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Abstract

In this work, we first develop a unified Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook lattice Boltzmann (BGK-LB) model for the d(d ≥ 1)-
dimensional linear hyperbolic equation (L-HE), where the natural moments and the DdQ(2d2 + 1) [(2d2 + 1) discrete
velocities in d-dimensional space] lattice structure are considered. Subsequently, at the acoustic scaling, we conduct
an accuracy analysis on the developed BGK-LB model by the direct Taylor expansion (DTE) method, and present the
second- and third-order moments of the equilibrium distribution functions (EDFs) to ensure that the BGK-LB model
can be fourth-order consistent with the L-HE. And on this basis, when considering the Dirichlet boundary condition,
the fourth-order full-way and half-way boundary schemes are proposed to approximate the unknown distribution
functions to ensure that the BGK-LB model can be overall fourth-order accurate. Thereafter, based on the kinetic
entropy theory, we derive the conditions that the fourth-order moments of the EDFs should satisfy to ensure the
microscopic entropy stability of the BGK-LB model. In addition, with the aid of the von Neumann stability analysis,
we also discuss the L2 stability of the BGK-LB model and numerically plot the stability regions. In particular, from
a numerical perspective, we find that the region of microscopic entropy stability is identical to that of L2 stability.
Finally, we carry out some numerical experiments to test the accuracy and stability of the BGK-LB model, and the
numerical results are in agreement with our theoretical analysis. In addition, we compare the developed full-way and
half-way boundary schemes for the Dirichlet boundary condition, which shows that the full-way boundary scheme is
more stable.

Keywords: Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook lattice Boltzmann model, microscopic entropy stability, L2 stability,
high-dimensional linear hyperbolic equations

1. Introduction

Over the past three decades, the mesoscopic lattice Boltzmann (LB) method–a highly efficient second-order kinetic
theory-based approach for fluid flow problems governed by the Navier-Stokes equations [1–3]–has been successfully
extended to the study of solving macroscopic partial differential equations (PDEs), including diffusion equations
[4–9], convection-diffusion equations [10–16], and Burgers equations [17–24]. In particular, for the collision terms
in the LB method, the LB models can be classified into three basic types: the Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook (BGK) or
single-relaxation-time (SRT) model [25], the two-relaxation-time (TRT) model [11], and the multiple-relaxation-time
(MRT) model [26]. However, although the TRT and MRT models have the potential for greater accuracy and/or
stability by using additional adjustable parameters, the optimal selection approach for these adjustable parameters
remains unclear. Thus, compared to the TRT-LB and MRT-LB models, the SRT-LB model is the most efficient and
universal. For this reason, we consider the BGK-LB model in this work.
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It is widely known to us that through some asymptotic analysis approaches, including the Chapman-Enskog anal-
ysis [27], Maxwell iteration [28, 29], direct Taylor expansion (DTE) [30, 31], recurrence equations [32, 33] and equiv-
alent equations [34–36], it is straightforward to validate that the LB method has a second-order accuracy. However,
there is relatively little research to study the higher-order consistency of the LB model with the PDE to be solved. In
fact, in order to effectively control the overall error in numerical simulations and thus to more accurately describe the
physical information in PDEs, developing the higher-order LB model is necessary. In recent years, several researchers
have made significant contributions to the development of higher-order LB models for some specific PDEs. Chen et.
al. [16] developed a fourth-order MRT-LB model with the D1Q3 lattice structure for the one-dimensional convection-
diffusion equation. Suga [6] focused on the one-dimensional diffusion equation and proposed a fourth-order BGK-LB
model with the D1Q3 lattice structure. Subsequently, Lin et. al. [7] further developed a sixth-order MRT-LB model.
Silva [8] considered the TRT collision model and obtained a fourth-order LB model for the one-dimensional equa-
tion with a linear source term. For the two-dimensional diffusion equation, Chen et. al. [9] proposed a fourth-order
MRT-LB model with the D2Q5 lattice structure. It is noteworthy that the aforementioned high-order LB models are
restricted to the one- and two-dimensional cases. In a recent study, for the d(d ≥ 1)-dimensional coupled Burgers’
equations based on the Cole-Hopf transformation [37], Chen et. al. [24] proposed a unified fourth-order MRT-LB
model with the natural moments and the DdQ(2d2 + 1) lattice structure employed.

From the works mentioned above, one can find that the PDEs that can be solved with high-order accuracy by the
LB model are some special cases of the general convection-diffusion equations. In particular, when we consider that
the diffusion coefficient is equal to zero, the general convection-diffusion equation reduces to the hyperbolic equation.
However, the high-order LB model for the hyperbolic equation has not been extensively investigated. This is largely
because it is enough to study the LB model for the general convection-diffusion equation with a non-zero diffusion
term at the diffusion scaling, while the LB model for the hyperbolic equation must be analyzed at the acoustic scaling.
Under this premise, the second-order accuracy of the LB model for the hyperbolic equation can be achieved only when
the relaxation parameter related to the diffusion coefficient is equal to 2 [38–40]. This challenges our conventional
understanding of the LB method, as we always consider that the instability will occur when the relaxation parameter
approaches 2 [41, 42]. Nonetheless, recently, Bellotti et. al. [43] considered the one-dimensional scalar linear
hyperbolic equation (L-HE) and proposed a fourth-order BGK-LB model with the relaxation parameter equal to 2,
followed by an analysis of the L2 stability. What is more, they also developed a fourth-order entropy-stable LB model
for the multidimensional nonlinear hyperbolic equation [44]. In this work, a time-splitting method is employed in the
LB model, which means that the developed LB model in Ref. [44] requires some additional time steps compared to
the standard LB model. In fact, developing a high-order LB model without any additional treatments to the standard
LB model is extremely difficult, especially for the nonlinear problems.

In this paper, we will only consider the L-HE and further focus on higher-dimensional cases. Similar to the
previous work in Ref. [24], we will adopt the natural moments and the DdQ(2d2 + 1) lattice structure to develop a
unified standard BGK-LB model for the high-dimensional L-HE. On this basis, when developing a higher-order LB
model, we would like to point out that the fundamental idea of constructing higher-order LB models for the given
PDEs in the above works [6–9, 16, 24] is as follows.

– Give the general form of the EDFs (e.g., the commonly used linear or quadratic form [15]) with the weight
coefficients being free.

– Adopt the weight coefficients and the free relaxation parameters to eliminate the higher-order truncation errors
of the macroscopic equation recovered from the LB model when it is compared with the PDE to be solved.

Unlike the works mentioned in Refs. [6–9, 16, 24], in this paper, we will consider the moments of the EDFs as free
parameters to develop a unified higher-order standard BGK-LB model for the L-HE instead of defining the form of
the EDFs in advance. In particular, the form of the EDFs determined from the moments in our developed high-order
LB model will be entirely different from the commonly used EDFs.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we introduce the L-HE addressed in this paper and propose the
corresponding unified BGK-LB model. In Sec. 3, we perform an accuracy analysis on the BGK-LB model and
determine the high-order moments of the EDFs to ensure that the BGK-LB model can be fourth-order consistent with
the L-HE. In Sec. 4, the microscopic entropy stability and L2 stability of the BGK-LB model are analyzed. In Sec. 5,
some numerical experiments are performed to confirm the theoretical analysis of the developed fourth-order BGK-LB
model. Finally, some conclusions are presented in Sec. 6.
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2. The unified Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook lattice Boltzmann model for d-dimensional linear hyperbolic equations

In this section, we will present a unified BGK-LB model for the d-dimensional L-HE with the natural moments
and the DdQ(2d + 1) lattice structure considered.

2.1. The d-dimensional linear hyperbolic equation

We aim at approximating the solution of the following L-HE:∂tϕ(x, t) + u · ∇ϕ(x, t) = R, x ∈ Rd, t ∈ (0,T ],
ϕ(x, 0) = ϕ0(x), x ∈ Ω ⊂ Rd,

(1)

where the scalar variable ϕ and the initial datum ϕ0 are assumed to be given smooth functions in this work. u ∈ Rd is
the transport velocity, and R is the constant source term. Ω is the computational domain with the straight boundaries
considered in this work. In particular, when the source term R ≡ 0, Eq. (1) follows the hyperbolic conservation
law, and the quadratic entropy and corresponding entropy flux can be given by S (ϕ) = ϕ2/2 and G(ϕ) = ϕ2u/2,
respectively.

2.2. Spatial and temporal discretization

To simplify the subsequent analysis, we utilize a uniform Cartesian lattice Lx = ∆xZd with a lattice spacing of
∆x > 0 to discretize the d-dimensional space in the LB method. Here, for simplicity, the more general rectangular
lattice structure [45] is not taken into consideration. The time is uniformly discretized as tn = n∆t ∈ T (where
T = ∆tN is the temporal lattice and n ∈ N), and ∆t is the time step. Subsequently, the so-called lattice velocity is
defined as c = ∆x/∆t. In particular, for the L-HE (1), we consider the acoustic scaling, that is, ∆x is proportional to
∆t (∆x ∝ ∆t).

2.3. The Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook lattice Boltzmann model

Here, we would like to point out that although the more general MRT-LB model would have good accuracy and/or
stability in the study of complex problems [14, 15, 46], so far only the concept of microscopic entropy stability of the
BGK-LB model has been proposed [38–40, 44]. Therefore, in order to develop an entropy-stable LB model for the
L-HE (1), we consider the more efficient BGK-LB model. The corresponding evolution equation is written as

fk(x + ck∆t, t + ∆t) = fk(x, t) − s
[
fk(x, t) − f eq

k (x, t)
]
+ ∆tRk, k ∈ J1, qK1, (2)

where fk(x, t), f eq
k (x, t), and Rk represent the distribution functions, EDFs, and discrete source terms at position x and

time t, respectively. q indicates the number of discrete velocities in the DdQq lattice structure. In the following, we
will provide a unified lattice structure with q = 2d2 + 1 for the d-dimensional L-HE (1) [see Eqs. (4a), (4b), (4c), and
(4d) below]. s is the relaxation parameter, due to the fact that there is no diffusion term in the L-HE (1), we take s = 2
in Eq. (2). Then, Eq. (2) becomes

fk(x + ck∆t, t + ∆t) = − fk(x, t) + 2 f eq
k (x, t) + ∆tRk, k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K. (3)

In the above Eq. (3), the DdQ(2d2 + 1) lattice structure with the discrete velocity c =
(
ck

)2d2+1
k=1 and the transform

matrix M based on the natural moments are given by

d = 1 :


cx1 =

(
0, 1,−1

)T c,
c = cx1 ,

M =
(
I3, cx1 , (cx1 ).2)

)T
,

(4a)

1We shall consistently use the notation J1, qK := {1, 2, . . . , q}.
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d = 2 :


cx1 =

(
0, 1, 0,−1, 0, 1,−1,−1, 1

)T c,
cx2 =

(
0, 0, 1, 0,−1, 1, 1,−1,−1

)T c,
c =

(
cx1 , cx2

)T
,

M =
(
I9, cx1 , cx2 , (cx1 ).2, (cx2 ).2, cx1 .cx2 , (cx1 ).2cx2 , cx1 .(cx2 ).2, (cx1 ).2.(cx2 ).2

)T
,

(4b)

d = 3 :



cx1 =
(
0, 1, 0, 0,−1, 0, 0, 1,−1,−1, 1, 1,−1,−1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0

)T c,
cx2 =

(
0, 0, 1, 0, 0,−1, 0, 1, 1,−1,−1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1,−1,−1, 1

)T c,
cx3 =

(
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0,−1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1,−1,−1, 1, 1,−1,−1

)
c,

c =
(
cx1 , cx2 , cx3

)T
,

M =
(
I19, cx1 , cx2 , cx3 ,

(cx1 ).2, (cx2 ).2, (cx3 ).2, cx1 .cx2 , cx1 .cx3 , cx2 .cx3 ,

(cx1 ).2.cx2 , (cx1 ).2.cx3 , cx1 .(cx2 ).2, (cx2 ).2.cx3 , cx1 .(cx3 ).2, cx2 .(cx3 ).2,

(cx1 ).2.(cx2 ).2, (cx1 ).2.(cx3 ).2, (cx2 ).2.(cx3 ).2
)T
,

(4c)

d > 3 :



cx1 =
(
Q1, Jd−1

1︸︷︷︸
4(d−1)

,Oη1

)T c, 2

cx2 =
(
Q2, J2,O4(d−2)︸      ︷︷      ︸

4(d−1)

, Jd−2
1 ,Oη2

)T c,

...

cxk =
(
Qk,O4(k−2), J2,O4(d−k)︸                ︷︷                ︸

4(d−1)

,O4(k−3), J2,O4(d−k)︸                ︷︷                ︸
4(d−2)

, . . . ,O4(k−l−1), J2,O4(d−k)︸                   ︷︷                   ︸
4(d−l)

, . . . , Jd−k
1 ,Oηk

)T
c,

...

cxd =

(
Qd,O4(d−2), J2︸      ︷︷      ︸

4(d−1)

,O4(d−3), J2︸      ︷︷      ︸
4(d−2)

, . . . ,O4(d− j−1)], J2︸         ︷︷         ︸
4(d− j)

, . . . ,O4, J2︸︷︷︸
4×2

, J2

)T
c,

c =
(
cx1 , cx2 , . . . , cxd

)T
,

M =
(
I1+2d2 , cT

x1
, cT

x2
, . . . , cT

xd
, (c.2x1

)T , (c.2x2
)T , . . . , (c.2xd

)T ,

(cx1 .cx2 )T , (cx1 .cx3 )T , . . . , (cx1 .cxd )T , . . . , (cxi−1 .cxd )T , (cxi .cxi+1 )T , . . . , (cxi .cxd )T , . . . , (cxd−1 .cxd )T ,

(c.2x1
.cx2 )T , (c.2x1

.cx3 )T , . . . , (c.2x1
.cxd )T , . . . ,

(c.2xi
.cx1 )T , (c.2xi

.cx2 )T , . . . , (c.2xi
.cxi−1 )T , (c.2xi

.cxi+1 )T , . . . , (c.2xi
.cxd )T , . . . ,

(c.2xd
.cx1 )T , (c.2xd

.cx2 )T , . . . , (c.2xd
.cxd−1 )T ,

(c.2x1
.c.2x2

)T , (c.2x1
.c.2x3

)T , . . . , (c.2x1
.c.2xd

)T , . . . , (c.2xi−1
.c.2xd

)T , (c.2xi
.c.2xi+1

)T , . . . , (c.2xi
.c.2xd

)T , . . . , (c.2xd−1
.c.2xd

)T
)
,

(4d)

where k ∈ J1, dK, l ∈ J1, k − 1K, j ∈ J1, d − 1K and

Ip =
(
1, 1, · · · , 1)T ∈ Rp×1, (5a)

(cx1 ).p1 .(cx2 ).p1 . · · · .(cxd ).pd =

( d∏
i=1

(cxi
1 )pi ,

d∏
i=1

(cxi
2 )pi , . . . ,

d∏
i=1

(cxi

2d2+1)pi

)
, pi ∈ J0, 2K, i ∈ J1, dK, (5b)

Qp = (0, 0, . . . , 1︸︷︷︸
(p+1)th

, 0, . . . , 0, . . . , −1︸︷︷︸
(d+p+1)th

, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ R(2d+1)×1, (5c)

Jp
1 = (J1, J1, . . . , J1︸          ︷︷          ︸

4p

) ∈ R(4p)×1, p ∈ J1, d − 1K, (5d)

2The notation J︸︷︷︸
p

indicates that the number of elements in the vector J is equal to p.
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J1 = (1,−1,−1, 1), J2 = (1, 1,−1,−1), (5e)

Op =
(
0, 0, . . . , 0)T ∈ Rp×1, (5f)

ηi = 2d(d − 1) − 2i(2d − 1 − i), (5g)

here cxk
i represents the ith element of the column vector cxk . In order to correctly recover the L-HE (1) from the

BGK-LB model (3), the zeroth- and first-order moments of the EDFs f eq
k , and the zeroth-order moment of the discrete

source terms Rk, should satisfy the following conditions:

meq
1 =

2d2+1∑
k=1

f eq
k = ϕ =

2d2+1∑
k=1

fi, (6a)

meq
l =

2d2+1∑
k=1

ckl f eq
k = ϕuk−1, l ∈ J2, d + 1K, (6b)

mR
1 = R, (6c)

where moments meq
k and mR

k (k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K) are the kth elements of meq = Mfeq and mR = MR [feq := ( f eq
k )2d2+1

k=1

and R := (Rk)2d2+1
k=1 ], respectively. In this work, we assume that meq = εϕ and mR = εR with

ε =
[
1,u, ṁeq|2

x.2 , ṁ
eq|2
(xx)α<β

, ṁeq|3
x.2x , ṁ

eq|4
(x.2x.2)α<β

]T
, (7)

here

ṁeq|2
x.2 =

(
ṁeq|2

x2
1
, ṁeq|2

x2
2
, . . . , ṁeq|2

x2
d

)
, (8a)

ṁeq|2
(xx)α<β

=
(
ṁeq|2

x1 x2 , ṁ
eq|2
x1 x3 , . . . , ṁ

eq|2
x1 xd , ṁ

eq|2
x2 x3 , ṁ

eq|2
x2 x4 , . . . , ṁ

eq|2
x2 xd , . . . , ṁ

eq|2
xi xi+1 , . . . , ṁ

eq|2
xi xd , . . . , ṁ

eq|2
xd−1 xd

)
, (8b)

ṁeq|3
x.2x =

(
ṁeq|3

x2
1 x2
, ṁeq|3

x2
1 x3
, . . . , ṁeq|3

x2
1 xd
, ṁeq|3

x2
2 x1
, ṁeq|3

x2
2 x3
, . . . , ṁeq|3

x2
2 xd
, . . . , ṁeq|3

x2
i x1
, . . . , ṁeq|3

x2
i xi−1

, ṁeq|3
x2

i xi+1
, . . . , ṁeq|3

x2
i xd
, . . . , ṁeq|3

x2
d xd−1

)
,

(8c)

ṁeq|4
(x.2x.2)α<β

=
(
ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2
, ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

3
, . . . , ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

d
, ṁeq|4

x2
2 x2

3
, ṁeq|4

x2
2 x2

4
, . . . , ṁeq|4

x2
2 x2

d
, . . . , ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

i+1
, . . . , ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

d
, . . . , ṁeq|4

x2
d−1 x2

d

)
, (8d)

where the element ṁeq|r

xri
i x

r j
j

for each ri, j ∈ N with ri + r j = r ∈ J2, 4K, which are related to the transport velocity u and

lattice velocity c, corresponds to one of the rth-order moments of the EDFs f eq
k and is given by.

ṁeq|r

xri
i x

r j
j

=
(
(cxi ).ri .(cx j ).r j

)T
ω, (9)

here the column vector ω =M−1ε satisfies feq = ωϕ.
According to Eq. (6), it is easy to validate that the BGK-LB model (3) can recover the L-HE (1) with a second-

order accuracy through some frequently-used asymptotic methods [27–36]. Meanwhile, the second- to fourth-order
moments of the EDFs f eq

k remain unconstrained and can be adjusted to change certain features of the BGK-LB model
(3), particularly in terms of accuracy and stability. (See Secs. 3 and 4 for details.)

3. The accuracy analysis of the unified Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook lattice Boltzmann model

In this section, a detailed accuracy analysis will be carried out on the BGK-LB model (3) using the DTE method.
Subsequently, the conditions of the second- and third-orders moments of the EDFs f eq

k will be presented, which
ensure that at the acoustic scaling, the BGK-LB model (3) can be consistent with the L-HE (1) up to the order of
O(∆t4). Then, to guarantee that the overall accuracy of the developed BGK-LB model (3) can reach fourth-order, we
will discuss how to approximate the unknown distribution functions fk for the initialization and Dirichlet boundary
conditions of the L-HE (1).
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3.1. The direct Taylor expansion
In this part, we will utilize the DTE method [26, 30, 31] to derive Eq. (1) from the above BGK-LB model (3) with

a fourth-order truncation error. To this end, we first apply the Taylor expansion to Eq. (3) up to the order of O(∆t5),
where the acoustic scaling is considered. To simplify the following derivation, we denote ψ = ψ(x, t), (x, t) ∈ (Lx,T )
(ψ = fk, f eq

k , and Rk). And one can get

fk + ∆tck · ∇ fk +
∆t2

2
c.2k

2
· ∇2 fk +

∆t3

6
c.3k

3
· ∇3 fk +

∆t4

24
c.4k

4
· ∇4 fk

= − fk + ∆t∂t fk −
∆t2

2
∂2

t fk +
∆t3

6
∂3

t fk −
∆t4

24
∂4

t fk

+ 2 f eq
k − 2∆t∂t f eq

k + ∆t2∂2
t f eq

k −
∆t3

3
∂3

t f eq
k +

∆t4

12
∂4

t f eq
k + ∆tRk + O(∆t5), (10)

where ck
i
· ∇ :=

∑d
αi=1 · · ·

∑d
α1=1

(
ckα1 · · · ckαi∇

i
α1...αi

)
with i ∈ J2, 4K. Based on the relation of fk = f eq

k + f ne
k , from Eq.

(10), one can obtain the following first- to fourth-order truncation equations of the distribution functions fk:

f ne
k = O(∆t), (11a)

fk = f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk + O(∆t2), (11b)

fk = f eq
k − ∆t∂t f eq

k +
∆t2

4
∂2

t f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ fk −
∆t2

4
c.2k

2
· ∇2 f eq

k +
∆t
2
∂t fk +

∆t
2

Rk + O(∆t3), (11c)

fk = f eq
k − ∆t∂t f eq

k +
∆t2

2
∂2

t f eq
k −

∆t2

4
∂2

t fk −
∆t
2

ck · ∇ fk −
∆t2

4
c.2k

2
· ∇2 f eq

k +
∆t
2
∂t fk

−
∆t3

12
∂3

t f eq
k −

∆t3

12
c.3k

3
· ∇3 fk +

∆t
2

Rk + O(∆t4). (11d)

Substituting Eq. (11b) into Eq. (10) and taking the zeroth-order moment, one can obtain the following modified
equation which is second-order consistent with the L-HE (1):

∂tϕ + u · ∇ϕ = R + O(∆t2). (12)

To analyze the higher-order truncation errors of the BGK-LB model (3) in comparison with the L-HE (1), we further
consider the high-order expansions of the distribution functions fk as given in Eqs. (11c) and (11d). In particular,
according to Eq. (11b), Eq. (11c) can be rewritten as

fk = f eq
k − ∆t∂t f eq

k +
∆t2

4
∂2

t f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇
(

f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k

)
−
∆t2

4
c.2k

2
· ∇2 fk +

∆t
2

(
∂t f eq

k −
∆t
2

ck · ∇∂t f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂2

t f eq
k

)
+ O(∆t3)

= f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk + O(∆t3), (13)

by comparing Eq. (13) with Eq. (11b), it can be observed that the second- and third-order expansions of the distri-
bution functions fk are identical when the second- and third-order terms, i.e., O(∆t2) in Eq. (11b) and O(∆t3) in Eq.
(13), are neglected. Substituting the above Eq. (13) into Eq. (10) yields

2 fk + ∆tck · ∇
(

f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk

)
+
∆t2

2
c.2k

2
· ∇2

(
f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk

)
+
∆t3

6
c.3k

3
· ∇3 f eq

k + O(∆t4)

= ∆t∂t fk −
∆t2

2
∂2

t fk +
∆t3

6
∂3

t fk + 2 f eq
k − 2∆t∂t f eq

k + ∆t2∂2
t f eq

k −
∆t3

3
∂3

t f eq
k + ∆tRk + O(∆t4), (14)
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then taking the zeroth-order moment of Eq. (14), one can obtain the following third-order modified equation compared
to the L-HE (1):

∇ · uϕ −
∆t
2

u · ∇ϕt −
∆t2

4
q2 2
· ∇2ϕt −

∆t2

12
q3 3
· ∇3ϕ = −∂tϕ +

∆t
2
∂2

t ϕ −
∆t2

6
∂3

t ϕ + R + O(∆t3), (15)

where the symmetric tensors qr (r = 2, 3) are given by

d = 1 : q2 = ṁeq
x2

1
, ∇2 = ∂2

x1
, q3 = ṁeq

x3
1
, ∇3 = ∂3

x1
, (16a)

d = 2 : q2 =

 ṁeq
x2

1
ṁeq

x1 x2

ṁeq
x1 x2 ṁeq

x2
2

 , ∇2 =

(
∂2

x1
∂2

x1 x2

∂2
x1 x2

∂2
x2

)
, q3 =

 ṁeq
x3

1
3ṁeq

x2
1 x2

3ṁeq
x1 x2

2
ṁeq

x3
2

 , ∇3 =

 ∂3
x1

∂3
x2

1 x2

∂3
x1 x2

2
∂3

x2

 , (16b)

d ≥ 3 :
(
qr)

i1i2...ir = ṁeq|r
xn1

1 xn2
2 ...xnd

d

,
(
∇r)

i1i2...ir = ∂
r
xn1

1 xn2
2 ...xnd

d
,

d∑
l=1

nl = r, (16c)

here, for each l ∈ J1, dK, nl represents the number of the elements in the vector (i1, i2, . . . , ir) that are equal to l.
At the acoustic scaling, with the aid of the free parameter, i.e., the second- to fourth-order moments of the EDFs

f eq
k , one can obtain a unified BGK-LB model (3) for the L-HE (1) with third-order accuracy once the following

condition is satisfied:

− 3q2 2
· ∇2(u · ∇ϕ) + q3 3

· ∇3ϕ + 2u3 3
· ϕ = 0, (17)

where Eq. (12) has been used. After some algebraic manipulations, the tensors q2 and q3 that are related to the
second- and third-order moments of the EDFs f eq

k , respectively, i.e., the solutions of the above condition (17), can be
determined as

ṁeq|2
x2

i
=

c2 + 2u2
i

3
, i ∈ J1, dK, (18a)

ṁeq|2
xi x j =

2uiu j

3
, i, j ∈ J1, dK, i , j, (18b)

ṁeq|3
x3

i
= cui, i ∈ J1, dK, (18c)

ṁeq|3
x2

i x j
=

u j

3
, j ∈ J1, dK, i , j, (18d)

ṁeq|3
xi x j xl = 0, i, j, l ∈ J1, dK, i , j, i , l, j , l. (18e)

Thus, as long as the conditions in Eq. (18) hold, one can conclude

∂tϕ + u · ∇ϕ = R + O(∆t3). (19)

Here, we would like to point out that ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j

(i, j ∈ J1, dK, i , j), which correspond to the fourth-order moments of the

EDFs f eq
k in the BGK-LB model (3), still remain free.

Similar to the derivation of Eq. (13), according to Eq. (13), Eq. (11d) can be rewritten as

fk = f eq
k − ∆t∂t f eq

k +
∆t2

2
∂2

t f eq
k −

∆t2

4
∂2

t

(
f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk

)
−
∆t
2

ck · ∇
(

f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk

)
−
∆t2

4
c.2k

2
· ∇2

(
f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk

)
+
∆t
2
∂t

(
f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk

)
−
∆t3

12
∂3

t f eq
k −

∆t3

12
c.3k

3
· ∇3 f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk + O(∆t4)

= f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t3

8
ck · ∇∂

2
t f eq

k
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+
∆t3

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2∂t f eq

k +
∆t3

24
∂3

t f eq
k +

∆t3

24
c.3k

3
· ∇3 f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk + O(∆t4), (20)

substituting Eq. (20) into Eq. (10) yields

2 fk + ∆tck · ∇
(

f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k +
∆t3

8
ck · ∇∂

2
t f eq

k +
∆t3

24
c.2k

2
· ∇2∂t f eq

k +
∆t3

24
∂3

t f eq
k

)
−
∆t3

4
c.2k

2
· ∇2∂t f eq

k −
∆t3

12
c.3k

3
· ∇3 f eq

k + O(∆t5)

= ∆t∂t fk −
∆t2

2
∂2

t fk +
∆t3

6
∂3

t fk −
∆t4

24
∂4

t fk

+ 2 f eq
k − 2∆t∂t f eq

k + ∆t2∂2
t f eq

k −
∆t3

3
∂3

t f eq
k +

∆t4

12
∂4

t f eq
k + ∆tRk + O(∆t5), (21)

then taking the zeroth-order moment of Eq. (21) gives the following fourth-order modified equation compared to the
L-HE (1):

∇ · uϕ −
1
2

u · ∇ϕt +
∆t3

24
∂t

(
3q2∇2∂t + q3∇3 + u · ∇∂2

t

)
ϕ −
∆t2

12

(
3q2 2
· ∇2∂tϕ + q3 3

· ∇3
)
ϕ

= −∂tϕ +
∆t
2
∂2

t ϕ −
∆t2

6
∂3

t ϕ +
∆t2

24
∂4

t ϕ + O(∆t4), (22)

with the help of Eqs. (18) and (19), Eq. (22) can be simplified as

∂tϕ + u · ∇ϕ = R + O(∆t4). (23)

This implies that when the tensors q2 and q3, which are related to the second- and third-order moments of the EDFs
f eq
k , satisfy the conditions in Eq. (18), a fourth-order unified BGK-LB model with the fourth-order moments of the

EDFs f eq
k remaining free can be derived. It should be noted that the choices of the fourth-order moments of the EDFs

f eq
k are not arbitrary but are closely related to the stability of the BGK-LB model (see Sec. 4 for details).

3.2. The fourth-order initialization and boundary schemes
The previous Part 3.1 only shows that the modified equation of the BGK-LB model (3) can be consistent with the

L-HE (1) up to the order of O(∆t4) when Eq. (18) holds. To ensure that the BGK-LB model (3) can be completely
fourth-order accurate in numerical simulations, the initialization and boundary schemes of the distribution functions
fk in the BGK-LB model (3) must be properly determined. In this work, we assume that the initial and boundary data
are sufficiently smooth and only consider the Dirichlet [see Eq. (27) below] and periodic boundary conditions. With
the aid of the above accuracy analysis on the BGK-LB model (3), for the given initial condition in the L-HE (1), we
adopt the following scheme to approximate the unknown distribution functions fk(x, t):

fk(x, 0) = f eq
k (x, 0) −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k (x, 0) −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k (x, 0) +
∆t
2

Rk, x ∈ Ω, (24)

here

∂t f eq
k (x, 0) = Rk − u · ∇ f eq

k (x, 0), (25)

where Eq. (23) has been used. Then, Eq. (24) can be rewritten as

fk(x, 0) = f eq
k (x, 0) +

∆t
2

(u − ck) · ∇ f eq
k (x, 0), x ∈ Ω, (26)

from Eq. (13), it can be seen that the initialization scheme in Eq. (26) is a third-order approximation of the distribution
functions fk(x, 0). This is sufficient and does not reduce the overall accuracy of the fourth-order BGK-LB model (3)
[43, 47, 48]. We would also like to point out that the commonly used initialization scheme fk = f eq

k is only first-order
accurate at the acoustic scaling.
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For the Dirichlet boundary condition of the L-HE (1), in this work, we consider

ϕ(xb, t) = h(xb, t), xb ∈ ∂Ω, (27)

where h(xb, t) : (Rd,R) → R is a given continuous and smooth function at the boundary point xb and time t, and
∂Ω is the boundary. Specifically, xb =

(
x1, . . . , x j−1, x j, x j+1, . . . , xd) with the jth ( j ∈ J1, dK) element fixed while the

others varying continuously in the computational domain Ω. Now we develop the fourth-order full-way and half-way
boundary schemes, which are respectively used in the cases where the boundary is located at the lattice node and in
the middle of two lattice nodes (see Fig. 1 below), to approximate the unknown distribution functions fk.

Figure 1: The dotted straight line is the lattice line and the solid straight line is the boundary. White circles (◦) are the lattice nodes in the
computational domain, the black circle (•) is the intersection of the boundary and the lattice line. ϑ = 0 and ϑ = 1 represent the full-way and
half-way cases, respectively.

• Full-way

In the full-way case, the internal lattice node x f coincides with the boundary point xb. The corresponding
boundary scheme at different accuracy orders can be designed as

O(∆t) : fk(xb, t) = f eq
k (xb, t), (28a)

O(∆t3) : fk(xb, t) = f eq
k (xb, t) −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k (xb, t) −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k (xb, t) +
∆t
2

Rk, (28b)

O(∆t4) : fk(xb, t) = f eq
k (xb, t) −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k (xb, t) −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k (xb, t) +
∆t3

8
ck · ∇∂

2
t f eq

k (xb, t)

+
∆t3

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2∂t f eq

k (xb, t) +
∆t3

24
∂3

t f eq
k (xb, t) +

∆t3

24
c.3k

3
· ∇3 f eq

k (xb, t) +
∆t
2

Rk, (28c)

where Eqs. (11a), (13), and (20) have been used.

