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Abstract

We study the stability and sensitivity of an absorbing layer for the Boltzmann equation
by examining the Bhatnagar–Gross–Krook (BGK) approximation and using the perfectly
matched layer (PML) technique. To ensure stability, we discard some parameters in the
model and calculate the total sensitivity indices of the remaining parameters using the ANOVA
expansion of multivariate functions. We conduct extensive numerical experiments on two test
cases to study stability and compute the total sensitivity indices, which allow us to identify
the essential parameters of the model.
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1 Introduction

Due to physical constraints on computational resources, numerical simulations of unbounded
physical problems are virtually impossible to carry out without the truncation of the simulation
domain. When the solution is not periodic, one must truncate the domain by introducing a
boundary or absorbing layer.

In this work, we study and enhance an effective absorbing layer for the Boltzmann equation.
In particular, we consider the Bhatnagar–Gross–Krook (BGK) approximation of the Boltzmann
equation [BGK54] in the approximate form proposed by [TKSR00], and use the perfectly matched
layers (PML) technique.

Bérenger [Ber94] introduced the concept of perfectly matched layer starting from physical
considerations on electromagnetic waves. Bérenger modified the Maxwell equations in the ab-
sorbing layer so that waves entering the layer are damped out and no reflections arise at the
interface. This is why the layer is referred to as perfectly matched.

However, the original approach of Bérenger was based on a splitting technique that led to
numerical instabilities at long-time simulations, and could break the hyperbolicity of the system.
Then, if the problem is no longer hyperbolic, but only weakly hyperbolic, the lower order terms
must be treated carefully because some disturbances may arise at later stages of the simulation.

A new construction of PMLs for hyperbolic systems was proposed by Hagstrom [Hag03]. This
technique is based on the modal analysis of the governing equations in Laplace–Fourier space to
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derive the layer model, and is viable only for linear low-order terms. The modal solution inside the
layer is constructed so that the eigenfunctions of the problem remain the same across the layer,
thereby guaranteeing that no reflections arise at the interface, and the absorbing layer is perfectly
matched. Appelö et al. [AHK06] later deepened the analysis of this technique and established a
solid theoretical foundation. By using this approach, Gao et al. [GHW11] constructed a PML for
the BGK equations, and this is the model we study and enhance in the present work.

The reason why we develop and study a PML for the BGK model is that the BGK equations
are linear, so we can apply the theory of [Hag03, AHK06]. The Navier–Stokes equations (NSEs)
are nonlinear, so they do not allow the use of such a theory. The ultimate goal would be to
couple the absorbing layer developed using the BGK model and the NSEs. Indeed, there exist
some formulas that relate the BGK variables to the physical variables modeled by the NSEs. The
coupling of the NSE and the BGK equations is left for future work.

1.1 Contributions

This work aims to analyze the PML for the BGK equations proposed by Gao et al. [GHW11] to
investigate the role and importance of the parameters appearing in the model. To this aim, we
use both analytical and numerical tools.

In particular, the main contributions of this work are as follows:

• We study, analytically and numerically, the stability of a PML for the BGK model via
enforcing the energy decay and a technique based on continued fractions.

• We apply the ANOVA expansion of multivariate functions to the BGK model with the
PML, on two different test cases, and we use it to compute some sensitivity measures to
identify the most crucial parameters, their role, and their importance.

1.2 Outline of the paper

The rest of this work is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the Bhatnagar–Gross–Krook
(BGK) model of the Boltzmann equation and discusses some implementation aspects. Section 3
introduces a PML for the BGK model following [GHW11]. Section 5 establishes appropriate
stability conditions for the BGK model with the PML. Section 6 presents a machinery based
on the ANOVA expansion to systematically explore the parameter space and compute the total
sensitivity indices. This is done for two different test cases: a wave problem with a localized
initial density distribution, and an isentropic vortex problem. Finally, we conclude the paper by
summarizing the contributions and providing future research outlooks in Section 7.

2 Review of the BGK model

In this section, we present the BGK model, its approximation via Hermite polynomials, and
show that this results in a symmetric hyperbolic system. The main references for this section are
[TKSR00, Eva10].

The BGK model is an approximation to the Boltzmann equation for rarefied gases. It is
named after Bhatnagar, Gross and Krook, who introduced it in their pioneering work [BGK54].
The BGK model reads [TKSR00, (1)][CC95, (6.6, 1)]

∂f

∂t
+ ξ ·∇xf = −1

τ
(f − fB(ρ,u)) , (1)

where f ≡ f(t, ξ,x) is the particle distribution function, ξ = [ξ1, ξ2, ξ3] is the microscopic velocity,
and τ is a relaxation time. The Maxwell–Boltzmann equilibrium distribution function fB is
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defined by [TKSR00, (6)]

fB(ρ,u) =
ρ

(2πRT )d/2
exp

(
−|ξ − u|2

2RT

)
,

where ρ and u are the macroscopic density and velocity, R is the gas constant, T is the thermo-
dynamic temperature and d is the number of space dimensions. The two terms on the left-hand
side of (1) represent the mixing and transport of the particles, respectively, while the right-hand
side considers the collisions between the particles.

The relationships between f(t, ξ,x) and the macroscopic quantities, i.e., density ρ, momentum
ρu and pressure tensor Pij , are given by [Gra49, (2.2)–(2.6)]

ρ =

∫ +∞

−∞
f dξ, ρui =

∫ +∞

−∞
ζif dξ, Pij =

∫ +∞

−∞
(ζi − ui) (ζj − uj) f dξ. (2)

The stress tensor σij is defined by
σij = p I − Pij , (3)

where p = 1
3 Tr{Pij} = RT ρ is the scalar pressure.

2.1 Approximation of the BGK model

The BGK approximation to the Boltzmann equation is more general than the Navier-–Stokes
equations, but it has also more independent variables. Directly solving the BGK approxima-
tion to the Boltzmann equation is too demanding because of the 6+1 dimensions. Hence, as
proposed by [TKSR00], we approximate it with an expansion in Hermite polynomials. To re-
cover the macroscopic flow properties, the order of the polynomial space used to approximate the
phase space must be sufficiently large. As it was done in [TKSR00, §2] and [KCHW19, §2.1], to
model isothermal and nearly incompressible flows, we use second-order Hermite polynomials. For
two-dimensional problems as the ones treated in this paper, a second-order phase space approxi-
mation yields a vector of six unknown polynomial coefficients. Therefore, expanding the particle
distribution function in a basis of Hermite polynomials ξk(ξ) [TKSR00, (13)], we get

f(t, ξ,x) =
ρ

(2πRT )d/2
exp

(
− ξ · ξ
2RT

) 6∑
k=1

ak(x, t) ξk(ξ).

After some manipulations, we find the approximate form of the BGK model [TKSR00, (34)–(39)]

∂a1
∂t

+
√
RT

(
∂a2
∂x1

+
∂a3
∂x2

)
= 0,

∂a2
∂t

+
√
RT

(
∂a1
∂x1

+
√
2
∂a5
∂x1

+
∂a4
∂x2

)
= 0,

∂a3
∂t

+
√
RT

(
∂a4
∂x1

+
∂a1
∂x2

+
√
2
∂a6
∂x2

)
= 0,

∂a4
∂t

+
√
RT

(
∂a3
∂x1

+
∂a2
∂x2

)
= −1

τ

(
a4 −

a2a3
a1

)
,

∂a5
∂t

+
√
2RT

∂a2
∂x1

= −1

τ

(
a5 −

a22√
2 a1

)
,

∂a6
∂t

+
√
2RT

∂a3
∂x2

= −1

τ

(
a6 −

a23√
2 a1

)
.
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We can rewrite this system in a compact form as

∂a

∂t
+A1

∂a

∂x1
+A2

∂a

∂x2
= S(a), (4)

where a = (a1, a2, a3, a4, a5, a6)
⊤ is the vector collecting the expansion coefficients, and A1, A2

are real symmetric matrices defined by

A1 =
√
RT



0 1 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0
√
2 0

0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0

0
√
2 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0


, A2 =

√
RT



0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0

1 0 0 0 0
√
2

0 1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0
√
2 0 0 0


.

The right-hand side term S(a) in (4) is a nonlinear source vector, defined by

S(a) = −1

τ

(
0, 0, 0, a4 −

a2a3
a1

, a5 −
a22√
2a1

, a6 −
a23√
2a1

)⊤
.

We can split S(a) into its linear and nonlinear parts as

S(a) = SL(a) + SNL(a),

where

SL(a) = −1

τ
(0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 1)a

collects the linear terms, while

SNL(a) = −1

τ

(
0, 0, 0, −a2a3

a1
, − a22√

2a1
, − a23√

2a1

)⊤

collects the nonlinear terms. Hence, we can rewrite (4) highlighting the nonlinear terms by moving
them to the right-hand side

∂a

∂t
+A1

∂a

∂x1
+A2

∂a

∂x2
− SL(a) = SNL(a). (5)

In the remaining part of the paper, we may refer to (4) or (5) simply as the BGK model, even
though, strictly speaking, the BGK model is (1), while (4) and (5) are the approximate forms
obtained via the Hermite basis expansion.

2.2 Hyperbolicity

In this section, we look at system (4) and investigate its hyperbolic properties following [Her87]
and [Eva10, §7.3]. Let P be the differential operator of the system (4), defined by

P (∂/∂x) := −
[
A1

∂

∂x1
+A2

∂

∂x2

]
.

In general, P is also a function of x ≡ (x1, x2) and t, but here, since we deal with a system of
partial differential equations (PDEs) with constant coefficients, it is only a function of ∂/∂x ≡
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(∂/∂x1, ∂/∂x2). We define the principal part P1 of the differential system by replacing the partial
derivatives ∂/∂x in P with n ≡ (n1, n2) ∈ R2, i.e.,

P1(n) := −
√
RT



0 n1 n2 0 0 0

n1 0 0 n2

√
2n1 0

n2 0 0 n1 0
√
2n2

0 n2 n1 0 0 0

0
√
2n1 0 0 0 0

0 0
√
2n2 0 0 0


. (6)

Next, we show some properties of system (4), starting from the following definition.

Definition 2.1 ([Eva10, §7.3.1]). The system (4) is called hyperbolic if the matrix P1(n) is
diagonalizable for each n ∈ R2, t ⩾ 0.

Since P1(n) in (6) is a real symmetric matrix, by the spectral theorem, it is diagonalizable
through an orthogonal transformation. Hence, (4) is a hyperbolic system. There are also two
important special cases.

Definition 2.2 ([Eva10, §7.3.1]). The system of PDEs (4) is symmetric hyperbolic if each Ai is
a symmetric matrix. Moreover, (4) is strictly hyperbolic if for any n ∈ R2, n ̸= 0 and t ⩾ 0, all
the eigenvalues of P1(n) are real and distinct.

In our case, the matrices A1 and A2 are both symmetric, and hence (4) is a symmetric
hyperbolic system. To check whether it is also strictly hyperbolic, we look at the eigenvalues of
P1(n):

0, 0, −
√
RT

√
n2
1 + n2

2,
√
RT

√
n2
1 + n2

2, −
√
3RT

√
n2
1 + n2

2,
√
3RT

√
n2
1 + n2

2. (7)

Clearly, (4) is not strictly hyperbolic since zero appears twice as an eigenvalue of P1(n). The
hyperbolicity condition is crucial because it is equivalent to requiring that there are six distinct
plane wave solutions of (4) for each direction n [Eva10, §7.3.1].

In general, hyperbolic systems may have zero eigenvalues and pairs of eigenvalues with the
same magnitude but opposite signs. If we have, say, p pairs of eigenvalues that differ in their
sign only, this implies that at each boundary, we can impose at most p boundary conditions. The
eigenvalues in (7) tell us that there are six characteristics, among which two are positive, two
are negative, and two are zero. According to our previous observation, this means that at any
boundary, we do not have to impose more than two boundary conditions. Still, we may impose
an additional two corresponding to the non-propagating modes.

2.3 Relationship with the Navier–Stokes equations

Using the relationships in (2) and (3) and the properties of Hermite polynomials, one can find
the following connections between the expansion coefficients a and the macroscopic quanti-
ties [TKSR00, (20)–(25)]

ρ =

∫ +∞

−∞
f dξ = a1, u1 =

∫ +∞

−∞
ξ1f dξ =

a2
√
RT

a1
, u2 =

∫ +∞

−∞
ξ2f dξ =

a3
√
RT

a1
,

σ11 = −
∫ +∞

−∞
(ξ1 − u1)

2 f dξ +RT ρ = −RT

(√
2a5 −

a22
a1

)
,
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σ22 = −
∫ +∞

−∞
(ξ2 − u2)

2 f dξ +RT ρ = −RT

(√
2a6 −

a23
a1

)
,

σ12 = −
∫ +∞

−∞
(ξ1 − u1) (ξ2 − u2) f dξ = −RT

(
a4 −

a2a3
a1

)
,

and the inverse relationships

a1 = ρ, a2 =
u1ρ√
RT

, a3 =
u2ρ√
RT

, (8)

a4 =
u1u2ρ− σ12

RT
, a5 =

√
2

2

u21ρ− σ11
RT

, a6 =

√
2

2

u22ρ− σ22
RT

.

Following the basic idea from [Gra49], it is possible to show that from (4) one can recover the
Navier–Stokes equations, under the assumptions that the relaxation time and the Mach number
go to zero, namely in the case of weakly compressible flows only [TKSR00]. Let us consider three
time scales τ , Γ0, Γ1 with the relation τ ≪ Γ0 ≪ Γ1. Here τ is of the order of magnitude of the
collision time, Γ0 represents an intermediate time scale, small enough to allow to consider the
macroscopic quantities constant in time, and Γ1 is the macroscopic time scale on which variations
in density and momentum appear. On the scale Γ0, under the condition that τ is very small,
the coefficients (a1, a2, a3) can be considered constant in time. Moreover, one can get a relation
between the stresses and the flow field via a kinematic viscosity ν = RT τ and the ideal gas law
p = RT ρ. The coefficients (a4, a5, a6) are related to the macroscopic variables via [TKSR00,
(42)–(44)]

a4 = −τ

(
∂ρu2
∂x1

+
∂ρu1
∂x2

)
+

u1u2ρ

RT
,

a5 = −τ
√
2
∂ρu1
∂x1

+
u21ρ√
2RT

, (9)

a6 = −τ
√
2
∂ρu2
∂x2

+
u22ρ√
2RT

,

Substituting (8) and (9) into the first three equations of the BGK model, one can recover

∂ρ

∂t
+

∂ρu1
∂x1

+
∂ρu2
∂x2

= 0,

∂ρu1
∂t

+
∂ρu21
∂x1

+
∂ρu1u2
∂x2

=
∂σ11
∂x1

+
∂σ12
∂x2

− ∂p

∂x1
,

∂ρu2
∂t

+
∂ρu1u2
∂x1

+
∂ρu22
∂x2

=
∂σ12
∂x1

+
∂σ22
∂x2

− ∂p

∂x2
,

with the stress tensor being

σij = RT τ

(
∂ρui
∂xj

+
∂ρuj
∂xi

)
.

We recognize the above equations as the two-dimensional isentropic Navier–Stokes equations for
a weakly compressible flow.
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3 A PML for the BGK model

The PML technique was initially introduced by Bérenger [Ber94], starting from physical consid-
erations on electromagnetic waves. Bérenger modified Maxwell’s equations so that waves getting
into the absorbing layer decayed without reflections at the interface. In his original formulation,
Bérenger adopted a splitting technique of Maxwell’s equations. It was later shown that such a
splitting technique breaks the hyperbolicity of the system, leading to numerical instabilities in
long-time simulations.

In 2003, Hagstrom [Hag03] proposed a new technique for developing PMLs for hyperbolic
systems. This approach, based on the modal analysis in Laplace–Fourier space, enforces the nu-
merical solutions to decay as they propagate into the PML. By following in the steps of Hagstrom,
Appelö et al. [AHK06] developed the fundamental theoretical analysis of PMLs for linear hyper-
bolic systems, providing general tools to establish stability and well-posedness.

In this section, we follow the approach of [Hag03, AHK06], introduce a PML for the BGK
model, verify the matching properties of the PML, study the occurrence of the parameters in the
PML, and define the damping functions.

We emphasize that the approach of [Hag03, AHK06] is applicable only to linear hyperbolic
systems and that our BGK model (5) contains a nonlinear term. Nonetheless, if we neglect the
nonlinear term SNL(a) appearing in (5), then we obtain a linear hyperbolic system, and we can
apply the technique of [Hag03, AHK06] to construct a PML for this problem.

This approach was adopted by [GHW11], who neglected the nonlinear term in (5), constructed
a PML according to [Hag03, AHK06], and finally appended the nonlinear term at the equations.
They proposed the following PML formulation for (4) [GHW11, (23)]

∂a

∂t
+A1

(
∂a

∂x1
+ σ1 (λ0a+ ω)

)
+A2

(
∂a

∂x2
+ σ2

(
λ̃0a+ θ

))
= S(a),

∂ω

∂t
+ α1

∂ω

∂x2
+ (α0 + σ1)ω +

∂a

∂x1
+ λ0(α0 + σ1)a− λ1

∂a

∂x2
= 0,

∂θ

∂t
+ α̃1

∂θ

∂x1
+ (α̃0 + σ2)θ +

∂a

∂x2
+ λ̃0(α̃0 + σ2)a− λ̃1

∂a

∂x1
= 0,

(10)

where ω and θ are auxiliary variables and α0, λ0, α1, λ1, α̃0, λ̃0, α̃1, and λ̃1 are parameters of
the model. The damping functions in the x- and y-directions are σ1 and σ2, respectively.

3.1 Damping functions

The positive functions σ1 and σ2 appearing in (10) are the damping functions, assumed to be
smooth and equal to zero only at the PML interface. In general, the damping functions have the
form [GHW11, (22)]

σ(x) = C

(
x− x0

L

)β

, (11)

where x0 represents the abscissa at which the PML begins, L is the thickness of the layer, and
the exponent β is used to control the smoothness of the absorption profile. The constant C
represents the overall strength of the absorption and is usually chosen as the inverse of the time-
step, C ≈ (∆t)−1, to avoid restrictions on the time-step caused by the PML.

In the remaining part of this paper, we refer to the BGK model coupled with a PML, equation
(10), as the BGK+PML model.

7



3.2 Perfect matching

The key idea behind the PML is that the eigenfunctions for the eigenvalue problem inside the
layer have to be the same as outside the layer. This is the most straightforward way to design a
PML so that reflections at the PML interface are prevented [Hag03]. In the following, we verify
this is the case for the BGK+PML model (10).

Consider the homogeneous case of the first equation in (10) for a PML developing in the
x1-direction only, with σ1 being a constant for simplicity. The governing equation outside the
layer is

∂a

∂t
+A1

∂a

∂x1
+A2

∂a

∂x2
= 0,

whose Laplace–Fourier transform is

(sI + λA1 + ik2A2)ϕ(x1, ik2, s) = 0, (12)

with modal solution
â = eλx1ϕ(x1, ik2, s).

Inside the layer, the governing equation is

∂a

∂t
+A1

(
∂a

∂x1
+ σ1 (λ0a+ ω)

)
+A2

∂a

∂x2
= 0. (13)

This equation has been constructed based on the following ansatz for the modal solution inside
the layer

âPML = e
λx1+

[
λ−λ1ik2+λ0α0
s+α1ik2+α0

−λ0

]
σ1x1ϕ(x1, ik2, s). (14)

It can be shown that the Laplace–Fourier transform of (13) is(
sI +A1

((
I − σ1

r̂ + σ1

)(
∂

∂x1
+ σ1λ0

)
+

σ1
r̂ + σ1

(λ1ik2 − λ0α0)

)
+ ik2A2

)
âPML = 0.

By inserting the ansatz (14) into the last equation and approaching the PML interface (i.e.,
letting σ1 → 0), one recovers (12). This is precisely what we wanted: the eigenfunctions for
the governing equations recast in the Laplace–Fourier space remain the same across the PML
interface.

In all their simulations, Gao et al. [GHW11] chose the parameters as

λ1 = 0, λ0 = 0, α1 = 0, α0 ̸= 0,

λ̃1 = 0, λ̃0 = 0, α̃1 = 0, α̃0 ̸= 0.

The choice of these parameters and the fact that their precise role was not well understood left
room for further study that we pursue in this work.

3.3 Our study case: σ2 = 0

From now on, we will always consider a PML along the x1-direction only. This is equivalent to
set σ2 = 0, so that the system (10) becomes

∂a

∂t
+A1

(
∂a

∂x1
+ σ1 (λ0a+ ω)

)
+A2

∂a

∂x2
= S(a),

∂ω

∂t
+ α1

∂ω

∂x2
+ (α0 + σ1)ω +

∂a

∂x1
+ λ0(α0 + σ1)a− λ1

∂a

∂x2
= 0.

(15)

Table 1 summarizes the parameters of (15) and their occurrence in the equations. We refer to
the first equation in (15) as the a equation and the second equation as the ω equation.
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Table 1: Occurrence of the parameters in the BGK+PML model (15).

Parameter Occurrence

λ0 Once in the a equation and once in the ω equation, in both cases, controlling
the behavior of the linear term in a. We note that, in the ω equation, λ0

appears as a coefficient of a only if α0 ̸= 0.

λ1 Once in the ω equation, as a multiplying coefficient of the derivative of a with
respect to x2.

α0 Twice in the ω equation, the first time as a coefficient of the linear term in ω
and the second time as a coefficient of the linear term in a. We note that, in
the ω equation, α0 appears as a coefficient of a only if λ0 ̸= 0.

α1 Once in the ω equation, as a multiplying coefficient of the derivative of ω with
respect to x2.

4 Implementation aspects and testing

This section describes some aspects of implementing and testing the BGK and BGK+PML mod-
els. We employed fourth-order accurate finite differences for the spatial discretization of the first
derivatives, and a fourth-order Runge–Kutta method for the time evolution. The Runge–Kutta
method is a multi-stage method in which each intermediate stage is in some sense equivalent to
a forward Euler method [GST01].

To verify that our numerical scheme can simulate the behavior of some simple flows, we
tested it using a simple planar Poiseuille flow. This problem was also used a benchmark test case
in [TKSR00] and is excellent because it has an explicit formula for the solution to the Navier–
Stokes equations, so we can verify that the BGK model is able to maintain that solution. For
more details on the accuracy tests and on the implementation, we refer the reader to [Sut15].

4.1 Spatial discretization

In this work, for simplicity, we adopted a completely regular grid. A scheme using more general
unstructured grids, such as the discontinuous Galerkin method, would be less practical. For
instance, when comparing two solutions, they would be living on two different grids, and we
would have to introduce some mapping to allow comparison. Since the primary goal of this work
is to study the PML method, we deem a finite difference scheme appropriate for this purpose, at
least at an early stage.

4.2 Time discretization

For the time discretization, we employ a fourth-order Runge–Kutta method :

κ1 = f (tn, an) ,

κ2 = f

(
tn +

∆t

2
, an +

∆t

2
κ1

)
,

κ3 = f

(
tn +

∆t

2
, an +

∆t

2
κ2

)
,

κ4 = f (tn +∆t, an +∆tκ3) ,

an+1 = an +
∆t

6
(κ1 + 2κ2 + 2κ3 + κ4) ,
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where f denotes the right-hand side of the BGK equations after spatial discretization, ∆t is the
time-step, and an are the BGK variables computed at time tn.

4.3 The CFL condition

In general, for a d-dimensional space, the stability condition for a hyperbolic system is expressed
as [Rez05, (7.17)]

∆t ⩽ Cmin

(
hx√
d|u2|

)
,

where C is a constant that depends on the method, i = 1, 2, . . . , d and |u2| = (
∑d

i=1 v
2
i )

1/2. In
our case, the stable time step becomes

∆t ⩽
hx√

3
√
2
√
2RT

=
hx

2
√
3RT

,

where
√
3 is the largest eigenvalue,

√
2 is the square root of the number of space dimensions, and√

2RT is the most significant entry of A1 and A2.
The stability condition in two space dimensions can be viewed as an extension of the well-

known result in 1D: the numerical domain of dependence of a time-dependent PDE has to contain
the physical domain of dependence [LeV07]. Courant, Friedrichs, and Lewy wrote a fundamental
paper in 1928 that was the first paper on the stability and convergence of finite difference methods
for PDEs.

4.4 Numerical simulations of BGK and BGK+PML models

In this section, we discuss and report the results of some simulations to assess the accuracy of
the BGK+PML model (15) in reproducing the results of the plain BGK model. We first discuss
the parameters used in the simulations with the BGK+PML model and then highlight the main
differences with respect to the results given by the plain BGK model.

We consider a square domain Ω := Lx × Ly = [0, 1]2, with an absorbing PML at the right
boundary and wall boundary conditions on the rest of the boundary. We employ 20 grid points
in each direction, so the mesh size equals hx ≈ 0.0526.

As for the damping function (11), we choose a PML thickness of L = 0.40, the exponent
β = 4, and the overall absorption strength is calculated as C = 1/∆t.

For the initial density distribution, we assume a peak located at the center of the domain Ω,
having the form

a1(x, y, t = 0) = 1 + 2 (pin − pout) exp

(
−ε

√(
x− 1

2Lx

)2
+
(
y − 1

2Ly

)2)
, (16)

The factor ε at the exponent is set to ε = 10 to ensure a quick spatial decay of the peak since we
want its support outside the PML.

At the initial time, the velocity and the auxiliary variables ω are set equal to zero everywhere
in the domain. In principle, we should evolve the auxiliary variables only inside the PML, but it
is easier to solve for them everywhere, and this is what we do here.

For the BGK model without the PML, we keep the same data, the only exception being
LBGK
x ≈ 2.5×Lx (the exact value depends on the mesh-size hx), since we need to guarantee that

any wave propagating in the positive x-direction has sufficient space to decay without producing
reflections. The additional computational cost of simulating a decaying wave without the PML
is evident. We set the parameters of the PML equal to zero except for α0, which is set to 1, i.e.,

λ1 = 0, λ0 = 0, α1 = 0, α0 = 1.
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As final time of the simulation, we choose T = 1.00, which is sufficient to allow the wave to enter
into the layer so that we can observe the PML in action.

Fig. 1 shows the contours of the density distribution a1 at different times. Panels on the left
correspond to the simulation with the plain BGK model without the PML, while panels on the
right refer to the simulation with the BGK+PML model.

Figure 1: Contour plots of the density distribution at different simulation times.

Panels (a) and (b) of Fig. 1 show the density contours for the initial density distribution.
As mentioned above, the peak in the initial density is entirely located in the original domain Ω
outside the PML. Panels (c) and (d) show the density contours at t = 0.70. At this time, the
waves have already entered the PML, and the latter has already begun to dampen the waves,
as can be seen by comparing panels (c) and (d). The waves do not decay immediately as they
enter the PML due to the damping function’s shape, and the absorption strength becomes more
significant as the waves further penetrate the PML. Panels (e) and (f) show the density contours
at the final time of the simulation. Panel (e) highlights the presence of waves propagating to the
right, while in panel (f), those waves have been damped out thanks to the PML. Comparing the
solution on the domain Ω in panel (e) with the one in panel (f), it seems that, from a qualitative
point of view, the BGK+PML model is well-behaved and is an excellent approximation to the
BGK model without the PML. As expected, not only have the waves entering the PML been
absorbed, but most importantly, they have not affected the solution on the original domain Ω.
We can only notice some minor differences and no significant signs of reflection. The quantitative
analyses are carried out in the remaining sections.

As mentioned above, the roles of the parameters in the BGK+PML model are not yet well
understood. In the following sections, we will deepen our understanding of the BGK+PML model
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(15), first by analyzing stability and establishing reasonable bounds on the parameters, and then
by performing a sensitivity analysis in Section 6.

5 Stability analysis

In this section, we study the stability of the BGK+PML model with two techniques: enforcing
the energy decay and via continued fraction expansion. In both techniques, a vital role is played
by the symbol of the differential operator of the system. The analyses provide some reasonable
bounds on the parameters of the BGK+PML model. These bounds will then be used in Section 6
to carefully choose the parameters for the simulations needed to perform a sensitivity analysis.

5.1 The symbol of the BGK+PML model

The system (10) governing the BGK+PML model can be rewritten in matrix form as

∂

∂t

a
ω
θ

 = −



A1

(
∂

∂x1
+ σ1λ0

)
+A2

(
∂

∂x2
+ σ2λ̃0

)
A1σ1 A2σ2

I

(
∂

∂x1
+ λ0(α0 + σ1)− λ1

∂

∂x2

)
I

(
α1

∂

∂x2
+ α0 + σ1

)
O

I

(
∂

∂x2
+ λ̃0(α̃0 + σ2)− λ̃1

∂

∂x1

)
O I

(
α̃1

∂

∂x1
+ α̃0 + σ2

)


a
ω
θ

 .

We refer to the matrix on the right-hand side as the differential operator of the system, and we
denote it by P ≡ P (∂/∂x1, ∂/∂x2). Moreover, we denote [a, ω, θ]⊤ by u ≡ u(x1, x2, t). Hence,
we are dealing with a general system of the type

ut = Pu, (17)

with initial condition
u(x1, x2, t = 0) = f(x1, x2).

The stability of this problem can be studied via Fourier analysis (sometimes also called Von
Neumann analysis). The Fourier transform of (17) is

dû

dt
= P̂ û, (18)

with initial condition
û(k1, k2, t = 0) = f̂(k1, k2),

where û ≡ û(k1, k2, t) are the modes and P̂ ≡ P̂ (ik1, ik2) is called the symbol of the differential
operator P . Equation (18) is a recasting of (17) in the frequency domain, with k1, k2 being the
Fourier variables. Furthermore, (18) is a system of ordinary differential equations with constant
coefficients, having solution [Eva10, (7.3.38)], [GKO13, (4.5.4)]

û = eP̂ tf̂(k1, k2), (19)

where e is the matrix exponential. Recasting the original problem (10) in the frequency domain
is useful because the differential problem becomes an algebraic problem, and then we can use
existing results based on the symbol P̂ to establish well-posedness and stability; see, for instance,
[GKO13, §4.5].

Since we are dealing with a wave-dominated problem, it is reasonable to expect that the
solution û in (19) will decay with time. In light of this, and because of the properties of the

matrix exponential eP̂ t, the following necessary condition for well-posedness should not be a
surprise.
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Theorem 5.1 (The Petrovskii condition [GKO13, Theorem 4.5.2]). A necessary condition for
well-posedness of (17) is that, for all k, the eigenvalues λ of P̂ (ik) satisfy the inequality Re(λ) ⩽ α,
with α being a positive constant.

5.2 Stability analysis via the energy decay

It is possible to work out a stability condition by enforcing energy decay over time. The following
stability condition is a standard result.

Theorem 5.2 ([GKO13, Theorem 4.5.4]). The initial value problem (17) is well-posed if there is
a constant α such that, for all k,

P̂ (ik) + P̂ ∗(ik) ⩽ 2αI.

We emphasize that this condition is necessary but not sufficient because we assumed that the
solution is periodic, but in general, it is not. In other words, the above condition is helpful to get
a sense of what the parameters do, but it does not give us a complete picture because we have
assumed periodicity in space.

The symbol P̂ of the differential operator for our problem is

P̂ = −


A1(ik1 + σ1λ0) +A2(ik2 + σ2λ̃0) A1σ1 A2σ2

(ik1 + λ0(α0 + σ1)− iλ1k2) I (iα1k2 + α0 + σ1) I O

(ik2 + λ̃0(α̃0 + σ2)− iλ̃1k1) I O (iα̃1k1 + α̃0 + σ2) I

 . (20)

Enforcing the condition P̂ + P̂ ∗ < 0, and taking into account that σ1, σ2 ⩾ 0, we obtain the
following conditions on the parameters

λ0 > 0, λ̃0 > 0, α0 > −σ1, α̃0 > −σ2.

We observe that the parameters α1 and α̃1 disappear when we take P̂ + P̂ ∗. Moreover, the
parameters λ1 and λ̃1 are involved in the imaginary parts in which k1 and k2 appear; this means
that, in principle, they can take any value.

5.3 Stability analysis via continued fractions

Appelö et al. [AHK06] proposed an alternative method to analyze stability by studying the sign
of the eigenvalues of the symbol P̂ . In this section, we present the necessary tools for using
this method and apply them to (20). The technique of [AHK06] is based on a theorem by
Frank [Fra46], which is reported here for the reader’s convenience. This technique is related to
the Routh–Hurwitz stability criterion, often used in control theory.

Theorem 5.3 (Frank, 1946 [Mar66, Corollary (38,1b)]). Consider any polynomial q(z) of degree
n. Let D be a real number and define the polynomials Q0 and Q1 with real coefficients by

q(iD) ≡ in[Q0(D) + iQ1(D)].

Then, there is a continued fraction

Q1(D)

Q0(D)
=

1

c1D + d1 −
1

c2D + d2 −
1

c3D + d3 − · · · − 1

cnrD + dnr

with cj ̸= 0 and nr ⩽ n. The number of roots of q(z) with positive (negative) real part equals the
number of positive (negative) cj. Moreover, there are n− nr roots on the imaginary axis.
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There are several key points to notice about this theorem. First, we must be able to write
any polynomial q(z) to read off the polynomials Q0 and Q1 of a real variable. This rewriting
can always be achieved. Secondly, we must be able to write the rational function Q1/Q0 in a
continued fraction form. This can always be accomplished via an algorithm that recursively uses
the Euclidean division between polynomials, no matter how complicated the rational function
of departure, and returns the continued fraction expansion. Nonetheless, the calculations are
far more tedious. Notice also that the total number of coefficients cj appearing in the above
expression may be less than the polynomial degree (nr ⩽ n). Finally, the theorem also tells us
that n− nr roots lie on the imaginary axis.

Without this theorem, it would be too complicated to find an analytical expression for the
eigenvalues and study their signs directly. Indeed, suppose we apply Theorem 5.3 to the charac-
teristic polynomial of the symbol P̂ . In that case, we can determine the sign of its eigenvalues
without knowing their exact, explicit form. This is all the information we need to apply the
Petrovskii condition, Theorem 5.1, which requires that all the coefficients cj in Theorem 5.3 must
be defined and negative.

Characteristic polynomial of P̂ . The characteristic polynomial p(z) of the symbol P̂ (20)
factorizes as

p(z) = z2 (z + α̃0 + ik1α̃1)
6 (z + α0 + σ1 + ik2α1)

2 µ4(z) ν4(z), (21)

where µ4(z) and ν4(z) are two fourth degree polynomials, defined by

µ4(z) =
(
z2 + k21 + k22

)
(z + α0 + ik2α1)

2 + 2 (z + α0 + ik2α1)×
×
(
k22 + z (z − ik1λ0) + k1k2 (α1λ0 + λ1)

)
σ1+

+
(
−z2

(
−1 + λ2

0

)
− 2izk2λ0 (α1λ0 + λ1) + k22

(
1 + (α1λ0 + λ1)

2
))

σ2
1,

ν4(z) =
(
z2 + 3k21 + 3k22

)
(z + α0 + ik2α1)

2 + 2 (z + α0 + ik2α1)×
× (z (z − 3ik1λ0) + 3k2 (k2 + k1 (α1λ0 + λ1)))σ1+

+
(
z2

(
1− 3λ2

0

)
− 6izk2λ0 (α1λ0 + λ1) + 3k22

(
1 + (α1λ0 + λ1)

2
))

σ2
1.

We observe that the parameters λ̃0 and λ̃1 do not appear in the characteristic polynomial (21),
which indicates that they can take any value. From (21), it is clear that P̂ has two zero eigenvalues,
six times the eigenvalue z = −(α̃0 + ik1α̃1), and twice the eigenvalue z = −(α0 + σ1 + ik2α1).
Since we require the real parts of the eigenvalues to be strictly positive, we obtain the conditions

α̃0 > 0, α0 > −σ1.

These two conditions coincide with those found in Section 5.2 via the energy decay approach.
The polynomials µ4(z) and ν4(z) are fourth-degree polynomials, so, in principle, they admit

an algebraic solution in closed form. However, the closed-form expression of the solution is too
complicated to allow analysis.

In what follows, we apply Theorem 5.3 to µ4(z) and ν4(z) separately to work out their
respective continued fraction expansions and study the sign of the eigenvalues.

5.3.1 Application of Theorem 5.3 to µ4(z)

The first coefficient in the continued fraction expansion of µ4(z) is

c1 = − 1

2(α0 + σ1)
.
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It is defined if α0 ̸= −σ1 and negative if α0 > −σ1, which again coincides with the condition
found via the energy decay technique.

The second coefficient in the expansion is

c2 = −2(α0 + σ1)
3/

[
α4
0 + α0

(
k21 + 4α2

0 − k1k2(2α1λ0 + λ1)
)
σ1+

−
(
α2
0(−6 + λ2

0) + k21(−1 + λ2
0) + k1k2(2α1λ0 + λ1)

)
σ2
1+

− 2α0(−2 + λ2
0)σ

3
1 − (−1 + λ2

0)σ
4
1

]
.

Due to the complicated expression at the denominator, we analyze this coefficient in two limit
cases.

Case σ1 → 0. We first consider the limit case in which we approach the PML interface. In this
case, we may drop the higher-order terms in σ1, and c2 becomes

c2 = − 2(α0 + σ1)
3

α4
0 + α0

(
k21 + 4α2

0 − k1k2(2α1λ0 + λ1)
)
σ1

.

Then the questions remain: is c2 defined? and, if it is defined, is it negative? To answer both
these questions, we study when the denominator of c2

f(k1, k2) = α4
0 + α0

(
k21 + 4α2

0 − k1k2(2α1λ0 + λ1)
)
σ1 (22)

is strictly positive. We seek an analytical expression for the boundaries of the instability regions.
Starting from f(k1, k2) > 0, we work out k2 as a function of k1 (with α0 ̸= 0)

α3
0 +

(
k21 + 4α2

0 − k1k2(2α1λ0 + λ1)
)
σ1 > 0,

α3
0 + k21σ1 + 4α2

0σ1 > k1k2(2α1λ0 + λ1)σ1.

If k1 = 0, one has
α3
0 + 4α2

0σ1 > 0,

which is always guaranteed because α0 > −σ1 (the condition on the first coefficient). In contrast,
for k1 ̸= 0, one obtains 

k2 <
α3
0 +

(
4α2

0 + k21
)
σ1

(2α1λ0 + λ1) k1σ1
if k1 > 0,

k2 >
α3
0 +

(
4α2

0 + k21
)
σ1

(2α1λ0 + λ1) k1σ1
if k1 < 0.

Since k2 should be allowed to take any value, the only possibility is that the expression on the
right-hand side of the last inequalities is unbounded

α3
0 +

(
4α2

0 + k21
)
σ1

(2α1λ0 + λ1) k1σ1
→ ∞, ∀k1 ̸= 0,

and since k1σ1 ̸= 0, we need
(2α1λ0 + λ1) → 0,

which means that either λ0 = λ1 = 0, or α1 = λ1 = 0 or λ0 = −λ1/2α1. If we assume that all the
parameters are positive, then the third option has to be discarded. Moreover, all the preliminary
numerical simulations have shown that in practice, λ0 has to stay zero to guarantee stability, so
we are left only with the first condition

λ0 = λ1 = 0.
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In general, we observe that the presence of the instability region is associated with the mixed
term in k1k2 in (22). If somehow the leading coefficient of this mixed term is zero, then f(k1, k2)
is always positive, and hence c2 is negative.

One can find the same conditions by following the same procedure for ν4(z). However, the
coefficients c3 and c4 of the continued fraction expansions of both µ4(z) and ν4(z) have more
complicated expressions that do not allow analysis.

Finally, we recall that we only considered the limit case σ1 → 0 in which we approach the
PML interface. Therefore, the conditions we found above may not give us the complete picture.
However, the stability analysis is confirmed by the fact that in all the numerical simulations
performed with nonzero λ0, λ1, α0, and α1, the BGK+PML model is unstable. In contrast, the
simulations performed with λ0, λ1, α0, and α1 set to zero demonstrated that the BGK+PML
model is stable, but one must address accuracy issues. In the next section, we will further develop
these aspects.

6 Sensitivity analysis

We are now able to assess how the parameters affect the outcome of the simulations of the
BGK+PML model.

We can find many methods in the literature to sample a parameter space and perform a
sensitivity analysis. A good review is given in [And97], where the author points out how models
with many parameters often behave as if they depend on only a few. Besides providing accurate
results, a suitable sampling method should minimize the number of simulation runs. The most
straightforward way to explore a parameter space would be to generate a simple random sample
of the parameters in some given intervals of variation. Unfortunately, random sampling has a
convergence rate of 1/

√
d, where d is the dimension of parameter space, because of the law of large

numbers. Random sampling may prove inefficient and computationally expensive if one has many
parameters. Hence, we must find a better way to explore the parameter space systematically.

The tool we use to gain insights into the role of the parameters is the Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) expansion of multivariate functions and the related concept of total sensitivity indices
(TSIs). ANOVA expansions are very useful when one wants to study functionals of solutions to
nonlinear partial differential equations.

In this section, we first describe the ANOVA expansion of multivariate functions and the
related concept of TSIs. Then, we define a functional of the solution to the BGK+PML model.
We establish some reasonable bounds on the parameters of our BGK+PML model that are
involved in the functional chosen. We then apply the ANOVA expansion to our chosen functional
and compute the related TSIs. Finally, we explore other possible choices of functional.

6.1 ANOVA expansion of multivariate functions

The main references for this section are [SCS00, CCG09, GH11]. Let P = {1, 2, . . . , p} be the
set of coordinate indices of a p-dimensional function, and let α = (α1, α2, . . . , αp) ∈ Rp be a
p-dimensional vector. Let T ⊆ P be a subset of P, and let t denote the cardinality of T (so
t ⩽ p). We denote by αT ∈ Rt the t-dimensional vector that contains the components of α ∈ Rp

indexed by T . Furthermore, we denote by Ap the p-dimensional unit hypercube [0, 1]p. Any
p-dimensional function g ∈ L2(Ap) can be written as the ANOVA expansion

g(α) = g0 +
∑
T ⊆P

gT (αT ), (23)
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where the terms in the expansion are calculated recursively through the formula

gT (αT ) =

∫
Ap−t

gT (αT ) dαP\T −
∑
W⊂T

gW(αW)− g0, (24)

starting with the zeroth order term

g0 =

∫
Ap

g(α) dα,

and where, by convention, ∫
A0

g(α) dα∅ = g(α).

Each term gT (αT ) in the ANOVA expansion is, in general, a nonlinear function of its t arguments,
and it is the unique term in the expansion that depends on the t variables indexed by T . In
other words, the term gT (αT ) describes the effect within g(α) when those t arguments are
simultaneously taken into account.

We emphasize that dαP\T in (24) indicates integration over all those coordinate indices not
included in T , and that the sum is carried out over strict subsets W of T . The operation (24) can
be regarded as a projection since the resulting function depends only on the coordinate indices
in T . The total number of terms in the ANOVA expansion is 2p.

We stress that the ANOVA expansion is exact and contains a finite number of terms. If we
truncate it, we obtain an approximation to g(α), having fewer terms than the whole expansion.
A natural question is how to truncate the ANOVA expansion to get a good approximation to
g(α). This question leads us to the concept of effective dimension of multivariate functions; see
Sections 6.1.2 and 6.1.3.

To clarify equations (23) and (24), we explicitly write the expressions to calculate the first
few terms in the ANOVA expansion. We define the order of a term gT (αT ) appearing in (23) as
the cardinality t of the corresponding set T . The case t = 1 generates the first-order terms, or
univariate functions, given by

gi1(αi1) =

∫
Ap−1

g(α) dα′ − g0, i1 = 1, 2, . . . , p,

where dα′ indicates integration over all coordinates except αi1 .
The case t = 2 generates the second-order terms, or bivariate functions, given by

gi1i2(αi1 , αi2) =

∫
Ap−2

g(α) dα′′ − gi1(αi1)− gi2(αi2)− g0, i1 < i2, i1, i2 = 1, 2, . . . , p,

where dα′′ indicates integration over all coordinates except αi1 and αi2 .
The case t = 3 generates the third-order terms, or trivariate functions, given by

gi1i2i3(αi1 , αi2 , αi3) =

∫
Ap−3

g(α) dα′′′ − gi1i2(αi1 , αi2)− gi1i3(αi1 , αi3)− gi2i3(αi2 , αi3)

− gi1(αi1)− gi2(αi2)− gi3(αi3)− g0,

i1 < i2 < i3, i1, i2, i3 = 1, 2, . . . , p,

where dα′′′ indicates integration over all coordinates except αi1 , αi2 and αi3 , and so on. Note
that, as we go to higher order, i.e., as t increases, the dimensionality of the integrals that we need
to compute decreases. The binomial coefficient gives the total number of tth order terms(

p

t

)
=

p!

t! (p− t)!
.
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The ANOVA expansion of g(α) is finally written as

g(α) = g0 +

p∑
i1

gi1 +

(p2)∑
i1,i2

gi1i2 +

(p3)∑
i1,i2,i3

gi1i2i3 + · · ·+
p∑

i1,...,ip−1

gi1···ip−1 + gi1i2···ip−1ip .

From a computational point of view, the bottleneck in this procedure is represented by the eval-
uation of the multidimensional integrals needed to construct the expansion. This aspect should
not be underestimated because it might compromise the algorithm’s efficiency; some aspects in
this regard are discussed in Section 6.2.

6.1.1 Properties of the ANOVA expansion

This section provides a list of the most important properties of the ANOVA expansion; a complete
list can be found in [SCS00].

• The ANOVA expansion of a general p-dimensional function g ∈ L2(Ap) is exact and finite,
and contains a total number of 2p terms;

• the zero-th order term g0 in (23) is an integral average of g over the entire parameter space
Ap, and it is a constant ;

• the term gT (αT ) is a function only of the coordinates indexed by T ;

• the terms in the ANOVA expansion are mutually orthogonal, i.e.,∫
Ap

gS(αS) gT (αT ) dα = 0,

whenever S and T contain at least one different index. This holds also when S and T have
the same cardinality. Note that when gS = g0 we get the particular case∫

Ap

g0 gT (αT ) dα = 0,

which, since g0 is constant, implies ∫
Ap

gT (αT ) dα = 0,

meaning that the terms gT (αT ) in the ANOVA expansion have zero average.

• each term gT (αT ) in the expansion is a projection of g(α) onto a subspace of L2(Ap), with
respect to the L2(Ap) inner product.

6.1.2 The truncated ANOVA expansion

A truncated ANOVA expansion of order r is given by [CCG09, (7)]

g(α; r) = g0 +
∑

T ⊆P, t⩽r

gT (αT ).

The truncated ANOVA expansion g(α; r) with r ≪ p often gives an excellent approximation to
g(α). Some aspects of well approximating a multivariate function g(α) by a truncated ANOVA
expansion g(α; r) are presented in [CCG09, §2.1]. For instance, if r ≪ p, then our g(α), a
function of p arguments, can be well described by a sum of terms, each of which depends at most
on r variables. This means that the contributions provided by coordinate sets having more than r
variables can be disregarded. This leads us to the concept of effective dimension of a function.
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6.1.3 The effective dimension of a function

As mentioned above, the ANOVA expansion is related to the concept of effective dimension of a
multivariate function [CCG09, §2.2]. We define the terms VT (g) and V (g) as

VT (g) =

∫
Ap

(gT (αT ))
2 dα, V (g) =

∑
t>0

VT (g). (25)

Note that VT (g) is the integral average of the square of the terms appearing in the ANOVA
expansion and can be regarded as a variability of g over a given set T .

Definition 6.1. The effective dimension of a multivariate function g in the superposition sense
or, in short, the superposition dimension, is the smallest integer r such that∑

0<t⩽r

VT (g) ⩾ q V (g),

where q > 0 is called proportion and it is typically chosen to be slightly less than 1; q = 0.99 is a
common choice.

Definition 6.2. Given a function g and its approximation h, the normalized approximation error
is defined by

E(g, h) =
1

V (g)

∫
Ap

(g(α)− h(α))2 dα.

We have the following remarkable theorem about the approximation property of the truncated
ANOVA expansions.

Theorem 6.1 ([WF03, Theorem 2]). Assume that g(α) has superposition dimension r in pro-
portion q and let g(α; r) =

∑
0<t<r gT (αT ) denote its truncated ANOVA expansion of order r.

Then
E (g(α), g(α; r)) ⩽ (1− q).

This theorem formalizes what we claimed in the previous section, i.e., if the superposition
dimension is small (r ≪ p), then g(α) can be well approximated by a truncated ANOVA expansion
with only a few terms. More precisely, the error between the ANOVA expansion and its order r
truncation is at most (1− q).

Many practical applications have demonstrated that truncated ANOVA expansions of order
two can already yield excellent approximations to the original function g [CCG09, GH11]. This
fact may be explained by the observation that, typically, high-dimensional functions are not really
high-dimensional. In practice, multidimensional functions that truly depend on all the parameters
are found quite seldom. Usually, the bivariate terms in the ANOVA expansion still matter, but
if we consider terms of order higher than two, one can observe that they make a slight difference.
The ANOVA expansion is very useful because it quantifies how much structure hides behind a
multivariate function.

6.1.4 Total sensitivity indices

The total sensitivity index (TSI) of a parameter αi measures the combined sensitivity of all terms
that depend on αi, i = 1, . . . , p. We define the sensitivity measure as

ST =
VT
V

,
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where VT and V are defined according to (25). The following result holds∑
i∈T

ST +
∑
i/∈T

ST = 1,

where the first term is a sum of the sensitivity measures ST containing the coordinate index i,
and the second term is a sum of those ST that do not contain it. We call the first term in the
above expression the TSI(i) of variable αi,

TSI(i) :=
∑
i∈T

ST .

The TSIs give us a feeling of which parameters are most important. They represent the final goal
of our computation of the ANOVA expansion.

6.2 Multivariate numerical integration

A crucial aspect in computing the ANOVA expansion is the accurate calculation of the multidi-
mensional integrals appearing in (24). The ANOVA expansion theory is based on the assumption
that these multidimensional integrals can be evaluated exactly. In our case, this is not possible
since we do not have an analytic expression for g. In practice, we have to resort to multivari-
ate numerical integration. The efficiency and the accuracy of the integration methods adopted
directly affect the efficiency of the calculations and the accuracy of the ANOVA expansion.

There are several approaches to evaluate multidimensional integrals, for instance,

• the Stroud cubature, which is the simplest approach and gives the minimum amount of nodes
to obtain a certain accuracy in high dimensions, but cannot provide very high accuracy;

• product rules, that allow the extension of many known univariate integration formulas to
higher dimensions. This approach allows the calculation of the integrals accurately, but it
quickly becomes computationally expensive because the number of samples grows like np

for a quadrature using n points in p dimensions. For instance, the Cartesian product with a
Gaussian quadrature for seven dimensions with five integration abscissas in each dimension
needs 57 = 78 125 evaluations.

• the Smolyak construction, which is a sparse grid integration method.

As our final goal is to compute the TSIs in order to get a sense of which parameters are most
significant, the evaluation of the multivariate integrals does not need to be very accurate. We are
not interested in the exact or highly accurate values of the TSIs but in understanding how the
parameters relate to each other and which one is more important. In this work, we adopted the
Gauss–Legendre quadrature rules, denoted by (Gn)

d, where n is the number of nodes, and d the
dimension of the function.

