)ni,j−1

2∆x
(196)

−
(Ex)ni,j+1 − (Ex)nij + (Ex)ni−1,j+1 − (Ex)ni−1,j

2∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

ij − (Ex)nij
∆t

=
(Bz)n+1

i+ 3
2
,j− 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i+ 3

2
,j− 3

2

+ (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 3

2

2∆y
(197)

(Ey)n+1
ij − (Ey)nij

∆t
= −

(Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j+ 1

2

+ (Bz)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j− 1

2

− (Bz)n+1
i− 1

2
,j− 1

2

2∆x
(198)

Observe how, e.g. in the second equation the right hand-side is centered around (i+1, j−1)
instead of (i, j).

A.3 Collocated sequential explicit schemes with central deriva-
tives

The Fourier transform of (104)–(106) (Scheme F) for linear acoustics reads

p̂n+1 − p̂n

∆t
= −c2

(
(tx − 1)(tx + 1)

2tx∆x

(ty + 1)2

4ty
ûn − (ty − 1)(ty + 1)

2ty∆y

(tx + 1)2

4tx
v̂n

)
(199)

ûn+1 − ûn

∆t
= −(tx − 1)(tx + 1)

2tx∆x

(ty + 1)2

4ty
p̂n+1 (200)

v̂n+1 − v̂n

∆t
= −(ty − 1)(ty + 1)

2ty∆y

(tx + 1)2

4ty
p̂n+1 (201)

where terms responsible for the perpendicular averaging are boxed.

B Stability of sequential explicit schemes for the Maxwell

equations

Consider the Fourier transform of a sequential explicit scheme for the Maxwell equations:

(Bz)n+1 − (Bz)n

∆t
= − ((Ey)nDx − (Ex)nDy) (202)

(Ex)n+1 − (Ex)n

∆t
= (Bz)n+1D ′y (203)

(Ey)n+1 − (Ey)n

∆t
= −(Bz)n+1D ′x (204)
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with complex numbers Dx,D ′x,Dy,D ′y. For example, the truly-multi-dimensional extension
(83)–(85) / Scheme D, with its Fourier transform given by (187)–(189), yields

Dx =
tx − 1

∆x

ty + 1

2
Dy =

ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2
(205)

D ′x =
tx − 1

tx∆x

ty + 1

2ty
D ′y =

ty − 1

ty∆y

tx + 1

2tx
(206)

Converting (202)–(204) into a fully explicit scheme yields

(Bz)n+1 = (Bz)n −∆t ((Ey)nDx − (Ex)nDy) (207)

(Ex)n+1 = (Ex)n + ∆t(Bz)nD ′y −∆t2
(
(Ey)nDxD

′
y − (Ex)nDyD

′
y

)
(208)

(Ey)n+1 = (Ey)n −∆t(Bz)nD ′x + ∆t2 ((Ey)nDxD
′
x − (Ex)nDyD

′
x) (209)

i.e.  Bz

Ex

Ey

n+1

=

 1 ∆tDy −∆tDx

∆tD ′y 1 + ∆t2DyD ′y −∆t2DxD ′y
−∆tD ′x −∆t2DyD ′x 1 + ∆t2DxD ′x

 Bz

Ex

Ey

n

(210)

The characteristic polynomial of this matrix reads

(1− z)
(

(1− z)2 − z∆t2
(
DxD

′
x + DyD

′
y

))
(211)

One of the eigenvalues therefore is always 1, which by results of [Bar19] yields

Theorem B.1. The numerical method (202)–(204) is stationarity preserving / involution
preserving for any choice of Dx, D

′
x, Dy, D

′
y.

For stability, the other eigenvalues are of interest. Consider the following Theorem from
[Mil71], which is based on results from [Sch17, Sch18]:

Theorem B.2. Given a non-constant complex-valued polynomial f(z) =
∑n

j=0 ajz
j ∈ P n,

and construct

f ∗(z) :=
n∑
j=0

ān−jz
j ∈ P n f1(z) :=

f ∗(0)f(z)− f(0)f ∗(z)

z
∈ P n−1 (212)

The complex conjugate of a ∈ C is denoted by ā, and f ′ ∈ P n−1 is the derivative of f with
respect to z. Then, all the zeros of f are contained in the closed unit disc iff either

• |f ∗(0)| > |f(0)| and all the zeros of f1 are contained in the closed unit disc (or f1

constant), or

• f1(z) ≡ 0 and all the zeros of f ′ are contained in the closed unit disc (or f ′ constant).

Observe that f1 and f ′ are of smaller degree than f and thus the algorithm surely
terminates.
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Here, from (211),

f(z) = 1− z
(

2 + ∆t2
(
DxD

′
x + DyD

′
y

))
+ z2 (213)

f ∗(z) = f(z) ⇒ f1(z) ≡ 0 (214)

f ′(z) = −
(

2 + ∆t2
(
DxD

′
x + DyD

′
y

))
+ 2z (215)

(216)

and performing the same analysis with f ′ yields as stability condition

1 >

∣∣∣∣1 +
1

2
∆t2
(
DxD

′
x + DyD

′
y

)∣∣∣∣ (217)

Corollary B.1. The multi-dimensional extension of the Yee scheme (Schemes C/D) is
stable for CFL < 1 if ∆y = ∆x.

Proof. One finds

DxD
′
x + DyD

′
y =

tx − 1

∆x

ty + 1

2

tx − 1

tx∆x

ty + 1

2ty
+
ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2

ty − 1

ty∆y

tx + 1

2tx
(218)

=
(tx − 1)2

∆x2tx

(ty + 1)2

4ty
+

(ty − 1)2

ty∆y2

(tx + 1)2

4tx
(219)

=
t2x − 2tx + 1

∆x2tx

t2y + 2ty + 1

4ty
+
t2y − 2ty + 1

ty∆y2

t2x + 2tx + 1

4tx
(220)

Insert tx = eiβx , ty = eiβy

=
(cos βx − 1)(cos βy + 1)

∆x2
+

(cos βy − 1)(cos βx + 1)

∆y2
(221)

= 2
cos βx cos βy − 1

∆x2
(222)

The stability condition thus reads

1 >

∣∣∣∣1 +
∆t2

∆x2
(cos βx cos βy − 1)

∣∣∣∣ (223)

for all βx, βy. Thus

1 >

∣∣∣∣1− 2
∆t2

∆x2

∣∣∣∣ (224)

1 >
∆t

∆x
(225)

Corollary B.2. The collocated sequential explicit scheme with central derivatives (Scheme
E) is stable for CFL < 1 if ∆y = ∆x.
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Proof. For Scheme E

Dx = D ′x =
(tx − 1)(tx + 1)

2tx∆x
Dy = D ′y =

(ty − 1)(ty + 1)

2ty∆y
(226)

and thus (again, with ∆y = ∆x)

DxD
′
x + DyD

′
y =

(tx − 1)2(tx + 1)2

4t2x∆x
2

+
(ty − 1)2(ty + 1)2

4t2y∆y
2

(227)

=
(cos2 βx − 1) + (cos2 βy − 1)

∆x2
(228)

The stability condition amounts to

1 >

∣∣∣∣1− 1

2

∆t2

∆x2
(2− cos2 βx − cos2 βy)

∣∣∣∣ (229)

−1 < 1− ∆t2

∆x2
(230)

Thus,
√

2 > ∆t
∆x

, in agreement with [Rem00].

Corollary B.3. The multi-dimensionally extended version of the collocated sequential ex-
plicit scheme with central derivatives (Scheme F) is stable for CFL < 2 if ∆y = ∆x.

Proof. Indeed, for Scheme F

Dx = D ′x =
(tx − 1)(tx + 1)

2tx∆x

(ty + 1)2

4ty
(231)

Dy = D ′y =
(ty − 1)(ty + 1)

2ty∆y

(tx + 1)2

4tx
(232)

With ∆y = ∆x one finds

DxD
′
x + DyD

′
y =

(tx − 1)2(tx + 1)2

4t2x∆x
2

(ty + 1)4

16t2y
+

(ty − 1)2(ty + 1)2

4t2y∆x
2

(tx + 1)4

16t2x
(233)

=
(cos2 βx − 1)(cos βy + 1)2 + (cos2 βy − 1)(cos βx + 1)2

4∆x2
(234)

= (cos βx + 1)(cos βy + 1)
cos βx cos βy − 1

2∆x2
(235)

The image of (cos βx + 1)(cos βy + 1)(cos βx cos βy − 1) is [−2, 0]. Therefore, the image of

1 +
1

2
∆t2
(
DxD

′
x + DyD

′
y

)
= 1 +

1

4

∆t2

∆x2
(cos βx + 1)(cos βy + 1)(cos βx cos βy − 1) (236)

is

[
1− 1

2

∆t2

∆x2
, 1

]
and stability requires

−1 < 1− 1

2

∆t2

∆x2
(237)

2 >
∆t

∆x
(238)
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This section is concluded by rederiving the well-known stability condition for the orig-
inal Yee scheme (Scheme A/Y):

Corollary B.4. The Yee scheme (Scheme A/Y) in two spatial dimensions is stable for
CFL < 1/

√
2 if ∆y = ∆x.

Proof.

Dx =
tx − 1

∆x
Dy =

ty − 1

∆y
(239)

D ′x =
tx − 1

tx∆x
D ′y =

ty − 1

ty∆y
(240)

DxD
′
x + DyD

′
y =

(tx − 1)2

∆x2tx
+

(ty − 1)2

∆y2ty
(241)

= 2
cos βx − 1

∆x2
+ 2

cos βy − 1

∆y2
(242)

With ∆y = ∆x one thus finds

1 >

∣∣∣∣1 +
∆t2

∆x2
(cos βx + cos βy − 2)

∣∣∣∣ (243)

Thus,

1

2
>

∆t2

∆x2
(244)

C The extended Yee scheme for the Maxwell equa-

tions in three spatial dimensions

It is easiest to use the Fourier transform to construct the three-dimensional analogue of
the extension leading from the original Yee scheme Y to its extended version D, the latter
employing staggered grids of cell centers and nodes only. Comparing to (187), the natural
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extension is

(B̂x)n+1 − (B̂x)n

∆t
= −

(
(Êz)n

ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2

tz + 1

2
− (Êy)n

tz − 1

∆z

tx + 1

2

ty + 1

2

)
(245)

(B̂y)n+1 − (B̂y)n

∆t
= −

(
(Êx)n

tz − 1

∆z

tx + 1

2

ty + 1

2
− (Êz)n

tx − 1

∆x

ty + 1

2

tz + 1

2

)
(246)

(B̂z)n+1 − (B̂z)n

∆t
= −

(
(Êy)n

tx − 1

∆x

ty + 1

2

tz + 1

2
− (Êx)n

ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2

tz + 1

2

)
(247)

(Êx)n+1 − (Êx)n

∆t
= (B̂z)n+1 ty − 1

ty∆y

tx + 1

2tx

tz + 1

2tz
− (B̂y)n+1 tz − 1

tz∆z

tx + 1

2tx

ty + 1

2ty
(248)

(Êy)n+1 − (Êy)n

∆t
= (B̂x)n+1 tz − 1

tz∆z

tx + 1

2tx

ty + 1

2ty
− (B̂z)n+1 tx − 1

tx∆x

ty + 1

2ty

tz + 1

2tz
(249)

(Êz)n+1 − (Êz)n

∆t
= (B̂y)n+1 tx − 1

tx∆x

ty + 1

2ty

tz + 1

2tz
− (B̂x)n+1 ty − 1

ty∆y

tx + 1

2tx

tz + 1

2tz
(250)

while, without the boxed terms, this would be the Fourier transform of the original Yee
scheme from [Yee66] in three dimensions.

Associate now the electric fields Ex, Ey, Ez to the cell centers (i, j, k) and the magnetic
fields to the corners/nodes (i+ 1

2
, j+ 1

2
, k+ 1

2
). Upon the inverse Fourier transform, a term

such as

(Êz)n
ty − 1

∆y

tx + 1

2

tz + 1

2
(251)

becomes

1

4∆y

(
(Ez)ni+1,j+1,k+1 − (Ez)ni+1,j,k+1 + (Ez)ni,j+1,k+1 − (Ez)ni,j,k+1

+(Ez)ni+1,j+1,k − (Ez)ni+1,j,k + (Ez)ni,j+1,k − (Ez)ni,j,k
)

Using notation introduced in Section 6.3, this finite difference formula can be written more
concisely as

{[{(Ez)n}i+ 1
2
]j+ 1

2
}k+ 1

2

4∆y
(252)

making obvious that this expression is now centered at a node (i + 1
2
, j + 1

2
, k + 1

2
). This

fits well together with the fact that this term appears in the update of a magnetic field
centered at the same location. The complete scheme is
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Scheme H (Yee extended, 3D).

(Bx)n+1
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2
,k+ 1

2

− (Bx)n
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2
,k+ 1

2

∆t
= (253)

−

(
[{{(Ez)n}i+ 1

2
]j+ 1

2
}k+ 1

2

4∆y
−
{[{(Ey)n}i+ 1

2
]k+ 1

2
}k+ 1

2

4∆z

)
(By)n+1

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2
,k+ 1

2

− (By)n
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2
,k+ 1

2

∆t
= (254)

−

(
[{{(Ex)n}i+ 1

2
}j+ 1

2
]k+ 1

2

4∆z
−
{{[(Ez)n]i+ 1

2
}j+ 1

2
}k+ 1

2

4∆x

)
(Bz)n+1

i+ 1
2
,j+ 1

2
,k+ 1

2

− (Bz)n
i+ 1

2
,j+ 1

2
,k+ 1

2

∆t
= (255)

−

(
{{[(Ey)n]i+ 1

2
}j+ 1

2
}k+ 1

2

4∆x
−
{[{(Ex)n}i+ 1

2
]j+ 1

2
}k+ 1

2

4∆y

)
(Ex)n+1

ijk − (Ex)nijk
∆t

=
{[{(Bz)n+1}i± 1

2
]j± 1

2
}k± 1

2

4∆y
−

[{{(By)n+1}i± 1
2
}j± 1

2
]k± 1

2

4∆z
(256)

(Ey)n+1
ijk − (Ey)nijk

∆t
=

[{{(Bx)n+1}i± 1
2
}j± 1

2
]k± 1

2

4∆z
−
{{[(Bz)n+1]i± 1

2
}j± 1

2
}k± 1

2

4∆x
(257)

(Ez)n+1
ijk − (Ez)nijk

∆t
=
{{[(By)n+1]i± 1

2
}j± 1

2
}k± 1

2

4∆x
−
{[{(Bx)n+1}i± 1

2
]j± 1

2
}k± 1

2

4∆y
(258)

The stability of this method can be analyzed along the lines of Section B. The charac-
teristic polynomial for the case ∆z = ∆y = ∆x reads

(z − 1)2
(

2∆x2(z − 1)2 + F (βx, βy, βz)∆t
2z
)2

4∆x2
(259)

with

F (βx, βy, βz) = 3 + cos βx + cos βy + cos βz − cos βx cos βy − cos βx cos βz − cos βy cos βz

− 3 cos βx cos βy cos βz (260)

Theorem B.2 amounts to studying the polynomial

z − 1 +
1

4
F (βx, βy, βz)

∆t2

∆x2
(261)

with the stability condition ∣∣∣∣1− 1

4
F (βx, βy, βz)

∆t2

∆x2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1 (262)

The range of F is [0, 8], and thus the range of this term is
[
1, 1− 2 ∆t2

∆x2

]
. The CFL

condition therefore is

∆t

∆x
< 1 (263)
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Figure 12: Illustration of the Lagrangian step. The characteristics emerging at the bound-
aries of two computational cells are shown (dashed lines), together with their approxima-
tions (straight lines). At a later time, the average qni in computational cell [xi− 1

2
, xi+ 1

2
] has

become qni /Li.

D The Lagrange-Projection method

For the equation

∂tq + ∂x(U(x)q) = 0 (264)

consider the quantity contained in [xi− 1
2

+ ξ1(t), xi+ 1
2

+ ξ2(t)], with ξ1(0) = ξ2(0) = 0:

∂t


x
i+1

2
+ξ2(t)∫

x
i− 1

2
+ξ1(t)

dx q(t, x)

 = q
(
t, xi+ 1

2
+ ξ2(t)

)
ξ′2(t)− q

(
t, xi− 1

2
+ ξ1(t)

)
ξ′1(t) (265)

+

x
i+1

2
+ξ2(t)∫

x
i− 1

2
+ξ1(t)

dx ∂tq(t, x)

= q
(
t, xi+ 1

2
+ ξ2(t)

)
ξ′2(t)− q

(
t, xi− 1

2
+ ξ1(t)

)
ξ′1(t) (266)

+ U
(
xi+ 1

2
+ ξ2(t)

)
q
(
t, xi+ 1

2
+ ξ2(t)

)
− U

(
xi− 1

2
+ ξ1(t)

)
q
(
t, xi− 1

2
+ ξ1(t)

)
(267)

The mass inside this time dependent volume is constant if

U
(
xi− 1

2
+ ξ1(t)

)
= ξ′1(t) (268)

U
(
xi+ 1

2
+ ξ2(t)

)
= ξ′2(t) (269)

i.e. if the volume is bounded by the characteristics emerging at xi± 1
2
.

As an approximation, consider ξ1(t) = xi− 1
2

+ U(xi− 1
2
)t and ξ2(t) = xi+ 1

2
+ U(xi+ 1

2
)t.

Assume q to be constant inside [ξ1(t), ξ2(t)], and compute the average of q inside [xi− 1
2
, xi+ 1

2
]

at time ∆t. There are several cases, depending on the signs of the two velocities.
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If both velocities are positive(U(xi− 1
2
) > 0, U(xi+ 1

2
) > 0), all the mass qni ∆x situ-

ated initially inside [xi− 1
2
, xi+ 1

2
] is moved to the right and now is distributed over [xi− 1

2
+

U(xi− 1
2
)∆t, xi+ 1

2
+ U(xi+ 1

2
)∆t] (see Figure 12) with a density

qni ∆x

∆x+ U(xi+ 1
2
)∆t− U(xi− 1

2
)∆t

(270)

The mass still inside [xi− 1
2
, xi+ 1

2
] is

qni (∆x− U(xi− 1
2
)∆t)

1 + ∆t
U(x

i+1
2

)−U(x
i− 1

2
)

∆x

(271)

From the left cell, there is mass flowing into cell i. At time ∆t the total mass flown in from
the left is

qni−1U(xi− 1
2
)∆t

1 + ∆t
U(x

i− 1
2

)−U(x
i− 3

2
)

∆x

(272)

which, on total gives the new average

qn+1
i = qni−1

U(xi− 1
2
) ∆t

∆x

Li−1

+ qni
1− U(xi− 1

2
) ∆t

∆x

Li
(273)

= qni −
∆t

∆x

(
qni
U(xi+ 1

2
)

Li
− qni−1

U(xi− 1
2
)

Li−1

)
(274)

having defined

Li := 1 + ∆t
U(xi+ 1

2
)− U(xi− 1

2
)

∆x
(275)

The scheme is conservative, with the numerical flux given by

fi+ 1
2

=


U(xi+ 1

2
)
qni
Li

U(xi+ 1
2
) > 0

U(xi+ 1
2
)
qni+1

Li+1

U(xi+ 1
2
) < 0

(276)

=
U(xi+ 1

2
)

2

(
qni
Li

+
qni+1

Li+1

)
−
|U(xi+ 1

2
)|

2

(
qni+1

Li+1

− qni
Li

)
(277)

Observe that in order to account for the compressive terms, the denominators contain
an approximation to the cell-centered divergence.

E Stability analysis of Scheme G

The choice of including the denominator in (143) is dictated by the stability requirement
of the scheme. Omitting the denominator greatly simplifies the method, and also the proof
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of the low Mach number compliance (in which case there is only one discrete divergence).
However, this comes at the cost of decreased stability as is described at the end of this
Section.

First, a detailed stability analysis of the scheme G is presented. Consider therefore the
linearization of Scheme G around a constant background q̄. Write q = q̄ + δq in (155)
and neglect terms quadratic in δq (again, indices referring to the time discretization are
suppressed because they are different for different components of q and fx

i+ 1
2
,j

):

fx
i+ 1

2
,j
'

(
fx(q̄) + Jx(q̄)

{{{δq}i+ 1
2
}}j± 1

2

8
− 1

2
|ū|[δq]i+ 1

2
,j

)
× (278)(

1−∆t

(
{{[δu]i+ 1

2
}}j± 1

2

4∆x
+

[{δv}i+ 1
2
]j±1

4∆y

))

' fx(q̄) + Jx(q̄)
{{{δq}i+ 1

2
}}j± 1

2

8
− 1

2
|ū|[δq]i+ 1

2
,j (279)

− fx(q̄)∆t

(
{{[δu]i+ 1

2
}}j± 1

2

4∆x
+

[{δv}i+ 1
2
]j±1

4∆y

)

Here, Jx = ∇qf
x(q). Observe also that δu = δ

(
ρu

ρ

)
=

(
− ū
ρ̄
,

1

ρ̄
, 0, 0

)
δq and δv =(

− v̄
ρ̄
, 0,

1

ρ̄
, 0

)
δq.

Writing q instead of δq and omitting constant terms which would drop out anyway, the
linearization of fx

i+ 1
2
,j

becomes

Jx(q̄)
{{{q}i+ 1

2
}}j± 1

2

8
− 1

2
|ū|[q]i+ 1

2
,j −∆tfx(q̄)

(
− ū
ρ̄
,

1

ρ̄
, 0, 0

) {{[q]i+ 1
2
}}j± 1

2

4∆x
(280)

−∆tfx(q̄)

(
− v̄
ρ̄
, 0,

1

ρ̄
, 0

)
[{q}i+ 1

2
]j±1

4∆y

The linearization of the y-flux f y
i,j+ 1

2

is

Jy(q̄)
{{{q}}i± 1

2
}j+ 1

2

8
− 1

2
|v̄|[q]i,j+ 1

2
−∆tf y(q̄)

(
− ū
ρ̄
,

1

ρ̄
, 0, 0

) {[q]i±1}j+ 1
2

4∆x
(281)

−∆tf y(q̄)

(
− v̄
ρ̄
, 0,

1

ρ̄
, 0

)
[{{q}}i± 1

2
]j+ 1

2

4∆y

The full scheme, upon applying the Fourier transform as in Section A can be written
as

q̂n+1 = Aq̂n (282)

The characteristic polynomial of the amplification matrix A for the case p̄ = 0 (i.e. for the
purely advective regime) is

(z + z0)4 (283)
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with

z0 =
2(|ū|+ |v̄|)∆t− 2∆x− 2∆t(|ū| cos βx + |v̄| cos βy)

2∆x
(284)

+ i∆t
ū(1 + cos βy) sin βx + v̄(1 + cos βx) sin βy

2∆x

|z0|2 =

(
2(|ū|+ |v̄|)∆t− 2∆x− 2∆t(|ū| cos βx + |v̄| cos βy)

)2

4∆x2
(285)

+ ∆t2

(
ū(1 + cos βy) sin βx + v̄(1 + cos βx) sin βy

)2

4∆x2

Its gradient with respect to βx, βy

2(|ū|+ |v̄|)∆t− 2∆x− 2∆t(|ū| cos βx + |v̄| cos βy)

4∆x2

(
2∆t|ū| sin βx
2∆t|v̄| sin βy

)
(286)

+∆t2

(
ū(1 + cos βy) sin βx + v̄(1 + cos βx) sin βy

)
4∆x2

(
ū(1 + cos βy) cos βx − v̄ sin βx sin βy
−ū sin βy sin βx + v̄(1 + cos βx) cos βy

)
vanishes wherever sin βx = sin βy = 0. It can be easily seen that these extrema are maxima
if βx = ±π, βy = ±π. Based on numerical studies of the function, the conjecture that these
maxima are the ones relevant for the stability bound seems reasonable. Then, at these
maxima

|z0|2 =

(
4(|ū|+ |v̄|)∆t− 2∆x

)2

4∆x2
≤ 1 (287)

and the stability bound is

(|ū|+ |v̄|)∆t ≤ ∆x (288)

On the other hand, the characteristic polynomial of the amplification matrix for ū =
v̄ = 0 is (z − 1)2 times

z2 − z
(

2− ∆t2p̄(1− cos βx cos βy)(4 + γ + γ cos βy + γ cos βx + γ cos βx cos βy)

2∆x2ε2ρ̄

)
(289)

+

(
1− 2∆t2p̄(1− cos βx cos βy)

∆x2ε2ρ̄

)
The prefactor (z−1)2 immediately proves stationarity preservation (with nontrivial station-
ary states given either by constant pressure and velocity (contact) or by constant pressure
and density and divergencefree velocity).