• Half-way

In the half-way case, x f is the internal lattice node near the boundary point xb with a distance of ∆x/2 (see Fig.
1 above). The corresponding first- to third-order half-way boundary schemes can be designed as (the detailed
construction can be found in Appendix A)

O(∆t) : fk(x f , t) =
(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t), (29a)

O(∆t2) : fk(x f , t) =
(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t) +

∆t
2
∂t

(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t) +

∆t
2

(
Rk + Rk

)
, (29b)

O(∆t3) : fk(x f , t) =
(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t) +

∆t
2
∂t

(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t) −

∆t2

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2( f eq

k + f eq
k

)
(xb, t)

−
∆t2

4
ck · ∇∂t

(
f eq
k − f eq

k

)
(xb, t) +

∆t
2

(
Rk + Rk

)
, (29c)

O(∆t4) : fk(x f , t) =
(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t) +

∆t
2
∂t

(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t) −

∆t2

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2( f eq

k + f eq
k

)
(xb, t)

−
∆t2

4
ck · ∇∂t

(
f eq
k − f eq

k

)
(xb, t) −

∆t3

8
ck · ∇∂

2
t
(
f eq
k − f eq

k

)
(xb, t)
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−
∆t3

16
c.2k

2
· ∇2∂t

(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t) −

∆t3

24
∂3

t
(
f eq
k + f eq

k

)
(xb, t) +

∆t
2

(
Rk + Rk

)
, (29d)

where k is defined such that ck = −ck, f ⋆
k

represents the post-collision distribution function, i.e.,

f ⋆k (x, t) = − fk(x, t) + 2 f eq
k (x, t) + ∆tRk, k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K. (30)

For the developed full-way and half-way boundary schemes for the Dirichlet boundary condition (27) of the L-HE
(1), we give two remark as follows.
Remark 1. From both the full-way and half-way boundary schemes, i.e., Eqs. (28) and (29), it can be observed that
there exists one spatial direction at the boundary ∂Ω for which the terms ∇ f eq

k , ∇∂2
t2 f eq

k , ∇2 f eq
k , ∇2∂t f eq

k , and ∇3 f eq
k are

unknown. Without loss of generality, we consider the jth spatial direction here. And according to Eq. (23), neglecting
the fourth-order truncation error, these terms in the jth spatial direction can be replaced by the following spatial and
temporal derivatives of the EDFs f eq

k :

∂x j f eq
k (xb, t) =

(
Rk − ∂t −

d∑
l=1,l, j

ul∂xl

)
f eq
k (xb, t), (31a)

∂3
t2 x j

f eq
k (xbt) = −

(
∂3

t3 +

d∑
l=1,l, j

ul∂
3
t2 xl

)
f eq
k (xb, t), (31b)

∂2
x j

f eq
k (xb, t) =

[
∂2

t + 2
d∑

l=1,l, j

ul∂
2
txl
+

d∑
l=1,l, j

ul∂xl

( d∑
p=1,p, j

up∂xp

)]
f eq
k (xb, t), (31c)

∂3
tx2

j
f eq
k (xb, t) =

[
∂3

t + 2
d∑

l=1,l, j

ul∂
3
t2 xl
+

d∑
l=1,l, j

ul∂
2
txl

( d∑
p=1,p, j

up∂xp

)]
f eq
k (xb, t), (31d)

∂3
x j

f eq
k (xb, t) = −

[
∂3

t + 3
d∑

l=1,l, j

ul∂
3
t2 xl
+ 3

d∑
l=1,l, j

ul∂
2
txl

( d∑
p=1,p, j

up∂xp

)

+

d∑
l=1,l, j

ul∂xl

( d∑
p=1,p, j

up∂xp

)( d∑
r=1,r, j

ur∂xr

)]
f eq
k (xb, t), (31e)

where for the EDFs f eq
k , the temporal derivative and the spatial derivatives in the lth (l ∈ J1, dK, l , j) directions can

be determined from the boundary condition in Eq. (27).
Remark 2. One can find that the full-way boundary schemes in Eq. (28) at different accuracy orders are actually
the first- to fourth-order expansions of the distribution functions fk derived from the BGK-LB model (3), i.e., Eqs.
(11a), (13), and (20). This implies that the certain properties, such as the stability, of the full-way boundary schemes
in Eq. (28) would be consistent with the bulk BGK-LB model (3). However, in the half-way case, since the boundary
is located in the middle of two lattice nodes, the idea of the half-way anti-bounce-back scheme [49, 50] is introduced
in the construction of the half-way boundary scheme (see Appendix A for details), and it can be observed that the
half-way boundary schemes in Eq. (29) are no longer consistent with Eqs. (11a), (13), and (20). Thus, when the bulk
BGK-LB model (3) can be stabilized, compared to the half-way boundary schemes in Eq. (29), the full-way boundary
schemes in Eq. (28), which are consistent with the bulk BGK-LB model (3), would be more stable, as can be found
in Sec. 5.

4. The stability analysis of the unified Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook lattice Boltzmann model

In this section, we will first conduct a theoretical analysis on the the microscopic entropy stability of the BGK-LB
model (3). Then, we will further discuss the L2 stability using the von Neumann analysis and numerically plot the
stability regions of the BGK-LB model (3).
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4.1. The entropy stability analysis
In this part, we focus on the conservative L-HE (1), i.e., the source term R ≡ 0, and the corresponding macroscopic

entropy is chosen as the commonly used S (ϕ) = ϕ2/2. For the developed BGK-LB model (3), based on the entropy
theory of the kinetic representation [51, 52], we introduce the microscopic entropy given by the sum of the kinetic
entropies as [53]

ϖ(f) :=
∑(

f1, . . . , f2d2+1

)
=

2d2+1∑
k=1

sk( fk), (32)

where the microscopic entropies sk (k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K) are the strictly convex functions of the distribution functions fk
on R. In particular, we have

S (ϕ) = min
ϕ=

∑2d1+1
k=1 fk

∑(
f1, . . . , f2d2+1

)
=

∑(
f eq
1 , . . . , f eq

2d2+1

)
, (33)

which indicates that the macroscopic entropy S (ϕ) is a constrained optimization of the microscopic entropy ϖ(f), and
in which the minimum is reached at the EDFs f eq

k . Furthermore, the EDFs f eq
k and the kinetic entropies sk have the

following relation:

f eq
k

(
ϕ(ϕ∗)

)
= ∇ϕ∗ s∗k(ϕ∗), (34)

where ϕ∗ is called the dual or entropy variable. s∗k represent the conjugate or dual kinetic entropies. In the regular
case, when the entropy s(υ) is smooth and strictly convex on R, we have

υ∗ = ∇s
(
υ(υ∗)

)
, υ = ∇υ∗ s∗

(
υ∗(υ)

)
, υ∗∗ = υ, (35a)

s∗(υ∗(υ)) = υ∗ ·
[
υ(υ∗)

]
− s(υ

(
υ∗)

)
, s(υ(υ∗)) = υ ·

[
υ∗(υ)

]
− s∗(υ∗

(
υ)

)
, (35b)

s(υ(υ∗)) = s∗∗
(
υ∗∗(υ∗)

)
= υ∗∗ ·

[
υ∗(υ∗∗)

]
− s∗(υ∗

(
υ∗∗)

)
. (35c)

According to Eqs. (34) and (35), we can obtain

∇( f eq
k )∗ s

∗
k
(
( f eq

k )∗
)
= f eq

k = ∇ϕ∗ s
∗
k(ϕ∗), k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K, (36)

which means that ( f eq
k )∗ = ϕ and s∗k(ϕ) = ωkϕ

2/2 +C with C is a constant. Then, we have

sk( f eq
k ) = f eq

k ϕ − s∗k =
( f eq

k )2

2ωk
−C, k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K, (37)

which satisfies
∑2d2+1

k=1 sk( f eq
k ) = S (ϕ) provided that C = 0. Thus, the kinetic entropies sk( fk) are given by

sk( fk) =
f 2
k

2ωk
, k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K. (38)

It should be noted that the kinetic entropies sk( fk) must be strictly convex, which is also known as the sub-characteristic
conditions. In this work, we refer to them as the microscopic entropy stability conditions. And from Eq. (38), it is
obvious that the microscopic entropy stability conditions are ωk > 0 (k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K).

In Part 3.1, we know that ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j

(i, j ∈ J1, dK, i , j) in the BGK-LB model (3) still remain free. In the following,

we will present the relation between ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j

and the microscopic entropy stability of the BGK-LB model (3).

Proposition 1. The BGK-LB model (3) for the L-HE (1) is microscopic entropy-stable once the following constraints
of ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

j
(i, j ∈ J1, dK, i , j), which correspond to the fourth-order moment of the EDFs f eq

k , hold:

d∑
i, j=1, j>i

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
>

(d − 3) + 2
∑d

i=1 σ
2
i

3
c4, i ∈ J1, dK, (39a)
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d∑
j=1, j,i

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
<
−|(4 − d)σi| + 1 + 2σ2

i

3
c4, i ∈ J1, dK, (39b)

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
> max

{
−2σiσ j + |σi + σ j|

3
,

2σiσ j + |σi − σ j|

3

}
c4, i, j ∈ J1, dK, j > i. (39c)

where σi = ui/c (i ∈ J1, dK) with d < 6.

Proof. Firstly, we denote the inverse of the transform matrix M in Eq. (4) as M̃, and further denote M̃
ṁ

eq|ñp
p̃

l with

p̃ =
∏d

p=1 xnp
p and ñp =

∑d
p=1 np (np ∈ J0, 2K) as the lth column of the matrix M̃. Specifically, M̃

ṁeq
p̃

l (l ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K)
are expressed as (see Appendix B for the detailed derivation)

M̃
ṁeq|0∏d

p=1 x0
p

1 = eT
1 , e1 = (1, 0) ∈ R(2d2+1)×1, (40a)

M̃ṁeq|1
xk

k+1 =
(
0, 1/2︸︷︷︸

(i+1)th

, 0, −1/2︸︷︷︸
(i+d+1)th

, 0
)T
/c, k ∈ J1, dK, 3 (40b)

M̃
meq|2

x2
k

k+d+1 =
(
− 1, 0, 1/2︸︷︷︸

(i+1)th

, 0, 1/2︸︷︷︸
(i+d+1)th

, 0
)T
/c2, k ∈ J1, dK, (40c)

M̃
ṁeq|2

xi x j

k =
(
0, 1/4︸︷︷︸

lth

, −1/4︸︷︷︸
(l+1)th

, 1/4︸︷︷︸
(l+2)th

, −1/4︸︷︷︸
(l+3)th

, 0
)T
/c2, k = 1 + d + ñ + r, l = d̃ + 4(ñ + r), j > i, (40d)

M̃
ṁeq|3

x2
i x j

k =
(
0, −1/2︸︷︷︸

( j+1)th

, 0, 1/2︸︷︷︸
(d+1+ j)th

, 0, sgn
(
cx j

l , c
x j

l+1, c
x j

l+2, c
x j

l+3
)
/4︸                          ︷︷                          ︸

lth∼(l+3)th

, 0
)T
/c3, k = d − d(d − 1) + ñ + |r|, l = d̃ + 4(ñ + |r|),

(40e)

M̃
ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

j

k =
(
1, 0, −1/2︸︷︷︸

(i+1)th

, 0, −1/2︸︷︷︸
( j+1)th

, 0, −1/2︸︷︷︸
(d+1+i)th

, 0, −1/2︸︷︷︸
(d+ j+1)th

, 0, I1×4/4︸︷︷︸
kth∼(k+3)th

, 0
)T
/c3, k = d + ñ + r, l = d̃ + 4(ñ + r), j > i,

(40f)

where ñ =
∑min(i, j)−1

p=0 (d − p), r = j − i (i, j ∈ J1, dK), d̃ = −2(1 + d), and d = (3d2 − d + 2)/2.
Then, based on the relation of ω = M̃ε, according to Eq. (7) and the unified expression of the matrix M̃ in Eq.

