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Abstract

Partial differential equations (PDEs) describing thermodynamically isolated systems typically possess conserved
quantities (like mass, momentum, and energy) and dissipated quantities (like entropy). Preserving these conserva-
tion and dissipation laws on discretisation in time can yield vastly better approximations for the same computational
effort, compared to schemes that are not structure-preserving. In this work we present two novel contributions: (i)
an arbitrary-order time discretisation for general conservative ordinary differential equations that conserves all known
invariants and (ii) an energy-conserving and entropy-dissipating scheme for both ordinary and partial differential
equations written in the GENERIC format, a superset of Poisson and gradient-descent systems. In both cases the
underlying strategy is the same: the systematic introduction of auxiliary variables, allowing for the replication at the
discrete level of the proofs of conservation or dissipation. We illustrate the advantages of our approximations with
numerical examples of the Kepler and Kovalevskaya problems, a combustion engine model, and the Benjamin–Bona–
Mahony equation.
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1. Introduction

Preserving geometric structure on discretisation has emerged as one of the key themes in modern numerical anal-
ysis. For initial-value problems (IVPs) on ordinary (ODEs) and partial (PDEs) differential equations, desirable fea-
tures include symplecticity, reversibility, contractivity, maximum principles, nonnegativity, conservation laws, and
dissipation inequalities. The art of designing such structure-preserving integrators is known as geometric numerical
integration [1]. In general, it is not possible to preserve every such feature simultaneously; for example, the celebrated
Ge–Marsden theorem shows that approximate symplectic algorithms cannot conserve energy for certain nonintegrable
Hamiltonian systems [2]. To faithfully reproduce the characteristics of a problem’s exact solution at the discrete level,
one should target those structures that are most influential in the behaviour of the solution.

In this work, we further develop a framework recently proposed by the authors [3] for devising time discretisations
that exactly reproduce (up to machine precision, solver tolerances, and quadrature errors) conservation laws and
dissipation inequalities. We extend the ideas of [3] in two directions. For general conservative ODEs, we construct
arbitrary-order integrators that exactly conserve all invariants. For ODEs and PDEs written in the GENERIC (General
Equation for Non-Equilibrium Reversible-Irreversible Coupling) formalism [4, 5], an abstract thermodynamically-
compatible expression of certain IVPs, we obtain schemes that simultaneously conserve energy and dissipate entropy.
We also present numerical examples where preserving these structures appears to offer decisive advantages over
typical methods (e.g. those preserving symplecticity) for single simulations over relatively long timescales. As in our
prior work [3], the unifying idea is the use of auxiliary variables, i.e. projections of certain associated test functions
(e.g. gradients of these quantities of interest in the ODE case) onto a discrete test space.

Both contributions we present are novel. For conservative ODEs, the most closely related works include those of
Cohen & Hairer [6] (considering the conservation of a single invariant) and of Brugnano, Iavernaro & Frasca-Caccia
[7, 8, 9] (in the multiply conservative case); in contrast to our approach, the scheme of Brugnano et al. requires the use
of at least as many stages as conservation laws to be preserved. The discretisation we propose for GENERIC systems
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generalises the works of Romero [10] (in the case of ODEs at lowest order in time) and of Giesselmann, Karsai &
Tscherpel [11] (when applied to Poisson or gradient-descent PDEs).

The remainder of this manuscript proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we develop the conservative ODE integra-
tor; we illustrate its structure-preserving properties with numerical demonstrations on the Kepler and Kovalevskaya
problems. In Section 3, we present the GENERIC ODE construction, with a similar numerical example on an unfired
combustion engine. In Section 4, we extend this idea to GENERIC PDEs; to demonstrate our construction, we con-
sider the Boltzmann and Benjamin–Bona–Mahony equations, with numerical demonstration of the latter. We offer
some concluding remarks in Section 5.

2. General conservative ODEs

We first consider general conservative ODE systems with possibly many invariants. Let f : Rd → Rd induce the
general ODE system

ẋ = f(x), (1)

with initial condition (IC) x(0) = x0. Suppose this system is conservative in P (< d) independent invariants (Np :
Rd → R)P

p=1, with the property that ∇Np(x)⊤f(x) = 0 for each p = 1, . . . , P. Each Np can then be seen to be conserved
over a timestep Tn B [tn, tn+1] by testing (1) with ∇Np:

Np(xn+1) − Np(xn) =
∫

Tn

Ṅp =

∫
Tn

∇Np(x) · ẋ =
∫

Tn

∇Np(x)⊤f(x) = 0. (2)

Before considering the general system (1) in further detail, it is instructive to consider a Poisson system,

f(x) = B(x)∇H(x), (3)

where B(x) ∈ Rd×d is a skew-symmetric matrix encoding the Poisson bracket, and H is the conserved Hamiltonian1.
In this case, the relation ∇H(x)⊤f(x) = ∇H(x)⊤B(x)∇H(x) = 0 follows from the skew-symmetry of B. A broad class
of discretisations for (3) is of the form: find x ∈ Xn such that

In

[
y⊤ẋ

]
= In

[
y⊤B(x)∇H(x)

]
(4)

for all y ∈ Ẋn. Here Xn is the trial space of polynomials of a fixed degree s ≥ 1 satisfying known initial data at the
beginning of the timestep,

Xn B
{

y ∈ Ps(Tn;Rd) | y(tn) satisfies known initial data
}
, (5)

with its time derivative satisfying Ẋn = Ps−1(Tn;Rd). The operator In is a linear approximation to the integral over Tn

(a quadrature rule), i.e. In[ϕ] ≈
∫

Tn
ϕ, specifying the time discretisation; the approximation must be sign-preserving,

i.e.
ϕ ≥ 0 =⇒ In[ϕ] ≥ 0, (6a)

appropriately scaled in ∆tn B tn+1 − tn, i.e.
In[1] = ∆tn, (6b)

and the map ϕ 7→ In[ϕ2]
1
2 must define a norm on Ps−1(Tn). Examples of such linear operators include any ≥ s-stage

quadrature rule with positive weights, and the exact integral. In the case where In is an s-stage quadrature rule, (4)
is equivalent to a collocation method at the quadrature points (see [12, Sec. II.1.2]); in the case where In is the exact
integral, (4) is a continuous Petrov–Galerkin discretisation in time (see [13, Chap. 70]).

We wish to discretise (3) in time while retaining the conservation of H. However, the time discretisation (4) cannot
in general achieve this. The central difficulty with reproducing the conservation argument for the continuous case is

1Since we do not impose the Jacobi identity on B, this would more precisely be referred to as almost Poisson. However, we use the former
terminology throughout this manuscript for brevity.
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that ∇H(x) < Ẋn, i.e. ∇H(x) is not a valid choice of discrete test function. This may be overcome by introducing an
auxiliary variable ∇̃H ∈ Ẋn approximating ∇H(x), yielding the scheme: find (x, ∇̃H) ∈ Xn × Ẋn such that

In

[
y⊤ẋ

]
= In

[
y⊤B(x)∇̃H

]
, (7a)

In

[
∇̃H

⊤
y0

]
=

∫
Tn

∇H(x)⊤y0, (7b)

for all (y, y0) ∈ Ẋn × Ẋn.

Proposition 2.1 (Conservation properties of (7)). Assuming solutions exist, the integrator (7) satisfies H(x(tn+1)) =
H(x(tn)) (up to quadrature errors, solver tolerances, and machine precision) at every timestep.

Proof. Mimicking the continuous argument, we consider respectively y0 = ẋ in (7b) and y = ∇̃H in (7a):

H(x(tn+1)) − H(x(tn)) =
∫

Tn

Ḣ =
∫

Tn

∇H(x)⊤ẋ = In

[
∇̃H

⊤
ẋ
]
= In

[
∇̃H

⊤
B(x)∇̃H

]
= 0. (8)

Summarising the strategy in the construction of (7), we (i) introduce an auxiliary variable corresponding to the
quantity we wish to preserve, namely a projection of its gradient onto the discrete test space Ẋn, and (ii) modify the
right-hand side to use the auxiliary variable so that the conservation proof can be replicated discretely. In the context
of [3], the gradient ∇H is the associated test function corresponding to H; namely, it is the function against which one
would test the equation (3) to derive the conservation or dissipation law in the continuous setting, and consequently
that which we introduce into our discretisation through a discrete auxiliary variable to preserve that law.

Remark 2.2. In practice, the scheme (7) incurs little additional computational cost over (4) as the auxiliary variable
∇̃H can be evaluated explicitly. In the case of In an s-stage quadrature rule, the resulting reformulation can then be
shown to be equivalent to the scheme of Cohen & Hairer [6], which is in turn at lowest order in time equivalent to the
mean-value discrete-gradient method of McLachlan, Quispel & Robidoux [14]. However, our interpretation extends
more easily to the conservation of additional invariants, alongside the consideration of PDEs wherein these auxiliary
variables cannot in general be evaluated explicitly.

We now return to the general case (1). The same strategy suggests (i) introducing auxiliary variables {∇̃N p}

approximating each ∇Np(x), and (ii) using these new variables in the right-hand side of (1), as done in (7). However,
as written, (1) does not appear to depend on {∇Np}. The following theorem demonstrates that in fact f may be
rewritten to expose an explicit dependence on {∇Np}, thereby enabling the incorporation of the auxiliary variables
{∇̃N p}. This result is fully constructive. In particular, we rewrite f in terms of an alternating form, i.e. a multilinear
map F : Vn → R over a vector space V such that F[v1, . . . , vn] = 0 whenever vi = v j for some i , j. We denote the
space of alternating n-forms over V by Altn V , and define the alternatisation Alt F ∈ Altn V of an n-multilinear map
by

Alt F[v1, . . . , vn] B
∑
σ∈S n

sgnσ F[vσ1 , . . . , vσn ], (9)

where S n denotes the permutation group of degree n, and sgnσ ∈ {±1} the sign of σ ∈ S n [15].

Theorem 2.3 (Identification of alternating forms). For the general conservative system (1) there exists F̃ : Rd →

AltP+1 Rd such that ∀ x, y ∈ Rd,
y⊤f(x) = F̃(x)[∇N1(x), . . . ,∇NP(x), y]. (10)

Proof. We demonstrate the existence of F̃ by construction. Through the independence of (Np), the gradients (∇Np)
are linearly independent almost everywhere. Consequently, we may define a dual basis (mq : Rd → Rd)P

q=1 such that
almost everywhere ∇Np(x)⊤mq(x) = δpq. For each x ∈ Rd, define the multilinear map G̃(x) : (Rd)P+1 → R,

G̃(x)[n1, . . . ,nP, y] B
(
n⊤1 m1(x)

)
· · ·

(
n⊤PmP(x)

) (
y⊤f(x)

)
. (11)
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By the orthogonality property ∇Np(x)⊤mq(x) = δpq, we observe that

G̃(x)[∇N1(x), . . . ,∇NP(x), y] B y⊤f(x); (12)

furthermore, by the orthogonality ∇Np(x)⊤f(x) = 0 (inherent in the conservation of Np) this evaluates to zero under
any non-trivial permutation of the arguments. Now define F̃(x) B Alt G̃(x) ∈ AltP+1 Rd to be the alternatisation
of G̃(x). This F̃(x) is alternating for all arguments by construction, and coincides with G̃(x) when evaluated at
[∇N1(x), . . . ,∇NP(x), y] for any y, since all but the trivial permutation evaluate to zero in the alternatisation (9).
Hence (10) holds.

Since the proof here is constructive, one may potentially use it directly when seeking to define such an F̃. In
simpler cases however, such an F̃ can often be found by inspection, as we will demonstrate for the Kepler problem in
Section 2.1 below.

With Theorem 2.3 established and F̃ defined, we may now apply the same general strategy described in [3] to
construct an integrator for (1) that preserves all conservation laws. We introduce auxiliary variables (∇̃N p) ∈ ẊP

n ,
approximating (∇Np(x)), such that

In

[
∇̃N

⊤

p yp

]
=

∫
Tn

∇Np(x)⊤yp, (13)

for all (yp)P
p=1 ∈ Ẋ

P
n . The general conservative scheme is then: find (x, (∇̃N p)) ∈ Xn × ẊP

n such that

In

[
y⊤ẋ

]
= In

[
F̃(x)[∇̃N1, . . . , ∇̃NP, y]

]
, (14a)

In

[
∇̃N

⊤

p yp

]
=

∫
Tn

∇N p(x)⊤yp, p = 1, . . . , P, (14b)

for all (y, (yp)) ∈ Ẋn × ẊP
n .

Theorem 2.4 (Conservation properties of (14)). Assuming solutions exist, the integrator (14) satisfies Np(x(tn+1)) =
Np(x(tn)) for all p.

Proof. For each p, by considering respectively yp = ẋ in (14b) and y = ∇̃N p in (14a),

Np(x(tn+1)) − Np(x(tn)) =
∫

Tn

Ṅp =

∫
Tn

∇Np(x)⊤ẋ = In

[
∇̃N

⊤

p ẋ
]
= In

[
F̃(x)[∇̃N1, . . . , ∇̃NP, ∇̃N p]

]
= 0, (15)

where the final equality holds by the alternating property of F̃(x).

Remark 2.5. As with (7), the auxiliary variables introduced in (14) can always be eliminated, and thus incur very
little additional computational cost.

2.1. Kepler problem

As a numerical demonstration of the scheme (14) we discretise the nondimensionalised two-body Kepler problem,

ẋ = v, v̇ = −
1
∥x∥3

x, (16)

for x, v : R+ → Rd representing the position and velocity respectively, and ∥ · ∥ denoting the ℓ2 norm. Trajectories of
(16) preserve the energy H, angular momentum L, and Runge–Lenz vector A, defined as

H(x, v) B
1
2
∥v∥2 −

1
∥x∥

, L(x, v) B x × v, A(x, v) B v × L(x, v) −
1
∥x∥

x, (17)

where × denotes the cross product. Roughly speaking, H and L encode the shape of the orbit and the plane to which
it is restricted, whereas the orientation of the orbit within that plane is encoded in A [16]. These invariants are not
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independent, as ∥A∥2 = 1+2H∥L∥2, while A and L are necessarily orthogonal; these 3 invariants thus represent 2d−1
independent constants of motion (for d ∈ {2, 3}), the maximum possible number of conserved quantities.

We consider the two-dimensional case d = 2. In this case, if H and A = (A1, A2) are conserved, then the scalar
angular momentum L = ∥L∥ will be conserved automatically, since ∥A∥2 = 1 + 2HL2. We may therefore construct
a fully conservative numerical integrator for d = 2 using our scheme (14) by conserving the P = 3 independent
invariants H, A1, and A2.

