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COMPARISON OF THE SYMMETRIC
HYPERBOLIC THERMODYNAMICALLY
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HAMILTONIAN MECHANICS OF BINARY
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"We speak different languages, as usual,” responded Woland, "but this does not change

”

the things we speak about. Well?...

—-M. Bulgakov [1]

How to properly describe continuum thermodynamics of binary mix-
tures where each constituent has its own momentum? The Symmet-
ric Hyperbolic Thermodynamically Consistent (SHTC) framework and
Hamiltonian mechanics in the form of the General Equation for Non-
Equilibrium Reversible-Irreversible Coupling (GENERIC) provide two
answers, which are similar but not identical, and are compared in this
article. They are compared both analytically and numerically on several
levels of description, varying in the amount of detail. The GENERIC
equations, stemming from the Liouville equation, contain terms express-
ing self-advection of the relative velocity by itself, which lead to a vorticity-
dependent diffusion matrix after a reduction. The SHTC equations, on
the other hand, do not contain such terms. We also show how to formu-
late a theory of mixtures with two momenta and only one temperature
that is compatible with the Liouville equation and possesses the Hamil-
tonian structure, including Jacobi identity.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Homogeneous mixtures (for instance the air, petrol, aquous solutions, or plasma
in fusion reactors) are ubiquitous in everyday life and industry. Although their
behaviour can in most cases be well explained by means of equilibrium thermody-
namics or fluid mechanics [2, 3], there are processes that are difficult to describe
theoretically. For instance, when a two species are mixing with high relative ve-
locity, dynamics of the relative velocity affects the overall behaviour of the mixture
(stress, heat flux, or possibly even rates of chemical reactions [4]). Our goal is
to derive dynamics of binary mixtures with evolving relative velocity. A particu-
lar feature of our model is that the relative velocity is advected by itself when it
has non-zero vorticity. After a reduction, this leads to a diffusion equation with
a vorticity-dependent diffusion matrix. Consequently, the diffusion flux does not
need to be aligned with the gradient of chemical potential, in constrast with the
standard theory of mixtures [5].

Binary homogeneous mixtures can be described by various non-equilibrium ther-
modynamic models. These models can be classified based on the chosen state vari-
ables (fields that are equipped with their own time-evolution equations). In Classi-
cal Irreversible Thermodynamics (CIT), the mixture models have only one momen-
tum density or velocity, typically the barycentric one [5], or they have none, being
in the mechanical equilibrium [6]. In Rational Thermodynamics each constituent
of the mixture can be equipped with its own momentum [7]. In Extended Ratio-
nal Thermodynamics and Extended Irreversible Thermodynamics the constituents
can also have different temperatures [8, 9, 10]. These classical approaches take the
conservation laws of mass, momentum, and energy for granted while seeking the
undetermined fields like the stress tensor, heat flux, and diffusion flux via an en-
tropic closure. There is, however, no unique way how to find such closure, which is
why the theory of mixtures is still an active area of research. Alternative approaches
exploit variational principles and the Lagrange—Euler transformation [11], which
are the directions where we also aim.

A closure found in [4] leads to a mixture with several velocities and only one tem-
perature, allowing for the diffusion to affect chemical reactions and for identifica-
tion of partial pressure for non-ideal mixtures [12]. Especially in the non-isothermal
case, however, there are many possibilities of finding the closures, and construction
of the models is rather cumbersome when relying on the closures. In [13] another
theory was developed, leading to similar results, but facing difficulties when iden-
tifying the partial pressure of ideal gases in equilibrium. Yet another approach was
developed in [14], using a definition of time-reversal parity dependent on the choice
of the physical units, making the Onsager-Casimir reciprocal relations dependent
on the units as well. In [15] a theory of mixtures is obtained from the kinetic the-
ory of rarefied gases, similarly as in [5], but equations for partial momenta of all
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2 SHTC FRAMEWORK |

components are not provided. All these theories of mixtures are based on entropic
closures and share the property that the closure can not be identified uniquely.

In this article, on the other hand, we show different ways towards theory of mix-
tures, relying on geometric mechanics or on the requirement of hyperbolicity. We
present two approaches to binary mixtures: (i) the Symmetric Hyperbolic Thermo-
dynamically Compatible (SHTC) equations, which is a set of first-order quasilinear
hyperbolic equations [16, 17, 18], and (ii) the General Equation for Non-Equilibrium
Reversible-Irreversible Coupling (GENERIC), which relies on geometric mechanics,
in particular Hamiltonian mechanics [19, 20, 21, 22].

The SHTC system can be seen as constructed from a Lagrangian master system of
equations guaranteeing its mathematical properties [23, 24, 25]. GENERIC, on the
other hand, is constructed from four geometric building blocks: a Poisson bracket,
an energy functional, a dissipation potential, and an entropy functional. Both ap-
proaches are compatible for the simple continuum [17], where the SHTC form of
governing equations possesses the GENERIC structure. In the case of (binary) mix-
tures, the SHTC equations still possess the GENERIC structure. However, the pro-
jection from the Liouville equation (for the N-particle distribution function) within
GENERIC leads to additional terms expressing self-advection of the relative veloc-
ity, which are not observed in the SHTC framework. We demonstrate the effects of
those additional terms both analytically and numerically in this article.