(40), we have

ω1 = 1 −

∑d
i=1 ṁeq|2

x2
i

c2 +

∑d
i, j=1,i< j ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

j

c2 , (41a)

ωk =
sgn

(
cxi

k
)
ui

2c
+

ṁeq|2
x2

i

2c2 −

sgn
(
cxi

k
)∑d

j=1, j,i ṁeq|3
x2

j xi

2c
−

∑d
j=1, j,i ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

j

2c4 , k = i + 1, i ∈ J1, dK, (41b)

ωk =
sgn

(
cxi

k
)
ui

2c
+

ṁeq|2
x2

i

2c2 −

sgn
(
cxi

k
)∑d

j=1, j,i ṁeq|3
x2

j xi

2c
−

∑d
j=1, j,i ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

j

2c4 , k = i + 1 + d, i ∈ J1, dK, (41c)

ωk =

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j

4c4 +
sgn

(
cxi

k cx j

k
)
ṁeq|2

xi x j

4c2 +

sgn
(
cxi

k
)
ṁeq|3

x2
j xi
+ sgn

(
cx j

k
)
ṁeq|3

x2
i x j

4c
, k = l + 1, l = d̃ + 4(ñ + |r|), i, j ∈ J1, dK, j > i,

(41d)

3The notation J =
(
. . . , a︸︷︷︸

pth

. . .
)

indicates that a is the pth element of the vector J.
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in particular, from Eqs. (6) and (18), we know that the moment vector meq = εϕ with ε being expressed as

ε =
[
1,u,

c2 + 2u.2

3
,

2(uu)α<β
3

,
u1

3
,

u2

3
, . . . ,

ud

3
, ṁeq|4

(x.2x.2)α<β

]T
, (42)

here

(uu)α<β =
(
u1u2, u1u3, . . . , u1ud, u2u3, u2u4, . . . , u2ud, . . . , ud−1ud

)
, (43a)

ui =
(
u1, . . . , ui−1, ui+1, . . . , ud

)
, i ∈ J1, dK. (43b)

After substituting Eq. (42) into the Eq. (41), we can obtain

ω1 =

3c4 − dc4 − 2c2 ∑d
i=1 u2

i + 3
∑d

i, j=1, j>i ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j

3c4 , (44a)

ωk =

c3(4 − d)ui + c4 + 2c2u2
i − 3

∑d
j=1, j,i ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

j

6c4 , k = i + 1, i ∈ J1, dK, (44b)

ωk =

−c3(4 − d)ui + c4 + 2c2u2
i − 3

∑d
j=1, j,i ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

j

6c4 , k = i + 1 + d, i ∈ J1, dK, (44c)

ωk =

3ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
+ 2c2sgn

(
cxi

k cx j

k
)
uiu j + c3

[
sgn

(
cxi

k
)
ui + sgn

(
cx j

k
)
u j

]
12c4 , k = 1 + d̃ + 4(ñ + |r|), i, j ∈ J1, dK, j > i.

(44d)

Thus, the BGK-LB model (3) is microscopic entropy-stable as long as the following constraints of ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j

are satisfied:

d∑
i, j=1, j>i

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
>

(d − 3)c4 + 2c2 ∑d
i=1 u2

i

3
, (45a)

d∑
j=1, j,i

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
<

c3(4 − d)ui + c4 + 2c2u2
i

3c4 , k = i + 1, i ∈ J1, dK, (45b)

d∑
j=1, j,i

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
<
−c3(4 − d)ui + c4 + 2c2u2

i

3c4 , k = i + d + 1, i ∈ J1, dK, (45c)

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
>

2c2sgn
(
cxi

k cx j

k
)
uiu j + c3

[
sgn

(
cxi

k
)
ui + sgn

(
cx j

k
)
u j

]
3c4 , k = 1 + d̃ + 4(n + |r|), i, j ∈ J1, dK j > i. (45d)

According to the lattice structure in Eq. (4), the above Eq. (45) can be simplified as Eq. (39). Here, we would like
to point out that to ensure that Eq. (39) makes sense, the constraints in Eq. (39) must hold at least when σi = 0
(i ∈ J1, dK), i.e.,

d∑
i, j=1, j>i

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
>

(d − 3)
3

c4, i ∈ J1, dK, (46a)

d∑
j=1, j,i

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
<

1
3

c4, i ∈ J1, dK, (46b)

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
> 0, i, j ∈ J1, dK, j > i. (46c)

From the above Eq. (46), one can conclude that the spatial dimension d must be less than 6, i.e., d < 6, and the proof
of this proposition is completed.
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In the following, we give some remarks on the above Proposition 1.
Remark 3. For the L-HE (1), which is a special case of the general convection-diffusion equations, the commonly
used EDFs in the LB method are designed by the following linear form

f eq
k = ζkϕ

(
1 +

cxk · u
c2

s

)
, k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K, (47)

or the quadratic form [15]

f eq
k = ζkϕ

(
1 +

cxk · u
c2

s
+

uu :
(
cxk cxk − c2

sId

)
2c4

s

)
, k ∈ J1, 2d2 + 1K, (48)

where cs is a model parameter related to the lattice velocity c, ζk are the weight coefficients, and Id ∈ R
d×d is the

identity matrix. From Eq. (44), it is obvious that the EDFs f eq
k proposed in our work are different from Eqs. (47) and

(48), which means that the commonly used linear and quadratic EDFs f eq
k in the LB model are no longer applicable

in the higher-order LB model for the L-HE (1). What is more, from the above discussion, it is evident that the form
of the EDFs f eq

k in the LB method is not unique, this is attributed to the fact that the number of required moment
conditions for the EDFs f eq

k is generally lower than the number of the EDFs f eq
k themselves.

Remark 4. For the one- and two-dimensional cases, we here prove that the BGK-LB model (3) can be microscopic
entropy-stable as long as |σi| < 1/2 (i ∈ J1, dK).

• For the one-dimensional case, ωk (k ∈ J1, 3K) are expressed as

ω1 =
2 − 2σ2

1

3
, (49a)

ω2 =
σ1

2
+

2σ2
1 + 1
6

, (49b)

ω3 = −
σ1

2
+

2σ2
1 + 1
6

, (49c)

it is obvious that ω > 0 as long as |σ1| < 1/2.

• For the two-dimensional case, from Eq. (39), we have

ṁeq|4
x2

1 x2
2
< min

{
−|2σ1| + 1 + 2σ2

1

3
,
−|2σ2| + 1 + 2σ2

2

3

}
c4, (50a)

ṁeq|4
x2

1 x2
2
> max

{
−1 + 2(σ2

1 + σ
2
2)

3
,
−2σ1σ2 + |σ1 + σ2|

3
,

2σ1σ2 + |σ1 − σ2|

3

}
c4. (50b)

which is equivalent to requiring that σ1,2 must satisfy

1 + 2 min
{
− |σ1| + σ

2
1,−|σ2| + σ

2
2

}
> max

{
2(σ2

1 + σ
2
2) − 1, |σ1 + σ2| − 2σ1σ2, |σ1 − σ2| + 2σ1σ2

}
,

(51a)

i.e.,

2σ2
1 − 2|σ1| + 1 − |σ1 + σ2| + 2σ1σ2 > 0, (52a)

2σ2
1 − 2|σ1| + 1 − |σ1 − σ2| − 2σ1σ2 > 0, (52b)

2σ2
2 − 2|σ2| + 1 − |σ1 + σ2| + 2σ1σ2 > 0, (52c)

2σ2
2 − 2|σ2| + 1 − |σ1 − σ2| − 2σ1σ2 > 0, (52d)

1 − |σ1| − σ
2
2 > 0, (52e)
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1 − |σ2| − σ
2
1 > 0, (52f)

and it is obvious that |σ1,2| < 1 are necessary for Eqs. (52e) and (52f).

To derive the regions of σ1,2 which ensure that Eq. (52) holds, the detailed analysis can be divided into the
following two cases.

Case 1. We first consider the case of |σ1,2| , 1/2, from Eqs. (52a) and (52c), we have
σ1 + σ2 ≥ 0 : 2σ2

1 − 2|σ1| + 1 − σ1 − σ2 + 2σ1σ2 > 0,
σ1 + σ2 ≤ 0 : 2σ2

1 − 2|σ1| + 1 + σ1 + σ2 − 2σ1σ2 > 0,
σ1 + σ2 ≥ 0 : 2σ2

2 − 2|σ2| + 1 − σ1 − σ2 + 2σ1σ2 > 0,
σ1 + σ2 ≤ 0 : 2σ2

2 − 2|σ2| + 1 + σ1 + σ2 − 2σ1σ2 > 0,

(53)

which is equivalent toσ1 + σ2 ≥ 0 :
(
A1 ∪ A2

)
∩

(
A3 ∪ A4

)
,

σ1 + σ2 ≤ 0 :
(
B1 ∪ B2

)
∩

(
B3 ∪ B4

)
,

(54)

where

A1 =

{
− σ1 ≤ σ2 ≤

2σ2
1 − 2|σ1| − σ1 + 1

1 − 2σ1
,−1 < σ1 < 1/2

}
, (55a)

A2 =

{
1 − σ1 ≤ σ2 ≤ 1, 1/2 < σ1 < 1

}
, (55b)

A3 =

{
2σ2

1 − 2|σ1| + σ1 + 1
−1 − 2σ1

≤ σ2 ≤ −σ1,−1/2 < σ1 < 1
}
, (55c)

A4 =

{
− 1 < σ2 ≤ −1 − σ1,−1 < σ1 < −1/2

}
, (55d)

B1 =

{
− σ2 ≤ σ1 ≤

2σ2
2 − 2|σ2| − σ2 + 1

1 − 2σ2
,−1 < σ2 < 1/2

}
, (55e)

B2 =

{
1 − σ2 ≤ σ1 ≤ 1, 1/2 < σ2 < 1

}
, (55f)

B3 =

{
2σ2

2 − 2|σ2| + σ2 + 1
−1 − 2σ2

≤ σ1 ≤ −σ2,−1/2 < σ2 < 1
}
, (55g)

B4 =

{
− 1 < σ1 ≤ −1 − σ2,−1 < σ2 < −1/2

}
. (55h)

From the above Eq. (55), we would like to point out that

A1∩4 := A1 ∩ A4 =

{
1 − σ2 = σ1 < 1/2, 1/2 < σ2 < 1

}
, (56a)

A2∩3 := A2 ∩ A3 =

{
1 − σ1 = σ2 < 1/2, 1/2 < σ1 < 1

}
, (56b)

B1∩4 : B1 ∩ B4 =

{
− 1/2 < σ1 = −σ2 − 1,−1 < σ2 < −1/2

}
, (56c)

B2∩3 : B2 ∩ B3 =

{
− 1/2 < σ2 = −σ1 − 1,−1 < σ1 < −1/2

}
, (56d)

A1∪3 := A1 ∪ A3 =

{
− σ1 ≤ σ2 < 1/2,−σ2 ≤ σ1 < 1/2

}
, (56e)
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A2∪4 := A2 ∪ A4 =

{
1/2 < σ1,2 < 1

}
, (56f)

B1∪3 := B1 ∪ B3 =

{
− 1/2 < σ2 ≤ −σ1,−1/2 < σ1 < −σ2

}
, (56g)

B2∪4 := B2 ∪ B4 =

{
− 1 < σ1,2 < −1/2

}
. (56h)

Thus, Eqs. (52a) and (52c) hold in the case of |σ1,2| , 1/2 as long as |σ1,2| ∈ AB, where the set AB is given by

AB =
[(

A1 ∪ A2
)
∩

(
A3 ∪ A4

)]
∪

[(
B1 ∪ B2

)
∩

(
B3 ∪ B4

)]
=

((
A1∩3 ∪ A1∩4

)
∪

(
A2∩3 ∪ A2∪4

))
∪

((
B1∩3 ∪ B1∩4

)
∪

(
B2∩3 ∪ B2∪4

))
= C1 ∪C2 ∪C3 ∪C4, (57)

here

C1 =

{
− 1/2 < σ1,2 < 1/2

}
, (58a)

C2 =

{
1/2 < σ1,2 < 1,−1 < σ1,2 < −1/2

}
, (58b)

C3 =

{
σ1 + σ2 = 1, 0 ≤ σ1 < 1, σ1 , 1/2

}
, (58c)

C4 =

{
σ1 + σ2 = −1,−1 < σ1 ≤ 0, σ1 , −1/2

}
. (58d)

It is straightforward to validate that when σ1,2 ∈ C1, Eqs. (52b), (52d), (52e), and (52f) hold. However, when
σ1,2 ∈ C2 ∪C3 ∪C4, we find that Eqs. (52b) and (52d) cannot hold (see Appendix C for details). Thus, for the
case of |σ1,2| , 1/2, Eq. (52) holds as long as |σ1,2| < 1/2.

Case 2. For the case of |σ1,2| = 1/2, here we only consider σ1 = 1/2 (the analysis on the other cases of
σ1 = −1/2, σ2 = 1/2, and σ2 = −1/2 is similar), Eqs. (52a), (52b), (52e), and (52f) become

1/2 − |1/2 + σ2| + σ2 > 0, (59a)
1/2 − |1/2 − σ2| − σ2 > 0, (59b)

1/2 − σ2
2 > 0, (59c)

3/4 − |σ2| > 0, (59d)

it is obvious that the above Eqs. (59a), (59b), (59c), and (59d) cannot hold simultaneously. Thus, |σ1,2| , 1/2.

In combination with the conclusions of cases 1 and 2, we prove that when the spatial dimension d = 2, the
BGK-LB model (3) is microscopic entropy-stable as long as |σ1,2| < 1/2.

Remark 5. It should be noted that, when the spatial dimension d ≥ 3, the number of the fourth-order moments of the
EDFs f eq

k is greater than 1, which makes it difficult to provide a unified approach to determine ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
(i, j ∈ J1, dK, j > i)

from Eq. (39). In this work, for the sake of simplicity, let us assume that ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j

are equal for every i, j ∈ J1, dK ( j > i).

Under this premise, Eq. (39) can be reduced to

max
{
|σi ± σ j| ∓ 2σiσ j

3
,
−6 + 2d + 4

∑d
i=1 σ

2
i

3d(d − 1)

}
< ṁeq|4

x2
i x2

j
< min

{
1 + 2σ2

i − |(4 − d)σi|

3(d − 1)

}
, i, j ∈ J1, dK, d < 6,

(60)

and in this case, ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j

(i, j ∈ J1, dK, j > i) can be given by

ṁeq|4
x2

i x2
j
= max

{
|σxi ± σx j | ∓ 2σxiσx j

3
,
−6 + 2d + 4

∑d
i=1 σ

2
xi

3d(d − 1)

}
gc4 +min

{1 + 2σ2
xi
− |(4 − d)σxi |

3(d − 1)

}
(1 − g)c4, (61)
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Figure 2: The microscopic entropy stability region of the BGK-LB model for the three-dimensional L-HE.

where g ∈ (0, 1). In particular, the BGK-LB model (3) is microscopic entropy-stable as long as σi (i ∈ J1, dK) satisfy

max
{
|σi ± σ j| ∓ 2σiσ j

3
,
−6 + 2d + 4

∑d
i=1 σ

2
i

3d(d − 1)

}
< min

{
1 + 2σ2

i − |(4 − d)σi|

3(d − 1)

}
, i, j ∈ J1, dK, d < 6. (62)

Due to the nonlinearity and coupling of each σi (i ∈ J1, dK) in Eq. (62), here we take the three-dimensional case as an
example, and numerically plot the microscopic entropy stability region under different values of σ3 in Fig. 2. From
the figure, it can be found that the microscopic entropy stability region of the BGK-LB model (3) becomes smaller as
the value of |σ3| increases.

Remark 6. When the microscopic entropy stability conditions in Eq. (39) hold, we can obtain the following conclu-
sions:

• The conservation of the total microscopic entropy
∑

x∈Ωϖ(f)

According to the work in [44], we can conclude that
∑

x∈Ωϖ(f) in the computational domain Ω of the BGK-LB
model (3) is conserved when considering the periodic boundary condition. It is worth noting that the relaxation
parameter s = 2 is necessary for the total microscopic entropy conservation. This is because the kinetic entropies
sk in Eq. (38) are quadratic functions, and their respective minima under the conservation constraint are given at
the EDFs f eq

k . Thus, this is the reason why we adopt the BGK-LB model rather than the more general MRT-LB
model.

• The BGK-LB model (3) is weighted L2 stable

According to the definition of the stability structure proposed in Ref. [54], for the developed BGK-LB model
(3) with the microscopic entropy stability conditions in Eq. (39), i.e., ω > 0, being satisfied, when considering
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the periodic boundary condition, one can obtain∥∥∥∥∑
x∈Ω

f(x, tn)
∥∥∥∥

P
≤

∥∥∥∥∑
x∈Ω

f(x, 0)
∥∥∥∥

P
, ∀n ≥ 0, (63)

where the norm ∥ · ∥P is defined as

∥Pf(x, tn)∥2 =
2d2+1∑
k=0

a2
i f 2

k (x, tn) (64)

where P =diag
(
a1, a2, . . . , a2d2+1

)
with ak ∈ R/{0}. Eq. (63) indicates that the norm of

∑
x∈Ω f does not increase

during collision, i.e., the developed BGK-LB model (3) for the L-HE (1) is weighted L2 stable. In particular, the
matrix P can be chosen as the identity matrix I2d2+1, in this case, the BGK-LB model (3) is L2 stable. However,
we would like to point out that for the BGK-LB model (3), the weighted L2 stability presented in Eq. (63) is
with respect to the distribution functions fk rather than the conserved quantity ϕ discussed in Part 4.2 below.

4.2. The L2 stability analysis
In this part, we will discuss the L2 stability of the BGK-LB model (3) with the help of the von Neumann analysis.

Without loss of generality, let us neglect the constant source term R. To this end, we first introduce the spatial shift
operator on the spatial and temporal lattices Lx and T as

T z
∆th(x, t) = h(x + z∆t, t), x ∈ Lx, t ∈ T , (65)

where vector z ∈ Rd, and h : (Rd,R)→ R is an arbitrary smooth function. Based on this operator (65), one can rewrite
the BGK-LB model (3) in the moment space, i.e.,

m(x, t) =MTM̃
(
2ε ⊗ e1m1 − I2d2+1m

)
(x, t), (66)

where m =Mf, m1 = meq
1 = ϕ is the conserved quantity, and the shift matrix T is given by

T = diag
(
T−c1
∆t ,T

−c2
∆t , . . . ,T

−c2d2+1
∆t

)
. (67)

Based on the works in Refs. [55, 56], we take the discrete Fourier transform to Eq. (67) and can obtain the amplifica-
tion matrix G of the BGK-LB model (3) as

G =MT̂M̃
(
2ε ⊗ e1 − I2d2+1

)
, (68)

where the shift matrix T in the Fourier space denoted by T̂ is expressed as

T̂ = diag
(
e−c1·ξ/c, e−c2·ξ/c, . . . , e−c2d2+1·ξ/c

)
, ξ ∈

[
0, 2π

)d
. (69)

And the BGK-LB model (3) is L2 stable as long as the minimal polynomial of the amplification matrix G in Eq.
(68) is a von Neumann polynomial [43]. One can find that, for the DdQ(2d2 + 1) lattice structure, the amplification
matrix G ∈ R(2d2+1)×(2d2+1), which means that the explicit L2 stability condition of the BGK-LB model (3) for the
high-dimensional case is difficult to analyze. The only theoretical work to analyze the L2 stability is for the one-
dimensional case [43] , where the authors have proved that the BGK-LB model (3) is L2 stable as long as |σ1| < 1/2,
which is consistent with the microscopic entropy stability condition presented in Remark 4 of our work. It should be
noted that for the case of |σ1| = 1/2, we can prove that the BGK-LB model (3) is still L2 stable (see Appendix D for
details). From the work in Ref. [43], we can find that the L2 stability analysis of the BGK-LB model (3) is divided
into two cases, i.e., the case of ξ = 0 and the case of ξ , 0. Similarly, for the high-dimensional case addressed in our
work, when ξ = 0, the amplification matrix G in Eq. (68) reduces

G =
(
2ε ⊗ e1 − I2d2+1

)
, (70)
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Figure 3: The L2 stability region of the BGK-LB model for the two-dimensional L-HE (ξ , 0).

and it is easy to validate that G2 = I2d2+1. Thus, the polynomial p(λ) = λ2 − 1 is the minimal polynomial of the
amplification matrix G, and the two roots of the polynomial p(λ) = λ2 − 1 lying on the unit circle are different. Thus,
from the L2 stability definition in the framework of the LB method, we know that for the case of ξ = 0, the BGK-LB
model (3) is stable without the constraint on σi (i ∈ J1, dK).

For the case of ξ , 0, the theoretical analysis becomes extremely complicated. Here, we numerically plot the
L2 stability regions of the two- and three-dimensional cases in Figs. 3 and 4, respectively, where g in Eq. (61) is
taken as 1/2 to determine ṁeq

x2
i x2

j
. From these figures, according to Remark 4 and the numerical microscopic entropy

stability regions shown in Fig. 2, one can observed that the numerical L2 and microscopic entropy stability regions
are identical, expect at the points where the kinetic entropies sk are not defined, i.e., ωk = 0. Thus, from a numerical
perspective, it can be concluded that for the the BGK-LB model (3), under the premise of ωk , 0, the L2 stability
condition, which is difficult to analyze theoretically, is same as the microscopic entropy stability condition, which
indicates that when preforming numerical simulations, it is reasonable to determine the parameters in the BGK-LB
model (3) based on the microscopic entropy stability.

5. Numerical results and discussion

In this section, we will perform some simulations to test the present BGK-LB model (3) for the L-HE (1). And
the lattice velocity is taken as c = 1, the EDFs f eq

k are determined from Eqs. (42) and (61), in particular, without
loss of generality, we take g = 1/2 in Eq. (61). To measure the accuracy of the BGK-LB model (3), the following
root-mean-square error (RMSE) is adopted [2],

RMSE =

√√√√∑N1
i1=1 . . .