To apply (14) we must construct some F̃ : R2×2 → Alt4 R2×2 satisfying the conditions of (10), i.e. such that
∀(x, v), (y,w) ∈ R2×2,

y⊤v − w⊤
1
∥x∥3

x = F̃
((

x
v

)) [(
∇xH
∇vH

)
,

(
∇xA1
∇vA1

)
,

(
∇xA2
∇vA2

)
,

(
y
w

)]
, (18)

where ∇x, ∇v denote gradients with respect to x, v respectively. Instead of using the constructive proof in Theorem 2.3,
we may more simply note the space Alt4 R4 only has dimension 1; any alternating n-form in n dimensions is some
multiple of the determinant map on the n-by-n square matrix formed by the n argument vectors. This allows us to
substantially reduce the space of potential maps F̃ to consider. Noting the gradients of our conserved quantities,

∇xH =
1
∥x∥3

x, ∇xA =
1
∥x∥3

x ⊗ x − v ⊗ v +
(
∥v∥2 −

1
∥x∥

)
I, (19a)

∇vH = v, ∇vA = 2x ⊗ v − v ⊗ x − (x · v)I, (19b)

where ⊗ denotes the outer product, we may see by inspection that, for all (x, v), (y,w) ∈ R2×2,

1
2L(x, v)H(x, v)

det
[
y ∇xH ∇xA⊤
w ∇vH ∇vA⊤

]
= y⊤v − w⊤

1
∥x∥3

x, (20)

where det : R4×4 → R denotes the determinant map. We may therefore define F̃ : R2×2 → Alt4 R2×2 as

F̃
((

x
v

)) [(
∇̃xH
∇̃vH

)
,

(
∇̃xA1

∇̃vA1

)
,

(
∇̃xA2

∇̃vA2

)
,

(
y
w

)]
B

1
2L(x, v)H(x, v)

det
[
y ∇̃xH ∇̃xA1 ∇̃xA2

w ∇̃vH ∇̃vA1 ∇̃vA2

]
, (21)

which satisfies (10) by (20), and can be seen to be an alternating form by the alternating properties of the determinant.
Through (14) we then arrive at our fully conservative integrator for the two-dimensional Kepler problem: find

((x, v), (∇̃xH, ∇̃vH), (∇̃xA, ∇̃vA)) ∈ Xn × Ẋn × Ẋ2
n (with Xn defined as in (5) for d = 2 × 2) such that

In

[
y⊤ẋ + w⊤v̇

]
= In

 1
2L(x, v)H(x, v)

det

y ∇̃xH ∇̃xA
⊤

w ∇̃vH ∇̃vA
⊤

 , (22a)

In

[
∇̃xH

⊤
yH + ∇̃vH

⊤
wH

]
=

∫
Tn

∇H(x, v)⊤yH + ∇H(x, v)⊤wH , (22b)

In

[
tr

(
∇̃xAYA + ∇̃vAWA

)]
=

∫
Tn

tr(∇xA(x, v)YA + ∇vA(x, v)WA), (22c)

for all ((y,w), (yH ,wH), (YA,WA)) ∈ Ẋn × Ẋn × Ẋ2
n, where tr denotes the trace.

We test the fully conservative integrator (22) numerically on a standard set of ICs (inspired by [12, Sec. I.2.3])
given by x(0) = (0.4, 0), v(0) = (0, 2). In each of these tests, we take In to be an s-stage Gauß–Legendre quadrature,
such that the scheme (22) is a conservative modification of a Gauß method of the same order.

2.1.1. Comparison test
To illustrate the qualitative benefits afforded by the fully conservative scheme (22), Figure 1 solves the Kepler

problem with timestep ∆tn = 0.1 and final time t = 100, using various classical 1-stage, 2nd-order implicit ge-
ometric integrators: implicit midpoint (IM), the mean-value (or averaged-vector-field) discrete-gradient (MV–DG)
method of McLachlan, Quispel & Robidoux [14], the LaBudde–Greenspan (LB–G) energy– and angular momentum–
conservative scheme [17], and our scheme (22) at s = 1.
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(a) implicit midpoint (IM)
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(b) mean-value discrete gradient (MV–DG)
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(c) LaBudde–Greenspan (LB–G)
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2
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(d) Our proposed scheme

Figure 1: Trajectories of the Kepler problem. The exact solution is given by the dashed ellipse. All schemes are of the same order.

In those cases where they are not conserved, Figure 2 shows the evolution of the invariants H, L, θ up to time
t = 50, where θ B arg A.

As a symplectic method, implicit midpoint conserves the quadratic invariant L (up to quadrature error, solver
tolerances and machine precision) but neither H nor θ; it therefore conserves neither the orbit shape nor its orientation,
since trajectories in the Kepler problem should be precession-free. The mean-value discrete gradient scheme conserves
H, but neither L nor θ. The scheme of LaBudde & Greenspan conserves H and L by design, and so conserves the
orbit shape, but not its orientation θ. In contrast, our scheme (22) conserves all three invariants, thereby restricting the
discrete solution to the same ellipse traced out by the exact solution.

These results illustrate the potential importance of conserving invariants in Poisson (and non-Poisson) systems:
while symplectic methods are likely preferable for e.g. capturing the statistical behaviour of chaotic systems, conser-
vative discretisations may give more physically reasonable results for individual trajectories at coarser timesteps.
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LB–G

(a) Energy,
H − H(0)
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−0.005
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t

(b) Angular momentum,
L − L(0)

0 25 50

−1

−0.5

0

0.5

1

t

(c) Orbital angle,
θ − θ(0)

Figure 2: Error in scalar invariants of the Kepler problem: H, L and θ.

2.1.2. Convergence test
Figure 3 shows the convergence of (22), as measured by the error in the position of the orbital body after the

true orbital period (2π for these ICs) at varying timesteps ∆tn and stages s. As with the underlying Gauß scheme, we
observe convergence with rate 2s before round-off errors dominate.

1
2

1

4

6

1

8

1

10−2 10−1

10−11

10−9

10−7

10−5

10−3

10−1

timestep ∆t

er
ro

r∥
x(

2π
)−

x(
0)
∥

s = 1
s = 2
s = 3
s = 4

Figure 3: Error in the position of the orbital body at t = 2π for varying timesteps ∆t ∈ 2π · 2k , k ∈ {−5, . . . ,−12} and stages s ∈ {1, . . . , 4}. The
convergence curve for s ∈ {3, 4} flattens out at smaller timesteps due to round-off error and solver tolerances. Triangles demonstrate observed
convergence rates of 2s.
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2.2. Kovalevskaya problem
As a further example, we consider the nondimensionalised Kovalevskaya top [18],

ṅ = n × Jl, l̇ = n × e1 + l × Jl, (23)

for n, l : R+ → R3 representing the orientation vector (i.e. the z-components of the principal axes) and the angular
momentum (i.e. the components of the angular momentum along those principal axes) respectively, e1 denoting the
basis vector (1, 0, 0), and J denoting the matrix

J B

1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 2

 . (24)

Trajectories of this system have 4 invariants: the energy H B 1
2 l⊤Jl, the (square) norm of the orientation vector ∥n∥2,

the angular momentum in the z direction L = l · n, and the Kovalevskaya invariant K = |ξ|2 where ξ = (l1 + il2)2 −

2(n1 + in2) (i is the imaginary unit). While H, ∥n∥2 and l · n are quadratic, K is quartic.
Unlike the Kepler problem discussed above, it is not immediately clear from inspection how one might define an

F̃ : R6 → Alt5 R6 satisfying the conditions of Theorem 2.3; we therefore find such an F̃ using a construction similar
to that used in the proof of Theorem 2.3. Define the multilinear map G̃((n, l)) : (R6)5 → R,

G̃
((

n
l

)) [(
a1
b1

)
,

(
a2
b2

)
,

(
a3
b3

)
,

(
a4
b4

)
,

(
m
k

)]
B det[b1 b2 b3](n · a4)

[
m⊤(n × Jl) + k⊤(n × e1) + k⊤(l × Jl)

]
. (25a)

Considering the alternatisation Alt G̃((n, l)) ∈ Alt5 R6, if we apply Alt G̃((n, l)) to the gradients of the invariants H, K,
L, 1

2∥n∥
2 respectively, we see

Alt G̃
((

n
l

)) [(
e1
Jl

)
,

(
∇nK
∇lK

)
,

(
l
n

)
,

(
n
0

)
,

(
m
k

)]
= 6 det[Jl ∇lK n]∥n∥2

[
m⊤(n × Jl) + k⊤(n × e1) + k⊤(l × Jl)

]
. (25b)

We therefore define F̃((n, l)) ∈ Alt5 R6,

F̃
((

n
l

)) [(
a1
b1

)
,

(
a2
b2

)
,

(
a3
b3

)
,

(
a4
b4

)
,

(
m
k

)]
B

1
6 det[Jl ∇lK n]∥n∥2

Alt G̃
((

n
l

)) [(
a1
b1

)
,

(
a2
b2

)
,

(
a3
b3

)
,

(
a4
b4

)
,

(
m
k

)]
. (25c)

This satisfies (10). We may then use this F̃ in (14) to define a fully conservative integrator for the Kovalevskaya top.

2.2.1. Numerical test
Figure 4 shows numerical simulations of the Kovalevskaya top with both implicit midpoint, and the fully conser-

vative modification of 1-stage continuous Petrov–Galerkin (14) (i.e. setting In to be the exact integral) using F̃ as in
(25c). We use the same ICs n(0) = (0.8, 0.6, 0), l(0) = (2, 0, 0.2) in either case, and a uniform timestep ∆tn = 0.1, up
to a final time t = 300. Figure 5 shows the evolution and drift of the Kovalevskaya invariant K within the implicit
midpoint scheme. In both figures, colouring indicates error in the Kovalevskaya invariant K: green for |K −K(0)| ≤ 1

2 ,
orange for |K − K(0)| ∈ ( 1

2 , 1], red for |K − K(0)| > 1.
All invariants, including K, are conserved by the trajectory of our scheme (up to quadrature error, solver tolerances

and machine precision). As a quartic invariant, K is not conserved by implicit midpoint; we see that the resulting drift
in K allows the numerical simulation to admit unphysical trajectories after a sufficient duration (approximately 18
rotations of the top for these ICs).

3. GENERIC ODEs

We now turn to systems of ODEs in the GENERIC formalism [4, 5], which couple reversible (Poisson) and
irreversible (gradient-descent) dynamics in a thermodynamically compatible way. The general GENERIC ODE has
the form

ẋ = B(x)∇E(x) + D(x)∇S (x), (26)

8



(a) implicit midpoint (b) our scheme

Figure 4: Trajectories in n, l of the Kovalevskaya top, with implicit midpoint (left) and our proposed scheme (right).
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Figure 5: Error K − K(0) within the implicit midpoint simulation of the Kovalevskaya top.
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where B(x),D(x) ∈ Rd×d are respectively skew-symmetric and positive-semidefinite (the Poisson and friction ma-
trices), and E, S : Rd → R denote the energy and entropy. This augments the general Poisson system (3) with an
additional dissipative contribution. Thermodynamic consistency imposes the orthogonality (degeneracy) conditions

∇S (x)⊤B(x) = 0⊤, ∇E(x)⊤D(x) = 0⊤. (27)

We see these conditions ensure energy conservation ( d
dt E(x) = 0) and entropy generation ( d

dt S (x) ≥ 0) along exact
trajectories by testing (26) against ∇E and ∇S . To preserve these thermodynamic properties on the discrete level, the
strategy in the construction of (7) and (14) then suggests (i) introducing auxiliary variables ∇̃E and ∇̃S approximating
∇E and ∇S respectively, and (ii) introducing these in the right-hand side of (26). It is, however, insufficient to
substitute these auxiliary variables only for the gradients seen in (26), as this will fail to reproduce the orthogonality
conditions (27). We therefore assume access to certain consistent extensions of B and D that can be evaluated on these
auxiliary variables.

Assumption 3.1 (Characterisation of GENERIC matrix compatibility). Assume the existence of B̃, D̃ : (Rd)2 → Rd×d

such that the following hold:
1. Consistency with B,D: for all x ∈ Rd,

B̃(x,∇S (x)) = B(x), D̃(x,∇E(x)) = D(x). (28a)

2. Skew-symmetry and positive-semidefiniteness: for all x, ∇̃E, ∇̃S ∈ Rd, B̃(x, ∇̃S ) is skew-symmetric, and D̃(x, ∇̃E)
is positive-semidefinite.

3. Preservation of compatibility (27): for all x, ∇̃E, ∇̃S ∈ Rd,

∇̃S
⊤

B̃(x, ∇̃S ) = 0⊤, ∇̃E
⊤

D̃(x, ∇̃E) = 0⊤. (28b)

Remark 3.2. While we cannot guarantee Theorem 3.1 always holds in full generality, it holds in the typical cases we
consider below, and suffices for our discrete stability results.

With this in hand, the GENERIC ODE (26) can be discretised in an energy- and entropy-stable manner by defining
auxiliary variables ∇̃E, ∇̃S ∈ Ẋn, introducing these into the right-hand side, and substituting the Poisson and friction
matrices for their consistent extensions evaluated at these auxiliary variables: find (x, (∇̃E, ∇̃S )) ∈ Xn × (Ẋn)2 such
that, for all (y, (yE , yS )) ∈ Ẋn × (Ẋn)2,

In

[
y⊤ẋ

]
= In

[
y⊤B̃(x, ∇̃S )∇̃E + y⊤D̃(x, ∇̃E)∇̃S

]
, (29a)

In

[
∇̃E
⊤

yE

]
=

∫
Tn

∇E(x)⊤yE , (29b)

In

[
∇̃S
⊤

yS

]
=

∫
Tn

∇S (x)⊤yS . (29c)

Theorem 3.3 (Energy and entropy stability of (29)). Assuming solutions exist, the integrator (29) is energy- and
entropy-stable, with E(x(tn+1)) = E(x(tn)) and S (x(tn+1)) ≥ S (x(tn)).

Proof. By considering respectively yE = ẋ, yS = ẋ and y = ∇̃E, y = ∇̃S in (29),

E(x(tn+1)) − E(x(tn)) S (x(tn+1)) − S (x(tn))

=

∫
Tn

Ė =

∫
Tn

Ṡ (30a)

=

∫
Tn

∇E(x)⊤ẋ =

∫
Tn

∇S (x)⊤ẋ (30b)

= In

[
∇̃E
⊤

ẋ
]

= In

[
∇̃S
⊤

ẋ
]

(30c)

= In

∇̃E
⊤

B̃(x, ∇̃S )∇̃E

+ ∇̃E
⊤

D̃(x, ∇̃E)∇̃S

 = In

∇̃S
⊤

B̃(x, ∇̃S )∇̃E

+ ∇̃S
⊤

D̃(x, ∇̃E)∇̃S

 (30d)

= 0, ≥ 0, (30e)
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where the final equality and inequality hold by Theorem 3.1.

Remark 3.4. Again, as with (7), the auxiliary variables introduced in (29) can be eliminated, incurring little addi-
tional computational cost.

3.1. Internal combustion engine
Inspired by the classical thermodynamic systems considered by e.g. Öttinger [19, Ex. 3] or Gay-Balmaz &

Yoshimura [20, Sec. 3.1], we illustrate the GENERIC ODE discretisation (29) with a simple nondimensionalised
model of an C-cylinder internal combustion engine, exchanging heat with an isothermal environment. The engine in
our model is unfired, i.e. no combustion events are occuring, and coasting, i.e. is spinning on its own inertia alone;
together with the environmental heat exchange, this ensures the system is dissipative, fitting into the GENERIC for-
malism.