On top of the two momenta, binary mixtures can have two entropies (or tempera-
tures). By direct projection from the (Hamiltonian) Liouville equation, we obtain a
Hamiltonian theory of mixtures where each constituent has its own density, momen-
tum density, and entropy density (or temperature) [22]. But models with only one
entropy density are more difficult to obtain because it is not straightforward to fulfil
the Jacobi identity, which expresses the self-consistency of Hamiltonian mechanics
[26]. Therefore, we introduce a Jacobi closure relation for the entropy difference,
keeping only the overall entropy of the mixture, so that Jacobi identity is satisfied.

In Sec.2, we recall the SHTC approach to binary mixtures. In Sec.3, we first
construct the GENERIC model for binary mixtures by projection from the Liouville
equation and, subsequently, we compare it with the SHTC model. Moreover, a
model with only one entropy is constructed via the Jacobi closure. In Sec. 4, some
difference between reduced versions of the SHTC and GENERIC models are dis-
cussed and compared both analytically and numerically.

2 SHTC FRAMEWORK

The SHTC equations are a class of partial differential equations of continuum physics
with two crucial properties. Firstly, they are symmetric hyperbolic in the sense that
they can be written, after a possible change of variables, in the form

A@)- 24 Bu(q) 2L 4 Clg)-q=0, (1)
Xn

with q being the vector of state variables and where the matrices A and B, are sym-
metric and A is positive definite [27, 28, 29]. One of the reasons to work with such
restricted class of PDEs is that hyperbolic first order systems guarantee finite speed
of propagation, unlike second order parabolic equations such as Navier-Stokes, and
thus do not violate the concept of relativistic causality. Another reason is that sym-
metric hyperbolic systems are locally well posed?’, since a unique and stable solution
exists at least locally in time [28, 29]. Moreover, the SHTC equations are compatible
with thermodynamics because they satisfy the first and second laws of thermody-
namics.

1 Note that only hyperbolicity is not enough to establish the local in-time well-posedness of the Cauchy
problem for a general quasilinear system (1) with non-symmetric matrices [29].
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2 SHTC FRAMEWORK |

Due to the restriction of SHTC to first order PDEs, classical models with higher
derivatives, such as Navier-Stokes equations, are not within the framework directly.
However, it has been shown via an asymptotic expansion in a relaxation parameter
that solutions to the Navier-Stokes-Fourier model are approximated by the solutions
to the SHTC equations [30, 31].

We focus on a simplified setting close to the thermal equilibrium that can be mod-
elled with just one entropy, see [32], and on homogeneous mixtures, (neglecting vol-
ume fractions). Therefore, we aim neither at multi-temperature mixtures, like elec-
trons and ions in low-temperature plasma, nor at heterogeneous mixtures, like wa-
ter vapour with droplets. The following section addresses binary one-temperature
homogeneous mixtures within the SHTC framework.

2.1 SHTC equations for binary mixtures

Let us consider a homogeneous binary mixture composed of fluids of two kinds,
denoted as species 1 and 2. A possible set of state variables describing the mixture
are the pairs of densities, momentum densities, and entropy densities of the two
species,

P1,P2, Eulerian mass densities of the two components, (2a)
uj,uy, momentum densities of the two components, (2b)

s1,82,  Eulerian entropy densities (per volume) of the two components.  (2c)

Within the SHTC framework, binary mixtures are expressed in terms of the follow-
ing state variables

P1 = P1, mass density of the first component, (3a)
p=p1+p2, (total) mass density, (3b)
m=uj +uy, (total) momentum density, (30)
S E, velocity difference, (3d)

P11 P2
s =871+ 82. total entropy density. (3e)

Their SHTC time-evolution equations are

op

Tt] :7ai(p1Emi)7aiEWi/ (4a)
op

ot =—0i(pEm,), (4b)

omi __ o.E o,F o;E iEm. — 0;(myE

o = POiEp —P10iEp, —s0iEs —M;0iEm; — j(MiEm;) (40)

+ Ew; 0iwj — 05(wiEw,),

ow; 1

atl =— aiEm —Emja)‘wi —Wj aiEmj — ;Ewi’ (4d)
0s 11

Y 0i(sEm;) + ;?(Ew)zf (4e)

S

where T is a positive relaxation parameter specifying the rate of dissipation, see [18].
The dissipation is purely algebraic (involving no spatial gradients).

In order to close the system of evolution equations, we have to specify the energy
and the relaxation parameter. The theory so far has been independent of the phys-
ical system under consideration and thus general. The energy can be obtained by
the means of statistical physics or by geometrical arguments based on the maximisa-
tion of entropy, see [22]. The dissipation parameter can be obtained for instance by
a dynamic reduction [22], by the fluctuation-dissipation theorem [21], or, of course,
it can be measured experimentally [33].
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3 GENERIC FRAMEWORK \

For binary mixtures the energy is composed from the kinetic and the internal
energy,

2 2 2
u u m-  p1(p—p1)
E= 1 4+-2 4E =— 4 U E; ,0,s).
prS +2p2 +Eint(P1,0,8) 7 + r + Eint(p1,0,8).  (5)
H—/

=Eyin(p1,0,m,w)

Therefore, the velocity is conjugate to the momentum density through B = m/p =
v. Once the internal energy is prescribed, for instance by the Sackur-Tetrode rela-
tion [34] or in any other way [30], the energy becomes an explicit function of the
state variables. Both the energy and T will be chosen later in Sec. 4 explicitly. In
the following section we discuss the particular properties of SHTC equations like
hyperbolicity.

2.2 Properties of the SHTC Equations

Evolution equations (4) can be written as a symmetric quasilinear system (1) of
first-order partial differential equations [35, 32, 17]. