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Abstract

We derive a fourth order entropy stable extension of the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations into the transition

regime of rarefied gases. We do this through a novel reformulation of the closure of conservation equations

derived from the Boltzmann equation that subsumes existing methods such as the Chapman-Enskog expansion.

We apply the linearized version of this extension to the stationary heat problem and the Poiseuille channel

and compare our analytical solutions to asymptotic and numerical solutions of the linearized Boltzmann

equation. In both model problems, our solutions compare remarkably well in the transition regime. For some

macroscopic variables, this agreement even extends far beyond the transition regime.

1 Introduction

Gases in the transition regime have a mean free path that is large enough relative to macroscopic reference length

scales to render continuum models like the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations invalid while still being small enough

that statistical methods such as Direct Simulation Monte Carlo are computationally expensive. This regime

finds applications that span many orders of magnitude from the flows around objects in the thin atmosphere of

near earth orbit to flows within microchannels of microelectromechanical systems.

Perhaps the most storied macroscopic model for gases in this regime is the Burnett equations. These third

order moment equations are derived from the Chapman-Enskog expansion of the Boltzmann equation, where

they arise as a correction to the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations. Unfortunately, the Burnett equations prove to

be a far from ideal extension into the transition regime. For example, Bobylev [1,2] showed that the Burnett

equations are unstable with respect to short wavelength perturbations while Comeaux et al. [3] showed that the

Burnett equations violate the second law of thermodynamics at large enough Knudsen numbers. The Burnett

equations have also been shown to produce unphysical stationary solutions [4].

Many modifications have been made to the Burnett equations to overcome these shortcomings. To name a

few, Zhong [5] adds new terms to improve stability creating the augmented Burnett equations while Jin and

Slemrod [6] propose relaxing the deviatoric pressure and heat flux with rate equations. Bobylev [2, 7] advocates

for a transformation of the vector of hydrodynamic variables in order to obtain generalized Burnett equations
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which do not suffer from the instabilities of the original. If we look beyond modifications to the Burnett equations

and also consider alternatives to it, we can also talk about moment methods that build on the work of Grad [8].

For example, the regularized 13 (and 26) moment equations of Struchtrup and Torrilhon [9] are still an area of

active theoretical [10–12] and numerical research [13,14].

In this paper, we will use the framework of the Variational Multiscale (VMS) method to derive an alternative to

the Burnett equations by modifying the process by which we obtain constitutive relations for the deviatoric stress

and heat flux in the conservation equations obtained from the Boltzmann equation. The VMS method [15–17]

was originally created as a framework for deriving stable finite element schemes for highly advective partial

differential equations and, later, for closures for turbulence modeling [18]. If we think of the conservation

equations (or moment equations more generally) as a weak form in microscopic velocity of the Boltzmann

equation, then it is not too surprising that an idea from the finite element method can be brought to bear

on the problem of finding closures. The methodology is conceptually simple. Assuming that the distribution

is a perturbation of a Maxwellian, we separate the Boltzmann equation into a finite-dimensional coarse scale

equation from which the macroscopic equations will arise and an infinite dimensional fine-scale equation which

encodes the macroscopic variables we seek closures for. Within this framework, deriving a closure amounts to

substituting an approximation of the fine-scale equation solution into the coarse-scale equation. The framework

is general enough that it can be used to describe the Chapman-Enskog expansion whilst opening the door to

considering new closures. For our particular alternative to the Burnett equation, we take advantage of the

fact the coarse-scale equation also gives an equation for the macroscopic entropy of the system of conservation

equations. We create an approximation of the fine-scale equation that ensures that the conservation equations

derived are entropy stable. In our alternative to the Burnett equations, the momentum and energy equations are

fourth order extensions to the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce the Boltzmann equation and the conservation

equations that arise from it. We discuss the collision operator (with a special emphasis on the linearized collision

operator) and the properties that make the analysis that follows possible. The material is presented in this section

is well-known but is presented here in order for the work to be self-contained.1 In section 3, we elaborate on the

VMS moment method for deriving closures. We illustrate the process with the Chapman-Enskog expansion,

showing that the Euler and Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations are entropy stable whilst the Burnett equations and

higher are not. We then introduce the methodology to generate an entropy stable alternative to the Burnett

equations. In section 4, we apply the linearized version of the extension to the stationary heat problem and the

Poiseuille channel problem and compare the analytical solutions generated to asymptotic and numerical solutions

to the Boltzmann equation found in [22, 23]. Supplementary calculations can be found in the Appendices at the

end.

2 The Boltzmann Equation

Consider the distribution function F = F (t,x,v) that at time t ∈ R≥0 and position x = (x1, . . . , xD) ∈ RD

gives the density of particles of a monatomic fluid with velocity v = (v1, . . . , vD) ∈ RD, where D is the number
1The reader can consult the works such as [19–21] for a more in depth and technical presentation of the material in section 2.
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of dimensions. The evolution of F is governed by the Boltzmann equation

St ∂tF (t,x,v) + vi∂xi
F (t,x,v) = 1

ϵ
C(F )(t,x,v) where (t,x,v) ∈ R+ × RD × RD, (1)

where the collision operator C(F ) acts globally on the velocity v dependence of F but locally in time t and

position x. The dimensionless number St is called the kinetic Strouhal number, defined as the ratio of a reference

macroscopic length scale of the gas to the product of the thermal speed of sound of the gas (defined later) and

a reference time scale. The dimensionless number ϵ is the Knudsen number, defined as the ratio of the mean

free path of the gas to a reference macroscopic length scale. In the above equation and throughout the text, we

employ the convention that repeated indices imply summation up to dimension D.

2.1 Macroscopic Observables

Macroscopic fluid variables are obtained from F (t,x,v) by taking its moments in the velocity variable:

∫
RD

F (t,x,v) dv = ρ (2a)∫
RD

vi F (t,x,v) dv = ρ ui (2b)∫
RD

vivj F (t,x,v) dv = ρuiuj + Pij (2c)∫
RD

vivjvk F (t,x,v) dv = ρuiujuk + uiPjk + ujPik + ukPij +Qijk (2d)

where ρ = ρ(t,x), ui = ui(t,x) are the macroscopic mass and bulk velocity vector, respectively. In addition, the

macroscopic stress tensor Pij = Pij(t,x) and the heat flux tensor Qijk = Qijk(t,x) are derived from the second

and third moments of F with respect to random deviations of the particle velocities , that is

Pij(t,x) =
∫
RD

(vi − ui)(vj − uj)F (t,x,v) dv (3)

Qijk(t,x) =
∫
RD

(vi − ui)(vj − uj)(vk − uk)F (t,x,v) dv (4)

The stress tensor is decomposed into an isotropic pressure p(t,x) = 1
D Tr(Pij) and the accompanying deviatoric

stress tensor σij(t,x) = p δij − Pij . With the internal energy per degree of freedom given by

ρθ(t,x) = 1
D

∫
RD

|v − u|2 F dv (5)

we thus have that p = ρθ. For an ideal gas, this means that θ(t,x) is the re-scaled temperature i.e. θ = kBT
m ,

where kB = 1.38 · 10−23JK−1 is the Boltzmann constant and m is the mass of a gas particle. As such, given

a reference temperature θ0, the thermal speed of sound of the gas is given by
√
γθ0 where γ is the adiabatic

exponent. Furthermore, we may infer relations for the total energy and total energy flux by taking the traces of

(2c) and (4), respectively:

1
2

∫
RD

|v|2F dv = 1
2ρ|u|2 + D

2 ρθ, (6a)

1
2

∫
RD

|v|2viF dv = 1
2ρ|u|2ui + (D + 2)

2 ρθui − σijuj + qi, (6b)
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where the vector qi = Qijj/2 denotes the heat flux vector.

For our purposes, it is also necessary to consider the situation where our distribution F is close to a stationary

equilibrium state. In particular,

ρ(t,x) = ρ0 + ϵ ρ̃(t,x)

u(t,x) = ϵ ũ(t,x)

θ(t,x) = θ0 + ϵ θ̃(t,x)

where ρ0 and θ0 are a constant background density and temperature. In this situation, we consider the

linearization of the macroscopic parameters (2) with respect to ϵ:

∫
RD

F (t,x,v) dv = ρ0 + ϵ ρ̃ (7a)∫
RD

vi F (t,x,v) dv = ϵ ρ0ũi (7b)∫
RD

vivj F (t,x,v) dv = ρ0θ0 δij + ϵ
(
ρ0 θ̃ + ρ̃ θ0

)
δij − ϵσ̃ij (7c)∫

RD

|v|2vi F (t,x,v) dv = ϵ (D + 2) ρ0 θ0 ũi + 2 ϵq̃i (7d)

where ϵσ̃ij and ϵq̃i represent the linearizations of σij and qi respectively.

2.2 The Collision Operator

The collision operator C(F ) is defined on a set of functions Dv(C) ⊂ L1
2(RD

v ) ∩L logL(RD
v ) where L1

2(RD
v ) := {F :∫

RD (1 + |v|2)F (t,x,v) dv < ∞} and L logL(RD
v ) := {F : F log(F ) dv < ∞}. Given any vector U ∈ RD and

orthonormal matrix O ∈ RD×D, translations and rotations in the v variable are defined by (TUF )(v) := F (v−U)

and (TOF )(v) = F (OT v). It will be assumed that for all F ∈ Dv(C), we also have that TUF and TOF are

contained in Dv(C).

For our purposes, we will require that the collision operator satisfies certain properties we shall outline in the

intervening subsections. These properties are well-known (see, for instance [24]) but are presented here to ensure

coherence in the text.

Property 1. We require that the collision operator commutes with translations and rotations, that is

TU C(F ) = C(TUF ), and TOC(F ) = C(TOF ). (8)

The invariances (8) are consistent with the Hamiltonian dynamics of the advective material derivative in

the left hand side of the Boltzmann equation (1), meaning whenever F (t,x,v) solves this equation, then so do

F (t,x − (v − U)t,v − U) and F (t,x − OT v t,OT v).

2.2.1 Collision Invariance

A scalar-valued function ψ(v) is a collision invariant of C if

∫
RD

ψ C(F ) dv = 0 ∀F ∈ Dv(C), (9)
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The relation in (9) associates a scalar conservation law to (1) with each collision invariant:

St ∂t

∫
RD

ψF dv + ∂xi

∫
RD

viψF dv = 0 (10)

Property 2. The space of collision invariants of C is I := span{1, v1, . . . , vD, |v|2}. In other words,

∫
RD

ψ(v) C(F ) dv = 0 ∀F ∈ Dv(C) ⇔ ψ(v) ∈ I . (11)

Property 2 implies that solutions of the Boltzmann equation (1) obey the conservation laws for compressible
gas flow systems 2

St ∂tρ + ∂xi (ρui) = 0; (12a)

St ∂t(ρuj) + ∂xi (ρuiuj + ρθδij − σij) = 0; (12b)

St ∂t

(1
2ρ|u|2 + D

2 ρθ
)

+ ∂xi

((1
2ρ|u|2ui + D

2 ρθ
)

ui + ρθui − σijuj + qi

)
= 0; (12c)

i.e. solutions of (1) conserve mass according to (12a), momentum according to (12b), and energy according to

(12c). Note that the system of conservation laws (12) is not closed since there are (D2 + 5D+ 2)/2 variables and

only D + 2 relations. The closure of (12) requires a constitutive modeling assumption that characterizes, both

σij and qi, in terms of the proposed unknowns ρ, ui and θ. Using equations (3), (4) and (6b), one finds that

σij = −
∫
RD

(
(vi − ui)(vj − uj) − 1

D
|v − u|2δij

)
F dv, (13a)

qi = 1
2

∫
RD

(
|v − u|2(vi − ui) − (D + 2)θ(vi − ui)

)
F dv, (13b)

Thus closures for (12) can be found by approximating F as a function that is solely parametrized by ρ, ui and θ

along with their derivatives.

The above dynamic holds true when we linearize about a constant equilibrium state. We obtain linearized

conservation equations:

St ∂tρ̃+ ρ0∂xi
ũi = 0; (14a)

St ρ0 ∂tũj + ∂xi
(ρ̃ θ0 δij + ρ0 θ̃ δij − σ̃ij) = 0; (14b)

D

2 St ρ0 ∂tθ̃ + ∂xi
(ρ0θ0 ũi + q̃i) = 0; (14c)

where

ϵ σ̃ij = −
∫
RD

(
vivj − 1

D
|v|2δij

)
F dv, (15a)

ϵ q̃i = 1
2

∫
RD

(
|v|2vi − (D + 2)θ0vi

)
F dv, (15b)

and closures for (14) can be found by approximating F as a function that is solely parametrized by ρ̃, ũi and θ̃

along with their derivatives.
2The reader can recall that the classical adiabatic exponent γ = γ(D) depends on the space dimension D. For monoatomic gases

this relation is γ = 1 + 2/D, recovering the familiar version of these conservation equations in terms of the adiabatic number.
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2.2.2 H−theorem: Entropy Dissipation and Equilibria

Property 3. C satisfies the local dissipation relation

∫
RD

ln (F ) C(F ) dv ≤ 0 ∀F ∈ D(C). (16)

Relation (16) leads to a statement of Boltzmann’s H−theorem. This is accomplished by weighting the

Boltzmann equation (1) with ln (F ) and integrating on the entire velocity space in order to obtain the local

entropy-dissipation law:

St ∂t

∫
RD

(
F ln (F ) − F

)
dv + ∂xi

∫
RD

vi

(
F ln (F ) − F

)
dv = 1

ϵ

∫
RD

ln (F ) C(F ) dv ≤ 0 (17)

It is also important that when the Boltzmann equation is at equilibrium (C(F ) = 0), the entropy equation (17)

also be at equilibrium. As such

Property 4. ∫
RD

ln (F ) C(F ) dv = 0 =⇒ C(F ) = 0 (18)

Using (11) we have that equality in (16) holds if and only if ln(F ) ∈ I in accordance with (11). As a result,

C(F ) = 0 ⇔
∫
RD

ln (F ) C(F ) dv = 0 ⇔ ln (F ) ∈ I (19)

By virtue of (11), the second equivalence indicates that the form of such local equilibria is given by

F = ea+bivi+c|v|2
(20)

for some coefficients a(t,x), bi(t,x) and c(t,x). Furthermore, integrability implies that c < 0 .