Let θ denote the engine phase, measured through an angular displacement, and ω its rate of change. For cylinders
c = 1, . . . ,C we denote by Pc, Tc, Uc and S c the pressure, temperature, energy and entropy of the working fluid in
cylinder c; these satisfy constitutive relations associated with the medium, completed by the volume Vc given as a
function of θ as

Vc B Vp − cos
(
θ −

2πc
C

)
, (31)

where Vp > 1 is an average volume across each piston. We denote the temperature, energy and entropy of the
surrounding environment by T0, U0 and S 0, again coupled by constitutive relations, with T0 assumed constant. The
engine model is then given by

θ̇ = ω, Ṡ c =
T0 − Tc

Tc
, (32a)

ω̇ =

C∑
c=1

Pc sin
(
θ −

2πc
C

)
, Ṡ 0 =

C∑
c=1

Tc − T0

T0
. (32b)

We collect the state as x B (θ, ω, (S c)C
c=1, S 0), and define the total energy and entropy

E(x) B
1
2
ω2 +

C∑
c=1

Uc + U0, S (x) B
C∑

c=1

S c + S 0; (33)

as above, the energies (Uc) and U0 may be written as functions of the state x through the constitutive relations of
the medium, with the piston volumes (Vc) given by (31). From the fundamental thermodynamic relations dUc =

Tc dS c − Pc dVc and dU0 = T0 dS 0, we obtain

∇E(x) =


−

∑C
c=1 Pc sin

(
θ − 2πc

C

)
ω

(Tc)C
c=1

T0

 , ∇S (x) =


0
0
1
1

 . (34)

The GENERIC representation (26) of the combustion engine model (32) follows with a Poisson matrix B equal to
the canonical 2 × 2 skew block on (θ, ω) and zeros elsewhere, and a positive-semidefinite friction matrix D encoding
thermal relaxation between each cylinder and the environment:

B(x) =



0 1 0 · · · 0 0
−1 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 0 0 · · · 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 0 0 · · · 0 0


, D(x) =



0 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 0 T0

T1
0 −1

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 T0
TC

−1

0 0 −1 · · · −1
C∑

c=1

Tc
T0


. (35)

11



The degeneracy conditions (27) hold: ∇S (x)⊤B(x) = 0⊤ by sparsity, and ∇E(x)⊤D(x) = 0⊤ by the structure of the
thermal block.

For the discrete scheme (29) we require B̃ and D̃ satisfying Theorem 3.1. For the former, we may simply take
B̃ = B as B is independent of the state x; for the latter, a consistent D̃ may be defined by replacing each temperature
Tc with the corresponding components of ∇̃E:

D̃(x, ∇̃E) B



0 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 0 T0

∂̃S 1 E
0 −1

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 T0

∂̃S C E
−1

0 0 −1 · · · −1
C∑

c=1

∂̃S c E
T0


. (36)

Neglecting auxiliary variables that turn out to be constant, the energy- and entropy-stable discretisation given by
(29) is then as follows: find ((θ, ω, (S c), S 0), (P̃, ω̃, (T̃c)C

c=1)) ∈ XC+3
n ×ẊC+2

n such that, for all ((η, ψ, (Rc)C
c=1,R0), (ψ̃, η̃, (W̃c)C

c=1)) ∈
ẊC+3

n × ẊC+2
n ,

In[θ̇η] = In[ω̃η], (37a)
In[ω̇ψ] = −In[P̃ψ], (37b)

In[Ṡ cRc] = In

[
T0 − T̃c

T̃c
Rc

]
, c = 1, . . . ,C, (37c)

In[Ṡ 0R0] = In

 C∑
c=1

T̃c − T0

T0
R0

 , (37d)

In[P̃ψ̃] =
∫

Tn

C∑
c=1

Pc sin
(
θ −

2πc
C

)
ψ̃, (37e)

In[ω̃η̃] =
∫

Tn

ωη̃, (37f)

In[T̃cW̃c] =
∫

Tn

TcW̃c, c = 1, . . . ,C, (37g)

where, for each c, Pc and Tc are functions of S c and Vc = Vp − cos(θ − 2πc/C) (31) given by the working fluid’s
constitutive relations. By Theorem 3.3, the scheme (37) conserves E and is increasing in S (up to machine precision,
quadrature and solver tolerances). We observe in fact that the auxiliary variable ω̃ may be eliminated from the
discretisation, by reducing (37a) and (37f) to

In[θ̇η] =
∫

Tn

ωη; (38a)

similarly, P̃ may be eliminated by reducing (37b) and (37e) to

In[ω̇ψ] =
∫

Tn

C∑
c=1

Pc sin
(
θ −

2πc
C

)
ψ. (38b)

3.1.1. Numerical test
To demonstrate the discretisation, we close the system (32) and its discretisation (37) with a fixed equation of

state, that of an ideal fluid with heat capacity CV and adiabatic index γ = 1 + 1/CV :

Pc = exp
(

S c

CV

)
V−γc , Tc = PcVc, Uc = CVTc, U0 = T0S 0. (39)
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For our experiments, we consider CV = 5/2. We further take C = 6 cylinders with average piston volume Vp = 1+2−4,
and assume the system is initially in thermal equilibrium with Tc(0) = T0 = 1 for each c. The initial angular
displacement and external entropy are both set to 0, while the initial rate of change of the engine phase is chosen as
ω(0) = 8.

Figures 6 & 7 compare the evolution of θ, E and S in numerical simulations of this model engine (32) with
both our proposed energy- and entropy-stable integrator (37) taking In to be an s-stage Gauß–Legendre method, and
the comparable (symplectic) Gauß method. Each simulation is run up to a final time t = 26, shown alongside a
finely-resolved “exact” trajectory computed using our integrator with stages s = 4 with a small timestep ∆tn = 2−5.

Figure 6 uses a timestep ∆tn = 2−4, with stages s ∈ {1, 2, 3}. We see from Figure 6a that our method (37) at lowest
order s = 1 has a smaller final error in the angular displacement θ than both the 1- and 2-stage Gauß methods; at order
s = 3, there is no visible difference between the results from our scheme and the “exact” trajectory. From Figure 6c,
we see that that our lowest-order (s = 1) simulation more accurately reproduces the evolution of the entropy S than
the highest-order (s = 3) simulation using the Gauß method. Despite the symplectic nature of the Gauß methods, each
of the numerical trajectories exhibits a notable final error in the energy E, approximately 3.7, 1.0 and 0.3 for stages
s = 1, 2 and 3 respectively (compare with the initial value of E(0) ≈ 67.8).

24 32 40 48 56 64
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215

220

t

Gauß: s = 1 s = 2 s = 3 our method: s = 1 s = 2 s = 3 “exact”

(a) Angular displacement, θ

0 16 32 48 64
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10−3

100

t

(b) Energy error, E − E(0)

32 40 48 56 64

50.0

50.5

51.0

t

(c) Entropy, S

Figure 6: Evolution in θ, E, S for the combustion engine at ∆tn = 2−4.

Figure 7 uses a longer timestep ∆tn = 2−3; we consider only the lowest order (s = 1) as both the Gauß method and
our integrator (37) fail with stages s > 12. Unlike the numerical results from our method, the angular displacement
θ, energy E and entropy S in the implicit midpoint simulation all climb steadily throughout the duration, as the
symplectic scheme fails to capture the dissipative effects of the heat exchange. The angle θ reaches a final value
of approximately 537 by the end of the simulation; the energy E reaches approximately 125.4 (compare again with
E(0) ≈ 67.8), while the entropy S reaches a final value of approximately 73.8 (compare with the initial value S (0) ≈
2.3 and “exact” final value of approximately 51.0).

4. GENERIC PDEs

Having developed the structure-preserving discretisations of finite-dimensional GENERIC systems, we now ex-
tend the same thermodynamically consistent framework to the infinite-dimensional setting, with the key ideas carrying

2This represents no real cause for concern, as we have no reason to expect a numerical solution to exist for such implicit multistage methods at
such long timesteps.
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Figure 7: Evolution in θ, E, S for the combustion engine at ∆tn = 2−3.

upon replacement of the finite-dimensional Euclidean space Rd with a Banach space U. The GENERIC PDE is most
conveniently stated in a variational form analogous to (26): find u ∈ C1(R+; U) satisfying known initial data, such that

M(u; u̇, v) = B(u,wE(u); v) + D(u,wS (u); v) (40)

for all test functions v ∈ U and all times t ∈ R+, where M : U × U × U → R is bilinear in its final two arguments,
B,D : U×U×U → R are each linear in the final argument v3 with B(u, ·; ·), D(u, ·; ·) respectively skew-symmetric and
positive-semidefinite (the Poisson and friction operators), and the functionals E, S : U → R denote the energy and
entropy. The functionals wE ,wS : U → U are such that M(u; ·,wE(u)) = E′(u; ·), M(u; ·,wS (u)) = S ′(u; ·), where E′,
S ′ are the Fréchet derivatives of E, S respectively. Similar to (27), thermodynamic consistency imposes the conditions

B(u, ·; wS (u)) = 0, D(u, ·; wE(u)) = 0. (41)

We see these conditions ensure energy conservation ( d
dt E(x) = 0) and entropy generation ( d

dt S (x) ≥ 0) along exact
trajectories by considering v = wE(u) and v = wS (u) in (40); accordingly, wE(u) and wS (u) are the associated test
functions for energy E and entropy S , which we shall introduce into our discretisation through auxiliary variables,
i.e. projections w̃E and w̃S respectively onto a discrete test space. Similar to Theorem 3.1, for our construction of an
energy- and entropy-stable integrator we assume access to certain extensions of B and D.