Applying Theorem B.2 yields first the condition

1 ≥
∣∣∣∣1− 2∆t2c̄2

∆x2ε2γ
(1− cos βx cos βy)

∣∣∣∣ (290)
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having defined c̄2 = γp̄
ρ̄

. If

∆t2c̄2

ε2
<
γ

2
∆x2 (291)

then this condition is always true because 1− cos βx cos βy ∈ [0, 2].
The application of Theorem B.2 produces next the condition∣∣∣∣2− 2∆t2c̄2

∆x2ε2γ
(1− cos βx cos βy)

∣∣∣∣ > (292)∣∣∣∣2− 2∆t2c̄2

∆x2ε2γ

(1− cos βx cos βy)(4 + γ + γ cos βy + γ cos βx + γ cos βx cos βy)

4

∣∣∣∣
On the left side, the absolute value is taken of a positive number, provided (291) is fulfilled.
The right side is the absolute value of a number between 1− γ

2
− 1

2γ
< 0 and 2, because

(1− cos βx cos βy)(4 + γ + γ cos βy + γ cos βx + γ cos βx cos βy) ∈
[
0, 4 + 2γ +

2

γ

]
(293)

A maximum is located, for example, at βx = 0, cos βy = − 1
γ
. Therefore the absolute value

on the right side is important. In all cases when the absolute value is taken of a positive
number, one has

1 ≤ 4 + γ + γ cos βy + γ cos βx + γ cos βx cos βy
4

(294)

which is always true. In case, βx and βy are such that the absolute value on the right side
is taken of a negative number, the condition can only be proven for γ < 2. It is conjectured
though, that this is not sharp, as in the numerical evaluation of these conditions the result
seems to hold true for all γ > 1. Thus, in the purely acoustic case, the maximum CFL
number is

√
γ/2, i.e. 0.84 for γ = 1.4. In future one might investigate further the possibility

for modification of Scheme G in order to obtain a γ-independent CFL number.
For the complete Scheme G it thus seems reasonable to use a CFL condition of the

form

∆t

∆x
<

1

|ū|+ |v̄|+ c̄
ε

√
2
γ

(295)

This choice is confirmed by numerical studies of the zeros of the characteristic polynomial
(see Figure 13).

Without the denominator, the numerical flux (155), and even more so (143), would
be a simple centered flux with an advective diffusion. Its low Mach compliance is also
easier to show. Unfortunately, upon linearization, or application to the equations of linear
acoustics and advection, this scheme shows a stability condition that is impractical. An
investigation of the maximum allowed time step (through a numerical evaluation of Theo-
rem B.2) is shown in Figure 14. The maximum time step for the two-dimensional method
drops significantly when the velocity is aligned with one of the axes. Interestingly, the
one-dimensional method does not suffer from a low CFL number. These results are also
confirmed in numerical experiments performed with an implementation of this scheme for
the full Euler equations.

58



Figure 13: Left : Maximal ∆t
∆x

according to a numerical evaluation of the criterion from
Theorem B.2. The sampling sizes are: for β : x, βy 0.01, for ū, v̄ 0.05, for ∆t 0.05. ∆x was
set to 1, and γ = 1.4. Right : Maximal ∆t

∆x
according to the proposed formula 295

.

Figure 14: Maximum ∆t (color-coded) as a function of ū, v̄ for γ = 1.4, ∆x = 1, c̄ = 1
for the linearization of a numerical method based on the flux (143), but without the
denominator. The results were obtained by a numerical evaluation of Theorem B.2. One
observes a decrease of stability when the velocity is aligned with the grid axes.
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