Remark 2.1. Without loss of generality we may reparameterize (20) as a Maxwellian distribution

Mρ,u,θ(v) := ρ

(2πθ)D/2 exp
(

−|v − u|2

2θ

)
(21)

for some (ρ,u, θ) ∈ R+ × RD × R+.

For the rest of the text, we shall use M to refer to any arbitrary Maxwellian and only include the subscript

when we want to emphasize the Maxwellian’s parameterization by ρ, u and θ. Furthermore, the mass, momentum

and energy moments of a distribution F , given by Equations (2a), (2b) and (6a) respectively, can be used to

derive what is called the self-consistent Maxwellian which we shall denote by µ(F ) := Mρµ,uµ,θµ
where


ρµ(F )

ρµ(F )uµ(F )

ρµ(F )|uµ(F )|2 +Dρµ(F )θµ(F )

 :=


∫
RD F dv∫
RD vF dv∫

RD |v|2F dv

 =


∫
RD µ(F ) dv∫

RD v µ(F ) dv∫
RD |v|2 µ(F ) dv

 . (22)

In other words, µ(F ) is the Maxwellian that has the same ρ(t,x), ui(t,x) and θ(t,x) as F . Because ρ(t,x),

ui(t,x) and θ(t,x) completely determine a Maxwellian, we also have that F = µ(F ) if and only if F is a

Maxwellian.
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2.3 The Linearized Collision Operator

To derive macroscopic fluid equations from (1) near equilibrium, we assume that the distribution F is a

perturbation in Knudsen number from some Maxwellian.

F (t,x,v) = M(t,x,v)
(
1 + ϵf(t,x,v)

)
. (23)

A corresponding Taylor series expansion of the collision operator about the Maxwellian M gives

C(M(1 + ϵf)) = ϵ
d

dϵ

[
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)]∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

+ ϵ2

2
d2

dϵ2
[
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)]∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

+O(ϵ3). (24)

Substituting (23) and (24) into the Boltzmann equation (1) gives

(St ∂t + vi∂xi
)[M + ϵMf ] = MLM[f ] + ϵ

2
d2

dϵ2
[
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)]∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

+O(ϵ2) (25)

where the linearized collision operator

LM[f ] := 1
M

d

dϵ

[
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)]∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

(26)

is of particular importance and thus requires further study.

Remark 2.2. For the bilinear collision operators C(F ) = Q(F, F ), the linearized collision operator takes the

form

LQ
M[f ] = 1

M

(
Q(Mf,M) + Q(M,Mf)

)
For example, the Hard Spheres operator will be

LHS
M [f ] = ϵ

2πρ0ℓ
√

2

∫
R3×S2

M(v∗)
(
f(v′) + f(v′

∗) − f(v∗) − f(v)
)∣∣η̂ · (v∗ − v)

∣∣ dη̂ dv∗

where ℓ is the mean free path of the gas3, v′ = v +
(
η̂ · (v∗ − v)

)
η̂ and v′

∗ = v∗ −
(
η̂ · (v∗ − v)

)
η̂.

With the Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook (BGK) operator [22,26] , CBGK(F ) = µ(F )−F
τ(F ) where τ(F ) assumed to not

depend on v, the linearized collision operator will be

LBGK
M [f ] = − 1

τ(M) (Id − ΠM) [f ] (27)

where Id is the identity operator and given a Maxwellian M with conservation moments (ϱ, w, ϑ) and for any

function g ∈ L 2(Mdv)

ΠM[g] := 1
ϱ

∫
RD

gM dv + v − w

ϱϑ
·
∫
RD

(v − w)gM dv

+
(

|v − w|2

2ϑ − D

2

)
2
Dϱ

∫
RD

(
|v − w|2

2ϑ − D

2

)
gM dv, (28)

is an orthogonal projection from L 2(Mdv) onto I . A proof that the expression (28) is indeed an orthogonal

projection can be found in Appendix B and the calculation to derive (27) can be found in Appendix C.
3ℓ = m

d2
mρ0π

√
2

where dm is the diameter of the gas particle and m is the mass.
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2.3.1 Properties of the Linearized Collision Operator

For our purposes, we require that the linearized collision operator satisfy a set of properties we will use extensively.

Given an arbitrary Maxwellian Mρ,u,θ, we denote the space of functions that are square-integrable in v when

weighted by Mρ,u,θ by L 2(M dv). We also denote by OO the composition of operators TuTOT −1
u . The

linearized collision operators LM we deal with are such that:

Property 2.3.1.1. LM : L 2(M dv) −→ L 2(M dv) is a self-adjoint operator with respect to the weighted inner

product of L 2(M dv).

Property 2.3.1.2. The linearized collision operator commutes with OO i.e.

OOLM[f ] = LM[OOf ]. This property is inherited from the collision operator C because if we apply (24) to both

sides of (8) we get

ϵOO

[
d

dϵ
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
+ ϵ2

2 OO

[
d2

dϵ2
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
+O(ϵ3)

= ϵ
d

dϵ
C
(

OO

[
M(1 + ϵf)

])∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

+ ϵ2

2
d2

dϵ2
C
(
OO [M(1 + ϵf)]

)∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

+O(ϵ3), (29)

Since ϵ is arbitrary and OOM = M, the property follows immediately. This property greatly simplifies the form

in which the closures for the deviatoric stress and heat flux take.

Property 2.3.1.3. LM is negative semi-definite on L 2(M dv). This property is inherited from the dissipation

property of the collision operator (Equation (16)) because

∫
RD

fMLM[f ] dv = 1
2
d2

dϵ2

[∫
RD

ln (M + ϵMf) C (M + ϵMf) dv

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
≤ 0 (30)

where the inequality in (30) follows from the fact that we attain a local maximum at ϵ = 0 whilst the equality in

(30) can be obtained by a Taylor series expansion of the middle term

d2

dϵ2

∫
RD

 ∈I︷ ︸︸ ︷
ln (M) +

ϵf+O(ϵ2)︷ ︸︸ ︷
ln(1 + ϵf)

 Equation (24)︷ ︸︸ ︷
C(M + ϵMf) dv


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
∫
RD

2f d

dϵ
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

dv (31)

Property 2.3.1.4. The kernel of LM is the space of collision invariants I .

This motivates the decomposition L 2(M dv) = I ⊕ I ⊥M , where I ⊥M is the orthogonal complement to the

space of collision products with respect to the L 2(M dv) inner product.

Property 2.3.1.5 (Fredholm Alternative). The linearized collision operator with domain restricted to I ⊥M is

invertible. That is, the equation LM[f ] = g has a unique solution if and only if f, g ∈ I ⊥M . We denote the

inverse by L−1
M and note that it can be extended to the rest of L 2(M dv) if we assert I as its kernel. Abusing

notation, we will also denote the extension by L−1
M . Thus for any g ∈ L 2(M dv),

LML−1
M [g] = (Id − ΠM)[g]

where ΠM is given by (28).

Of the properties outlined above, the Fredholm alternative property is the most restrictive since it does not

apply to collision operators such as the soft-sphere collision operators. It is however known to hold for hard
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potential and Maxwell molecule operators [8, 20,27] as well as the BGK operator by virtue of it being a scaled

orthogonal projection onto I ⊥M .

3 Variational Multiscale Moment Closures

The first step will be to apply the projection operator ΠM to the equation

1
M

(St ∂t + vi∂xi
) [M + ϵMf ] = LM[f ] (32)

in order to separate it into a coarse-scale equation made up of the components of (32) from the space of collision

invariants I and a fine-scale equation made up of components of (32) from the orthogonal complement of I ⊥M :

St ∂t ln (M) + ΠM

[
vi∂xi

ln(M) + ϵ

M
(St ∂t + vi∂xi

) [Mf ]
]

= 0 (33a)

(Id − ΠM)
[
vi∂xi ln(M) + ϵ

M
(St ∂t + vi∂xi) [Mf ]

]
= LM[f ] (33b)

When we test the first equation with an arbitrary element of I , denoted by m̄, in the L (Mdv) inner product,

we obtain conservation equations of the form:

⟨m̄,St ∂tM⟩ + ⟨m̄, vi∂xiM⟩ + ϵ ⟨m̄, (St ∂t + vi∂xi)[Mf ]⟩ = 0 (34)

Where we now use angular brackets to denote integration in v over RD

⟨h(v), g(v)⟩ :=
∫
RD

h(v) g(v) dv

The second equation can be re-written as

(Id − ΠM)[f ] = L−1
M (Id − ΠM)

[
vi∂xi

ln(M) + ϵ

M
(St ∂t + vi∂xi

) [Mf ]
]

(35)

giving an equation for the term (Id − ΠM)[f ]. As will be elaborated upon in the coming sections, the basic idea

for deriving variational multiscale moment closures is to substitute a suitable approximation of (35) into the

conservation equation (34).

We work with two types of Maxwellian within the variational multiscale framework. The first is constant

background M(v) := Mρ0,0,θ0 , which we will use to elaborate on the closure derivation process for the linearized

Boltzmann equation. The second is the self-consistent Maxwellian µ(F ) to the distribution F which gives us

closures for the conservation equations in their general form. For brevity, we shall denote this Maxwellian by µ

from now on. In both cases, the equations (33) simplify greatly.

Remark 3.1. Note that (32) leaves out the higher order terms like
d2

dϵ2

[
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)]∣∣∣
ϵ=0

. This simplifies the analysis without fundamentally changing its form. In particular

the coarse-scale equation (33a) remains unchanged whilst the fine-scale equation incorporates the higher-order

9



collision terms in a straightforward manner:

(Id − ΠM)[f ] = L−1
M (Id − ΠM)

[
vi∂xi ln(M) + ϵ

M
(St ∂t + vi∂xi) [Mf ]

− ϵ

2M
d2

dϵ2
[
C
(
M(1 + ϵf)

)]∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

+O(ϵ2)
]

(36)

Thus a more complete closure procedure will involve adding terms that incorporate these higher order collision

terms to whatever approximation of (35) we come up with.

3.1 Linear Theory: The Constant Background Maxwellian Formulation

With M = M , we obtain the linearized Boltzmann equation from (32)

(St ∂t + vi∂xi
) [f ] = 1

ϵ
LM [f ] (37)

Noting that ⟨m̄,M ∂t(Id − ΠM )[f ]⟩ = 0, the conservation equations (34) take the form

〈
m̄,M (St ∂t + vi∂xi)f̄

〉
+
〈
m̄,M vi∂xi f̆

〉
= 0 (38)

where f̄ := ΠM [f ] and f̆ := (Id − ΠM )[f ] and the fine-scale equation (35) simplifies to

f̆ = ϵL−1
M (Id − ΠM )

[
vi∂xi

f̄ + (St ∂t + vi∂xi
) f̆
]

(39)

Recalling the expressions (15a) and (15b) for the linearized deviatoric stress and heat flux and observing that

(Id − ΠM )[vivj ] = vivj − 1
D |v|2δij and (Id − ΠM )[|v|2vi] = |v|2vi − (D + 2)θ0vi , we see that the expressions for

the deviatoric stress and heat flux are completely determined by the ⟨vi m̄,M ∂xi
f̆⟩ term in (38). This means

that the process of closing the system of conservation equations derived from the Boltzmann equation amounts

to a substitution of some approximation of (39) into (38). Our goal in this text is to ensure that the fine scale

approximation is entropy stable.

With m̄ = f̄ in (38), we have that

St
2 ∂t

〈
f̄ ,Mf̄

〉
+ 1

2∂xi

〈
vif̄ ,Mf̄

〉
+ ∂xi

〈
vif̄ ,M f̆

〉
−
〈
vi∂xi

f̄ ,M f̆
〉

= 0 (40)

An entropy stable (or entropy dissipative) closure refers to a fine-scale approximation f̆ such that the spatial

integral of
〈
vi∂xi

f̄ ,M f̆
〉

is non-positive. This is because under the assumption that any terms in divergence

form can be ignored (for example in an infinite spatial domain), equation (40) gives

St d

dt

∫
Ω

1
2
〈
f̄ ,Mf̄

〉
dx =

∫
Ω

〈
vi∂xi

f̄ ,M f̆
〉
dx ≤ 0 (41)

The non-negative term 1
2
〈
f̄ ,Mf̄

〉
defines the macroscopic entropy for the closed conservation equations derived

from the approximation f̆ and (41) says that this entropy is non-increasing in time.4

4To obtain the non-decreasing entropy more commonly used in physics, we would use − 1
2

〈
f̄ , Mf̄

〉
instead of 1

2

〈
f̄ , Mf̄

〉
as our

macroscopic entropy.

10



An important motivation for (41) comes from testing the linearized Boltzmann equation (37) with f in the

L 2(M dv) inner-product and integrating in space (ignoring the divergence term) to get

St d

dt

∫
Ω

1
2 ⟨f,Mf⟩ dx = 1

ϵ

∫
Ω

⟨f,M LM [f ]⟩ dx ≤ 0 (42)

The idea is to view the conservation equations as a weak form (in v) of the (linearized) Boltzmann equation.

The process of closing these conservation equations then amounts to solving for a finite-dimensional Galerkin

approximation f̄ of the unknown f with the entropy stability criterion in (41) serving to ensure that f̄ satisfies

a ”discrete” version of the entropy inequality (42) that f satisfies.