Assumption 4.1 (Characterisation of GENERIC operator compatibility). Assume the existence of B̃, D̃ : U ×U ×U ×
U → R, linear in each of their final arguments, such that the following hold:

1. Consistency with B,D: for all u,

B̃(u,wS (u), ·; ·) = B(u, ·; ·), D̃(u,wE(u), ·; ·) = D(u, ·; ·). (42a)

2. Skew-symmetry and positive semidefiniteness: for all u, w̃E , w̃S ∈ U, B̃(u, w̃S , ·; ·) is skew-symmetric, and
D̃(u, w̃E , ·; ·) is positive-semidefinite.

3. Preservation of compatibility (41): for all u, w̃E , w̃S ∈ U,

B̃(u, w̃S , ·; w̃S ) = 0, D̃(u, w̃E , ·; w̃E) = 0. (42b)

3This is the significance of the semicolon. The GENERIC framework typically requires B,D : U × U × U → R each be bilinear in their final
two arguments, however this condition is not necessary for the construction of our energy- and entropy-preserving scheme.
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With Theorem 4.1 in place, we follow a similar strategy to each of the ODE cases above to construct an energy-
and entropy-stable integrator for (40), by (i) introducing auxiliary variables w̃E and w̃S approximating wE(u) and
wS (u), and (ii) introducing these auxiliary variables into the right-hand side of (40). Discretising in space, let U be
a conforming finite-dimensional subspace of U, e.g. a finite element space. Defining the spacetime trial space for a
given timestep

Xn B { u ∈ Ps(Tn;U) | u(tn) satisfies known initial data } , (43)

our structure-preserving scheme is: find (u, (w̃E , w̃S )) ∈ Xn × Ẋ2
n such that for all (v, (vE , vS )) ∈ Ẋn × Ẋ2

n,

In[M(u; u̇, v)] = In[B̃(u, w̃S , w̃E ; v) + D̃(u, w̃E , w̃S ; v)], (44a)

In[M(u; vE , w̃E)] =
∫

Tn

E′(u; vE), (44b)

In[M(u; vS , w̃S )] =
∫

Tn

S ′(u; vS ). (44c)

By (42a) we see (44a) identifies with the original weak formulation (40) when (w̃E , w̃S ) = (wE(u),wS (u)).

Theorem 4.2 (Energy and entropy stability of (44)). Assuming solutions exist, the integrator (44) is energy- and
entropy-stable, with E(u(tn+1)) = E(u(tn)) and S (u(tn+1)) ≥ S (u(tn)).

Proof. By considering respectively vE = u̇, vS = u̇ and v = w̃E , v = w̃S in (44),

E(u(tn+1)) − E(u(tn)) S (u(tn+1)) − S (u(tn))

=

∫
Tn

Ė =

∫
Tn

Ṡ (45a)

=

∫
Tn

E′(u; u̇) =

∫
Tn

S ′(u; u̇) (45b)

= In
[
M(u; u̇, w̃E)

]
= In

[
M(u; u̇, w̃S )

]
(45c)

= In

B̃(u, w̃S , w̃E ; w̃E)
+ D̃(u, w̃E , w̃S ; w̃E)

 = In

B̃(u, w̃S , w̃E ; w̃S )
+ D̃(u, w̃E , w̃S ; w̃S )

 (45d)

= 0, ≥ 0, (45e)

where the final equality and inequality hold by Theorem 4.1.

Remark 4.3. Unlike in the finite-dimensional cases above, the auxiliary variables w̃E , w̃S generally cannot be elimi-
nated. The additional cost incurred in solving for them is nontrivial.

4.1. Boltzmann equation
The Boltzmann equation is a key example of a GENERIC PDE. We consider the nondimensionalised Boltzmann

equation in d ≥ 1 dimensions,

ḟ = −v · ∇x f + ∇xϕ · ∇v f +
1

Kn
C( f ). (46)

Here f (x, v, t) ∈ R represents the particle density function in the position and velocity x, v ∈ Rd, ∇x and ∇v denote
the partial derivatives with respect to x and v, ϕ(x) ∈ R represents a potential energy density, and Kn is the Knudsen
number. The term C denotes the Boltzmann collision operator, defined by

C( f ) B
∫

v∗,n∈S d−1
β(θ, ∥g∥) ( f † f ∗† − f f ∗) dv∗dn. (47)

Here g B v − v∗ is the relative velocity, n is the collision normal (on the unit (d − 1)-sphere S d−1 ⊂ Rn), θ = 2∠(g,n)
is the scattering angle, and β(θ, ∥g∥) ≥ 0 is the collision kernel where ∥ · ∥ denotes the ℓ2 norm; the fields f ∗, f †, f ∗†

are shorthand for
f ∗ = f |v=v∗ , f † = f |v=v† , f ∗† = f |v=v∗† , (48a)
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where in turn v†, v∗† are the unique post-collision velocities (see Figure 8) satisfying

v + v∗ = v† + v∗†,
1
2
∥v∥2 +

1
2
∥v∗∥2 =

1
2
∥v†∥2 +

1
2
∥v∗†∥2, n =

v − v†

∥v − v†∥
. (48b)

We assume periodic boundary conditions in x, and a vanishing asymptotic boundary condition in v of f → 0 as
∥v∥ → ∞. The Boltzmann equation (46) has a conserved energy E and generated entropy S ,

E B
∫

x,v

(
1
2
∥v∥2 + ϕ

)
f , S B

∫
x,v

(1 − log f ) f . (49)

g

n

v
v∗

v†

v∗†

Figure 8: Illustration of the relationship between the velocities v, v∗, v†, v∗†, and collision normal n.

To handle the asymptotic boundary conditions in v, we parametrise f as

f (x, v, t) = f0(v) exp(u(x, v, t)) (50)

for u in some sufficiently regular function space U. The function f0 > 0 characterises the asymptotic behaviour in v,
with f0 → 0 and u = o[log f0] as ∥v∥ → ∞. Note then that ḟ = f u̇.

To apply the scheme (44) to construct an energy- and entropy-stable integrator for (46), we recall the formulation
of the Boltzmann equation in the GENERIC formalism presented by Öttinger [21].

We first cast (46) into a variational form. By testing against v ∈ U and after some classical manipulation of the
collision term, we arrive at the following: find u ∈ C1(R+; U) satisfying known initial data, such that∫

x,v
f u̇v =

∫
x,v

(∇xϕ · ∇vv − v · ∇xv) f +
1

4Kn

∫
x,v,v∗,n

β ( f † f ∗† − f f ∗) (v + v∗ − v† − v∗†) (51)

at all times t ∈ R+ and for all v ∈ U, where v∗, v†, v∗† are defined analogously to f ∗, f †, f ∗† as in (48a). This induces
the choice of the left-hand side operator M : U × U × U → R,

M(u; w, v) B
∫

x,v
f wv =

∫
x,v

f0 exp(u)wv. (52)

Now, consider the energy E and entropy S (49) as functions in u. These have Fréchet derivatives

E′(u; δu) =
∫

x,v

(
1
2
∥v∥2 + ϕ

)
f δu, S ′(u; δu) = −

∫
x,v

f log f δu, (53)
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where again f is defined in terms of u by (50). Seeking wE(u), wS (u) such that M(u; ·,wE(u)) = E′(u; ·), M(u; ·,wS (u)) =
S ′(u; ·), the solution is immediate:

wE(u) =
1
2
∥v∥2 + ϕ, wS (u) = − log f . (54)

Up to a constant factor in wS , these align with [21, eqs. (6, 7)]. Define the Poisson and friction operators B,D :
U × U × U → R,

B(u, w̃E ; v) B
∫

x,v
(∇xw̃E · ∇vv − ∇vw̃E · ∇xv) f , (55a)

D(u, w̃S ; v) B
1

4Kn

∫
x,v,v∗,n

β
(
exp(−w̃†S − w̃∗†S ) − exp(−w̃S − w̃∗S )

)
(v + v∗ − v† − v∗†), (55b)

where w̃∗S , w̃†S , w̃∗†S are again defined analogously to f ∗, f †, f ∗† (48a) and v∗, v†, v∗† (48b). The Poisson operator B
in (55a) aligns immediately with the operator L as defined in [21, eq. (8)]. The skew-symmetry of B is immediate,
while the positive-definiteness of D relies on the observation that (e−x − e−y)(y− x) ≥ 0. The GENERIC compatibility
condition B(u, ·; wS ) = 0 holds after algebraic simplification, while D(u, ·; wE) = 0 can be seen from the conservation
of energy condition 1

2 ∥v∥
2 + 1

2 ∥v
∗∥2 = 1

2∥v
†∥2 + 1

2∥v
∗†∥2 (48b). With M, B, D as defined, the Boltzmann equation is

a GENERIC PDE of the form (40); we can thus apply (44) to preserve the energy and entropy stability, if we can
properly define suitable B̃, D̃ : U × U × U × U → R to satisfy Theorem 4.1.

Take w̃E , w̃S to be approximations to wE(u),wS (u). The incorporation of w̃S into B is simple, with B̃ defined

B̃(u, w̃S ; w̃E , v) B
∫

x,v
(∇xw̃E · ∇vv − ∇vw̃E · ∇xv) exp(−w̃S ). (56)

In the case of w̃S = wS (u) = − log f , we see this identifies with B as exp(−w̃S ) = exp(log f ) = f ; we see B̃ evaluates
to 0 for v = w̃S by the substitution exp(−w̃S )∇w̃S = −∇[exp(−w̃S )] and integration by parts in x, v noting the periodic
boundary conditions and assuming w̃S → ∞ as ∥v∥ → ∞ such that exp(−w̃S )→ 0.

The incorporation of w̃E into D is somewhat more involved, and requires rewriting (55b). Let Σ ⊂ R3 × (R3)4

denote the manifold of tuples (x, (v, v∗, v†, v∗†)) satisfying the relations (48b) characterising all possible collisions; the
final relation in (48b) now instead serves as a definition for n = v−v†

∥v−v†∥ and consequently θ = 2∠(g,n). We endow Σ
with the metric induced from R3 × (R3)4. The friction operator D may then be written as an integral over Σ,

D(u; w̃S , v) B
1

4Kn

∫
Σ

β
(
exp(−w̃†S − w̃∗†S ) − exp(−w̃S − w̃∗S )

)
(v + v∗ − v† − v∗†). (57)

This formulation of the friction operator aligns with [21, eq. (12)], up to a minor modification made by Öttinger to
enforce linearity4.

With this reformulation, we may define an auxiliary manifold Σ̃ ⊂ R3×(R3)4 of tuples (x, (v, v∗, v†̃, v∗†̃)) satisfying
the auxiliary relations

v + v∗ = v†̃ + v∗†̃, w̃E |v=v + w̃E |v=v∗ = w̃E |v=v†̃ + w̃E |v=v∗†̃ , (58a)

which we again endow with the metric induced from R3×(R3)4. Similarly to f ∗, f †, f ∗† as in (48a) we take ψ∗, ψ†̃, ψ∗†̃,
for an arbitrary function ψ in v, as shorthand for

ψ∗ B ψ|v=v∗ , ψ†̃ B ψ|v=v†̃ , ψ∗†̃ B ψ|v=v∗†̃ . (58b)

We may then introduce w̃E into the definition of D̃ implicitly through Σ̃:

D̃(u, w̃E ; w̃S , v) B
1

4Kn

∫
Σ̃

β
(
exp(−w̃†̃S − w̃∗†̃S ) − exp(−w̃S − w̃∗S )

)
(v + v∗ − v†̃ − v∗†̃). (59)

4This modification is unnecessary for our purposes as the structure-preserving properties hold regardless. Öttinger [21] characterises both the
collision kernel β and the manifold of admissible collisions Σ through a single distribution function w of transition probabilities supported on Σ.
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Considering w̃E = wE(u) = 1
2∥v∥

2 + ϕ(x), we see this identifies with D as the conditions (58a) on v, v∗, v†̃, v∗†̃ align
with those on v, v∗, v†, v∗† (48b); we see D̃ evaluates to zero for v = w̃E as the conditions (58a) on v∗, v†̃, v∗†̃ imply
w̃E + w̃∗E − w̃†̃E − w̃∗†̃E = 0 on Σ̃.

For a finite-dimensional subspace U ⊂ U and discrete space-time function space Xn defined as in (43)5, we finally
derive the following energy- and entropy-stable scheme for the Boltzmann equation (46): find (u, (w̃E , w̃S )) ∈ Xn × Ẋ2

n
such that for all (v, (vE , vS )) ∈ Ẋn × Ẋ2

n,

In

[∫
x,v

f u̇v
]
= In

[∫
x,v

(∇xw̃E · ∇vv − ∇vw̃E · ∇xv) f̃ +
1

4Kn

∫
Σ̃

β ( f̃ †̃ f̃ ∗†̃ − f̃ f̃ ∗) (v + v∗ − v†̃ − v∗†̃)
]
, (60a)

In

[∫
x,v

f w̃EvE

]
=

∫
Tn

∫
x,v

f
(

1
2
∥v∥2 + ϕ(x)

)
vE , (60b)

In

[∫
x,v

f w̃S vS

]
= −

∫
Tn

∫
x,v

f log f vS , (60c)

where again f is defined as in (50), the auxiliary density function f̃ is shorthand for f̃ B exp(−w̃S ), the functions
f̃ ∗, f̃ †̃, f̃ ∗†̃ and v∗, v†̃, v∗†̃ are defined via (58b) for v∗, v†̃, v∗†̃ defined as in (58a), and Σ̃ ⊂ R3 × (R3)4 is the auxiliary
manifold of (x, (v, v∗, v†̃, v∗†̃)) satisfying (58a).

As in the proof of Theorem 4.2, the conservation of E and dissipation of S can then be shown by testing with
(v, vE) = (w̃E , u̇) and (v, vS ) = (w̃S , u̇) respectively.

Remark 4.4. Practical implementation of the integral over the auxiliary manifold Σ̃ in D̃ would in general be difficult.
However, under certain assumptions on the space U, this problem reduces to one only as difficult as evaluating D
(55b), as we now describe.

Suppose U, itself a finite-dimensional space over (x, v), is chosen to be the tensor product Ux ⊗ Uv of finite-
dimensional spaces over x and v respectively. If both ϕ ∈ Ux and 1

2∥v∥
2 ∈ Uv (e.g. with Uv a degree-2 finite-element

space), then wE =
1
2∥v∥

2 + ϕ is element of U, and consequently an element too of Ẋn by time independence. Choosing
the quadrature rule In =

∫
Tn

(i.e. such that the scheme (60) is a structure-preserving modification of a continuous
Petrov–Galerkin scheme) we see that (60b) is then solved exactly by w̃E = wE ∈ Ẋn. The auxiliary variable w̃E may
then be eliminated, and D̃ coincides with D.

