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Résumé. We describe a methodology to build vectorial kinetic schemes, tar-
getting the numerical solution of linear symmetric-hyperbolic systems of conser-
vation laws – a minimal application case for those schemes. Precisely, we fully
detail the construction of kinetic schemes that satisfy a discrete equivalent
to a convex extension (an additional non-trivial conservation law) of the tar-
get system – the (linear) acoustic and elastodynamics systems, specifically
–. Then, we evaluate numerically the convergence of various possible kinetic
schemes toward smooth solutions, in comparison with standard finite-difference
and finite-volume discretizations on Cartesian meshes. Our numerical results
confirm the interest of ensuring a discrete equivalent to a convex extension,
and show the influence of remaining parameter variations in terms of error
magnitude, both for “first-order” and “second-order” kinetic schemes : the pa-
rameter choice with largest CFL number (equiv., smallest spurious diffusion
in the equivalent equation analysis) has the smallest discretization error.

1. Introduction

Systems of Conservation Laws (SCL) with smooth fluxes Fa(q) ∈ RL, 1 ≤ a ≤ d,

(1) ∂tq
l +

d∑
a=1

∂aF
l
a(q) = 0 1 ≤ l ≤ L

that satisfy an additional non-trivial conservation law

(2) ∂tη(q) +

d∑
a=1

∂aGa(q) = 0

where η(q) is a scalar C2(RL) functional strictly convex in q and Ga are smooth
“entropy” fluxes, are widely spread in the physical sciences. They have a symmetric-
hyperbolic formulation so solutions q ∈ C0

t

(
[0, T ), [Hs(Rd)]L

)
are unequivocally

defined on small times T given initial conditions q(t = 0) = q0 ∈ [Hs(Rd)]L,
s > 1+d

2 [12, 5]. The particular case of linear symmetric-hyperbolic systems F l
a(q) =∑L

m=1A
lm
a qm, Alm

a = Aml
a , where η(q) = 1

2 |q|2 and Ga(q) =
1
2

∑L
m,l=1A

lm
a qmql, is

a minimal benchmark to evaluate the accuracy of numerical approximations to
q(t ≡ x0, x1, . . . , xd). Noticeably, solutions are then well-defined whatever T > 0
and whatever s ∈ R. The same remarkable properties extend to Friedrichs symme-
trizable linear systems i.e. linear systems (1) for which a symmetric, positive-definite
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matrix S0 exists so that S0Aa = AT
a S0 (S

1
2
0 q is solution to a symmetric-hyperbolic

system then, with η(q) = qTS0q/2). Friedrichs symmetrizable linear systems are
physically relevant : here, we concentrate on the linear flux case having in mind the
evaluation of discretization methods for linear elastodynamics.

Many numerical methods have been proposed to compute solutions q(t, x1, . . . , xd)
to (1). Various Finite-Difference (FD) [19] and Finite-Volume (FV) methods [23, 18]
have proved able to approximate well solutions. Yet, as demonstrated e.g. in [21],
standard techniques leave room to reach accuracy at a reasonable computational
price, especially for multidimensional solutions to nonlinear systems. See also [9] for
a recent study of Discontinuous Galerkin (DG) methods toward solutions to linear
(symmetric-hyperbolic) systems, or [22] for the long-time behaviour of FV schemes
(the particular DG-0 case).

In this work, we study the construction and numerical performance of vector(ial)
kinetic schemes as defined in Section 2, for linear symmetric-hyperbolic systems of
conservation laws, with a view to founding the development of the kinetic approach
to further cases. After recalling some elements of analysis about vectorial kinetic
schemes in Section 2, we develop in Section 3 a construction method for the para-
digmatic (linear) acoustics and elastodynamics systems. Finally, the construction
method is first based on ensuring a discrete equivalent to a convex extension of the
SCL at, as well as preserving some (rotational) symmetries of the SCL. Next, it
leaves one with various choices for parameters. In Section 4, we numerically evaluate
the performance of specific schemes (with specific parameter values) in comparison
with standard FD and FV schemes.

Our numerical results first confirm the interest of ensuring a discrete equivalent
to a convex extension, both for “first-order” and “second-order” kinetic schemes :
ensuring a discrete equivalent to a convex extension through adequate parameter
choices appears as a sufficient and necessary condition of stability in our numerical
tests. Moreover, both first and second order schemes do have first and second order
convergence rates. Last, the remaining parameter choices (within the numerical
stability region) show a strong influence on the magnitude of the discretization
error. The parameter choice with largest CFL number (equiv., the one with smallest
spurious diffusion in the equivalent equation analysis) has the smallest discretization
error, smaller than standard second order FD and FV schemes.

Our numerical results are an incentive to further studies about the convergence
and the error of kinetic schemes for (symmetric-hyperbolic) SCL

2. Vectorial kinetic schemes

Kinetic schemes use Q kinetic variables fζ , ζ ∈ {0, 1 . . . , Q − 1}, which are
solutions to (discretized) Boltzmann-BGK equations with speeds cζ ∈ Rd and a
relaxation time ε≪ T . Here we consider vectorial (or vector) kinetic schemes, with
vectorial unknown fζ ∈ RL solutions to Boltzmann-BGK equations

(3) ∂tfζ,l +

d∑
a=1

caζ∂afζ,l =
f̄ζ,l(Mf)− fζ,l

ε

for l ∈ {1, . . . , L}, using “Maxwellians” f̄ζ,l functions of moments of fζ,l like

(4) M0fl :=
∑
ζ

fζ,l .
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Here, we consider Q ≥ d such that the speeds cζ ∈ Rd define lattices of Rd para-
metrized by a uniform time-step k = T/N > 0 (N ∈ N∗) : for all ζ = 0 . . . Q − 1
it holds aij + kcζ = ai′j′ for some i′, j′ ∈ Z. Such (vectorial) kinetic schemes are
sometimes referred to as (vector) “Lattice Boltzmann Methods” (LBMs).

In this work, we consider square lattices equiv. Cartesian grids with c0 = 0

(5) ∆ = inf
ij ̸=i′j′

|aij − ai′j′ | = kmin
ζ>0

|cζ | ,

aij has coordinates (i∆, j∆). Denoting fnζ,l(aij) the kinetic variables for computing
qnij ≈ q(kn,aij), n = 1 . . . N , we are interested in kinetic schemes as e.g. [10, 2],
which read on 2D grids of points aij with coordinates (∆i,∆j)

(6) fn+1
ζ,l (aij + kcζ) = (1− ω)fnζ,l(aij) + ωf̄ζ,l(M0f

n(aij))

where for all ζ and ij, ai′j′ = aij + kcζ is uniquely defined on the lattice, while
ω ∈ (1, 2) ranges for “first-order” schemes when ω = 1 to “second-order” schemes
when ω = 2. The latter schemes coincide with a two-step time-integration of (3) :

f
n+ 1

2

ζ,l (aij) = (1− ω)fnζ,l(aij) + ωf̄ζ,l(M0f
n(aij))(7)

fn+1
ζ,l (aij + kcζ) = f

n+ 1
2

ζ,l (aij)(8)

resulting from a Projection–Transport operator–splitting on t ∈ [nk, (n+ 1)k).
The approximation of (1) by (6) is not yet fully understood, even in the case

of (smooth) solutions to linear SCL, to our knowledge. Various stability conditions
have been proposed in the literature [7, 20], as well as elements of error analysis
(i.e. heuristics for a future rigorous proof) [14, 26, 4, 3], which presently guide the
construction of a kinetic scheme. But we are not aware of sufficient conditions, about
finitely-many kinetic speeds or “celerities” cζ and associated vector Maxwellians f̄ζ ,
that guarantee a priori the convergence of (6) to (1). That is why here, focusing on
the most simple SCL, the linear acoustics/elastodynamics systems in particular, we
explore some sensible choices of speeds and Maxwellians numerically (see Section 4).
To that aim, let us first recall what are sensible choices presently.