Remark 3.2. Using (7) and (28), we can show that

f̄ = ρ̃

ρ0
+ v · ũ

θ0
+
(

|v|2

2θ0
− D

2

)
θ̃

θ0

As such, the macroscopic entropy is given by

1
2
〈
f̄ , M f̄

〉
= 1

2ρ0
ρ̃2 + ρ0

2θ0
|ũ|2 + Dρ0

4θ2
0
θ̃2

3.2 Self-consistent Maxwellian formulation

With M = µ, we have that f belongs in the orthogonal complement I ⊥µ because by the definition of µ,

⟨m̄, µ⟩ = ⟨m̄, F ⟩ = ⟨m̄, µ+ ϵµf⟩

and thus ⟨m̄, µ f⟩ = 0 . Furthermore, we can show that ⟨m̄, ∂t[µ f ]⟩ = 0. Thus the conservation equation (34)

takes the form

⟨m̄,St ∂tµ⟩ + ⟨m̄, vi∂xi
µ⟩ + ϵ ⟨m̄, vi∂xi

[µ f ]⟩ = 0 (43)

and the fine-scale equation takes the form

f = L−1
µ (Id − Πµ)

[
vi∂xi

ln(µ) + ϵ

µ
(St ∂t + vi∂xi

) [µ f ]
]

(44)

As with the linear case, the closure for the deviatoric stress and heat flux is wholly determined by the

approximation f through the fine-scale equation. If we use m̄ = ln(µ) in (43), the resulting equation can be

written as

St ∂t ⟨(µ ln (µ) − µ) , 1⟩ + ∂xi
⟨(µ ln (µ) − µ) , vi⟩ + ϵ ∂xi

⟨vi ln (µ) , µ f⟩ − ϵ ⟨vi∂xi
ln (µ) , µ f⟩ = 0 (45)

Entropy stability in this context refers to when the approximation of f is such that the term ϵ ⟨vi∂xi ln (µ) , µ f⟩

is non-positive. This is because under circumstances in which we can do away with terms in divergence form

when we integrate in space, we get

St d

dt

∫
Ω

⟨(µ ln (µ) − µ) , 1⟩ dx = ϵ

∫
Ω

⟨vi∂xi
ln (µ) , µ f⟩ dx ≤ 0 (46)

11



where ⟨(µ ln (µ) − µ) , 1⟩ is now the macroscopic entropy for the resulting conservation equations. This inequality

is the ”discrete” analogue to the local entropy dissipation law (17) which when integrated in space under similar

conditions gives

St d

dt

∫
Ω

⟨(F ln (F ) − F ) , 1⟩ dx = 1
ϵ

∫
Ω

⟨ln(F ), C(F )⟩ dx ≤ 0

We can also draw a direct comparison with the linear case by making the substitution f̄ = ln(µ) and f̆ = ϵf into

(43) and (44) to get

〈
m̄, µ (∂t + vi∂xi

)[f̄ ]
〉

+
〈
m̄, µ vi∂xi

f̆
〉

+
〈
m̄, µ f̆ vi∂xi

f̄
〉

= 0

f̆ = ϵL−1
µ (Id − Πµ)

[
vi∂xi

f̄ + (St ∂t + vi∂xi
) f̆ + f̆ vi∂xi

f̄
]

We see that the primary differences from the linear case are in the fact that the Maxwellian depends on the

coarse-scale term (i.e. µ = ef̄ ) as well as the additional non-linear term f̆vi∂xi f̄ in both the coarse and fine scale

equations. We would then think of the coarse-scale term ln(µ) as a finite-dimensional Galerkin approximation to

ln(F ). It is, however, much more convenient to work with µ and f for the self-consistent formulation.

Remark 3.3. In terms of the macroscopic variables, the ”discrete” entropy is

⟨(µ ln (µ) − µ) , 1⟩ = ρ

(
ln
(

ρ

(2πθ) D
2

)
− D + 2

2

)

In the sections that follow, we shall use the framework developed here to describe the Chapman-Enskog

expansion, showing how entropy stability exists for the Euler and Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations but not

for the Burnett equations and beyond. We will then describe a way to induce entropy stability beyond the

Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations.

3.3 Chapman-Enskog Closures

The first step to deriving the classical Chapman-Enskog closure from equations (44) and (39) is to assume that

the orthogonal complement term can be written as a formal power series:

f̆(t,x,v) =
∞∑

n=0
ϵnf̆n(t,x,v) (47)

If we substitute the power series into (44) and (39) and arrange the resulting sequence of equations in orders of

ϵ, we get respectively

f̆0 = 0; f̆1 = L−1
M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]

; f̆n+1 = L−1
M (St ∂t + vi∂xi

)
[
f̆n

]
(48a)

f0 = L−1
µ [vi∂xi

ln(µ)] ; fn+1 = L−1
µ

[
1
µ

(St ∂t + vi∂xi
)[µ fn]

]
; (48b)

Truncating the power series at different orders of ϵ leads to different closures for the conservation equations. For

example the zeroth order truncation gives the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations in the self-consistent Maxwellian

formulation and the linearized Euler equations in the background Maxwellian formulation. For our purposes, it

is more advantageous to obtain the Chapman-Enskog closure through a fixed point iteration on (44) and (39)
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that generates the partial sums of the power series (47):

f̆(n+1) = ϵL−1
M

[
(St ∂t + vi∂xi

)[f̆(n)] + vi∂xi
f̄
]

; f̆(0) = 0 (49a)

f(n+1) = L−1
µ

[
ϵ

µ
(St ∂t + vi∂xi

)[µ f(n)] + vi∂xi
ln (µ)

]
; f(0) = 0 (49b)

with

f̆(n+1) =
n+1∑
j=1

ϵj f̆j ; f(n+1) =
n∑

j=0
ϵjfj

3.3.1 Euler Equations

The Euler equations arise from using f(0) = f̆(0) = 0 as our closure for the fine-scale term. Thus the conservation

equations (38) and (43) become

⟨m̄,St ∂tµ⟩ + ⟨m̄, vi∂xi
µ⟩ = 0 (50)〈

m̄,M St ∂tf̄
〉

+
〈
m̄,M vi∂xi f̄

〉
= 0 (51)

with m̄ = 1, vi and |v2|
2 macroscopic conservation of mass, momentum and energy explicitly take the form of

(14) and (12) with σij = σ̃ij = 0 and qi = q̃i = 0. The corresponding macroscopic entropy equations are given by

d

dt

∫
Ω

1
2
〈
f̄ ,M f̄

〉
= 0 (52)

d

dt

∫
Ω

⟨1, (µ ln (µ) − µ)⟩ = 0 (53)

which means that these equations are entropy stable.

3.3.2 Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations

The Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations arise from using the correction directly above that of the Euler equations:

f̆(1) = ϵL−1
M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]

and f(1) = L−1
µ [vi∂xi

ln (µ)]

This results in conservation equations (12) and (14) with deviatoric stress tensor and heat flux given by a

Newtonian stress-tensor satisfying the Stokes hypothesis and Fourier’s law of heat conduction respectively:

σ̃
(1)
ij = ω̃

(
∂xj

ũi + ∂xi
ũj − 2

D
∂xk

ũk δij

)
q̃

(1)
i = −κ̃ ∂xi

θ̃

σ
(1)
ij = ω

(
∂xjui + ∂xiuj − 2

D
∂xk

uk δij

)
q

(1)
i = −κ ∂xiθ

13



where the viscosity and heat conductivity are given by

ω̃ = − ϵ

θ0

〈
A12(v),M L−1

M [A12(v)]
〉

(≥ 0)

ω(t,x) = − ϵ

θ

〈
A12(v − u), µL−1

µ [A12(v − u)]
〉

(≥ 0) (54)

κ̃ = − ϵ

θ2
0

〈
B1(v),M L−1

M [B1(v)]
〉

(≥ 0)

κ(t,x) = − ϵ

θ2

〈
B1(v − u), µL−1

µ [B1(v − u)]
〉

(≥ 0) (55)

The details for this derivation and the definitions of the tensors Aij and Bi are given in Appendices D and E.

The entropy relations read

St d

dt

∫
Ω

1
2
〈
f̄ ,Mf̄

〉
dx = ϵ

∫
Ω

〈
vi∂xi

f̄ ,M L−1
M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]〉
dx ≤ 0

St d

dt

∫
Ω

⟨(ln (µ) − 1) , µ⟩ dx = ϵ

∫
Ω

〈
vi∂xi ln (µ) , µL−1

µ [vi∂xi ln (µ)]
〉
dx ≤ 0

where we use the negative-definiteness of the linearized collision operator to obtain the inequalities above. We

also observe that entropy stability holds at all Knudsen number ϵ regardless of whether or not the Navier-Stokes-

Fourier equations remain a valid model of gas flow. We will see shortly that this is not the case for the Burnett

equations.

3.3.3 Burnett equations (Part 1)

We have:

f(2B1) = f(1) + ϵL−1
µ

[
1
µ

(St ∂t + vi∂xi
)
[
µL−1

µ [vi∂xi
ln (µ)]

]]
(56)

f̆(2B1) = f̆(1) + ϵ2L−1
M (St ∂t + vi∂xi

)L−1
M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]

(57)

The stress and heat flux for the self-consistent Maxwellian formulation contains many terms so we will only

write out the stress and heat flux for the background Maxwellian formulation:

σ̃
(2B1)
ij = σ̃

(1)
ij − Ξ St ∂t

[
∂xj

ũi + ∂xi
ũj − 2

D
∂xk

ũk δij

]
− Ψ

(
∂xi

∂xj
θ̃ − 1

D
∂xk

∂xk
θ̃δij

)
q̃

(2B1)
i = q̃

(1)
i + Υ St ∂t∂xi θ̃ + θ0Ψ

2

(
∂xk

∂xk
ũi +

(
1 − 2

D

)
∂xi∂xk

ũk

)
(58)

where

Ξ = ϵ2

θ0

〈
L−1

M [A12(v)],ML−1
M [A12(v)]

〉
(59)

Ψ = 2ϵ2

θ2
0

〈
L−1

M [A12(v)],MD12(v)
〉

(60)

Υ = ϵ2

θ2
0

〈
L−1

M [B1(v)],ML−1
M [B1(v)]

〉
(61)

The derivation of these new terms and the definition of the tensor Dmn(v) are given in Appendices D and E.

To check for entropy stability, it suffices to analyse
〈
vi∂xi

f̄ ,Mf̆(2B1)

〉
or, more specifically, the
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ϵ2
〈
vi∂xi f̄ ,ML−1

M (St ∂t + vi∂xi) L−1
M

[
vi∂xi f̄

]〉
term contained within it. We have that

〈
vi∂xi

f̄ ,ML−1
M (St ∂t + vi∂xi

) L−1
M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]〉

= St
〈
L−1

M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]
,M∂tL−1

M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]〉

+
〈
L−1

M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]
,Mvi∂xi

L−1
M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]〉

= St
2 ∂t

〈
M,
(
L−1

M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
])2〉+ 1

2∂xi

〈
vi,M

(
L−1

M

[
vj∂xj

f̄
])2〉

We used the self-adjointness of the linearized operator in the first step and used the product rule for derivatives

in the second step.

The time derivative term in the above calculation does not have a definite sign and as such for large Knudsen

numbers (when the ϵ2 terms dominate) a loss of entropy stability is possible. Considering that this would only

be a problem at large enough Knudsen numbers, it might be argued that it only serves as a hard cap on the

regime of validity of the Burnett equations [28]. We argue that this loss of entropy stability is an undesirable

property for a macroscopic conservation equation that extends the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations for two

reasons. First of all, the Euler equations and the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations remain entropy stable for all

Knudsen numbers even beyond the regime of validity for these equations. This suggests a pattern we should strive

to preserve when extending these equations. Secondly, even if we were to allow for the loss of entropy stability

in derived extended hydrodynamic equations, the above calculation shows that the loss of entropy stability is

problem dependent because the sign of the potentially troublesome term St
2 ∂t

〈
M,
(
L−1

M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
])2〉 depends on

the conservation variables we would be using the conservation equations to solve for since they are contained in

f̄ . Thus it becomes difficult to make an a priori determination of when entropy stability is lost. This hampers

the practicality of these equations for real world problems. The same issue is also present in the self-consistent

Maxwellian formulation where the O(ϵ) term
〈
vi∂xi

ln (µ) , µL−1
µ

[
1
µ (St ∂t + vi∂xi

)
[
µL−1

µ [vi∂xi
ln (µ)]

]]〉
can

be rewritten as

St
2

〈
1
µ
, ∂t

(
µL−1

µ [vi∂xi
ln (µ)]

)2
〉

+ 1
2

〈
vi

µ
, ∂xi

(
µL−1

µ

[
vj∂xj

ln (µ)
])2
〉

3.3.4 Burnett equations (Part 2)

The Burnett equations are usually derived in such a way as to get rid of the time derivatives in the closure for

the deviatoric stress and heat flux. This is accomplished by using the Euler equations. For (58), this means that

we make the following substitutions

St ∂tũj = − 1
ρ0
∂xj [ρ0θ̃ + ρ̃θ0]

St ∂tθ̃ = − 2
D
θ0 ∂xi

ũi

in order to obtain stress and heat flux given by

σ̃
(2B2)
ij = σ̃

(1)
ij − (Ψ − 2 Ξ)

(
∂xi

∂xj
θ̃ − 1

D
∂xk

∂xk
θ̃ δij

)
+ 2 Ξθ0

ρ0

(
∂xi∂xj ρ̃− 1

D
∂xk

∂xk
ρ̃ δij

)
q̃

(2B2)
i = q̃

(1)
i + θ0

(
Ψ
2

(
1 − 2

D

)
− 2
D

Υ
)
∂xi

∂xk
ũk + θ0Ψ

2 ∂xk
∂xk

ũi (62)
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On the level of the coarse and fine-scale equations, this can be accomplished by observing that equation (38) can

be written as

St ∂tf̄ = −ΠM

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]

+O(ϵ)

where O(ϵ) represents any fine-scale corrections made. These correction terms will be at least an order of ϵ

higher than the other terms in f̆(2). As such to get the fine-scale term for the Burnett equations, we formally

ignore these corrections when we make the substitution into (57) to obtain

f̆(2B2) = f̆(1) − ϵ2L−2
M vj∂xj ΠM

[
vi∂xi f̄

]
+ ϵ2L−1

M vj∂xj L−1
M

[
vi∂xi f̄

]
(63)

The derivation of the above closure takes advantage of the fact that L−1
M commutes with the time derivative.

This is not the case with the self-consistent formulation and as such we do not have a fine scale analogue to

the substitution described in this section. That said, the fine-scale approximation (63) also does not provide

unconditional entropy stability. We get

〈
vi∂xi

f̄ , Mf̆(2B2)

〉
=
〈
vi∂xi

f̄ , Mf̆(1)

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸
Stokes-Fourier (good)

+ϵ2

2 ∂xi

〈
vi, M

(
L−1

M [vj∂xj
f̄ ]
)2〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

Divergence term (ok)

− ϵ2
〈
L−1

M [vi∂xi
f̄ ], M L−1

M [vj∂xj
ΠM [vk∂xk

f̄ ]]
〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

Indeterminate sign (not good)

3.3.5 Super-Burnett equation

We note that the next level of closure of the Chapman-Enskog expansion in the background Maxwellian

formulation is given by

f̆(3B) = f̆(2B) + ϵ3L−1
M

(
St ∂t + vk∂xk

)
L−1

M

(
St ∂t + vj∂xj

)
L−1

M

[
vi∂xi f̄

]
and the new terms that do not end up on the boundary in the entropy equation (40) will come from the term〈
vl∂xl

f̄ ,M L−1
M

(
St ∂t + vk∂xk

)
L−1

M

(
St ∂t + vj∂xj

)
L−1

M

[
vi∂xi

f̄
]〉

. Using self-adjointness and the product rule of

derivatives this term can be rewritten to give

−
〈

(St ∂t + vj∂xj
)f̆(1), M L−1

M

[
(St ∂t + vj∂xj

)f̆(1)

]〉
+ St ∂t

〈
f̆(1),M L−1

M (St ∂t + vj∂xj
)f̆(1)

〉
+ ∂xk

〈
vk f̆(1),M L−1

M (St ∂t + vj∂xj )f̆(1)

〉
Due to the negative-definiteness of the linearized collision operator, we see that the first term above will be

non-negative. As such it will have a detrimental effect on the entropy stability of the conservation equations

that come from this closure. We are thus unable to deal with the problems of the Burnett equation by moving

up to the closure above it.
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3.4 An Entropy Stable Fine-Scale Closure

With the observations made of the entropy stability of the Burnett equation and Super-Burnett equations, we

can now propose a fine-scale closure that does produce entropy stability. This closure is accomplished with two

steps:

1. We assume that the Strouhal number St is at least of the same order as the Knudsen number ϵ. This

means that the term St ∂t in the fine-scale equations (44) and (39) will be at least an order higher in

Knudsen number than the other terms and thus when we come up with a new closure term beyond the

Navier-Stokes closure, we formally ignore this term. Thus our starting point for our alternative to the

Burnett equations will be

f = L−1
µ

[
vi∂xi

[ln(µ)] + ϵ

µ
vi∂xi

[µ f ]
]

+O(ϵ2f)

f̆ = ϵL−1
M vi∂xi

[
f̄ + f̆

]
+O

(
ϵ2f̆

)
2. The above equations can be trivially rewritten as:

f = f + ϵL−1
µ vj∂xj

[
f − L−1

µ

[
vi∂xi

[ln(µ)] + ϵ

µ
vi∂xi

[µ f ]
]]

f̆ = f̆ + ϵL−1
M vj∂xj

[
f̆ − ϵL−1

M vi∂xi

[
f̄ + f̆

]]
Initializing with f(1) (resp. f̆(1)), we use the above form as the basis for a new recursive relation on the

fine-scale:

f(k+1) = f(k) + ϵL−1
µ vj∂xj

[
f(k) − L−1

µ

[
vi∂xi

[ln(µ)] + ϵ

µ
vi∂xi

[
µ f(k)

]]]
(64)

f̆(k+1) = f̆(k) + ϵL−1
M vj∂xj

[
f̆(k) − ϵL−1

M vi∂xi

[
f̄ + f̆(k)

]]
(65)

In particular, we get an alternative closure to the Burnett equations of the form

f(2E) = f(1) − ϵ2L−1
µ vk∂xk

[
L−1

µ

[
1
µ
vj∂xj

[
µL−1

µ vi∂xi
ln (µ)

]]]
(66)

f̆(2E) = f̆(1) − ϵ3L−1
M vk∂xk

[
L−1

M vj∂xj

[
L−1

M

[
vi∂xi f̄

]]]
(67)

For the constant background formulation, this leads to a deviatoric stress and heat flux given by:

σ̃
(2E)
ij = σ̃

(1)
ij −

(
Φ̃1 ∂xk

∂xk

[
∂xi ũj + ∂xj ũi − 2

D
∂xl

ũl δij

]
+ 2Φ̃2

(
1 − 2

D

)(
∂xi

∂xj
− δij

D
∂xl

∂xl

)
[∂xk

ũk]
)

(68)

q̃
(2E)
i = q̃

(1)
i + Λ̃ ∂xi

∂xk
∂xk

θ̃ (69)

where

Φ̃1 = − ϵ3

θ0
K121

121 ; Φ̃2 = − ϵ3

θ0

K121
112 +K111

122

2
(

1 − 2
D

) ; Λ̃ = − ϵ3

θ2
0

〈
D11(v), ML−1

M [D11(v)]
〉
.
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The process of deriving equations (68) and (69) and the definitions of the terms Kpnm
ijk and D11(v) are elaborated

upon in Appendices D and E. To prove entropy stability we need to show that the terms ⟨vi∂xi f̄ ,M f̆(2E)⟩ and

⟨vi∂xi
ln (µ) , µ f(2E)⟩ yield non-positive terms and divergence terms. We use the self-adjointness of L−1

M and the

product rule of derivatives to show that

〈
vi∂xi f̄ ,M

(
−ϵ3L−1

M vk∂xk

[
L−1

M vj∂xj

[
L−1

M

[
vi∂xi f̄

]]])〉
= −ϵ

〈
f̆(1),M vk∂xk

[
L−1

M vj∂xj

[
f̆(1)

]]〉
= −ϵ ∂xk

〈
vkf̆(1),M L−1

M vj∂xj

[
f̆(1)

]〉
+ ϵ
〈
vk∂xk

f̆(1),M L−1
M

[
vj∂xj

f̆(1)

]〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0

Likewise for the non-linear case, starting from the term

〈
vi∂xi

ln (µ) , µ
(

−ϵ2L−1
µ vk∂xk

[
L−1

µ

[
1
µ
vj∂xj

[
µL−1

µ vi∂xi
ln (µ)

]]])〉

we have

−ϵ2
〈
f(1), µ vk∂xk

L−1
µ

[
1
µ
vj∂xj

[
µf(1)

]]〉
= −ϵ2 ∂xk

〈
vkf(1), µL−1

µ

[
1
µ
vj∂xj

[
µf(1)

]]〉
+ ϵ2

〈
1
µ
vk∂xk

[
µf(1)

]
, µL−1

µ

[
1
µ
vj∂xj

[
µf(1)

]]〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0

The iteration (65) also leads to an entropy stable f̆(3E) . Using f̆(1) = ϵL−1
M vk∂xk

f̄ , this approximation can be

written

f̆(3E) = f̆(2E) + ϵL−1
M vk∂xk

[
f̆(2E) − ϵL−1

M vj∂xj

[
f̄ + f̆(2E)

]]
= f̆(2E) + ϵL−1

M vk∂xk

[
f̆(2E) − f̆(1)

]
− ϵ2L−1

M vk∂xk
L−1

M vj∂xj

[
f̆(2E)

]
= f̆(2E) − ϵ3L−1

M vk∂xk
L−1

M vj∂xj L−1
M vi∂xi f̆(1) − ϵ2L−1

M vk∂xk
L−1

M vj∂xj

[
f̆(2E)

]
Thus the term of interest for proving entropy stability takes the form

〈
vm∂xm f̄ , M f̆(3E)

〉
=
〈
vm∂xm f̄ , M f̆(2E)

〉
− ϵ2

〈
f̆(1),M vk∂xk

L−1
M vj∂xj

L−1
M vi∂xi

f̆(1)

〉
− ϵ
〈
f̆(1),M vk∂xk

L−1
M vj∂xj f̆(2E)

〉
and we need only focus on just the last two terms from this expression. First

− ϵ2
〈
f̆(1),M vk∂xk

L−1
M vj∂xj

L−1
M vi∂xi

f̆(1)

〉
=

− ϵ2∂k

〈
vkf̆(1),M vj∂xj L−1

M vi∂xi f̆(1)

〉
+ ϵ2

〈
L−1

M vk∂xk
f̆(1),M vj∂xj L−1

M vi∂xi f̆(1)

〉
=

− ϵ2∂k

〈
vkf̆(1),M vj∂xj

L−1
M vi∂xi

f̆(1)

〉
+ ϵ2

2 ∂xj

〈
vj ,M

(
L−1

M vk∂xk
f̆(1)

)2
〉
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With the other term, applying the product rule to ∂xk
gives

−ϵ
〈
f̆(1),M vk∂xk

L−1
M vj∂xj

f̆(2E)

〉
= −∂xk

⟨. . .⟩ + ϵ
〈

L−1
M vk∂xk

f̆(1),M vj∂xj
f̆(2E)

〉
Noting that f̆(2E) = f̆(1) − ϵ2L−1

M vn∂xn
L−1

M vl∂xl
f̆(1), the second term in the above can be written as

ϵ
〈

L−1
M vk∂xk

f̆(1),M vj∂xj f̆(1)

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0

−ϵ3
〈

L−1
M vk∂xk

f̆(1),M vj∂xj
L−1

M vn∂xn
L−1

M vl∂xl
f̆(1)

〉

Applying the product rule to ∂xj in the second term above gives

−ϵ3 ∂xj
⟨. . .⟩ + ϵ3

〈
vj∂xj L−1

M vk∂xk
f̆(1),M L−1

M

[
vn∂xnL−1

M vl∂xl
f̆(1)

]〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0

At this time, we do not have a way to show whether the iteration (65) always leads to an entropy stable closure.

Moreover, due to the dependence µ has on x, the steps followed above cannot be used to prove entropy stability

for the fine-scale approximation f(3E) derived from (64). Compared to its linear counterpart, we will have terms

like

〈
L−1

µ

[
1
µ
vk∂xk

[µf(1)]
]
, µ vj∂xj

[
L−1

µ

[
1
µ
vi∂xi [µf(1)]

]]〉
= ϵ2

2

〈
vj , µ ∂xj

(
L−1

µ

[
1
µ
vk∂xk

[µf(1)]
])2

〉

that cannot either be moved to the boundary or shown to be non-positive.

For the remainder of this text, we shall focus on the conservation equations that arise from the fine-scale

approximation f̆(2E).

3.5 Summary Of Fine-Scale Approximations and the Resulting Closures

We summarise the linearized closures derived in this section for D = 3 in the table below

Chapman-Enskog Iteration

f̆(0) = 0; f̆(n+1) = ϵL−1
M

[
v · ∇f̄ + (St ∂t + v · ∇)[f̆(n)]

]

Stokes-Fourier
σ̃(1) = ω̃

(
∇ũ + (∇ũ)T − 2

3 divũ Id
)

=: 2 ω̃ ε(ũ)

q̃(1) = −κ̃∇θ̃

Burnett I
σ̃(2B1) = σ̃(1) − 2 Ξ̃ St ∂tε(ũ) − Ψ

(
∇∇ − Id

3 ∆
)

[ θ̃ ]

q̃(2B1) = q̃(1) + Υ St∂t∇θ̃ + θ0Ψ
2
(
∆ũ − 1

3 ∇divũ
)

Burnett II
σ̃(2B2) = σ̃(1) −

(
∇∇ − Id

3 ∆
) [

(Ψ − 2Ξ)θ̃ − 2θ0Ξ
ρ0

ρ̃
]

q̃(2B2) = q̃(1) + θ0Ψ
2 ∆ũ + θ0

(Ψ
6 − 2Υ

3
)

∇divũ

New Iteration

f̆(1) = ϵL−1
M v · ∇f̄ ; f̆(k+1) = f̆(k) + ϵL−1

M v · ∇
[
f̆(k) − ϵL−1

M v · ∇
[
f̄ + f̆(k)

]]
Entropy Stable

Extension

σ̃(2E) = σ̃(1) − 2
(

Φ̃1 ∆[ε(ũ)] + 1
3 Φ̃2

(
∇∇ − Id

3 ∆
)

[divũ]
)

q̃(2E) = q̃(1) + Λ̃ ∇∆θ̃
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The conservation equations for the linearized entropy stable extension will be

0 = ∂tρ̃+ ρ0 divũ

0 = ρ0 ∂tũ + ∇[ρ0θ̃ + ρ̃θ0] − 2 div
[
ω̃ ε(ũ) − Φ̃1 ∆ε(ũ) − Φ̃2

3

(
∇∇ − Id

3 ∆
)

[divũ]
]

0 = 3
2ρ0∂tθ̃ + ρ0θ0 divũ + div

[
−κ̃∇θ̃ + Λ̃∇∆θ̃

]

4 Model Problems

We now test the entropy stable extension on the parallel plates problem illustrated in Figure 1. The advantage of

Temp. = φ̃L Temp. = φ̃R

velocity = 0 velocity = 0

x1 = 0 x1 = l

constant force (0, G, 0)

x2

x1

Figure 1: The setup consists of two parallel plates, assumed to be infinite in two dimensions, that are a distance l apart.
A constant force G parallel to the surface of the plate is applied to the gas within the channel.

this setup is that the macroscopic parameters of the system depend of just the coordinate perpendicular to the

walls of the channel x1. By imposing the condition ∂x2 [ρ̃θ0 + ρ0θ̃] = −G on the entire domain, the equations

simplify to:

∂xi
ũi = 0 −ω̃ ∂2

x1
ũ2 + Φ̃1 ∂

4
x1
ũ2 = G

ρ0 ∂x1 θ̃ + θ0 ∂x1 ρ̃ = 0 −κ̃ ∂2
x1
θ̃ + Λ̃ ∂4

x1
θ̃ = 0 (70)

For our purposes, we only focus on the two equations on the right. The corresponding equations for the two

versions of the Burnett equations discussed, as well as the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations, are

−ω̃ ∂2
x1
ũ2 = G; −κ̃ ∂2

x1
θ̃ = 0 (71)

All variables and parameters are non-dimensionalized and the dependence on the Knudsen number extracted by

introducing the following variables:

x = x1

l
u = ũ2√

θ0
θ = θ̃

θ0

B = ϵ
Gl2

ω̃
√
θ0

ku = ϵl

√
ω̃

Φ̃1
kθ = ϵl

√
κ̃

Λ̃
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Substituting these variables into (70) gives the following ODEs

−d2u

dx2 + ϵ2

k2
u

d4u

dx4 = B

ϵ
(72)

− d2θ

dx2 + ϵ2

k2
θ

d4θ

dx4 = 0 (73)

We will use this setup to study two problems. The stationary heat problem will focus exclusively on (73) and

the Poiseuille channel problem will focus exclusively on (72).