4.2. Benjamin–Bona–Mahony equation

In this section we consider the Benjamin–Bona–Mahony (BBM) equation [22] in u : R+×Ω→ R over an interval
Ω ⊂ R,

u̇ − ∂2
xu̇ = −∂xu − u∂xu, (61)

where ∂x denotes the partial derivative with respect to the spatial coordinate x. We impose periodic boundary con-
ditions. We shall observe that long-time (conservative) simulations of (61) using the simplification of (44) exhibit
substantially better physical fidelity compared to a (symplectic) Gauß scheme of the same order with the same spatial
discretisation.

The BBM equation is a Hamiltonian system with a conserved energy (denoted here by H in place of E)

H(u) B
∫
Ω

1
2

u2 +
1
6

u3, (62)

and has exactly two other independent invariants:

I1(u) B
∫
Ω

u, I2(u) B
∫
Ω

u2 + u2
x. (63)

5Since the Boltzmann equation has a hyperbolic nature, a non-conforming space and U and corresponding non-conforming modification to (60)
may be more effective in practice.
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To apply the scheme (44) to construct an energy-stable integrator for (61), we must first show (61) may be written in
the form (40).

A typical semidiscrete variational form of (61) can be found by testing in the L2 inner product against some test
function v, and applying integration by parts: find u ∈ C1(R+; U) satisfying known initial data such that

(u̇ − ∂2
xu̇, v) = − (∂xu + u∂xu, v) =⇒ (u̇, v) + (∂xu̇, ∂xv) = − (∂x[u +

1
2

u2], v) =⇒ (u̇, v)H1 = (u +
1
2

u2, ∂xv) (64)

at all times t ∈ R+ and for all v ∈ U. We thus take M to be the H1 inner product of the final two arguments. The
associated test function wH(u) for H must then satisfy

(·,wH(u))H1 = H′(u; ·) =⇒ (·,wH(u) − ∂2
xwH(u)) = (u +

1
2

u2, ·), (65)

implying wH(u) is implicitly defined in strong form to satisfy

wH(u) − ∂2
xwH(u) = u +

1
2

u2. (66)

We may therefore write our semidiscrete variational form (64) in terms of wH(u) as

(u̇, v)H1 = (wH(u) − ∂2
xwH(u), ∂xv) (67a)

=
1
2

[(wH(u), ∂xv) + (∂xwH(u), ∂2
xv) − (∂xwH(u), v) − (∂2

xwH(u), ∂xv)], (67b)

=
1
2

[(wH(u), ∂xv)H1 − (∂xwH(u), v)H1 ]. (67c)

Defining skew-symmetric B(w, v) B 1
2 [(w, ∂xv)H1− (∂xw, v)H1] (independent of u) and setting D = 0, this aligns with

the GENERIC format (40).
For a chosen (twice weakly-differentiable) discrete space U ⊂ H2(Ω)6, we may therefore use our general structure-

preserving integrator (44) to derive the following energy-conserving scheme: find (u, w̃H) ∈ Xn × Ẋn such that

In[(u̇, v)H1 ] =
1
2
In[(w̃H , ∂xv)H1− (∂xw̃H , v)H1], (68a)

In[(vH , w̃H)H1 ] =
∫

Tn

(u +
1
2

u2, vH), (68b)

for all (v, vH) ∈ Ẋn × Ẋn. Again, taking (v, vH) = (w̃H , u̇) confirms that (68) conserves H.

4.2.1. Numerical test
We simulate the very-long-time behaviour of a soliton to verify and motivate these conservation properties. We

consider the domain Ω = (−50, 50). Up to projection, the following ICs form a soliton7 of speed 1+
√

5
2 :

u(0) =
3
√

5 − 3
2

sech
 √5 − 1

4
x
2

, (69)

where sech is the hyperbolic secant function. Over an interval mesh of uniform mesh width 2, we take U to be the
(degree-3) Hermite space (see Ern & Guermond [24, Chap. 5]); in time, we take a uniform timestep ∆tn = 1. Under
these conditions, we compare the results from a 2-stage (symplectic) Gauß method as applied to (64) with that of the
scheme (68) with In the exact integral8 and s = 2.

Figure 9 shows the evolution of the energy H(u) under both schemes. Artificial dissipation in the energy with the
Gauß method causes the value to decrease from its initial value of around 11.1 to around 6.2 at the final time t = 2·104.

6With appropriate handling of arising facet terms, it is similarly possible to derive an energy-stable integrator that only requires the lower
regularity U ⊂ H1(Ω).

7The appropriate notion of a nonlinear wave under periodic boundary conditions is not a soliton, but a cnoidal wave (see Ablowitz & Segur
[23, Sec. 2.3]). The value of the ICs at the boundary x = ±50 however are approximately 2 × 10−13, implying this distinction on this domain is
negligible, especially after projection into the discrete space U.

8We are able to compute this exactly, as all terms in the discretisation (68) are polynomial.
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Figure 9: Evolution of the energy H(u) when solving the BBM equations with a Gauß method and our proposed scheme (68).

Figure 10 shows u approximated with both schemes at various times along the simulation. The dissipation in H(u)
with the Gauß method correlates with a reduction in the amplitude of u, causing the speed of the soliton to decrease.
At t = 2 × 104, the soliton in the Gauß simulation has speed approximately 1.45; compare with the exact value of
approximately 1.618, and that of the numerical solution from our proposed scheme of approximately 1.617.

Of note is the conservation of the further invariant I2(u) (63) i.e. the squared H1 norm ∥u∥2H1 . Figure 11 shows
the evolution of I2(u) under our proposed scheme. While the construction of the scheme (68) does not guarantee the
discrete conservation of I2(u), we find numerically that I2(u(tn)) oscillates within the small interval (15.9660, 15.9667)
over the simulation duration; this is reminiscent of the approximate conservation of energy exhibited by symplectic
integrators (see Figure 2a or e.g. [12, Chap. I, Fig 4.1]). The proof of this property remains an open problem. Con-
versely, as the Gauß method conserves I2(u), reductions in the L2 norm of u due to the decreasing energy H(u) must
induce increases in its H1 seminorm; this manifests as the undesirable oscillations seen throughout the domain in
Figure 10. No such oscillations are observed with our proposed scheme.

5. Conclusions

In this work we have built upon our framework [3] to devise conservative numerical integrators for systems of
ODEs with multiple invariants, and energy- and entropy-stable integrators for ODEs and PDEs in the GENERIC
formalism.

We mention two natural questions arising from this work. The first lies in the consideration of multiply dissipative
PDEs: is it possible to use the auxiliary variable framework to preserve arbitrarily many dissipation structures for
dissipative systems of ODEs or PDEs? The second lies in the construction of conservative integrators for multiply
conservative PDEs. Casting such equations into a semidiscrete form (discretising in space only), one retrieves a
sparsely coupled system of ODEs. Our conservative integrator for multiply conservative ODEs (14) could in theory
be applied to this ODE system to retrieve a conservative discretisation of the original PDE. However, there is no
guarantee that the alternating form construction in Section 2 (Theorem 2.3) would not damage the sparsity pattern of
the system. Is it possible to conserve arbitrarily many invariants in multi-conservative PDE systems, without breaking
the sparsity structure?

6. Code availability

The code used for the numerical results employed Firedrake [25], PETSc [26], and MUMPS [27]. All code for
reproducing the numerical results of this work and major Firedrake components have been archived at [28].
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Figure 10: Plots of u(x) in the BBM simulations using a Gauß method and our proposed scheme at times t ∈ {0, 1 · 104, 2 · 104}. The exact solution
is included for comparison. The results with the Gauß method exhibit incorrect wave speeds and oscillations throughout the domain; the results
with our proposed scheme exhibit no such oscillations, and a wave speed accurate to three digits.
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