∑Nd
id=1

(
ϕ(xi1,i2,...,id , tn) − ϕ⋆(xi1,i2,...,id , tn)

)2

∏d
l=1 N l

, (71)

where
∏d

l=1 N l is the number of the lattice points, N l = Ll/∆x+1−ϑ is the number of the lattice points in the lth spatial
direction with Ll = bl − al being the characteristic length, xi1,i2,...,id is the lattice point with xil = al + [il − 1/(ϑ+ 1)]∆x.
ϕ and ϕ⋆ are the numerical and analytical solutions respectively. Based on the definition of RMSE (71), once can
estimate the convergence rate (CR) of the BGK-LB model (3).
Example 1. We first consider the two-dimensional L-HE (1) with the following initial and Dirichlet boundary condi-
tions:

ϕ(x1, x2, 0) = exp
[
− (x1 + x2)

]
, (x1, x2) ∈ [0, 1]2, (72a)

ϕ(x1, 0, t) = exp(−x1) + Rt, ϕ(x1, 1, t) = exp
[
− (1 + x1)

]
+ Rt, x1 ∈ [0, 1], t > 0, (72b)

ϕ(0, x2, t) = exp(−x2) + Rt, ϕ(1, x2, t) = exp
[
− (1 + x2)

]
+ Rt, x2 ∈ [0, 1], t > 0, (72c)
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Figure 4: The L2 stability region of the BGK-LB model for the three-dimensional L-HE (ξ , 0).

and obtain the analytical solution as

ϕ⋆(x1, x2, t) = exp
[
− (x1 + x2)

]
+ Rt, x ∈ [0, 1]2, t > 0, (73)

where we take R = 5 in the following simulations.
In this example, the full-way and half-way boundary schemes for the Dirichlet condition are adopted. Firstly, we

perform a number of simulations with different accuracy orders of the initialization and boundary schemes under some
specified values of the transport velocity u = (u1, u2), and calculate the RMSEs and CRs under different lattice sizes.
As seen from Figs. 5, 6, and 7, where the simulations are suspended at the time T = 10.0, the CR of the BGK-LB
model (3) is closely related to the accuracy orders of the initialization and boundary schemes. In particular, for the
full-way boundary scheme, one can conclude

Z = min{K + 1, P}, (74)

where Z is the order of the overall CR of the BGK-LB model (3). K and P are the accuracy orders of the initialization
and full-way boundary schemes, respectively. And for the half-way boundary scheme in Eq. (29), one can observe
the same relation as shown in Eq. (74) when P =1, 2, and 4 in Figs. 7(a), 7(b), and 7(d), however, for the case
of P = 3 shown in Fig. 7(c), the BGK-LB model (3) can reach fourth-order convergence when the third-order
initialization scheme is adopted. In fact, according to the expression of ωk given in Eq. (44), we would like to point
out that the terms of the fourth-order half-way boundary scheme in Eq. (29d) at the order of O(∆t3) are actually at
the order of O(u∆t3). This means that when the transport velocity is small enough, compared to the bulk error of
the BGK-LB model (3), these terms can be omitted in the fourth-order half-way boundary scheme, i,e., the behavior
of the third-order and fourth-order half-way boundary schemes can be considered almost the same. Thus, under the
small transport velocity u = (0.01, 0.01), the BGK-LB model (3) can also be fourth-order accurate when using the
third-order half-way boundary and initialization schemes.

Then, in order to compare the fourth-order full-way (ϑ = 1) and half-way (ϑ = 0) boundary schemes, we conduct
some simulations under different values of the transport velocity that satisfy the microscopic entropy stability and L2
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Figure 5: The convergence rate of the BGK-LB model under the transport velocity u = (0.1, 0.1). 4
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Figure 6: The convergence rate of the BGK-LB model under the transport velocity u = (0.01, 0.01).

stability conditions of the BGK-LB model (3), and present the results in Table 1. From this table, for the case where the
transport velocity |u1,2| > 0.01, although the microscopic entropy stability and L2 stability hold, the numerical solution
obtained from the BGK-LB model (3), where the half-way boundary scheme for the Dirichlet condition is adopted,
cannot converge to the analytical solution. This means that the full-way boundary scheme, which is consistent with
the bulk BGK-LB model (3), is more stable than the half-way boundary scheme.
Example 2. We then consider the two and three-dimensional cases with the periodic boundary condition and the
following initial condition:

ϕ(x1, . . . , xd, 0) =
1
2
−

1
2

tanh
Rr −

√∑d
i=1 x2

i

2W
, x ∈

[d − 4
2

,
4 − d

2

]d
, d ∈ J2, 3K, (75)

and the analytical solution is

ϕ⋆(x1, . . . , xd, t) =
1
2
−

1
2

tanh
Rr −

√∑d
i=1

(
xi − uit

)2

2W
, x ∈

[d − 4
2

,
4 − d

2

]d
, t > 0. (76)

In our simulations, the radius Rr = 1/[5(d − 1)] and the interfacial parameter W = (5 − d)/75. We first conduct
some simulations under different values of the transform velocity, and plot the total microscopic entropy ϖ(f) in Fig.
8, where one can observe that the BGK-LB model (3) conserves the total microscopic entropy unless the microscopic

4For brevity, we shall consistently write "the accuracy order of the initialization scheme" as "Or.-Ini." and "the accuracy order of the boundary
scheme" as "Or.-Boun.".
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Figure 7: The convergence rate of the BGK-LB model under the transport velocity u = (0.01, 0.01).

Table 1: The comparison in the RMSEs and CRs of the BGK-LB model with the full-way and half-way boundary schemes (∆x = 1/10).

u ϑ RMSE∆x,∆t RMSE∆x/2,∆t/2 RMSE∆x/4,∆t/4 RMSE∆x/8,∆t/8 RMSE∆x/16,∆t/16 CR(
0.4, 0.4) 1 4.6014×10−4 3.4988×10−5 2.3994×10−6 1.5688×10−7 1.0063×10−8 ∼3.8702

0 16.7187 3.4275×10+8 6.0287×10+24 3.7709×10+58 2.6896×10+127 -(
0.2, 0.1) 1 2.2060×10−5 1.6464×10−6 1.1200×10−7 7.3275×10−9 4.6940×10−10 ∼3.8801

0 0.0011 2.7736 1.5666×10+8 4.2672×10+25 7.0852×10+61 -(
0.1, 0.1) 1 1.4832×10−5 1.0649×10−6 7.2253×10−8 4.8008×10−9 3.3198×10−10 ∼3.8618

0 3.4340×10−5 8.1972×10−5 3.3869×10−1 2.1633×10+8 4.0130×10+27 -(
0.05, 0.05) 1 9.0341×10−6 6.4447×10−7 4.4311×10−8 3.0765×10−9 2.2320×10−10 ∼3.8262

0 1.2374×10−5 7.8645×10−7 1.6739×10−6 0.0102 5.5674×10+6 -(
0.01, 0.01) 1 5.6359×10−5 4.1543×10−7 2.8506×10−8 2.0876×10−9 1.4790×10−10 ∼3.8044

0 6.3881×10−6 3.9229×10−7 2.4429×10−8 1.5211×10−9 1.6180×10−10 ∼3.8172
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Figure 8: The evolution of the total microscopic entropy ϖ(f) with time.

Table 2: The RMSEs and CRs of the BGK-LB model under different values of the transport velocity (∆x = 1/100).

u Or.-Ini. RMSE∆x,∆t RMSE∆x/2,∆t/4 RMSE∆x/4,∆t/16 RMSE∆x/8,∆t/64 CR

(0.45,0.45) O(∆t) 5.3248×10−4 1.1268 ×10−4 2.8036 ×10−5 7.0064×10−6 ∼2.0862
O(∆t3) 3.8584 ×10−4 1.7974 ×10−5 9.5134 ×10−7 5.7536×10−8 ∼4.2371

(0.4,0.4) O(∆t) 6.6315×10−4 1.1029×10−4 2.6940×10−5 6.7289×10−6 ∼2.2076
O(∆t3) 6.0690×10−4 3.2012×10−5 1.7255×10−6 1.0455×10−7 ∼4.1677

(0.1,0.2) O(∆t3) 6.9373×10−4 4.2835×10−5 2.4055×10−6 1.4660×10−7 ∼4.0694
O(∆t) 7.4116×10−4 1.1748×10−4 2.8829×10−5 7.1921×10−6 ∼2.2291

(0.05,0.05) O(∆t) 5.1039×10−4 1.1907×10−4 2.9514×10−5 7.3654×10−6 ∼2.0382
O(∆t3) 2.8047×10−4 1.3643×10−5 7.7182×10−7 4.7140×10−8 ∼4.1795

(0.005,0.005) O(∆t) 5.0156×10−4 1.2161×10−4 3.0190×10−5 7.5346×10−6 ∼2.0189
O(∆t3) 8.5135×10−5 2.9091×10−6 1.6864×10−7 1.0354×10−8 ∼4.3351

entropy stability conditions are not satisfied, which is in agreement with our theoretical analysis (see Proposition 1
and Remark 6). Then, to test the CR of the BGK-LB model (3), some simulations are carried out with different ac-
curacy orders of the initialization schemes considered. We measure the RMSEs between the numerical and analytical
solutions under different values of the transport velocity at the time T = 1.0, and calculate the corresponding CRs in
Tables 2 and 3. From these results, one can find that at the acoustic scaling, the BGK-LB model (3) has a second-
order CR in space under the first-order initialization scheme, and has a fourth-order CR in space under the third-order
initialization scheme, which are consistent with the conclusions in Refs. [47, 48].

Example 3. The last example considers the four-dimensional L-HE (1), under the proper initial and boundary condi-
tions, the analytical solution can be given by

ϕ⋆(x1, . . . , x4, t) = sin
[
π
( d∑

i=1

xi − uit
)]
, x ∈ [−1, 1]4, t > 0, (77)

in the following simulations, we consider both the periodic and Dirichlet boundary conditions.
First of all, when considering the periodic boundary condition, we perform some simulations under several dif-

ferent values of the transport velocity u = uIT
4 (u = 0.4, 0.2, 0.1, and 0.05), and present the evolution of the total

microscopic entropy of the BGK-LB model (3) with time in Fig. 9, where the microscopic entropy stability condi-
tions in Eq. (39) fails to hold when u = 0.4. As seen from Fig. 9, it can be found that the case of u = 0.4 does
not conserve the total microscopic entropy while the others do, which is consistent with our discussion in Proposition
1 and Remark 6. Then, we calculate the RMSEs and CRs at the time T = 2.0 under several different values of the
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Table 3: The RMSEs and CRs of the BGK-LB model under different values of the transport velocity.

Or.-Ini. ∆x
u =

(
0.1, 0.1, 0.1

)
u =

(
0.05, 0.1, 0.1

)
u =

(
0.05, 0.1, 0.08

)
RMSE CR RMSE CR RMSE CR

O(∆t)

1/150 6.5798×10−4 - 6.3617×10−4 - 6.1954×10−4 -
1/180 4.0596×10−4 2.6487 3.9646×10−4 2.5837 3.8952×10−4 2.5453
1/210 2.7631×10−4 2.4959 2.7234×10−4 2.4362 2.6957×10−4 2.3878
1/240 2.0225×10−4 2.3367 2.0057×10−4 2.2906 1.9952×10−4 2.2536
1/270 1.5570×10−4 2.2209 1.5500×10−4 2.1886 1.5465×10−4 2.1630
1/300 1.2419×10−4 2.1463 1.2391×10−4 2.1247 1.2385×10−4 2.1077

O(∆t3)

1/150 4.6801×10−4 - 4.2799×10−4 - 3.9524×10−4 -
1/180 2.3223×10−4 3.8428 2.1010×10−4 3.9027 1.9219×10−4 3.9624
1/210 1.2253×10−4 4.1475 1.1027×10−4 4.1821 1.0017×10−4 4.2274
1/240 6.9020×10−5 4.2986 6.1832×10−5 4.3320 5.5904×10−5 4.3674
1/270 4.1333×10−5 4.3532 3.6930×10−5 4.3758 3.3302×10−5 4.3980
1/300 2.6140×10−5 4.3490 2.3319×10−5 4.3637 2.1002×10−5 4.3754
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Figure 9: The evolution of the total microscopic entropy ϖ(f) with time.

transport velocity and plot the results in Fig. 10. As shown in Fig. 10, with respect to the periodic boundary condition
(here, we would like to point out that the commonly used periodic boundary scheme in the framework of the LB
method for the periodic condition is rigorously precise), the relation between the accuracy order of the initialization
scheme and the overall CR of the BGK-LB model (3) is consistent with Eq. (74). Finally, we consider the Dirichlet
boundary condition with the full-way and half-way boundary schemes adopted, respectively. For the full-way bound-
ary scheme, as seen from Figs. 11 and 12, where the simulations are suspended at the time T = 2.0 , it can be seen
that the relation among the overall CR of the BGK-LB model (3), the accuracy order of the initialization scheme, and
that of the full-way boundary scheme is consistent with Eq. (74). While for the half-way boundary scheme, since
the BGK-LB model (3) does not converge when the transport velocity u = (0.05, 0.2, 0.08, 0.1) in the simulation, we
only present the RMSEs and CRs with different lattice sizes under the transport velocity u = (10−3, 10−3, 10−3, 10−3)
in Fig. 13. Thus, we can also conclude that the full-way scheme is more stable than the half-way scheme for the
four-dimensional case.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we first develop a unified BGK-LB model for the d-dimensional L-HE by adopting the natural
moments and the DdQ(2d2 + 1) lattice structure. Then, at the acoustic scaling, with the help of the DTE method, we
derive the unified forms of the second- and third-order moments of the EDFs f eq

k , which can ensure that the BGK-LB
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Figure 10: The convergence rates of the BGK-LB model under different values of the transport velocity.
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Figure 11: The convergence rate of the BGK-LB model under the transport velocity u = (0.05, 0.2, 0.08, 0.1).
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Figure 12: The convergence rate of the BGK-LB model under the transport velocity u = (10−3, 10−3, 10−3, 10−3).
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Figure 13: The convergence rate of the BGK-LB model under the transport velocity u = (10−3, 10−3, 10−3, 10−3).
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model is fourth-order consistent with the L-HE. Furthermore, to obtain an overall fourth-order BGK-LB model, we
discuss the initialization and boundary treatments. For the initialization condition, we provide the first- to third-order
schemes of the distribution functions fk. For the Dirichlet boundary condition, we consider the full-way and half-
way boundary schemes, respectively, and present the first- to fourth-order schemes of the distribution functions fk.
After that, we analyze the microscopic entropy stability of the BGK-LB model based on the kinetic entropy theory
to determine the fourth-order moments of the EDFs f eq

k . Moreover, we also discuss the L2 stability of the BGK-LB
model through the von Neumann stability analysis. Finally, some numerical experiments are conducted to test the
accuracy and stability of the BGK-LB model, and the numerical results are consistent with our theoretical analysis.
In particular, for the Dirichlet boundary condition, the developed full-way boundary scheme is more stable than the
half-way boundary scheme.
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Appendix A. The construction of the half-way boundary scheme for the Dirichlet boundary condition

In order to obtain the unknown distribution functions fk(x f , t) for the Dirichlet boundary condition in the case
where the boundary is located in the middle of two lattice nodes, we here construct the fourth-order half-way scheme
of the distribution functions fk(x f , t) based on the commonly used half-way anti-bounce-back scheme [49, 50]. Firstly,
we expand fk(x f , t + ∆t) at position xb and time t as

fk(x f , t + ∆t) = fk(xb + ck∆t/2, t + ∆t) = fk(xb, t) +
∆t
2

ck · ∇ fk(xb, t) + ∆t∂t fk(xb, t)

+
∆t2

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2 fk(xb, t) +

∆t2

2
∂2

t fk(xb, t) +
∆t2

2
ck · ∇∂t fk(xb, t)

+
∆t3

48
c.3k

3
· ∇3 fk(xb, t) +

∆t3

6
∂3

t fk(xb, t) +
∆t3

4
ck · ∇∂

2
t fk(xb, t) +

∆t3

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2∂t fk(xb, t) + O(∆t4),

(A.1)

similarly, f ⋆
k

(x f , t) can be expanded as

f ⋆
k

(x f , t) = fk(xb − ck∆t/2, t + ∆t) = fk(xb, t) −
∆t
2

ck · ∇ fk(xb, t) + ∆t∂t fk(xb, t)

+
∆t2

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2 fk(xb, t) +

∆t2

2
∂2

t fk(xb, t) −
∆t2

2
ck · ∇∂t fk(xb, t)

−
∆t3

48
c.3k

3
· ∇3 fk(xb, t) +

∆t3

6
∂3

t fk(xb, t) −
∆t3

4
ck · ∇∂

2
t fk(xb, t) +

∆t3

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2∂t fk(xb, t) + O(∆t4).

(A.2)

To simplify the following derivation, we denote ψ = ψ(xb, t) (ψ = fk and f eq
k ). With the help of the first- to fourth-

order approximations of the distribution functions fk at the EDFs f eq
k in Eqs. (11a), (11b), (13), and (20), Eq. (A.1)

can be expressed as the following form which is only related to the EDFs f eq
k with a fourth-order truncation error:

fk(x f , t + ∆t) = f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −

∆t
2
∂t f eq

k

+
∆t3

8
ck · ∇∂

2
t f eq

k +
∆t3

8
c.2k

2
· ∇2∂t f eq

k +
∆t3

24
∂3

t f eq
k +

∆t3

24
c.3k

3
· ∇3 f eq

k +
∆t
2

Rk
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+
∆t
2

ck · ∇
(

f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
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∆t
2
∂t f eq

k

)
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k + O(∆t4), (A.3)

i.e.,

fk(x f , t + ∆t) = f eq
k −

∆t
2

ck · ∇ f eq
k −
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simplifying Eq. (A.4) yields

fk(x f , t + ∆t) = f eq
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Similarly, substituting Eqs. (11a), (11b), (13), and (20) into Eq. (A.2) without degrading the fourth-order accuracy,
f ⋆
k

can be also given by
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with the relation of ck = −ck, the above equation becomes
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and can be simplified as
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Finally, the first- to fourth-order half-way boundary schemes (29) of the distribution functions fk(x f , t) for the Dirichlet
boundary condition can be obtained after summing Eqs. (A.5) and (A.8).

Appendix B. The derivation of the inverse of the transform matrix M

For the unified form of the transform matrix M in Eq. (4), we now derive the unified form of the inverse of M and
denote it as M̃.

According to the rotational symmetry of the Cartesian coordinates, without loss of generality, here we only con-
sider the 1st and 2nd spatial directions for the d-dimensional case. To this end, let us take the derivation of the[
(3d2 + d + 4)/2

]
th column of the matrix M̃, i.e., M̃

ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2

(3d2+d+4)/2, as an example. In particular, according to MM̃ = I, we
have

IT
2d2+1M̃

ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2

(3d2+d+4)/2 = 0, (B.1a)

(cxi )T M̃
ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2

(3d2+d+4)/2 = 0, i ∈ J1, dK, (B.1b)

[
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ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2

(3d2+d+4)/2 = 0, i ∈ J1, dK, (B.1c)

(cxi .cx j )T M̃
ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2

(3d2+d+4)/2 = 0, i, j ∈ J1, dK, (i < j), (B.1d)
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[
(cxi ).2.(cx j ).2
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where M̃
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x2
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(3d2+d+4)/2 can be written as
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ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2

d
,

M̃
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ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2
2,d , M̃
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From Eq. (B.1e), we can first obtain
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from Eqs. (B.1f) and (B.1g), and in combination with the relations shown in Eq. (B.4), we have
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then, from Eq. (B.1d), we can further obtain
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. . . , (B.6c)
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Similar to the derivation of the terms M̃
ṁeq|4

x2
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ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2

i, j
(i, j ∈ J1, dK, j > i) above, according to
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. . . , (B.7d)
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Finally, according to Eq. (B.1a), and with the aid of Eqs. (B.6) and (B.7), we can deduce that M̃
ṁeq|4

x2
1 x2

2
0 = 1/c4. The

other columns of the matrix M̃ can be similarly obtained, and we do not present the detailed derivation here.

Appendix C. The analysis on Eqs. (52b) and (52d) when σ1,2 ∈ C2 ∪ C3 ∪ C4

Here we will prove that Eqs. (52b) and (52d) do not hold when σ1,2 ∈ C2 ∪C3 ∪C4, and the proof can be divided
into the following three parts.

Appendix C.1. The proof of σ1,2 < C2

Let σ1 = ±1/2 ± δ1 and σ2 = ±1/2 ± δ2 with 1/2 > δ1 ≥ δ2 > 0, we have

2σ2
1 − 2|σ1| + 1 − |σ1 − σ2| − 2σ1σ2 =2δ2

1 − δ1 + δ2 − 2δ1δ2 − δ1 − δ2

=2δ1(δ1 − 1 − δ2) < 0, (C.1)

which contradicts with Eq. (52b).
Similarly, let σ1 = ±1/2 ± δ1 and σ2 = ±1/2 ± δ2 with 1/2 > δ2 ≥ δ1 > 0, we have

2σ2
2 − 2|σ2| + 1 − |σ1 − σ2| − 2σ1σ2 =2δ2

2 − δ2 + δ1 − 2δ1δ2 − δ1 − δ2

=2δ2(δ2 − 1 − δ1) < 0, (C.2)

which contradicts with Eq. (52d). Thus σ1,2 < C2.

Appendix C.2. The proof σ1,2 < C3

For the case of σ2 = 1 − σ1 with 0 < σ1 < 1/2, we have

2σ2
1 − 2|σ1| + 1 − |σ1 − σ2| − 2σ1σ2 = 2σ1(2σ1 − 1) < 0, (C.3)

which contradicts with Eq. (52b).
For the case of σ2 = 1 − σ1 with 1/2 < σ1 < 1, we have

2σ2
1 − 2|σ1| + 1 − |σ1 − σ2| − 2σ1σ2 = 4σ2

1 − 6σ1 + 2 < 0, (C.4)

which contradicts with Eq. (52b). Thus σ1,2 < C3.

Appendix C.3. The proof σ1,2 < C4

For the case of σ1 = −1 − σ2 with −1/2 < σ2 < 0, we have

2σ2
2 − 2|σ2| + 1 − |σ1 − σ2| − 2σ1σ2 = 2σ2(2σ2 − 1) < 0, (C.5)

which contradicts with Eq. (52d).
For the case of σ1 = −1 − σ2 with −1 < σ2 < −1/2, we have

2σ2
2 − 2|σ2| + 1 − |σ1 − σ2| − 2σ1σ2 = 4σ2

2 − 6σ2 + 2 < 0, (C.6)

which contradicts with Eq. (52d). Thus σ1,2 < C4.
In combination with the conclusions in Appendix C.1, Appendix C.2, and Appendix C.3, the proof of σ1,2 <

C1 ∪C2 ∪C3 ∪C4 is completed.
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Appendix D. The proof that the BGK-LB model (3) is L2 stable for the case of |σ1| = 1/2

For simplicity, here we only consider the case of σ1 = −1/2, and the analysis for the other case where σ1 = 1/2
is similar. In this case, the amplification matrix G in Eq. (68) is similar to the following matrix G̃

G̃ =

 0 1 1
e−ξ 0 e−ξ

0 0 −eξ

 . (D.1)

When ξ = 0, the discussion is identical to that in Sec. 4.2. When ξ , 0, it is easy to check that the three distinct roots of
the characteristic polynomial of the matrix G̃ are −eξ, e−ξ/2, and −e−ξ/2, respectively. Thus, for the case of |σ1| = 1/2,
the minimal polynomial of the amplification matrix G in Eq. (68) is still a simple von Neumann polynomial, i.e., the
BGK-LB model (3) is L2 stable.
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