The constants in (70) take the form:

ω̃ = γ1 ϵτρ0θ0 κ̃ = 5
2γ2 ϵτρ0θ0

Φ̃1 = Γ1 ϵ
3τ3ρ0θ

2
0 Λ̃ = Γ2 ϵ

3τ3ρ0θ
2
0

where γ1, γ2, Γ1 and Γ2 are parameters that depend on the choice of collision operator and τ = l
√

π
8θ0

for what

follows.5 These can be calculated using the method described in Appendix F. We list their values for the Hard

Spheres and BGK operators in Table 1.

From this point on unless otherwise indicated, we shall work exclusively with the Hard Spheres parameters

when concrete solutions need to be computed.

Calculated Fluid Parameters for BGK and Hard spheres
γ1 γ2 Γ1 Γ2

BGK 1 1 2 28
3

Hard Spheres 1.270042 1.922284 2.838848 37.47015

Table 1

4.1 Boundary conditions

In general, the derivation of boundary conditions for a given macroscopic closure requires its own specialized

analysis. For example, Aoki et al. [29] and Coron [30] employ an asymptotic boundary layer analysis on the

Boltzmann equation to derive slip boundary conditions for the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations while Gu and

Emerson [14] use a Hermite polynomial expansion of the distribution function supplemented by correction factors

obtained from DSMC modeling of planar Couette flow to derive a complete set of boundary conditions for the

regularized 13 moment equations [9].

In order to obtain boundary conditions for the entropy stable extension, we first determine complementary

pairs of essential and natural boundary conditions for the two main equations of (70) by deriving a suitable
5This value of τ can be derived from equation (18b) and (21) of [29]. The mean collision frequency of a hard sphere gas at the

equilibrium state described by the global Maxwellian M is 1
ϵτ

.
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weak form for them. Using test functions w, ϑ ∈ H2([0, l]) and integrating by parts6, we get

0 = ω̃

∫ l

0
∂x1w ∂x1u2 dx1 + Φ̃1

∫ l

0
∂2

x1
w ∂2

x1
u2 dx1 +

(
−w n1σ̃

(2E)
12 − ∂x1w n1Φ̃1∂

2
x1
ũ2

) ∣∣∣∣∣
x=l

x=0

0 = κ̃

∫ l

0
∂x1ϑ ∂x1θ̃ dx1 + Λ̃

∫ l

0
∂2

x1
ϑ∂2

x1
θ̃ dx1 +

(
ϑ n1q̃

(2E)
1 − ∂x1ϑ n1 Λ̃ ∂2

x1
θ̃
) ∣∣∣∣∣

x=l

x=0

where n1 is the outward pointing normal at the boundary (so n1(0) = −1 and n1(1) = 1 ). We observe two pairs

of complementary essential and natural boundary conditions inherent to the equations: the first pair indicates

that we either specify the temperature θ̃ (resp. ũ2) at the boundary or specify the heat flux n1q̃
(2E)
1 (resp.

n1σ̃
(2E)
12 ) at the boundary and the second pair indicates that we either specify n1∂x1 θ̃ (resp.n1∂x1 ũ2) or specify

the second derivative term Λ̃∂2
x1
θ̃ (resp. Φ̃1∂

2
x1
ũ2).

This analysis only tells us where to impose boundary conditions but not what the imposed boundary
conditions should be. As a starting point for this latter goal, we replace the linearized Boltzmann equation’s
distribution function with our closure in the kinetic boundary condition. For the diffuse reflection boundary
condition, which will be our focus in this paper, this amounts to computing:∫

{v1n1≥0}

(
f̄ + f̆(2E)

)
M v1n1dv +

∫
{v1n1≤0}

(
ρb

ρ0
+

ũb · v

θ0
+

φ̃b

2θ2
0

(|v|2 − Dθ0)
)

Mv1n1dv = 0 (74)∫
{v1n1≤0}

m̄
(

f̄ + f̆(2E)
)

Mv1n1dv −
∫

{v1n1≤0}
m̄

(
ρb

ρ0
+

ũb · v

θ0
+

φ̃b

2θ2
0

(|v|2 − Dθ0)
)

Mv1n1dv = 0 (75)

where m̄ ∈ {1, v2, |v|2}, φ̃b and ũb are the temperature and velocity of the boundary and ρb is the mass density

at the boundary required to ensure that the zero mass flux condition (74) is satisfied. At x = 0, the computation

of (74) and (75) yields7

ũ1 = 0 (76)
1
ρ0

(
ρ(0) − ρL

b

)
+ 1

2
(
θ(0) − φL

)
= 0 (77)√

2
π

(
u(0) − ub(0)

)
− ω̃

ϵlρ0
√
θ0

(
ϵ
du

dx
(0)
)

+ Φ̃1

ϵ3l3ρ0
√
θ0

(
ϵ3
d3u

dx3 (0)
)

= 0 (78)√
2
π

(
2(ρ(0) − ρL

b )
ρ0

+ 3
(
θ(0) − φL

))
− κ̃

ϵlρ0
√
θ0

(
ϵ
dθ

dx
(0)
)

+ Λ̃
ϵ3l3ρ0

√
θ0

(
ϵ3
d3θ

dx3 (0)
)

= 0 (79)

from which we obtain natural boundary conditions of the form

−σ(2E)
12 (xb)n1(xb) := −

(
ϵω

du

dx
(xb) − ϵ3Φd

3u

dx3 (xb)
)
n1(xb) =

√
2
π

(
u(xb) − ub(xb)

)
(80)

q
(2E)
1 (xb)n1(xb) :=

(
−ϵκ dθ

dx
(xb) + ϵ3Λ d

3θ

dx3 (xb)
)
n1(xb) = 2

√
2
π

(
θ(xb) − φb

)
(81)

where xb ∈ {0, 1}, ω = ω̃
ϵlρ0

√
θ0
, κ = κ̃

ϵlρ0
√

θ0
, Φ = Φ̃1

ϵ3l3ρ0
√

θ0
and Λ = Λ̃

ϵ3l3ρ0
√

θ0
.

We would still need boundary conditions for Φ d2u
dx2 and Λ d2θ

dx2 in order to completely determine a solution. A

prescription for each will be made in the model problems that follow.
6Once on the Stokes-Fourier terms and twice for the entropy stable extension terms.
7At x = 1, the signs on the derivative terms switch.
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4.2 Stationary Heat Problem

The general solution to Equation (73) is

θ(x) = c1 exp
(
kθx

ϵ

)
+ c2 exp

(
−kθx

ϵ

)
+ c3x + c4 (82)

and the heat flux across the channel will be

q
(2E)
1 := −ϵκ dθ

dx
+ ϵ3Λ d

3θ

dx3 = −ϵκ
(
dθ

dx
− ϵ2

k2
θ

d3θ

dx3

)
= − ϵκ c3 (83)

In order solve the ci uniquely, we use (81) in addition to the following boundary condition:

ϵ2Λ d
2θ

dx2 (xb) = ϵ ζ
dθ

dx
(xb)n1(xb) + χ

(
θ(xb) − φb

)
(84)

where ζ and χ are as yet undetermined constants. As a result,

c1 = −c2 e
− kθ

ϵ = − ϵ

2c0

(
4ζ − χκ

√
2π
)
(φR − φL)

c3 = 2
c0

(
kθ ζ

(
1 + e

kθ
ϵ

)
+ κ

(
1 − e

kθ
ϵ

))
(φR − φL) (85)

c4 = 1
2c0

(
ϵ(φR + φL)

(
kθζκ

√
2π
(
1 + e

kθ
ϵ

)
+
(
4ζ + κ(κ− χ)

√
2π
)(

1 − e
kθ
ϵ

))
+ 4φL

(
kθζ
(
1 + e

kθ
ϵ

)
+ κ
(
1 − e

kθ
ϵ

)))

where c0 = ζkθ (2 + ϵκ
√

2π)
(
1 + e

kθ
ϵ

)
+
(
ϵ(4ζ + κ(κ− χ)

√
2π) + 2κ

)(
1 − e

kθ
ϵ

)
. We still need to determine good

values for ζ and χ. To this end, we use the data points in Table 4.1 of [22] which were obtained by numerically

solving the linearized Boltzmann equation with the hard spheres operator. With φR = 1 and φL = 0, this heat

flux data, qData, and our non-dimensional heat flux (83) are related by qData = −q(2E)
1

√
2 while the Knudsen

number k in [22] and our Knudsen number ϵ are related by k =
√

π
2 ϵ. Leaving ζ and χ as free parameters, we

use the fitnlm function in MATLAB to find the values that best fit (83) to the rescaled linearized Boltzmann

solution data − 1√
2q

Data. This process yields values of ζ = −0.96491 and χ = −0.94298 with R2 = 1 and root

mean square error of 0.000671 between the data and our function.

In Figure 2, we plot Equation (83) with the obtained fitted values and − 1√
2q

Data. We also plot the Navier-

Stokes-Fourier heat flux solution with no temperature jump q
(1)
1 = −ϵκ, as well as a Navier-Stokes-Fourier heat

flux solution with a temperature jump obtained by solving Equation (71) using the boundary condition (81)

without the third order derivative term

q
(1)
1 = − ϵκ

1 + ϵκ
√

π
2

We also include the solution due to the Grad-Hilbert expansion given in Equation (4.18c) of [22]. In our

non-dimensionalization, this will be

qGH = − ϵκ

1 + ϵ d1
√
π
,

where d1 = 2.4001 for hard spheres. Finally, we note that in the collisionless limit ϵ → ∞, the linearized

Boltzmann equation can be solved exactly with heat flux calculated to be qExact
∞ = −

√
2
π . Due to the boundary
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Figure 2: Heat flux as a function of the Knudsen number in the stationary heat problem. All the methods compared
agree in the small ϵ regime but the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution without a jump condition (green dotted line) deviates
first as ϵ increases. The Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution with a jump condition (maroon dotted line) remains relatively
close to the linearized Boltzmann solution and even converges to the correct collisionless limit heat flux. The Grad-Hilbert
solution (orange dot-dashed line) does better than the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution with a jump condition for ϵ ≤ 1 but
converges to the wrong value in the collisionless limit. Finally, the solution due to our entropy stable extension agrees
with the linearized Boltzmann solution remarkably well over the entire range of Knudsen numbers observed.

condition (81), it turns out that the heat flux due to our entropy stable extension will always converge to qExact
∞

regardless of the value of κ, Λ, ζ and χ used.8

In Figure 3, we plot the temperature distribution that results from using ζ = −0.96491 and χ = −0.94298 in

Equation (85) at ϵ = 0.125, 0.25, 1.0 and 100. For comparison, we also plot the temperature distribution due

to the Grad-Hilbert extension (Equation (4.18b) of [22]9) and the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution with jump

conditions.

In the collisionless limit, the temperature distribution predicted by the linearized Boltzmann equation is
φL+φR

2 = 1
2 and we see that all three solutions plotted converge to this limit solution at large Knudsen numbers10

approach this limit. Thus all solutions are again in agreement at very large Knudsen numbers.

4.3 Poiseuille Channel Flow and the Knudsen Minimum

The general solution to (72) is

u(x) = −Bx2

2ϵ + d3x+ d4 + d1 exp
(
kux

ϵ

)
+ d2 exp

(
−kux

ϵ

)
(86)

As in the case of the stationary heat problem, we need to specify a boundary condition on Φ d2u
dx2 (xb) in addition

to the boundary condition (80), in order to fully determine the solution. However we cannot use a boundary
8In fact, the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution with the jump condition derived from (81) also exhibits this behavior.
9With φR = 1 and φL = 0, the non-dimensional temperature in [22] TH −T0

T1−T0
equals θ.

10We again note that our solution converges to this limit regardless of the value of κ, Λ, ζ and χ used.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the non-dimensional temperature distribution obtained via the entropy stable extension (blue
line), the Grad-Hilbert expansion (orange dashed) and the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations with the jump boundary
conditions described in the text (red dotted). The three solutions agree strongly in the interior of the channel for
smaller Knudsen numbers with a discrepancy at the walls that extends into the domain as the Knudsen number increases
(ϵ = 0.125, 0.25, and 1). The solution due to the entropy stable extension hews more closely to the Grad-Hilbert
temperature distribution than the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution does. Because all three solutions converge to the correct
collisionless limit temperature distribution, they again agree strongly for very large Knudsen numbers (ϵ = 100).

condition like (84) because Equation (72) shows that in the limit where ϵ goes to zero d2u
dx2 = O(ϵ−1) and this

would be inconsistent with a boundary condition that takes a form similar to (84). With this in mind, we instead

opt for the following boundary conditions

(
−ϵω du

dx
(xb) + ϵ3Φd

3u

dx3 (xb)
)
n1(xb) = u(xb)

√
2
π

; d2u

dx2 (xb) =
(

− 1 + C(ϵ)
)B
ϵ

; xb ∈ {0, 1}

The second boundary condition can be thought of as a perturbation of the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution’s

second derivative
(
i.e. − B

ϵ

)
by the function C(ϵ). The solution that results is

u(x)
B

= (x− x2)
2ϵ + ω

2

√
π

2 + ϵC(ϵ)
k2

u

(exp
(

kux
ϵ

)
+ exp

(
ku(1−x)

ϵ

)
exp

(
ku

ϵ

)
+ 1

− 1
)

(87)

where the first two terms represent the Stokes-Fourier contribution to the solution whilst the term with C(ϵ) is

the contribution of our entropy stable extension. Notice that the velocity slip at the boundary is constant for

all Knudsen numbers because the C(ϵ) term vanishes at the boundaries. This means that the current set of

boundary conditions produces a velocity slip at the boundary equal to that given by the Navier-Stokes-Fourier
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solution. This shortcoming will be dealt with in the next section, but first we explore Equation (87) a bit further.

The perturbation C(ϵ) determines how the extension to the Stokes-Fourier solution behaves within the

domain and thus needs to be carefully chosen. To that end, we calculate the mass flux within the channel. It has

been experimentally observed that the mass flux of the gas in the channel is observed to initially decrease with

increasing Knudsen number until it reaches a particular Knudsen number, the Knudsen minimum, where the

mass flux then increases monotonically [31]. This phenomenon cannot be replicated by the Navier-Stokes-Fourier

equations which predict a monotonically decreasing mass flux. Equation (87) gives the mass flux in the channel

as

Q(ϵ)
B

:=
∫ 1

0

u(x)
B

dx = 1
12ϵ + ω

2

√
π

2 + C(ϵ) 2ϵ2

k3
u

(
tanh

(
ku

2ϵ

)
− ku

2ϵ

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:= D(ϵ)

(88)

and we immediately see that the C(ϵ)D(ϵ) term will have to counteract the monotone decreasing behavior of the

first two terms as ϵ increases in order to produce a Knudsen minimum. Because D(ϵ) is fixed, we can carefully

choose C(ϵ) to select for a particular Knudsen minimum and growth behavior in the collisionless limit.

To illustrate this point, we note that Cercignani and Daneri show in [32] that Q(ϵ)
B ∼ γ1

4 ln(ϵ) in the collisionless

limit. We therefore choose a perturbation of the form C(ϵ) = −ϵ
(
h1 ln

(
1 + ϵ

)
+ h2

)
, where h1 and h2 are

constants. This will ensure that C(0) = 0 and C(ϵ)D(ϵ) = O(ln(ϵ)) in the collisionless limit. Roughly speaking,

h1 tunes the logarithmic growth at large ϵ whilst h2 tunes the Knudsen minimum in the transition regime. This

ansatz is chosen for its simplicity; it is by no means unique nor provably the best possible choice. To determine

good values for h1 and h2, we use the data in Table V of the paper by Ohwada et al. [23], where this problem is

solved numerically for the Hard Spheres linearized Boltzmann equation over a wide range of Knudsen numbers.

We first note that the relationship between the non-dimensional mass flux MP in [23] and ours is Q(ϵ)
B =

− γ1
√

π
2 MP and that the conversion from our Knudsen parameter ϵ to their Knudsen parameter k is given by

k =
√

π
2 ϵ. Using the fitnlm function in MATLAB gives best fit parameters of h1 = 2.1246 and h2 = 2.3066 with

R2 = 0.978 between Equation (88) and the data. In Figure 4, we compare the fitted solution 2
γ1

√
π

Q
B to the

mass flux −MP in Table V, the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equation solution (i.e. C(ϵ) = 0) and the regularized

13 moment (R13) equations solution calculated for Maxwell molecules by Struchtrup and Torrilhon in [33]. A

summary of the conversions used to compare these solutions is given in Table 2.

Poiseuille Channel Conversions
Linearized Boltz-
mann [23]

Entropy Stable Ex-
tension

R13 moment equa-
tions [33]

k
√

π
2 ϵ 4

√
2

5 Kn

−uP
2

γ1
√

π
u
B

4γ1
√

2
5F v

−MP
2

γ1
√

π
Q
B

4γ1
√

2
5F J

Table 2: The conversion scheme for a direct comparison of our entropy stable extension solutions to that of Ohwada et
al. [23] and Struchtrup and Torrilhon [33]. Here, γ1 = 1.270042

Figure 4 shows that the mass flux due to our entropy stable extension is in reasonable agreement with the

linearized Boltzmann solution for the range of Knudsen numbers studied. The R13 solution is just as good as
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Figure 4: We use C(ϵ) = −ϵ
(
2.1246 ln(1+ ϵ)+2.3066

)
in (88) and plot 2

Bγ1
√

π
Q
(

2√
π

k
)

against k (blue line). Also plotted
are the linearized Boltzmann data points due to Ohwada, Sone and Aoki [23] (red dots), the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution
(C(ϵ) = 0) (black dash line) and the R13 moments solution from Struchtrup and Torrilhon [33] (magenta dot-dash). We
observe a reasonable agreement between our function and the data points from Ohwada et al., quantified by R2 = 0.978.
The Knudsen minimum for the extension occurs around attained at k = 0.48. The Stokes solution for the mass flux (black
dashed) does not exhibit a Knudsen minimum and decreases monotonically whilst R13 solution is really good for smaller
values of k but diverges from the Boltzmann solution as k increases.

our solution for smaller values of k but diverges wildly from linearized Boltzmann solution shortly after attaining

a Knudsen minimum.

Next, we use the fitted parameters in the velocity equation (87) and compare the result to velocity data

taken from Table I and II of [23] in Figures 5. Because our solution provides no correction to the velocity slip,

the velocity given by (87) is a poor match to the Boltzmann solution. The best results are observed for low

intermediate Knudsen numbers (eg. k = 0.4 in Figure (5)) but the flow profile at smaller or bigger Knudsen

regimes leaves something to be desired. For smaller Knudsen numbers, the inaccuracy could be remedied by

a more judicious choice of C(ϵ). However at larger Knudsen numbers, no choice of C(ϵ) could remedy the

inaccuracy that results due to a lack of a correction to the velocity slip in Equation (87).

In the next section, we describe a set of boundary conditions that introduce a non-constant velocity slip for

our solution, leading to a better solution overall.

4.4 The Effects of an Added Slip Function

In order to introduce a non-constant velocity slip to our solution, we replace ub(xb) = 0 with ub(xb) = Bs(ϵ) in

the boundary condition (80), where s(ϵ) is a slip function we shall describe later. To keep things as simple as

possible, our boundary conditions will now be:

(
−ϵω du

dx
(xb) + ϵ3Φd

3u

dx3 (xb)
)
n1(xb) =

√
2
π

(
u(xb) −Bs(ϵ)

)
; ϵ2

d2u

dx2 (xb) = −αBs(ϵ); xb ∈ {0, 1}
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Figure 5: We use C(ϵ) = −ϵ
(
2.1246 ln(1 + ϵ) + 2.3066

)
in (87) to compare 2

γ1
√

π
u
(
x; 2√

π
k
)

(blue line) to the data points
for the velocity profile provided in [23] (red dots), the reduced R13 moments solution in [34] (magenta dot-dash) and the
Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution (black dash). We fix the range of the y-axis to [0.25, 1.6] in all the plots. Notice that the
Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution and the entropy stable extension always agree at x = 1. The best results occur for low
intermediate Knudsen numbers (represented by k = 0.4). We omit the R13 solution at k = 2 and k = 8 because these are
outside its range of validity.

where α is a yet to be determined constant. Notice that requiring that d2u
dx2 = O(ϵ−1) as ϵ goes to zero implies

that s(ϵ) = O(ϵ) in this limit. The velocity and mass flux that result from these boundary conditions are

u

B
= x− x2

2ϵ + ω

2

√
π

2 + s(ϵ) + ϵ− αs(ϵ)
k2

u

(
exp

(
kux

ϵ

)
+ exp

(ku(1−x)
ϵ

)
exp

(
ku

ϵ

)
+ 1

− 1
)

(89)

Q

B
= 1

12ϵ + ω

2

√
π

2 + s(ϵ) +
2ϵ
(
ϵ− αs(ϵ)

)
k3

u

(
tanh

(
ku

2ϵ

)
− ku

2ϵ

)
(90)

We observe that Q
B ∼ s(ϵ) in the collisionless limit which motivates the ansatz s(ϵ) = h1 ln(1 +h2ϵ). This ensures

that s(ϵ) = O(ϵ) as ϵ goes to zero and s(ϵ) = O(ln(ϵ)) for large ϵ. There are now three parameters to determine,

namely, h1, h2 and α.

As before, we determine good values for α, h1 and h2 by comparing 2
Bγ1

√
π
Q
(

2√
π
k
)

to the −Mp values

in Table V of [23] using the fitnlm function in MATLAB. This process gives α = 3.543, h1 = 0.18199 and

h2 = 3.0858 with R2 = 0.998. In Figure 6, we compare our fitted solution to the data points of [23], the full R13

solution and the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution.

We then use these parameters in the velocity equation (89) and compare the result to the velocity data in

Table I and II of [23] in Figures 7 and 8. In general, the fitted velocity underestimates the peak velocity whilst
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Figure 6: Plot of 2
Bγ1

√
π

Q
(

2√
π

k
)

from (90) with α = 3.543, h1 = 0.18199, h2 = 3.0858. Also plotted are the data
points from Table V of [23], the R13 moment solution from [33] and the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution. We observe an
even stronger agreement to the data points than the solution given in Figure 4 quantified by a higher R2 of 0.998. The
Knudsen minimum for the entropy stable extension with an added slip function, located at k = 0.76, is also in strong
agreement with that of the Boltzmann solution from [23].

overestimating the velocity slip. However this solution is superior to Equation (87) in matching the linearized

Boltzmann solution.

5 Conclusion

In this manuscript, we derived a set of fourth order PDEs that serve as an alternative to the Burnett equations

through a reformulation of the process of deriving closures for the deviatoric stress and heat flux from the

Boltzmann equation. This reformulation subsumes the Chapman-Enskog expansion whilst opening the door to

other possibilities for closure. In particular, our closure is crafted so as to obtain entropy stability at all Knudsen

numbers for both non-linear and linearized versions of the resulting conservation equations.

The rest of the paper focuses on the linearized Hard spheres version of the equations which we apply to the

stationary heat problem and the Poiseuille channel. By deriving a symmetric weak form for the momentum and

energy equations, we are able to deduce the left hand sides of the natural boundary conditions for these two

problems. We obtain the full form of the first set of natural boundary conditions11 by directly substituting our

closure distribution into the linearized Boltzmann diffuse reflection boundary condition. For the second set of

natural boundary conditions, we assume the right hand side takes a particular form with free parameters whose

best values we determine by comparing to the Boltzmann equation.

For the stationary heat problem, we are able to obtain an almost perfect match to the linearized Boltzmann

heat flux by fitting just two free parameters in the second set of natural boundary conditions. We then compute
11Those obtained when we integrate by parts the first time.
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Figure 7: We use α = 3.543, h1 = 0.18199, h2 = 3.0858 in Equation (89) to compare 2
B

√
π

u
(

x; 2γ1√
π

k
)

(blue line) with
the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution (black dash), the linearized Boltzmann solution in [23] (red dot) and the reduced R13
solution from [34] for k < 1. The range of the y-axis is fixed to [0.25, 1.6] for all plots. The added slip allows the solution
of the entropy stable extension to better match the linearized Boltzmann solution (compare solution without added slip
in Figure 5). In general, this solution underestimates the peak velocity and overestimates the slip at the boundary.

the temperature distribution within the channel with the obtained free parameters and find that it agrees

remarkably well with the Grad-Hilbert temperature in the interior of the domain. The discrepancy between the

two solutions at the boundary slowly increases as the Knudsen number is increased.

For the Poiseuille channel, we find that even though the fitted parameters lead to remarkable agreement of

our mass flux to that of the linearized Boltzmann equation, the boundary conditions as set up do not provide

any correction to the Navier-Stokes-Fourier velocity slip at the boundary. We found that introducing a slip

function into the boundary conditions not only provided a correction to the velocity slip but also led to a mass

flux that better matched the linearized Boltzmann mass flux.

Considering that these closures were derived as asymptotic corrections to the Navier-Stokes-Fourier equations

into the early transition regime, it cannot be overemphasized how surprising it is that they produce accurate

solutions far beyond the expected regime of validity. As the simple nature of the parallel plate test domain

might help explain this, it is imperative to test these equations on more complicated domains analytically and

numerically. Of particular interest for future research is the behavior of these equations in dynamic problems

especially in situations where the assumption that St = O(ϵ) is no longer true.

Deriving solutions for these equations will also require a far better understanding of the boundary conditions
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Figure 8: We use α = 3.543, h1 = 0.18199, h2 = 3.0858 in Equation (89) to compare 2
B

√
π

u
(

x; 2γ1√
π

k
)

(blue line) with
the Navier-Stokes-Fourier solution (black dash) and the linearized Boltzmann solution (red dot) for k ten times larger
than in Figure 7. Range of the y-axis is fixed to [0.25, 1.6] for all plots. The mismatch between the slip from the extension
and that from the linearized Boltzmann equation is much more pronounced but the non-constant slip leads to a better
overall flow profile than in the version without the slip function. The velocity slip mismatch could indicate that effects
due to the Knudsen layer are not sufficiently resolved by the extension.

that need to be imposed. On this front, the model problems in this paper suggest the importance of picking

extra boundary conditions that interpolate the continuum and collisionless limit behaviors of the system under

consideration. What’s more, we believe that the parameters in the boundary condition will depend on the surface

derivative of the normal vector and, as a result, the local curvature of the boundary. A systematic derivation of

the boundary conditions for these equations that correspond to kinetic analogues (eg. diffuse reflection) would

be needed whatever the case may be.

We also plan to investigate the non-linear conservation equations we derived along lines similar to above

outline for the linearized equations. These equations will present more complications compared to their linearized

counterpart, particularly because the underlying Maxwellian now depends on space and time and thus interacts

with those derivatives. However they potentially possess a much larger range of applicability compared to the

linearized equations.
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[16] T. J. Hughes, G. R. Feijóo, L. Mazzei, J. B. Quincy, The variational multiscale method—a paradigm for

computational mechanics, Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 166 (1998) 3–24.

doi:10.1016/S0045-7825(98)00079-6.

[17] T. J. Hughes, G. Sangalli, Variational multiscale analysis: the fine-scale green’s function, projection,

optimization, localization, and stabilized methods, SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis 45 (2) (2007)

539–557.

[18] Y. Bazilevs, V. Calo, J. Cottrell, T. Hughes, A. Reali, G. Scovazzi, Variational multiscale residual-based

turbulence modeling for large eddy simulation of incompressible flows, Computer Methods in Applied

Mechanics and Engineering 197 (2007) 173–201. doi:10.1016/j.cma.2007.07.016.

[19] C. Cercignani, R. Illner, M. Pulvirenti, The Mathematical Theory of Dilute Gases, Springer New York, New

York, NY, 1994.

[20] F. Golse, The boltzmann equation and its hydrodynamic limits, Evolutionary equations 2 (2005) 159–301.

[21] L. Saint-Raymond, Hydrodynamic Limits of the Boltzmann Equation, no. v. 1971 in Lecture Notes in

Mathematics, Springer, 2009.

[22] Y. Sone, Molecular Gas Dynamics, Birkhäuser Boston, 2007.
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A Even Moments of the Maxwellian

We derive general expressions for integrals of the form

∫
RD

ci1 . . . cim
|c|kMρ,u,θ dc (91)

where c = v − u and m and k are positive integers such that m+ k is even (one can show the integral evaluates

to zero when m+ k is odd).