6.3 Definition of the error functional

We have to define an outcome of the solution on which to focus our analysis. Preferably, we would
choose a functional of the numerical solution to our BGK+PML model. In particular, we choose
the maximum over time of the L2-norm of the error in the density a1 between the BGK+PML
and the plain BGK, calculated along a line close to the PML, normalized with respect to the
L2-norm of the initial condition of the density a1 on that same line for the plain BGK. Formally,

g1 =

max
t∈[0,T ]

{[∫ Ly

0

(
aPML
1 (x∗, y, t)− a1(x

∗, y, t)
)2

dy

]1/2}
[∫ Ly

0 (a1(x∗, y, t = 0))2 dy
]1/2 , (26)
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where T is the final time of the simulation, x∗ is the abscissa at which the reference line is
located, while aPML

1 and a1 are the densities with and without the PML, respectively. In the
most general case we will consider, this error functional will depend on four parameters, namely
α0, α1, the PML exponent β, and the PML thickness L. In Section 6.6, we will also consider
other functionals, but until then, we will stick to (26).

6.4 Bounds on λ0, λ1, and the PML thickness

In Section 5.3.1, we have seen from an analytical point of view that to guarantee stability, we
must set the parameters λ0 and λ1 to zero. Here, we show that the numerical simulations confirm
these stability conditions. We monitor the quantity

err-a1 :=

[∫ Ly

0

(
aPML
1 (x∗, y, t)− a1(x

∗, y, t)
)2

dy
]1/2

[∫ Ly

0 (a1(x∗, y, t = 0))2 dy
]1/2 , (27)

and plot its time evolution by performing a numerical simulation of the BGK+PML model with
the same data described in Section 4.

Fig. 2 reports on the results of the numerical simulations. In panel (a), we monitor the time
evolution of err-a1 for a set of λ0 values, namely

{
0, 10−4, 10−3, 10−2

}
. It appears that err-a1 is

minimal when λ0 is set to zero. From all the numerical simulations performed, it appears that
we must set λ0 and λ1 to zero to address the stability issues and ensure an accurate description
of the physical behavior. This agrees with the stability analysis performed in Section 5.3.1. We
finally note that, even if we set λ0 to zero, the parameter α0 still appears in the equations (15).

Later, we will also analyze the sensitivity of our model to variations in the PML thickness L,
so we proceed to establish some appropriate lower bound on L before calculating the ANOVA
expansion. Panel (b) of Fig. 2 shows the time evolution of err-a1, for several PML thicknesses,
L = {0.10, 0.15, 0.20, 0.25}, with λ0 = 0. A reasonable lower bound on the PML thickness L is
given by L = 0.25 because with this choice, err-a1 is sufficiently small throughout the simulation.

(a) (b)

Figure 2: Time evolution of err-a1. Panel (a): For several values of λ0. Panel (b): For several
PML thicknesses L.
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6.5 ANOVA expansion applied to the BGK+PML model

We now have all the ingredients to apply the ANOVA expansion to our functional (26). We
consider g1 to be a function of α0, α1 and L, namely g1(α0, α1, L). We recall that we set λ0 and
λ1 to zero to address the stability issues discussed in Sections 5.3.1 and 6.4.

The TSIs are computed for β = 2, 3, 4, being β the exponent that appears in the expres-
sion (11) of the damping function σ1. We let both α0 and α1 vary in the interval [0, 5], while
the PML thickness L take values in the interval [0.25, 0.80]. Table 2 reports the TSIs, obtained
using increasingly accurate Gauss–Legendre cubature formulas, namely (G2)

3, (G3)
3 and (G4)

3,
for β = 2, 3, 4.

Table 2: TSIs for the parameters α0, α1 and L, using functional g1(α0, α1, L).

PML exponent Cubature type α0 α1 L

β = 2
(G2)

3 0.2274 0.2521 0.9435
(G3)

3 0.2251 0.2565 0.9478
(G4)

3 0.2221 0.2494 0.9607

β = 3
(G2)

3 0.2212 0.2511 0.9586
(G3)

3 0.2104 0.2590 0.9716
(G4)

3 0.2112 0.2491 0.9705

β = 4
(G2)

3 0.2201 0.2352 0.9640
(G3)

3 0.2114 0.2488 0.9814
(G4)

3 0.2051 0.2427 0.9865

Not surprisingly, the parameter with the largest TSI is the PML thickness L, while α0 and α1

basically have comparable sensitivity measures. Moreover, we observe that the TSIs are virtually
independent of the PML exponent β. We can also let β be a parameter of the functional, i.e., we
consider g1(α0, α1, β, L). We compute the TSIs assuming the following intervals of variation for
the parameters

α0 ∈ [0, 3.5] , α1 ∈ [0, 3.5] , β ∈ [0, 4] , L ∈ [0.25, 0.80] .

The results are reported in Table 3.

Table 3: TSIs for the parameters α0, α1, β and L, using functional g1(α0, α1, β, L).

Cubature type α0 α1 β L

(G2)
4 0.1638 0.2474 0.2775 0.9312

(G3)
4 0.1635 0.1916 0.2879 0.9385

As expected, the parameters α0 and α1 have only a minor impact on g1. In contrast, the
parameters β and L appearing in the definition of the damping function σ1 clearly dominate
the functional outcome. In particular, the PML thickness L has the most significant influence
on g1. This motivates us to investigate what happens if we set the least important parameters
α0 = α1 = 1, and we compute the ANOVA expansion of the functional g1(β, L). Table 4 reports
the TSI values for this case.

The TSI values in Table 4 strongly confirm that the PML thickness L is the parameter having
the most significant influence on the PML behavior.
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Table 4: TSIs for the parameters β and L, using functional g1(β, L).

Cubature type β L

(G2)
2 0.0465 0.9535

(G3)
2 0.0557 0.9443

(G4)
2 0.0660 0.9340

6.6 Other functionals

In this section, we consider other forms of the error functional to investigate whether and how
the choice of the functional may influence the TSI values.

We define the error functional g2 as

g2 =

∫ T
0

[∫ Ly

0

(
aPML
1 (x∗, y, t)− a1(x

∗, y, t)
)2

dy
]1/2

dt[∫ Ly

0 (a1(x∗, y, t = 0))2 dy
]1/2 ,

Here, we are still looking at the error in the density a1 on a vertical line close to the PML, but
instead of taking the maximum of the L2-norm, we compute its integral over the whole time
interval; compare with (26). Table 5 reports the values of the TSIs obtained when using the
functional g2(α0, α1, β, L).

Table 5: TSIs for the parameters α0, α1, β and L, using functional g2(α0, α1, β, L).

Cubature type α0 α1 β L

(G2)
4 0.1623 0.1875 0.3061 0.9343

(G3)
4 0.1596 0.1659 0.3740 0.9298

It is encouraging to observe that these values are very similar to those in Table 3, meaning
that the model’s sensitivity to the various parameters is virtually independent of the choice of
the functional. The only noticeable effect of choosing g1 over g2 is that the TSI of α1 decreases
a bit while the TSI of β increases.

Freezing α0 = α1 = 1 and recomputing the ANOVA analysis using the functional g2(β, L),
we obtain the results in Table 6.

Table 6: TSIs for the parameters β and L, using functional g2(β, L).

Cubature type β L

(G2)
2 0.0543 0.9457

(G3)
2 0.0803 0.9197

(G4)
2 0.0924 0.9076

Another option for the error functional is to calculate the L2-norm of the error in a1 on the
entire domain Ω and then integrate over time, normalized with respect to the L2-norm of the
initial condition of a1 over Ω, i.e.,

g3 =

∫ T
0

[∫ Lx

0

∫ Ly

0

(
aPML
1 (x, y, t)− a1(x, y, t)

)2
dx dy

]1/2
dt[∫ Lx

0

∫ Ly

0 (a1(x, y, t = 0))2 dx dy
]1/2 .
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This choice of functional yields the TSI values reported in Table 7, which again confirms that the
TSIs are basically independent of the choice of error functional. The results in Table 8, obtained
for the functional g3(β, L), also lead to similar observations.

Table 7: TSIs for the parameters α0, α1, β and L, using functional g3(α0, α1, β, L).

Cubature type α0 α1 β L

(G2)
4 0.1649 0.1773 0.3072 0.9374

(G3)
4 0.1605 0.1627 0.3920 0.9280

Table 8: TSIs for the parameters β and L, using functional g3(β, L).

Cubature type β L

(G2)
2 0.0533 0.9467

(G3)
2 0.0845 0.9155

(G4)
2 0.1053 0.8947

Summarizing, we have answered the question “What are the most important parameters in
the BGK+PML model?”. For stability issues, we know that we have to set λ0 and λ1 to zero,
while the results of the sensitivity analysis show that the most significant parameters are the
PML exponent β and the PML thickness L. Moreover, we have seen that the values of the TSIs
do not significantly depend on the choice of error functional.

6.7 Isentropic vortex test case

As an additional numerical experiment to investigate how the ANOVA results change, we analyze
the isentropic vortex test case considered in [HLL08, KCHW19]. Here, we only state those
concepts necessary to understand the simulation; we refer the reader to [HLL08, KCHW19] for
more details. The two-dimensional nonlinear Euler equations support an advective solution of
the form 

ρ(x, t)
u(x, t)
v(x, t)
p(x, t)

 =


0
U0

V0

0

+


ρr(r)

−ur(r) sin θ
ur(r) cos θ

pr(r)

 , (28)

where (U0, V0) is the constant advective velocity, ur(r) is the radial velocity distribution, and
r =

√
(x− U0t)2 + (y − V0t)2. The solution (28) advects with constant velocity (U0, V0). For our

numerical experiments, we consider a radial velocity distribution of the form [KCHW19, (55)]

ur(r) =
Umax

b
r e

1
2

(
1− r2

b2

)
, (29)

where Umax is the maximum velocity at r = b. The density distribution is [HLL08, (55)]

ρr(r) =

(
1− 1

2
(τ − 1)U2

max e
1− r2

b2

)1/(τ−1)

. (30)

The initial condition is the one given by (28), (29), and (30) with t = 0, (U0, V0) = (0.5, 0), Umax =
0.5U0 = 0.25, and b = 0.2. The initial conditions for the BGK coefficients are then given by (8)
and (9). The physical domain of interest is the square [−1, 1]2. The BGK model without the PML
is solved on a larger computational domain to let the vortex freely propagate. The absorption

24



profile is taken as in (11), with width L = 0.50 and exponent β = 4. In contrast to [HLL08,
Sec. 4.1] and [KCHW19, Sec. 5.1.1], here we consider a PML only in the x-direction at the
outflow boundary (i.e., the PML corresponds to the domain [1, 1.5]× [−1, 1]). The computational
domains of both the BGK and the BGK+PML models are discretized with a uniform grid with
hx = hy = 0.01.

Fig. 3 shows the v-velocity contours at t = 0, 1.5, 2.5, and 3.5, demonstrating the absorption of
the vortex by the PML at the outflow boundary. Notably, the vortex also preserves its symmetry
while penetrating the absorbing layer, a signal of minimal reflections at the interface. Overall,
this figure provides qualitative evidence of the BGK+PML model effectiveness for the isentropic
vortex test case, comparable to [HLL08, Fig. 4] and [KCHW19, Fig. 3].

Figure 3: BGK+PML model for the isentropic vortex test case. Contours of the v-velocity
distribution from −0.25 to 0.25 with an increment of 0.0125 excluding the zero level, at four
different time instants.

For computing the TSIs of the BGK+PML model for the current test case, we use a coarser
grid, with a uniform discretization parameter hx = hy = 0.1, so that a larger time step ∆t = 0.025
can be used for the numerical time integration.

As we did for the first validation test case in Sections 6.5 and 6.6, we consider the difference
between the numerical solution of the BGK+PML model and a reference solution obtained using
the plain BGK model on a larger computational domain, along a vertical line close to the outflow
boundary, x∗ = 0.9. We first consider the functional

h1 = max
t∈[0,T ]

{∥∥vPML(x∗, y, t)− v(x∗, y, t)
∥∥
∞
}
,

where T = 3.5, and we assume the following intervals of variation for the parameters

α0 ∈ [0, 3.5] , α1 ∈ [0, 3.5] , β ∈ [0, 4] , L ∈ [0.1, 1] .

Clearly, h1 is calculated on the physical domain only, namely for x∗ = 0.9 and y ∈ [−1, 1]. We
perform the ANOVA expansion and compute the TSIs as explained in the previous sections.
Table 9 reports on the numerical results.
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Table 9: TSIs for the parameters α0, α1, β and L, using functional g1(α0, α1, β, L), for the
isentropic vortex test case.

Cubature type α0 α1 β L

(G2)
4 0.2026 0.2323 0.3066 0.7753

(G3)
4 0.2153 0.2783 0.3280 0.7431

As in Sections 6.5 and 6.6, we investigate what happens when freezing α0 = α1 = 1 and
redoing the ANOVA expansion using the functional h1(β, L), we obtain the TSIs reported in
Table 10, for increasing precision of the numerical integration formulas.

Table 10: TSIs for the parameters β and L, using functional h1(β, L), for the isentropic vortex
test case.

Cubature type β L

(G2)
2 0.1480 0.8520

(G3)
2 0.1503 0.8497

(G4)
2 0.1547 0.8453

As in the previous test case, the impact of α0 and α1 is limited. The parameters β and L
defining the damping function σ1 have the highest TSI values.

Another option for the error functional is to calculate the L2-norm of the error in the v-
velocity on the physical domain [−1, 1]2 and then integrate over time, normalized with respect to
the L2-norm of the initial condition of v over [−1, 1]2, i.e.,

h2 =

∫ T
0

[∫ 1
−1

∫ 1
−1

(
vPML(x, y, t)− v(x, y, t)

)2
dx dy

]1/2
dt[∫ 1

−1

∫ 1
−1 (v(x, y, t = 0))2 dx dy

]1/2 ,

where T = 3.5. Table 11 reports the results for the TSIs when using h2 as a function of the
parameters α0, α1, β and L.

Table 11: TSIs for the parameters α0, α1, β and L, using functional h2(α0, α1, β, L), for the
isentropic vortex test case.

Cubature type α0 α1 β L

(G2)
4 0.1911 0.1939 0.3045 0.8051

(G3)
4 0.1914 0.1997 0.3448 0.7831

Freezing α0 = α1 = 1 and redoing the ANOVA expansion using the functional h2(β, L), we
obtain the TSIs reported in Table 12. As expected, as we increase the accuracy of the Gauss–
Legendre integration formula, the TSI values in Tables 11 and 12 seem to converge.

Comparing Table 11 to Table 9, and Table 12 to Table 10 demonstrates that the TSIs are
basically independent of the choice of the functional, which confirms the findings for the previous
test case. Also, the TSI values themselves are not too far from those in Sections 6.5 and 6.6. The
main difference we notice is that for the isentropic vortex test case, the TSIs related to β are
slightly higher. The range of TSI values for L in the first test case is the interval [0.89, 0.99], while
for the isentropic vortex is [0.74, 0.85]. Indeed, if we focus our attention on those functionals that
only depend on β and L and look at their TSIs, we observe that for the first test case, the TSI for
β take values in the range [0.0465, 0.1053], while for the second test case, the interval of variation
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Table 12: TSIs for the parameters β and L, using functional h2(β, L), for the isentropic vortex
test case.

Cubature type β L

(G2)
2 0.1548 0.8452

(G3)
2 0.1646 0.8354

(G4)
2 0.1651 0.8349

is [0.1480, 0.1651]. Analogously, the TSIs for L take values in [0.8947, 0.9535] for the first test
case and in [0.8349, 0.8520] for the second test case.

7 Conclusions and outlook

In this work, we studied the stability and sensitivity of an absorbing PML layer for the BGK
approximation of the Boltzmann equation. In particular, we investigated the parameters’ role and
significance in the BGK+PML model of [GHW11]. To establish reasonable parameter bounds, we
analyzed the model’s stability, focusing on the symbol of the differential operator of the system,
utilizing the energy decay and a technique based on continued fractions. Our analyses reveal that
setting λ0 and λ1 to zero is necessary to ensure stability, which is also confirmed by extensive
numerical simulations. Additionally, our analyses provided some bounds for the other parameters
in the BGK+PML model.

We used the ANOVA expansion of multivariate functions to calculate the total sensitivity
indices (TSIs) of the parameters for two different test cases and for several choices of error func-
tional. The parameter values required for the simulations to obtain the TSIs were carefully chosen
based on the bounds established through the stability analysis. Via the sensitivity analysis, we
identified the most crucial parameters, namely, the PML exponent β and thickness L. Addi-
tionally, the numerical experiments demonstrate that the TSIs are essentially independent of the
choice of error functional.

As a future research outlook, we emphasize that our study might be biased toward a limited
test set and implementation details. One could change the problem configuration, particularly
the initial and boundary conditions, and explore these aspects more systematically. For instance,
in this study, we always considered an initial value problem, but we could also consider a contin-
uously excited problem. The discretization method could also be changed, e.g., one could use the
discontinuous Galerkin method instead of finite differences. We finally recall that, for low Mach
numbers and weakly compressible flows, one could couple the Navier–Stokes equations (NSE)
and the BGK model by solving the NSE in the physical domain and the BGK model in the PML
domain. The coupling of the NSE and the BGK equations is an open research direction which is
left for future investigation.
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