First, the (moments M0f
n of the) solutions to (6) are known to solve equivalent

equations consistent with (1) provided the Maxwellians f̄ satisfy

M0f̄(q) = q(9)

Maf̄(q) = Fa(q)(10)

for all q ∈ RL, on denoting M0 the operator defined in (4), and Ma : RQ×L → RL

(11) Mafl :=

Q−1∑
ζ=0

caζfζ,l

see e.g. [3] for a recent statement of that result. Thus, (9) and (10) are standardly
required in the construction of kinetic schemes for (1). Choosing speeds and Max-
wellians that satisfy (9) and (10) is sensible, it provides one with (d+1)L equations
for QL unknowns f̄ . But (9) and (10) are not enough in general to define uniquely
the Maxwellians f̄ (e.g. when using standard lattices with Q > d + 1 celerities
and linear Maxwellians). Moreover, letting alone the fact that (9) and (10) are not
enough to guarantee convergence a priori, (9) and (10) do also not obviously pro-
vide one with a (simple, pointwise) error analysis in the case of smooth solutions
– unlike standard FD and FV schemes as Yee’s scheme or the upwind scheme (see
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Sections 4, A.1 and A.2). Now, an error analysis is one important step in proving
convergence, independent of stability, which still needs studying [4]. So, with a view
to complementing (9) and (10) here, let us now provide some elements for a de-
tailed error analysis in the case of smooth solutions, inspired by the heuristics [7,
Proposition 2.1] leading to an equivalent equations when ω = 1.

Proposition 1. Given {cζ , ζ = 0 . . . Q − 1} consider Maxwellians f̄ζ : RL → RL

linear, that satisfy (9)–(10) and

(∗)
Q∑

ζ=0

max
∥q∥∞=1

|f̄ζ,l(q)| ≤ 1 ∀l = 1 . . . L .

Then, for any smooth solution

(12) q ∈ C0
t

(
[0, T ), [H2(Rd)]L

)
∩ C1

t

(
[0, T ), [H1(Rd)]L

)
∩ C2

t

(
[0, T ), [H0(Rd)]L

)
to linear conservations laws (1) with initial condition q(t = 0) = q0 ∈ [H2(Rd)]L,
there exists CT > 0 such that it holds ∀k = T/N , N ∈ N∗ :

(13) ∥q(T )−M0f
N∥0 :=

√√√√∫
Rd

da

L∑
l=1

|ql(T,a)−M0fNl (a)|2 ≤ kCT

when, for each lattice {aij}, fnζ,l(aij) is computed by (6) with ω = 1, and

(14) f0 = f̄(q0) .

Denoting F l
a(q) =

L∑
m=1

Alm
a qm the flux, the constant CT can be chosen as follows :

CT = 2T

(
max

ζ
|cζ |+max

a
∥Aa∥∞

)2

max
a,b

sup
s∈(0,T )

∥∂2abq∥0(s) .

Démonstration. First, for ω = 1 the “transport-projection” scheme (6) rewrites

(15) fn+1
ζ,l (a) = f̄ζ,l(M0{fnζ (a− kcζ)})

whatever k > 0. Then, since M0f
0 = q0 ∈ H2(Rd), one can establish by recur-

rence for n = 1 . . . N that M0f
n =

∑
ζ f̄ζ(M0{fn−1

ζ (· − kcζ)}) ∈ H2(Rd), and
maxa,b ∥∂2abM0f

n∥0 ≤ maxa,b ∥∂2abq0∥0 by assumptions on f̄ζ .
Moreover, fn+1

ζ,l (a′) in (8) is equivalently fζ,l(tn+1,a′) the solution to

(16) (∂t + cζ · ∇)fζ,l = 0 ∀t ∈ (tn, tn+1),a ∈ Rd ; fζ,l(t
n,a) = f

n+ 1
2

ζ,l (a)

which possesses the regularity (12) because fn+
1
2

ζ,l = f̄ζ,l(M0f
n) ∈ H2(Rd). Then,

using (16) to Taylor expand fn+1
ζ,l (a) ≡ fζ,l(t

n + k,a) implies whatever a ∈ Rd

(17) fn+1
ζ,l (a) = f

n+ 1
2

ζ,l (a) − k(cζ · ∇)f
n+ 1

2

ζ,l (a) +

∫ tn+1

tn
(tn+1 − s)∂2ttfζ,l(s,a)ds
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thus, using (9)–(10) and recalling the projection step fn+
1
2

ζ,l (a) = f̄ζ,l (M0f
n(a)),

(18) M0f
n+1
l (a) =M0f

n
l (a)− k

d∑
a=1

∂aF
l
a (M0f

n(a))

+

∫ tn+1

tn
(tn+1 − s)∂2ttM0fl(s,a)ds .

Eq. (18) can be compared with a Taylor expansion of q(nk + k,a) using (1) i.e.

(19) ql((n+ 1)k,a) = ql(nk,a)− k

d∑
a=1

∂aF
l
a (q(nk,a))

+

∫ tn+1

tn
(tn+1 − s)∂2ttql(s,a)ds

where ∂2ttql =
∑d

a,b=1

∑L
m,m′=1A

lm
a Amm′

b ∂2abqm′ here in the linear flux case.
Subtracting (19) from (18), moreover using (16) we obtain

(20) ql((n+ 1)k,a)−M0f
n+1
l (a)

= ql(nk,a)−M0f
n
l (a)− k

d∑
a=1

L∑
m=1

∂mF
l
a (∂aqm(nk,a)− ∂aM0f

n
m(a)) +Rn

l (a)

with a remainder Rn
l (a) that satisfies by Minkowski’s inequality

(21)

∥Rn∥0 ≤ k2 max
a,b

(
max

ζ
|cζ |2∥∂2abM0f

n∥0 + max
a

∥Aa∥2∞ sup
s∈(tn,tn+1)

∥∂2abq∥0(s)
)
.

Using also Minkowski’s inequality with (20) yields

(22) ∥q((n+ 1)k, ·)−M0f
n+1(·)∥0 ≤ ∥q(nk, ·)−M0f

n(·)∥0

+ kmax
a,l,m

|∂mF l
a|

d∑
a=1

∥∂aq(nk, ·)− ∂aM0f
n(·)∥0 + ∥Rn∥0.

On the other hand, the following Taylor expansions

M0f
n+1
l (a) =M0f

n
l (a) +

∫ tn+1

tn
∂tM0fl(s,a)ds(23)

ql((n+ 1)k,a) = ql(nk,a) +
∫ tn+1

tn
∂tql(s,a)ds(24)

yield, using differentiation by ∂a, subtraction and Minkowski’s inequality

(25) ∥∂aq(nk, ·)− ∂aM0f
n(·)∥0 ≤ ∥∂aq((n− 1)k, ·)− ∂aM0f

n−1(·)∥0

+ kmax
b

(
max

ζ
|cζ |∥∂2abM0f

n−1∥0 +max
α

∥Aα∥∞ sup
s∈(tn−1,tn)

∥∂2abq∥0(s)
)
.

Using (25) in (22) and iterating for n = N − 1 . . . 0 yields

(26) ∥q(T, ·)−M0f
N (·)∥0 ≤ ∥q(0, ·)−M0f

0(·)∥0

+ (kN ≡ T )max
a

∥Aa∥∞
d∑

a=1

∥∂aq(0, ·)− ∂aM0f
0(·)∥0 + CT k
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that is (13), since (14) and (9) imply M0f
0 = q0. □

The proof above shows the consistency of kinetic schemes under the assump-
tion (∗) to ensure the “luxurious” Hs stability (s = 2) of the schemes (namely
maxa,b ∥∂2abM0f

n∥0 ≤ maxa,b ∥∂2abq0∥0). That condition (∗) is too strong : combi-
ned with (9) it leads to f̄ζ,l(q) =

∑
m Ωl

ζ,mqm with
∑

ζ

∑
m |Ωl

ζ,m| ∈ (0, 1) for all l
which strongly limits the fluxes captured by (10). That is why we do not claim here
to have proved any (interesting) convergence result about kinetic scheme and we
do not proceed to a (cumbersome) extension of Prop. 1 to the case ω = 2. However,
the analysis above can guide one further in the construction of kinetic schemes.
Indeed note that the approximation of (24) by (23) is in fact one order higher than
(25) (one can Taylor expand one order higher (24) and (23), next get further can-
cellation using (10)). Thus, a higher-order approximation than the first-order rate
(13) can be reached when ω = 1 : it suffices that the d(d+1)

2 conditions

(27) Mabf̄l(q) :=

Q−1∑
ζ=0

caζc
b
ζ f̄ζ,l(q) =

L∑
m,m′=1

Alm
a Amm′

b qm′ ∀a, b = 1 . . . d

be satisfied so as to cancel the first remaining term in the difference of the Taylor
expansions (19) and (18). Then one may want to require the d(d+1)

2 conditions in the
construction of convergent kinetic schemes. In fact, satisfying the d(d+1)

2 conditions
is impossible in general : see e.g. the next Section 3 where a practical application
case is investigated. From the analysis of the main error term, a sensible choice to
construct a kinetic scheme is then : minimize

(28) Bab,l(q) :=Mabf̄l(q)−
L∑

m,m′=1

Alm
a Amm′

b qm′

in some norm on R
d(d+1)

2 . Such a requirement for the construction of kinetic schemes
seems new to us in the literature, although the matrix B(q) ∈ Rd×L,d×L has already
appeared (for instance, in [1, Prop. 1], the positivity of B(q) is shown a sufficient
condition for the diffusivity of the equation formally satisfied by the approximation
M0f of q). In Section 4, we next investigate numerically the interest of such a
requirement.

On the other hand, to construct kinetic schemes, one would also like to ensure
sufficient stability conditions for the scheme (6) to converge. Now, other stability
conditions less strong than (∗) can be found in the literature e.g. [6, 7, 8, 15, 16]
which have already proved useful numerically in the case of nonlinear fluxes (even
though rigorous convergence has not yet been proved to our knowledge), and which
turn out compatible with (9) and (10). Precisely, denoting η∗(φ) := supq(φ

T q−η(q))
the Legendre transform of η, a C2(Rl) strictly convex functional of the entropy
variable φl(q) := ∂qlη(q) while ∂qlη is a bijection onto RL, a “H-theorem” can
further constrain f̄ [6, 7] :

Proposition 2. Assume there exist C1 convex functionals h∗ζ of φ such that

(29)
Q−1∑
ζ=0

h∗ζ(φ) = η∗(φ)
Q−1∑
ζ=0

caζh
∗
ζ(φ) = G∗

a(φ)
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hold, using G∗
a(φ) := φlF l

a(q(φ))−Ga(q(φ)) . Then (9)–(10) hold on requiring

(30) f̄ζ,l(q) =
∂h∗ζ
∂φl

(φ(q)) ,

as well as, on denoting hζ(fζ) = supφ

(
φlfζ,l − h∗ζ(φ)

)
for solutions to (3) :

(31) ∂t

Q−1∑
ζ=0

hζ(f)

+

d∑
a=1

∂a

Q−1∑
ζ=0

caζhζ(f)

 ≤ 0 .

The proof of Prop. 2 is straightforward by direct computations, follow e.g. [16]
(in the present smooth case). The key point in (31) is that whatever ζ, for all l
it holds ∂fζ,lhζ(f) = φl for all ζ, with φ such that fζ,l = ∂φl

h∗ζ(φ), in particular
∂fζ,lhζ(f̄(q)) = φl(q) ≡ ∂qlη(q) whatever q.

The importance of requiring (a discrete equivalent to) Prop. 2 for numerical
stability does not seem well established yet. But it can quite easily enforced here,
see Section 3, and we shall therefore consider it here for the practical construction of
kinetic schemes. Precisely, for linear symmetric-hyperbolic systems of conservation
laws (1) such that q ∈ RL are actually the variables after symmetrization (i.e.
F l
a(q) = Alm

a qm with Alm
a = Aml

a for all a = 1 . . . d, 1 ≤ m, l ≤ L) in particular, we
require linear Maxwellians f̄ζ,l(q) =

∑L
m=1 Ω

m
ζ,lqm that satisfy (9) and (10) with

symmetric positive matrices Ωζ ∈ RL×L for all ζ = 0 . . . Q − 1, further denoting
[Ωζ ]lm = Ωm

ζ,l their entries. On noting (30), this is equivalent to require hζ(fζ) =
1
2

∑L
l,m=1 fζ,l[Ω

−1
ζ ]lmfζ,m where Ω−1

ζ denotes the matrix inverse of Ωζ (standard
inverse if Ωζ is strictly positive equiv. positive definite, or generalized well-defined
by e.g. SVD in the semi-definite case). Then indeed, the following discrete version
of Prop. 2 holds :

Proposition 3. Assume hζ(fζ) = 1
2fζ,l[Ω

−1
ζ ]lmfζ,m then it holds for the kinetic

scheme (6) if ω = 1, or with equality if ω = 2 :
Q−1∑
ζ=0

hζ(f
n+1
ζ ) +

∫ tn+1

tn

d∑
a=1

∂a

Q−1∑
ζ=0

caζhζ(fζ)

 ds ≤
Q−1∑
ζ=0

hζ(f
n
ζ )

where fζ is the solution to the transport step of fn+
1
2 to fn+1.

Démonstration. The transport step of fn+
1
2 to fn+1 satisfies

∂thζ(fζ) +

d∑
a=1

∂a
(
caζhζ(fζ)

)
= 0

thus

hζ(f
n+1
ζ ) +

∫ tn+1

tn

d∑
a=1

∂a
(
caζhζ(fζ)

)
ds = hζ(f

n+ 1
2

ζ )

while, using the convexity of hζ and fn+
1
2

ζ,l =
∑L

m′=1[Ωζ ]lm′M0f
n
m′ , it holds :

(32) hζ(f
n+ 1

2

ζ )− hζ(f
n
ζ ) ≤ ∂fζhζ(f

n+ 1
2

ζ ) · (fn+
1
2

ζ − fnζ )

=

L∑
m=1

f
n+ 1

2

ζ,l [Ω−1
ζ ]lm

(
L∑

m′=1

[Ωζ ]mm′M0f
n
m′ − fnζ,m

)
=

L∑
m=1

M0f
n
m

(
L∑

m′=1

[Ωζ ]mm′M0f
n
m′ − fnζ,m

)
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where the last term in (32) satisfies

(33)
∑
ζ

(
L∑

m′=1

[Ωζ ]mm′M0f
n
m′ − fnζ,m

)
= 0

which concludes the case ω = 1. On the other hand, using x2 − y2 = (x+ y)(x− y)

and fn+
1
2

ζ,l + fnζ,l = 2
∑L

m′=1[Ωζ ]lm′M0f
n
m′ , it holds when ω = 2 :

(34) hζ(f
n+ 1

2

ζ )− hζ(f
n
ζ ) =

1

2
Ω−1

ζ (f
n+ 1

2

ζ,l + fnζ,l) · (f
n+ 1

2

ζ − fnζ )

=

L∑
m=1

M0f
n
m

(
L∑

m′=1

[Ωζ ]mm′M0f
n
m′ − fnζ,m

)
and one again finishes the proof on noting that the last term in (34) satisfies (33).

□

A similar entropy stability as in Prop. 3 is proved in [20, Chapter 6] for the D1Q2
kinetic scheme applied to the scalar transport equation with ω ∈ (1, 2).

3. Construction of kinetic schemes for 2D elastodynamics

The 2-dimensional linear (Hookean) elastodynamics system reads

(35)

{
∂tFm

a − ∂au
m = 0

∂tu
m − c2∂aFm

a = 0
.

It governs the position
∑2

m=1 xm(t,
∑2

a=1 aaE
a)em of a 2-dimensional body, in

the Euclidean physical space equipped with a Cartesian coordinate system {e1, e2},
using Lagrangian coordinates in a Cartesian system {E1, E2} equipping a reference
configuration of the body, assuming Fm

a = ∂ax
m, um = ∂tx

m.
It is a paradigmatic Friedrichs symmetrizable linear system of conservation laws :

q = (
√
cF1

1,
√
cF1

2, u
1/
√
c,
√
cF2

1,
√
cF2

2, u
2/
√
c)

is solution to a symmetric-hyperbolic system of conservation laws. Noticeably, the
linear homogeneous system (35), symmetrized in q, can be interpreted as a vectorial
version of the (symmetrized) 2D linear acoustics system for r = (v, w, p) ∈ R3

(36) ∂tr +A1∂1r +A2∂2r = 0

that governs velocities
∑2

a=1

√
cFm

a E
a ∼ vE1 + wE2 and pressures um/

√
c ∼ p in

two fluids m = 1, 2 with (same) sound celerity c > 0 parametrizing

A1 =

 0 0 −c
0 0 0
−c 0 0

 A2 =

 0 0 0
0 0 −c
0 −c 0

 .

Here, we develop our construction methodology of a kinetic scheme (based on
elements from the previous sections) specifically for the symmetric system on 2D
Cartesian grids with grid-size ∆ > 0. We consider either D2Q5 or D2Q9 sets of
speeds cζ (see details below). We require linear Maxwellians f̄ζ,l(q) = Ωm

ζ,lqm sa-
tisfying (9), (10) and (29), which is natural insofar as η∗, G∗

1, G
∗
2 are quadratic

functionals of φ. Moreover we require that the kinetic scheme preserves the spatial
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isotropy of the 2D elastodynamics (i.e. (F 2
1 , F

2
2 , u

2) satisfies exactly the same dy-
namics as (F 1

1 , F
1
2 , u

1) when initial conditions are the same). So we look only for
decompositions (29) of the form

(37) ∂φlh⋆1,ζ(φ) =

(
Ωζ 0
0 Ωζ

)
qT

using symmetric-positive matrices Ωζ ∈ R3×3 which obvioulsy ensure :

Proposition 4. The numerical approximation
∑

ζ fζ,l, l ∈ {1, 2, 3}, to (cF 1
1 , cF

1
2 , u

1/c)

satisfies the same dynamics as the numerical approximation
∑

ζ fζ,l, l ∈ {4, 5, 6},
to (cF 2

1 , cF
2
2 , u

2/c) when initial conditions are the same, and (37) holds.

We consider classical sets of kinetic speeds : either the standard D2Q5 case :

c0 = (0, 0); c1 = λ(1, 0); c2 = λ(0, 1); c3 = λ(−1, 0); c4 = λ(0,−1)

with Q = 5 speeds, or the standard D2Q9 case with four additional speeds :

c5 = λ(1, 1); c6 = λ(−1, 1); c7 = λ(−1,−1); c8 = λ(1,−1)

which both use grids with step size ∆ = kλ. Both cases possess symmetries : given
one speed c1 in the material space R2 equipped with the Cartesian basis {E1, E2},

cζ = Rζ−1
π/2 c1

holds for ζ ∈ {2, 3, 4}, and

cζ = Rζ−5
π/2 c5

for ζ ∈ {6, 7, 8} when Q = 9 and c5 = c1 + c2, denoting

(38) Rπ/2 =

(
0 −1
1 0

)
the (matrix representation of) π/2-rotation of R2. Now, for the numerical simulation
on a Cartesian grid of homogeneous physics characterized by a uniform constant c2,
we naturally also require the preservation of the ambiant-space symmetries when
possible at discrete level, e.g. the π/2-rotation.

Precisely, still denoting Rπ/2 the 3 × 3 matrix with 2 × 2 upper-left block (38)
complemented by identity (and R−π/2 its inverse), we require that fζ should satisfy
exactly the same dynamics as Rζ−1

π/2 fζ when initial conditions are also rotated :

(39) Ωζ = Rζ−1
π/2Ω1R

ζ−1
−π/2

for ζ ∈ {2, 3, 4} and

(40) Ωζ = Rζ−5
π/2Ω5R

ζ−5
−π/2

for ζ ∈ {6, 7, 8} when Q = 9.

Proposition 5. The numerical approximations (
∑

ζ fζ,l) to (cF 1
1 , cF

1
2 , u

1/c) (with
l ∈ {1, 2, 3}) and to (cF 2

1 , cF
2
2 , u

2/c) (with l ∈ {4, 5, 6}) are exactly the same as
R−π/2(

∑
ζ fζ,l) after rotating the initial conditions similarly.



10 EMMANUEL AUDUSSE, SÉBASTIEN BOYAVAL, VIRGILE DUBOS, AND MINH LE

3.1. D2Q5 scheme. Applying the contruction principles above to approximate
linear elastodynamics with D2Q5 speeds, it remains to specify

Ω1 =

 α x y
x β z
y z γ


insofar as Ω2,3,4 can next be computed from Ω1 using (39) :
(41)

Ω2 =

 β −x −z
−x α y
−z y γ

 , Ω3 =

 α x −y
x β −z
−y −z γ

 , Ω4 =

 β −x z
−x α −y
z −y γ

 .

The consistency relations (29), equivalent to (9–10) with linear Maxwellians, impose

λ (Ω1 − Ω3) =

 0 0 −c
0 0 0
−c 0 0

 λ (Ω2 − Ω4) =

 0 0 0
0 0 −c
0 −c 0


i.e.

y = − c

2λ
z = 0 ,

and

Ω0 =

 1− 2(α+ β) 0 0
0 1− 2(α+ β) 0
0 0 1− 4γ

 .(42)

So there remain infinitely many choices for a scheme like (6).
To ensure numerical stability, we moreover require Prop. 3, that is : all the

matrices Ωζ should be positive. Here, in view of (41) we need only check that Ω1

and Ω0 are positive, i.e. all their principal minors are positive :

(43) αβ ≥ x2, αγ ≥ c2

4λ2
, α, β, γ ≥ 0, α + β ≤ 1/2, γ ≤ 1/4 .

It is remarkable that here, for a 3 × 3 SCL in two dimensions, the “(kinetic)
entropy” conditions (43) imply the positivity of the symmetric matrix B(q) defined
in (28), which specifically reads in R6 here as[

M11f̄ −A1A1 −A1A2

−A2A1 M22f̄ −A2A2

]
.

Indeed, our conditions (43) imply

αγ ≥ c2

4λ2
,
1

4γ
≥ 1 ⇒ α ≥ c2

λ2

and

αγ ≥ c2

4λ2
,
1

2α
≥ 1 ⇒ γ ≥ c2

2λ2

i.e. B(q) ≥ 0. Now, although established for (discrete velocity) kinetic approxima-
tions of scalar equations [1, 20], that implication has not yet been proved generically,
for kinetic approximations of any (symmetric-hyperbolic, multidimensional) SCL.
Recall that one consequence of the positivity of B(q) is that the Chapman-Enskog
expansion of the (discrete velocity) kinetic scheme is actually a diffusive approxi-
mation of the target SCL, which is a desired stability requirement, see [1].
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One noticeable choice then corresponds to optimizing the accuracy of the scheme
on aiming at (27) as “second-order” consistency conditions (equivalent to minimum
numerical diffusion in the standard analysis by equivalent equations), where

M11f̄ ≡ λ2(Ω1 +Ω3) = 2λ2

 α x 0
x β 0
0 0 γ

 M12f̄ = 0 =M21f̄

M22f̄ ≡ λ2(Ω2 +Ω4) = 2λ2

 β −x 0
−x α 0
0 0 γ

 A1A1 =

 c2 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 c2


A2A2 =

 0 0 0
0 c2 0
0 0 c2

 A1A2 =

 0 c2 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

 A2A1 =

 0 0 0
c2 0 0
0 0 0

 .

The “second-order” conditions (27) cannot be fully fullfilled, because M12f̄ = 0 =
M21f̄ . But one can minimize numerical diffusion using β = 0 = x and e.g.

argmin
{0≤α≤1/2 0≤γ≤1/4 λ2≥ c2

4αγ }
J(α, γ, λ) :=

(
|2λ2α− c2|2 + |2λ2γ − c2|2

)
that is,

(44) γ =
1

4
α =

1

2
λ =

√
2c

on noting J is smooth, coercive, constrained on bounded compact domain, with
extremas reached on boundaries α = 1

2 , γ = 1
4 using “Lagrange multiplyers” µ, ν

γλ2 =
c2

2
+
c2µ

λ2
αλ2 =

c2

2
+
c2ν

λ2

compatible with λ ≥
√
2c. In the sequel, we shall compare (44) with a more standard

CFL 1
2 , i.e. λ = 2c (so αγ ≥ 1/16), and three extremal values for α, γ :

γ =
1

4
α =

1

2
,

or γ =
1

4
α =

1

4
,

and also γ =
1

8
α =

1

2
.

Note that when γ = 1
4 , α = 1

2 , the D2Q5 scheme is in fact a D2Q4 since Ω0 = 0.

3.2. D2Q9 scheme. Applying the contruction principles above with D2Q9 speeds,
we have only to specify

Ω1 =

 α x y
x β z
y z γ

 Ω5 =

 α̃ x̃ ỹ

x̃ β̃ z̃
ỹ z̃ γ̃


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but not less since it does not seem obvious to link Ω1 and Ω5 through symmetries
of the Cartesian grid. The consistency relations (29) (or (9) and (10)) impose

(45) λ (Ω1 − Ω3) +
√
2λ (Ω5 − Ω6 − Ω7 +Ω8) =

 0 0 −c
0 0 0
−c 0 0


λ (Ω2 − Ω4) +

√
2λ (Ω5 +Ω6 − Ω7 − Ω8) =

 0 0 0
0 0 −c
0 −c 0


i.e.

2λ(y +
√
2ỹ −

√
2z̃) = −c(46)

2λ(z +
√
2z̃ +

√
2ỹ) = 0(47)

2λ(y +
√
2z̃ −

√
2ỹ) = −c(48)

2λ(z +
√
2ỹ +

√
2z̃) = 0(49)

so
ỹ = z̃ = 0 = z y = − c

2λ

and

Ω0 =

 1− 2(α+ β + α̃+ β̃) 0 0

0 1− 2(α+ β + α̃+ β̃) 0
0 0 1− 4(γ + γ̃)

 .(50)

Furthermore, the positivity of Ω0, Ω1 and Ω5 requires :

(51) αβ ≥ x2, αγ ≥ c2

4λ2
, α̃β̃ ≥ x̃2, α̃γ̃ ≥ 0,

α̃, β̃, γ̃ ≥ 0, α, β, γ ≥ 0, α+ β + α̃+ β̃ ≤ 1/2, γ + γ̃ ≤ 1/4 .

Finally, on computing

M11f̄ ≡ λ2(Ω1+Ω3)+2λ2(Ω5+Ω6+Ω7+Ω8) = 2λ2

 α+ 2(α̃+ β̃) x 0

x β + 2(α̃+ β̃) 0
0 0 γ + 2γ̃


M12f̄ =M21f̄ ≡ 2λ2(Ω5 − Ω6 +Ω7 − Ω8) = 2λ2

 2(α̃− β̃) 4x̃ 0

4x̃ 2(β̃ − α̃) 0
0 0 0


M22f̄ ≡ λ2(Ω2+Ω4)+2λ2(Ω5+Ω6+Ω7+Ω8) = 2λ2

 β + 2(α̃+ β̃) −x 0

−x α+ 2(α̃+ β̃) 0
0 0 γ + 2γ̃


minimizing numerical diffusion leads, using (51), to

β = x = 0 = α̃ = β̃ = γ̃ = x̃, λ2 = 2c2, γ =
1

4
, α =

1

2

that is the D2Q5 scheme already constructed in the previous section ! Nevertheless,
to see the effect of a few additional celerities (i.e. kinetic directions), we could also
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do the following choice :

(52) β = 0 γ =
1

4
α̃ = β̃ = x̃ =

c2

16λ2
λ =

3c

2
and α =

4

9
.

4. Numerical evaluation

Here we evaluate numerically our vectorial kinetic schemes built in Section 3,
for the approximation in L2 (D), D := {∥a∥ ≤ R}, at t = T of solutions to (35)
computed on DT ⊃ {∥a∥ ≤ R + cT}, t ∈ (0, T ). Note that the conditions used at
the boundary ∂DT are not influential insofar as the simulation domain DT contains
the dependence domain of D at t = T . Simulations can be thus compared on D
with smooth analytical solutions to (35) on Rd, which can be defined e.g. from

(53) (∂2tt − c2
d∑

α=1

)um = 0 for m = 1, 2

complemented with um|t=0 and ∂tum|t=0 = c2
∑d

α=1 ∂αF
m
α |t=0, also computable as

(54) um(t,a) = ∂t
1

2π

∫
Dt,a

um|t=0(b)√
c2t2 − |a− b|2

db− 1

2π

∫
Dt,a

∂tu
m|t=0(b)√

c2t2 − |a− b|2
db

where Dt,a := {b, c2t2 ≥ |a − b|2} is the domain of influence on the solution at
(t,a). Focusing here on axisymmetric solutions (that depend only on r > 0 the
distance to the origin), let us introduce the (zero-order) Hankel transform of um

ũm(k, t) =

∫ ∞

0

rJ0(kr)u
m(r, t)dr

where J0 is zero-order Bessel function, also often denoted H0(u
m)(k, t). It satisfies∫ ∞

0

∂r (r∂ru
m(r, t)) J0(kr)dr = −k2ũm(k, t)

so one can also compute solutions to (53) by

(55) um(t, r) =

∫ ∞

0

(
ũm|t=0(k) cos(ckt) + ˜∂tum|t=0(k)

sin(ckt)

c

)
J0(kr)kdk .

For instance, recalling r2 = ||a||2, choosing ∂tum|t=0 = 0 =
∑d

α=1 ∂αF
m
α |t=0 and

um|t=0(r) = κe−µr2 yields [13, Chap.7] ũm|t=0(k) =
κ
2µe

− k2

4µ so

(56) um(t, r) =
κ

2µ

∫ +∞

0

e−
k2

4µ cos(ckt)J0(kr)kdk = H0

(
κ

2µ
e−

k2

4µ cos(ckt)

)
(t, r).

The latter analytic solution can be numerically computed with high precision given
r, see e.g. the solution plot in Fig. 1 using the open-source gsl 1.

For benchmarking purposes, we also compute numerical approximations using
other discretization methods on the same uniform Cartesian grid of DT , with square
cells ∆×∆ centered at aij , ij ∈ I := {−I,−I +1, . . . , I} (I ∈ N), ensuring a finite
propagation speed of the information through time-explicit schemes. We impose as
initial condition u0(r) = κe−µr2 for κ = 1, µ = 2, with r =

√
x2i + y2j at cell centers

(xi, yj) ∈ DT := (−4, 4)2 in the FV case (i.e. simply grid points in the FD case).

1. The discrete Hankel transform, with M = 212 zeros of J0 and X = 4 precisely in Fig. 1,
using the notations of https ://www.gnu.org/software/gsl/doc/html/dht.html
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Figure 1. Solution (56) for κ = 1, µ = 2 computed at t ∈
{0; 0.5; 1; 2} as a function of r using gsl.

A mesh convergence study is plotted on Fig. 2 when R = 2, c = 1√
2

at T = 1. Our
proposed D2Q5 vectorial kinetic schemes are compared one another, when ω = 1
and when ω = 2, with first and second order FV schemes detailed in Appendix A.2.

First, our numerical experiments show the convergence of the vectorial kinetic
schemes, at rates O(∆) and O(∆2) respectively when ω = 1 and when ω = 2,
whenever the parameters λ, α, γ satisfy (43). It is remarkable that when only the
less stringent conditions α ≥ c2

λ2 , γ ≥ c2

2λ2 (so B(q) ≥ 0) are satisfied strictly (i.e.
λ < c

√
2 and (43) are not all satisfied) then we observe numerical instabilities.

For instance, our D2Q5 schemes all blow up with ∆ = 2−9 ≡ .001953125 when
λ = c(

√
2 − .1) whatever ω ∈ (1, 2), and for ω ≥ 1.9 when λ = c(

√
2 − .01). Such

numerical results are not surprising in view of previous results [1, 20]. A full rigorous
theory regarding the necessary/sufficient conditions for convergence of the kinetic
schemes toward SCL however remains needed.

Second, we observe that the kinetic schemes with largest CFL = 1/
√
2, i.e. using

λ =
√
2c, γ = 1/4, α = 1/2 are the most accurate at both first and second order

(ω = 1, ω = 2). That parameter choice was motivated by minimizing the numerical
diffusion when ω = 1 (recall the proof of Prop. 1). The D2Q9 schemes using a
slightly more diffusive CFL coefficient λ = 3c/2 from (52) are second best, next
come the cases λ = 2c corresponding to a 1/2 CFL condition. Moreover, when simu-
lated with ω = 1 or 2 in the stability region of Prop. 3, different (admissible) values
of α, γ have remarkable impact on the accuracy of numerical solution. This also call
for further studies (of the discretization error), theoretically and numerically (note
that β ̸= 0, x ̸= 0 in the Maxwellians has not been tested here.)

Interestingly, we observe that the convergences of the first order FV scheme and
that of the first order kinetic scheme with λ = 2c, γ = 1/4 = α are superimposed,
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which is not surprising insofar as, recalling λ = ∆
k , the scheme

q
n+ 1

2
i,j = Ω0q

n− 1
2

i,j +Ω1q
n− 1

2
i−1,j +Ω2q

n− 1
2

i,j−1 +Ω3q
n− 1

2
i+1,j +Ω4q

n− 1
2

i,j+1

that results from LBM for the first-order moments when λ = 2c i.e.