First we note that generalized spherical coordinates can be used to show that

∫
RD

|c|2nMρ,u,θ dc =
(

n−1∏
k=0

(D + 2k)
)
ρθn (92)

The key to finding a general form for (91) is to think of it as a tensor i.e.

∫
RD

ci1 . . . cim |c|kMρ,u,θ dc := T k
i1...im

(93)

Because the Maxwellian and the Lebesgue measure dc are invariant under rotational transformations, the tensor

T k
i1...im

will be invariant under a change of coordinates in the ij subscripts. In other words for fixed k, the tensor

T k
i1...im

is an isotropic tensor. This is to our advantage because isotropic tensors take very particular forms [35].

For example all isotropic 2-tensors and 4-tensors take the form:

T k
i1i2

= T δi1i2

T k
i1i2i3i4

= Ta δi1i2δi3i4 + Tb δi1i3δi2i4 + Tc δi1i4δi2i3
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The scalars T, Ta, Tb, Tc can then be found by considering all possible complete contractions of the tensor 12:

T = T k
ii

D

Ta =
(D + 1)T k

iijj − T k
ijij − T k

ijji

D(D − 1)(D + 2)

Tb =
(D + 1)T k

ijij − T k
iijj − T k

ijji

D(D − 1)(D + 2)

Tc =
(D + 1)T k

ijji − T k
ijij − T k

iijj

D(D − 1)(D + 2)

The final observation is that these complete contractions (eg. T k
ijij) will be integrals of the form shown in (92).

We present below several integrals we will use in later sections of the appendix that were computed in the

manner described.

∫
RD

cicjM dc = δij

D

∫
RD

|c|2M dw = ρθδij (94)∫
RD

cicj |c|2M dw = (D + 2) ρθ2δij (95)∫
RD

cicj |c|4M dw = (D + 2)(D + 4) ρθ3 δij (96)∫
RD

cicjckclM dc = ρθ2 (δijδkl + δikδjl + δilδjk) (97)∫
RD

cicjckcl|c|2M dc = (D + 4)ρθ3 (δijδkl + δikδjl + δilδjk) (98)∫
RD

cicjckclcmcnM dc = ρθ3 (δijδklδmn + fourteen other terms) (99)

B Derivation of Projection Operator

In this section, we show that equation (28) (shown below as equation (100)) defines an orthogonal projection

onto the space of collision invariants I with respect to the L 2(Mdv) inner product.

ΠM[g] = 1
ρ

⟨1, M g⟩ + (v − u)
ρθ

· ⟨(v − u), M g⟩

+
(

|v − u|2

2θ − D

2

)
2
Dρ

〈(
|v − u|2

2θ − D

2

)
, M g

〉
(100)

The derivation amounts to switching from the basis {1, v1, . . . , vD, |v|2/2} to the L 2(Mdv)-orthonormal basis

{
1

√
ρ
,
v1 − u1√

ρθ
, . . . ,

vD − uD√
ρθ

,

√
2
Dρ

(
|v − u|2

2θ − D

2

)}

and using this basis for our projection. To that end, we perform the orthogonalization via Gram-Schmidt.

The first basis element e1 = 1√
ρ follows immediately from the fact that

⟨1, M⟩ = ρ. To deduce e2, note that

q1
2 = v1 − ⟨e1, M v1⟩ e1 = v1 − 1

ρ
⟨1, M v1⟩ = v1 − u1

12Actually Ta = Tb = Tc because equation (91) is symmetric in its subscript indices. We go through the trouble of writing out the
explicit expressions form Ta, Tb and Tc in order to accommodate the instances in which an isotropic tensor is not symmetric.
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has norm

|| q1
2 ||2M := ⟨(v1 − u1), M (v1 − u1)⟩ = ρθ

where we used equation (94) to obtain the final equality. Thus our second orthonormal basis term is e1
2 =

(v1 − u1)/
√
ρθ . More generally if we define ei

2 = (vi − ui)/
√
ρθ , we see that the set {ei

2}D
i=1 is orthonormal

because, by Equation (94),

⟨(vi − ui), M (vj − uj)⟩ = ρθδij = 0, for i ̸= j

Thus we are left with just |v|2. We first orthogonalize

q3 = |v|2

2 − 1
2
〈
e1, M |v|2

〉
e1 − 1

2
〈
ei

2, M |v|2
〉
ei

2 = |v − u|2 −Dθ

2 (101)

The norm of q3 gives us three terms to integrate〈(
|v − u|2 −Dθ

2

)2

, M

〉
= 1

4
〈
|v − u|4, M

〉
− Dθ

2
〈
|v − u|2, M

〉
+ D2θ2

4 ⟨1, M⟩

= D

2 ρθ
2 (102)

where we have made use of the identity (92) in the above. Thus our final basis element can be written as

e3 =
√

2
Dρ

(
|v − u|2

2θ − D

2

)

We then perform an orthonormal projection onto I with our orthonormal basis {e1, e
1
2, . . . , e

D
2 , e3}, i.e.

ΠM[g] = e1 ⟨e1, M g⟩ + ei
2
〈
ei

2, M g
〉

+ e3 ⟨e3, M g⟩

Notice that equation (100) isn’t the only orthonormal projection onto the space of collision invariants as we could,

for example, obtain other orthonormal bases by switching the order in which we carry out the Gram-Schmidt

procedure. However the fact that (100) also appears when computing µ′(M)[Mf ] (see section C) suggests that

this particular projection can be considered canonical.

C BGK collision operator

In this section, we will detail how the BGK operator [26] gives rise to a linearized collision operator that satisfies

the properties required for our formulation. The BGK operator is given by

CBGK(F ) = µ(F ) − F

τ(F ) (103)

where τ(F ) > 0 denotes the rate of relaxation to equilibrium that may depend on moments of F . For example, [22]

and [23] use τ = Ac ρ(F ) where Ac is a constant.

To show that CBGK complies with Galilean invariance, note that by a change of variables in (22) it can be

shown that ρµ(TUF ) = ρµ(F ) = ρµ(TOF ) and θµ(TUF ) = θµ(F ) = θµ(TOF ) whilst uµ(TUF ) = uµ(F ) + U
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and uµ(TOF ) = TOuµ(F ). This means that µ(TUF ) = TUµ(F ) and TOµ(F ) = µ(TOF ). Therefore, we establish

that

CBGK(TUF ) = µ(TUF ) − TUF

τ
= TU CBGK(F ). (104)

and

CBGK(TOF ) = µ(TOF ) − TOF

τ
= TOCBGK(F ), (105)

provided that τ is invariant under co-ordinate translations and rotations, which is a reasonable imposition on

the relaxation rate. The collision invariance property 2 follows immediately from (22) by linearity.

To establish the dissipation relation (16) for CBGK we note that ln (µ(F )) ∈ I and therefore by (22),

∫
RD

ln (µ(F )) (F − µ(F )) dv = 0. (106)

The dissipation inequality (16) for CBGK then follows because

∫
RD

ln (F ) CBGK(F ) dv = − 1
τ

∫
RD

ln
(

F

µ(F )

)
(F − µ(F )) dv ≤ 0. (107)

because ln
(

a
b

)
(a− b) ≥ 0 for a, b > 0. Moreover, because equality in (107) holds if and only if F = µ(F ), the

condition ∫
RD

ln(F ) CBGK(F ) dv = 0

implies that F is a Maxwellian and as a result ln (F ) ∈ I . Thus the equivalence in (18) is therefore also verified.

The linearization of the BGK collision operator about an arbitrary Maxwellian M is given by

d

dϵ
CBGK(M + ϵMf))

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
d
dϵ µ(M + ϵMf)|ϵ=0 − Mf

τ(M) (108)

We note that the derivative of a Maxwellian Mρ,u,θ with respect to some arbitrary argument of (ρ,u, θ) is given

by

∂Mρ,u,θ = Mρ,u,θ

(
∂ρ

ρ
+ (v − u) · ∂u

θ
+
(

|v − u|2

2θ − D

2

)
∂θ

θ

)
(109)

Thus in order to calculate d
dϵ µ(M + ϵMf)|ϵ=0, we need expressions for d

dϵ ρµ(M + ϵMf)|ϵ=0, d
dϵ uµ(M + ϵMf)|ϵ=0

and d
dϵ θµ(M + ϵMf)|ϵ=0. Working from (2a), (2b) and (5), we have that:

d

dϵ
ρµ(M + ϵMf)|ϵ=0 = ⟨f, M⟩ (110)

d

dϵ
uµ(M + ϵMf)|ϵ=0 = 1

ρµ(M) ⟨(v − uµ(M)), M f⟩ (111)

d

dϵ
θµ(M + ϵMf)|ϵ=0 = 2

ρµ(M)

〈(
|v − uµ(M)|2

2D − θµ(M)
2

)
, M f

〉
(112)

Substituting the above into (109) gives (100). Thus we have proved that

LBGK
M [f ] = − 1

τ(M) (Id − ΠM) [f ] (113)

Compliance of LBGK
M [f ] with properties (2.3.1.1)–(2.3.1.5) follow directly from the fact that ΠM is an orthogonal

projection of L 2(Mdv) onto I .
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D Higher order tensors in the orthogonal complement

We define here a set of tensors that arise when computing the macroscopic fluid equations that arise from

the various fine-scale closures in the text. For an arbitrary Maxwellian M with density, bulk velocity and

temperature given by ρ, u and θ respectively, we have a corresponding canonical projection ΠM[·], derived in

the previous section and a (pseudo-inverse) linearized collision operator L−1
M [·]. With c = v − u, we define the

following tensors:

Aij(c) = (Id − ΠM)[cicj ] = cicj − |c|2

D
δij (114)

Bi(c) = (Id − ΠM)
[

|c|2ci

2

]
= 1

2
(
|c|2ci − (D + 2)θ ci

)
(115)

Cijk(c) = (Id − ΠM)
[
ck L−1

M [Aij(c)]
]

(116)

Dij(c) = (Id − ΠM)
[
cj L−1

M [Bi(c)]
]

(117)

Eijkl(c) = (Id − ΠM)
[
cl L−1

M [Cijk(c)]
]

(118)

Fijk(c) = (Id − ΠM)
[
ck L−1

M [Dij(c)]
]

(119)

The exact form of the tensors such as Cijk, Dij depend on L−1
M . For the BGK operator, L−1

M [·] = −τ(Id− ΠM) [·]

these tensors can be computed explicitly with the tools developed in the previous sections.

CBGK
ijk (c) = −τ

(
cicjck − |c|2

D
ckδij − θ

(
cjδik + ciδjk − 2

D
ckδij

))
(120)

DBGK
ij (c) = −τ

2

(
|c|2cicj − (D + 2)θcicj − 2

(
1 + 2

D

)(
|c|2

2θ − D

2

)
θ2δij

)
(121)

FBGK
ijk (c) = τ2

2

(
|c|2cicjck − (D + 2)θcicjck − 2

(
1 + 2

D

)(
|c|2

2θ − D

2

)
θ2ckδij

− 2θ2
(
cjδik + ciδjk − 2

D
ckδij

))
(122)

E Derivation of the higher order fluid mechanical parameters

Our goal is to show how to compute parameters such as ω, κ, Ξ, Ψ obtained from the various fluid equations we

derived. We will only focus on the terms obtained from the constant background Maxwellian formulation. It is

important to read through Appendix D before reading this section.

E.1 Stokes-Fourier terms

The first step to computing ω̃ and κ̃ is to substitute the Stokes-Fourier closure into the last term of (38), i.e.

consider ϵ∂k

〈
m̄vk,ML−1

M [vi∂xi f̄ ]
〉

where

f̄ = ρ̃
ρ0

+ v·ũ
θ0

+ θ̃
θ0

(
|v|2

2θ0
− D

2

)
.

Because the range of L−1
M is in the orthogonal complement of the collision invariants I ⊥M , this term will be

zero when m̄ = 1. This means there will be no ”Stokes-Fourier correction” to the conservation of mass equation.13

Furthermore, only the last two terms in f̄ will contribute to the correction term because L−1
M [vi] = 0. We are

thus left with the conservation of momentum closure (m̄ = vl) and conservation of energy closure (m̄ = |v|2

2 ).
13As expected.
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With m̄ = vl, we have

ϵ
〈
vkvl,ML−1

M [vi∂if̄ ]
〉

= ϵ
∂xi

ũj

θ0

〈
(Id − ΠM )[vkvl],ML−1

M [vivj ]
〉

+ ϵ
∂xi

θ̃

2θ2
0

〈
vkvl,ML−1

M

[
vi|v|2

]〉
= ϵ

∂xi
ũj

θ0
⟨Akl(v),ML−1

M [Aij(v)]⟩ + 0 (123)

In the above calculation, vkvl becomes Akl(v) in the first term because the range of L−1
M is in the orthogonal

complement of collision invariants. Because L−1
M commutes with rotational transformations OO, it preserves

parity (i.e. maps even functions to even functions and odd functions to odd functions) and so the second term

will be zero. Furthermore, the term ⟨Akl(v),ML−1
M [Aij(v)]⟩ will be a fourth rank isotropic tensor. Combined

with the fact that Aij(v) = Aji(v) and that Aii(v) = 0, we can conclude that

⟨Akl(v),ML−1
M [Aij(v)]⟩ = ⟨Amn(v),ML−1

M [Amn(v)]⟩
(D − 1)(D + 2)

(
δikδjl + δilδjk − 2

D
δijδkl

)
(124)

Thus the right-hand side of (123) takes the form

σ̃
(1)
kl = − ϵ

θ0

⟨Amn(v),ML−1
M [Amn(v)]⟩

(D − 1)(D + 2)

(
∂xk

ũl + ∂xl
ũk − 2

D
δkl ∂xi

ũi

)

However from (124), we observe that14

⟨A12(v),ML−1
M [A12(v)]⟩ = ⟨Amn(v),ML−1

M [Amn(v)]⟩
(D − 1)(D + 2)

and thus the formula for viscosity can be written as

ω̃ = − ϵ

θ0
⟨A12(v),ML−1

M [A12(v)]⟩ (125)

With m̄ = |v|2

2 , a similar calculation to the one in (123) gives

ϵ

〈
vk|v|2

2 ,ML−1
M [vi∂xi

f̄ ]
〉

= ϵ
∂xi θ̃

θ2
0

〈
Bk(v),ML−1

M [Bi(v)]
〉

= ϵ

Dθ2
0

〈
Bn(v),ML−1

M [Bn(v)]
〉
δik ∂xi θ̃

= ϵ

Dθ2
0

〈
Bn(v),ML−1

M [Bn(v)]
〉
∂xk

θ̃

By noting that
〈
B1(v),ML−1

M [B1(v)]
〉

= 1
D

〈
Bn(v),ML−1

M [Bn(v)]
〉
, the formula for heat conductivity can be

written as

κ̃ = − ϵ

θ2
0

⟨B1(v),ML−1
M [B1(v)]⟩ (126)

Remark E.1. We define the fourth rank tensor ϕijkl := δikδjl + δilδjk − 2
D δijδkl.

Notice that ϕijkl = ϕjikl = ϕijlk = ϕklij and ϕijkk = ϕjjkl = 0.
14The formula also works with A13 or A23 in place of A12.
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E.2 Burnett correction terms

The term of interest is

ϵ2
〈
m̄,Mvl∂xl

L−1
M

[
(St ∂t + vk∂xk

)
[
L−1

M [vj∂xj
f̄ ]
]]〉

= ϵ2∂xl

〈
L−1

M [m̄ vl],M
[
(St ∂t + vk∂xk

)L−1
M [vj∂xj f̄ ]

]〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
Burnett σnl and q

l
corrections

(127)

where we have taken advantage of the self-adjointness of L−1
M . As before, equation (127) equals zero when m̄ = 1.

Thus the correction only applies to the conservation of momentum and energy equations.

When m̄ = vn, we are left with

ϵ2

(
St ∂t∂xj

ũi

θ0

〈
L−1

M [Anl(v)],ML−1
M [Aij(v)]

〉
+
∂xk

∂xj
θ̃

θ2
0

〈
L−1

M [Anl(v)],MDjk(v)
〉)

after we ignore the terms that give odd powered integrands (and thus integrate to zero). Because Anl(v) = Aln(v)

and Ann(v) = 0, we can simplify the fourth rank isotropic tensors above to

(
Ξϕnlij St ∂t∂j ũi + Ψ

2 ϕnljk ∂k∂j θ̃

)
= Ξ St ∂t

[
∂xl

ũn + ∂xn
ũl − 2

D
∂xk

ũk δnl

]
+ Ψ

(
∂xl

∂xn
θ̃ − 1

D
∂xk

∂xk
θ̃ δnl

)

where

Ξ = ϵ2

θ0

〈
L−1

M [A12(v)],ML−1
M [A12(v)]

〉
Ψ = ϵ2

θ0

〈
L−1

M [A12(v)],MD12(v)
〉

With m̄ = |v|2

2 in (127), we get

ϵ2

(
St ∂t∂xj θ̃

θ2
0

〈
L−1

M [Bl(v)],ML−1
M [Bj(v)]

〉
+
∂xk

∂xj ũi

θ0

〈
Dlk(v),ML−1

M [Aij(v)]
〉)

= Υδjl St ∂t∂xj
θ̃ + θ0Ψ

2 ϕlkij∂xk
∂xj

ũi

= Υ St ∂t∂xl
θ̃ + θ0Ψ

2

(
∂xj

∂xj
ũl +

(
1 − 2

D

)
∂xl

∂xk
ũk

)

with

Υ = ϵ2

θ2
0

〈
L−1

M [B1(v)],ML−1
M [B1(v)]

〉
For the BGK operator an explicit calculation gives

Ξ = Ψ = ϵ2τ2ρ0θ0 and Υ = D + 2
2 ϵ2τ2ρ0θ0
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E.3 Entropy Stable Extension terms

The new fine scale term is

− ϵ3
〈
m̄,Mvn∂xn

[
L−1

M vm∂xm

[
L−1

M vk∂xk

[
L−1

M vj∂xj
f̄
]]]〉

= −ϵ3 ∂xn

〈
L−1

M [vnm̄],Mvm∂xm

[
L−1

M vk∂xk

[
L−1

M [vj∂xj f̄ ]
]]〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

correction to σ
(1)
np and q

(1)
n

(128)

where we used the self-adjointness of L−1
M in the right-hand side of the above. The mass conservation equation is

unchanged because when m̄ = 1 as L−1
M [vn] = 0.

When m̄ = |v|2

2 , the only non-zero term that results can be written as

−ϵ3
(
∂xm

∂xk
∂xj

θ̃

θ2
0

〈
L−1

M [Dnm(v)],MDjk(v)
〉)

If we define the tensor Sab
cd =

〈
L−1

M [Dab(v)],MDcd(v)
〉

and note that it is a rank four isotropic tensor, then this

term can be written as

−
ϵ3∂xm

∂xk
∂xj

θ̃

θ2
0

(
(D + 1)Sbb

aa − Sab
ab − Sba

ab

D(D − 1)(D + 2) δnmδjk + (D + 1)Sab
ab − Sbb

aa − Sba
ab

D(D − 1)(D + 2) δnjδmk

+ (D + 1)Sba
ab − Sab

ab − Sbb
aa

D(D − 1)(D + 2) δnkδmj

)

= −ϵ3(Sbb
aa + Sab

ab + Sba
ab)

D(D + 2)θ2
0

∂xn∂xk
∂xk

θ̃

Finally using the left hand side of the above expression, one can show that

S11
11 = (Sbb

aa+Sab
ab +Sba

ab )
D(D+2) which means that

Λ̃ = − ϵ3

θ2
0
S11

11 (129)

From which we can surmise that Λ̃ is non-negative because the negative definiteness of the linearized collision

operator ensures that S11
11 ≤ 0.

For the BGK operator, a direct computation gives

Λ̃ = D2 + 7D − 2
D

ϵ3τ3ρ0θ
2
0

With m̄ = vp, the calculation is substantially more complicated. The non-zero term we get from the correction

(128) can be written as

−ϵ3
(
∂xm

∂xk
∂xj

ũi

θ0

〈
L−1

M [Cpnm(v)],MCijk(v)
〉)

(130)

We observe that the rank six isotropic tensor Kpnm
ijk :=

〈
L−1

M [Cpnm(v)],MCijk(v)
〉

is such that Kpnm
ijk = Knpm

ijk =
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Kpnm
jik and Knnm

ijk = 0 = Kpnm
iik . As such for D ≥ 3, the tensor takes the form

Kpnm
ijk = a1 δmkϕijpn + a2

(
δpmϕijnk + δnmϕijpk − 2

D
δpnϕijmk

)
+ a3

(
δnkϕijpm + δpkϕijmn − 2

D
δpnϕijmk

)
(131)

where a1, a2 and a3 satisfy the system of equations

Kijk
ijk

(D − 1)(D + 2) = Da1 + 2a2 + 2a3

DKijk
ikj

(D − 1)(D + 2) = Da1 + (D − 2)a2 + (D − 1)(D + 2)a3

DKinn
ikk

(D − 1)(D + 2) = Da1 + (D − 1)(D + 2)a2 + (D − 2)a3

Thus (130) takes the form

− ϵ3

θ0

(
(a1 + a2 + a3) ∂xk

∂xk

[
∂xn

ũp + ∂xp
ũn − 2

D
δnp divũ

]

+ 2(a2 + a3)
(

1 − 2
D

)
(∂xn∂xp − δnp

D
∂xk

∂xk
)[divũ]

)

Using (131), one can show that

a1 + a2 + a3 = K121
121 and a1 + a2 = K121

112 +K111
122

2
(

1 − 2
D

)
and we can thus define the parameters Φ̃1 and Φ̃2 as

Φ̃1 = − ϵ3

θ0
(a1 + a2 + a3) = − ϵ3

θ0
K121

121

Φ̃2 = − ϵ3

θ0
(a2 + a3) = − ϵ3

θ0

K121
112 +K122

111

2
(

1 − 2
D

)
Due to the negative definiteness of L−1

M , we surmise that Φ̃1 is non-negative. The sign of Φ̃2 is not immediately

obvious from the above formula. However, we verified that Φ̃2 is positive albeit smaller than Φ̃1 for the BGK,

Maxwell molecule and Hard Spheres collision operators.

For the BGK operator, a direct computation shows that

Φ̃1 = 2Φ̃2 = 2ϵ3τ3ρ0θ
2
0
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F Hard Spheres calculations of fluid parameters

The calculation of the fluid parameters for the Hard sphere collision operator is based on the methodology

outlined in [36]. With w := v√
2θ0

and ŵ := w
|w| , we define the Burnett functions

χnlm(w) =

√
2(n!)

(n+ l + 1
2 )!

L
l+ 1

2
n (|w|2) |w|l Y m

l (ŵ)

where Lα
n is an associated Laguerre polynomial and Y m

l is a spherical harmonic. This family of functions

possesses the following orthogonality property:

⟨χ∗
nlm,M χpqr⟩ = ρ0√

π3

∫
R3
χ∗

nlm(w) e−|w|2
χpqr(w) dw = ρ0√

π3
δnpδlqδmr

where χ∗
nlm is the complex conjugate of χnlm. The decomposition of a function h ∈ L 2(e−|w|2

dw) will be

h(w) =
∞∑

n=0

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

hnlm χnlm(w), where hnlm =
∫
R3
χ∗

nlm(w) e−|w|2
h(w) dw

If we orient the spherical coordinate system such that ŵ = (cos θ, sin θ sinϕ, sin θ cosϕ), then decomposition of

the collision invariants will be

1 = π
3
4χ000(w) w1 = π

3
4

√
2
χ010(w)

w2 = iπ 3
4

2
(
χ011(w) + χ01−1(w)

)
w3 = π

3
4

2
(
χ01−1(w) − χ01−1(w)

)
|w|2 = π

3
4

(
3
2χ000(w) −

√
3
2χ100(w)

)

This means that the projection of a function onto the orthogonal complement of the collision invariants can be

accomplished simply by removing all χ000, χ01m and χ100 components from the function’s decomposition.

The action of the linearized collision operator and its inverse can be characterized as

LM [h] =
∞∑

n=0

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

( ∞∑
p=0

[Ll]n p hplm

)
χnlm (w)

L−1
M [h] =

∞∑
n=0

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

( ∞∑
p=0

[Ll]−1
n p hplm

)
χnlm (w)

where the l-parametrized family of infinite symmetric matrices [Ll] are derived from the identity

∫
R3
χ∗

nlm e−|w|2
LM [χpqr] dw = [Ll]np δlq δmr

and [Ll]−1 represents the corresponding (pseudo-)inverse.15

15Note that the indices for both [Ll] and [Ll]−1 start from n = 0, p = 0.

43



For the hard spheres operator, the entries of [Ll] are16

[Ll]np = 1
τ
√

2

√
n! p!

8 Γ(n+ l + 3
2 )Γ(p+ l + 3

2 )

min{n, p}∑
j=0

l∑
k=0

l! Γ(− 1
2 + n+ p+ l − 2j − k)

(n− j)!(p− j)!(l − k)! 2n+p+l−2j−k
Bk

j

where Bk
j = (j+k+1)!

j!k! + δj0δk0 − 21−k
(2j+k+1

k

)
.

For our calculation, we found that it was enough to calculate the first 200 rows and columns of [Ll] for

l ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. We use these finite matrices to compute the corresponding pseudo-inverses [Ll]−1 . For brevity,

we will only describe the calculation of κ̃ and Λ̃ . The process for calculating ω̃, Φ̃1 and Φ̃2 follow similar steps.

We first note that

B1(v) = θ
3
2
0
2
(
|w|2

√
8 − 5

√
2
)
w1 = −

(
π

3
4

√
5θ3

0
2

)
χ110(w)

Thus,

κ̃ = − ϵ

θ2
0

⟨B1(v),ML−1
M [B1(v)]⟩

= −5
2ϵρ0θ0

∫
R3
χ∗

110(w) e−|w|2
∞∑

n=0
[L1]−1

1n χn10(w) dw

= −5
2ϵρ0θ0[L1]−1

11 = 5
2(1.922284) ϵτρ0θ0

Next17

D11(v) = v1L−1
M [B1(v)] = −π 3

4 θ2
0
√

5
∞∑

n=0
[L1]−1

1n

(
w1 χn10(w)

)
= −π 3

4 θ2
0
√

5
∞∑

n=0
[L1]−1

1n

∞∑
n1=0

(
αnn1 χn100(w) + βnn1 χn120(w)

)

where αnn1 =
√

3+2n
6 δnn1 −

√
n+1

3 δn{n1−1} and βnn1 =
√

10+4n
15 δnn1 −

√
4n
15 δn{n1+1}. As a result

L−1
M [D11(v)] = −π 3

4 θ2
0
√

5
∞∑

n1=0

∞∑
n2=0

(
[L0]−1

n1n2

( ∞∑
n=0

[L1]−1
1nαnn2

)
χn100(w)

+ [L2]−1
n1n2

( ∞∑
n=0

[L1]−1
1n βnn2

)
χn120(w)

)

Thus

Λ̃ = − ϵ3

θ2
0

〈
D11(v), ML−1

M [D11(v)]
〉

= −5ϵ3ρ0θ
2
0

( ∞∑
n1=0

( ∞∑
n=0

[L1]−1
1nαnn1

) ∞∑
n1=0

[L0]−1
n1n2

( ∞∑
n=0

[L1]−1
1nαnn2

)

+
∞∑

n1=0

( ∞∑
n=0

[L1]−1
1n βnn1

) ∞∑
n1=0

[L2]−1
n1n2

( ∞∑
n=0

[L1]−1
1n βnn2

))

= 37.47015 ϵ3τ3ρ0θ
2
0

16See [36] for a derivation
17Strictly speaking, we have to apply (Id − ΠM ) in the definition of D11. However, the inner product with L−1

M [D11(v)]
automatically accomplishes this projection.
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Although we have presented the above calculation in terms of infinite sums, in practice, truncating each of the

sums after about fifteen terms gives a result accurate to seven significant figures.

The above calculations can be repeated for any collision operator provided their corresponding collision

matrices [Ll] are available. For example, by observing that the BGK operator has collision matrices of the form

τ [Ll]np = 1
τ

[Ll]−1
np =


0, l = 0 and n ∈ {0, 1} or p ∈ {0, 1}

0, l = 1 and n = 0 or p = 0

−δnp, otherwise

one can easily obtain the BGK values reported in this manuscript with the formulas derived above.
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