Ω1 =

 1
4 0 − 1

4
0 0 0
− 1

4 0 1
4

 Ω0 =

 1
4 0 0
0 1

4 0
0 0 0


then exactly coincides with the first-order FV scheme at CFL 1

2 , see (62–63–64)
in Appendix A.2. Similarly, the second-order numerical results for the Yee scheme
look very much like those for the kinetic scheme with λ = 2c, γ = 1/8, α = 1/2.
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√
2c

ω = 2, λ =
√

2c

λ = 2c, γ = 1/4, α = 1/2
λ = 2c, γ = 1/4, α = 1/4
λ = 2c, γ = 1/8, α = 1/2
D2Q9, ω = 1, λ = 3c/2
D2Q9, ω = 2, λ = 3c/2

Figure 2. Errors in L2({∥a∥ ≤ 2}) of approximations of (56) at
t = 1 when κ = 1, µ = 2, c = 1√

2
, by (i) various D2Q5, D2Q9

kinetic schemes, with various values of parameters α, γ, λ, ω, and
(ii) the FD, FV schemes with CFL = 1/2 – on DT = (−4, 4)2 –.
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Annexe A. Finite Difference and Finite Volume schemes

A.1. Finite-Difference scheme. Each “acoustic” sub-system (cFm
1 , cF

m
2 , u

m) ≡
(v, w, p) for m = 1, 2 can be numerically simulated using a standard (leap-frog,
centered) Finite-Difference scheme, often named after Yee [25]. Denoting staggered
nodal approximations

pnij ≈ p(tn, i∆, j∆) w
n+ 1

2

ij+ 1
2

≈ w(tn+
k

2
, i∆, j∆+

∆

2
) v

n+ 1
2

i+ 1
2 ,j

≈ w(tn+
k

2
, i∆+

∆

2
, j∆)

the following Yee scheme writes

v
n+ 1

2

i+ 1
2 ,j

= v
n− 1

2

i+ 1
2 ,j

+
ck

∆
(pni+1,j − pnij)(57)

w
n+ 1

2

ij+ 1
2

= w
n− 1

2

ij+ 1
2

+
ck

∆
(pnij+1 − pnij)(58)

pn+1
ij = pnij +

ck

∆
(v

n+ 1
2

i+ 1
2 ,j

− v
n+ 1

2

i− 1
2 ,j

+ w
n+ 1

2

ij+ 1
2

− w
n+ 1

2

ij− 1
2

)(59)

yields approximations such as the space-continuous reconstructions∑
ij∈I

pnijψij ≈ p(tn)
∑
ij∈I

wn
ij+ 1

2
ψij+ 1

2
≈ w(tn)

∑
ij∈I

vni+ 1
2 ,j
ψi+ 1

2 ,j
≈ v(tn)

using the tensor-product Q1,2 Finite-Element basis functions ψij , ψi+ 1
2 ,j
, ψi+ 1

2 ,j
.

The latter converges in L2(D) to smooth (v, w, p) ∈ H2(R2) with an error rate
O(∆2) as ∆ = ck → 0 [24]. A proof for p consists in bounding above the RHS of

(60) ∥p(tn)−
∑
ij∈I

pnijψij∥L2(D) ≤ ∥p(tn)−
∑
ij∈I

p(tn, i∆, j∆)ψij∥L2(D)

+ sup
ij∈I

∥ψij∥L2(D)

√∑
ij∈I

|p(tn, i∆, j∆)− pnij |2

by the sum of an upper-bound for each term : the first term in RHS of (60) can be
bounded above by C1∆

2∥p(tn)∥H2(D) with a constant C1 function of p but inde-
pendent of ∆ using a standard interpolation result and the second term in RHS of
(60) can be bounded above by C2∆

2 supt∈[0,tn] ∥p(t)∥H2(D) using a standard a priori
analysis for the pointwise errors like p(tn, i∆, j∆)− pnij which are solution to (57–
58–59) with additional error terms due to Taylor approximation (the bound holds
thanks to the discrete ℓ2 stability of the scheme and the consistency of the initial
conditions). Smoothness of the reference solution is key to the error estimation.

A.2. Finite-Volume methods. Explicit-in-time Finite-Volume (FV) methods (using
time discretization like the Euler forward method) are also standardly used to dis-
cretize (35). Unlike the FD method above, they provide one with co-located cell-
averaged approximations qnij for q(tn, x, y) = (Fm

1 , F
m
2 , u

m) over the control volumes
Cij = (i∆± ∆

2 , j∆± ∆
2 ) defined by

qnij ≈
1

∆2

∫
Cij

q(tn, x, y)dxdy.

The generic FV scheme writes

(61) qn+1
ij = qnij +

k

∆
(Fi,j− 1

2
+ Fi− 1

2 ,j
−Fi,j+ 1

2
−Fi+ 1

2 ,j
)
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which requires formulas for the numerical fluxes Fi± 1
2 ,j

and Fi,j± 1
2

approximating
the fluxes Fa(q) of the conservation laws (1) at cell faces

Fi± 1
2 ,j

≃ 1

k∆

∫ tn+1

tn

∫ y
j+1

2

y
j− 1

2

F1(q(xi± 1
2
, y, t))dydt,

Fi,j± 1
2
≃ 1

k∆

∫ tn+1

tn

∫ x
i+1

2

x
i− 1

2

F2(q(x, yj± 1
2
, t))dxdt.

A standard Two-Points (TP) flux is the upwind flux which yields for each “acoustic”
sub-system with variable (Fm

1 , F
m
2 , u

m) ≡ (v, w, p), m ∈ {1, 2}

vn+1
ij = vnij +

kc

2∆
(pni+1,j − pni−1,j(62)

− 2vnij + vni+1,j + vni−1,j)

wn+1
ij = wn

ij +
kc

2∆
(pnij+1 − pnij−1(63)

− 2wn
ij + wn

ij+1 + wn
ij−1)

pn+1
ij = pnij +

kc

2∆
(vni+1,j − vni−1,j + wn

ij+1 − wn
ij−1

− 4pnij + pnij+1 + pnij−1 + pni+1,j + pni−1,j)(64)

where, in comparison with the “staggered” scheme (57–59), new terms appear that
are not obviously consistent but can be interpreted as artificial diffusion, small
as O(∆2) noticeably. Now, as is well-known, the latter “non-consistent” terms do
not prevent convergence : in the case of smooth solutions, the O(∆2) scaling of
those terms even preserves for (62–64) the convergence rate observed for (57–59).
A proof is as follows : Consistency errors V n

ij = vnij − v(kn,∆i,∆j), Wn
ij = wn

ij −
w(kn,∆i,∆j), Pn

ij = pnij − p(kn,∆i,∆j) satisfy

V n+1
ij = V n

ij +
kc

2∆
(Pn

i+1,j − Pn
i−1,j − 2V n

ij + V n
i+1,j + V n

i−1,j) +RV n
ij(65)

Wn+1
ij =Wn

ij +
kc

2∆
(Pn

ij+1 − Pn
ij−1 − 2Wn

ij +Wn
ij+1 +Wn

ij−1) +RWn
ij(66)

Pn+1
ij = Pn

ij +
kc

2∆
(V n

i+1,j − V n
i−1,j +Wn

ij+1 −Wn
ij−1(67)

− 4Pn
ij + Pn

ij+1 + Pn
ij−1 + Pn

i+1,j + Pn
i−1,j) +RPn

ij

using Taylor formulas, with remainder terms O(k2) +O(∆2)

(68) RV n
ij = −

∫ tn+1

tn
(tn+1 − t)∂2ttv(t, i∆, j∆)dt

+
kc

2∆

∫ (i+1)∆

i∆

((i+1)∆−x)∂2xxp(kn, x, j∆)dx− kc

2∆

∫ (i−1)∆

i∆

((i−1)∆−x)∂2xxp(kn, x, j∆)dx

+
kc

2∆

∫ (i+1)∆

i∆

((i+1)∆−x)∂2xxv(kn, x, j∆)dx+
kc

2∆

∫ (i−1)∆

i∆

((i−1)∆−x)∂2xxv(kn, x, j∆)dx
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(69) RWn
ij = −

∫ tn+1

tn
(tn+1 − t)∂2ttw(t, i∆, j∆)dt

+
kc

2∆

∫ (j+1)∆

j∆

((j+1)∆−y)∂2yyp(kn, i∆, y)dy−
kc

2∆

∫ (j−1)∆

j∆

((j−1)∆−y)∂2yyp(kn, i∆, y)dy

+
kc

2∆

∫ (j+1)∆

j∆

((j+1)∆−y)∂2yyv(kn, i∆, y)dy+
kc

2∆

∫ (j−1)∆

j∆

((j−1)∆−y)∂2yyv(kn, i∆, y)dy

(70) RPn
ij = −

∫ tn+1

tn
(tn+1 − t)∂2ttp(t, i∆, j∆)dt

+
kc

2∆

∫ (i+1)∆

(i∆

((i+1)∆−x)∂2xxv(kn, x, j∆)dx− kc

2∆

∫ (i−1)∆

(i∆

((i−1)∆−x)∂2xxv(kn, x, j∆)dx

+
kc

2∆

∫ (i+1)∆

(i∆

((i+1)∆−x)∂2xxp(kn, x, j∆)dx+
kc

2∆

∫ (i−1)∆

(i∆

((i−1)∆−x)∂2xxp(kn, x, j∆)dx

+
kc

2∆

∫ (j+1)∆

(j∆

((j+1)∆−y)∂2yyw(kn, i∆, y)dy−
kc

2∆

∫ (j−1)∆

(j∆

((j−1)∆−y)∂2yyw(kn, i∆, y)dy

+
kc

2∆

∫ (j+1)∆

(j∆

((j+1)∆−y)∂2yyp(kn, i∆, y)dy+
kc

2∆

∫ (j−1)∆

(j∆

((j−1)∆−y)∂2yyp(kn, i∆, y)dy

as long as (v, w, p) are C2 smooth solutions. Then, on a square domain [0, 1]2 with
periodic boundary conditions say (for the sake of simplicity : see our numerical
Section 4 for an illustration when that situation applies), one can study convergence
using the Fourier modes Q̂n

gh of the error vector Qn
ij =

∑
g,h∈N2 Q̂n

ghe
2iπ(ig+hj) ∈ R3

with components V n
ij = vnij − v(kn,∆i,∆j), Wn

ij = wn
ij − w(kn,∆i,∆j), Pn

ij =
pnij − p(kn,∆i,∆j) following Von Neumann. The Fourier modes satisfy

Q̂n+1
gh = C(g, h)Q̂n

gh + R̂n
gh

with C(g, h) the amplification matrix of the linear scheme (65–66–68), and C(g, h)
is power-bounded as long as k ∈ (ϵ0,

2
c )∆ see e.g. [17, 11] : then the upwind scheme

is ℓ2 stable and convergence to smooth solutions holds at “first order” i.e.√∑
ij

|QN
ij |2 =

∑
gh

|Q̂N
ij |2 ≤ CN∆

with CN independent of ∆, insofar as Rn
gh = O(k2 +∆2) and

∑
ij |Q0

ij |2 = O(∆2).
To improve the convergence rate, one classically considers

q
(1)
ij = qnij +

k

∆
(Fi,j− 1

2
+ Fi− 1

2 ,j
−Fi,j+ 1

2
−Fi+ 1

2 ,j
),(71)

qn+1
ij =

qnij
2

+
q
(1)
ij

2
+

k

2∆
(F (1)

i,j− 1
2

+ F (1)

i− 1
2 ,j

−F (1)

i,j+ 1
2

−F (1)

i+ 1
2 ,j

)(72)

based on a second-order time-integrator like RK2 method instead of (61), with
numerical fluxes F/(1)

i,j± 1
2

,F/(1)

i± 1
2 ,j

consistently improved, i.e. using at cell faces a pie-
cewise bilinear reconstruction of the fields q. Precisely, the numerical fluxes are
computed from the value of reconstructed variables q̃ evaluated at cell faces rather
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than the cell value q. A linear reconstruction q̃ on a cell Cij has the form

(73) q̃(x, y) = c0 + c1φ1(x, y) + c2φ2(x, y)

with c0, c1, c2 coefficients to be determinated, using basis functions with zero mean :

φ1 =
x− xi
∆

, φ2 =
y − yj
∆

.

The coefficients ck are typically defined such that q̃ conserves exactly cell-averaged
value q0 = qnij on the central cell C0 = Cij , so c0 = q0, while it matches some
averaged state for a given set {Cl}l of neighbour cells in a least-square sense :

q̃ = argmin
∑
Cl

(
ql −

1

∆2

∫
Cl

q̃dxdy

)2

.

Consequently, the coefficients c1 and c2 are least-square solution of the (overdeter-
minated) linear system

2∑
k=1

ckφ̄kl = ql − q0

with φ̄kl = 1
∆2

∫
Cl
φkdxdy, i.e. the averaged value of the basis function φk over

Cl. Introducing the matrix A whose coefficients are Akl = φ̄kl and denoting B =
(ATA)−1AT (easily pre-computed for the case of Cartesian mesh) one obtains

(74) ck =
∑
l

Bkl(ql − q0).

In the D2Q5 case with neighbour cells {Cl}l = {C1, C2, C3, C4} we obtain

A =


1 0
0 1
−1 0
0 −1

 , B =

(
1
2 0 − 1

2 0
0 1

2 0 − 1
2

)
,

c1 =
q1 − q3

2
, c2 =

q2 − q4
2

.

The resulting linear reconstruction q̃ is none other than the classical centered dis-
cretization of gradient in each direction.
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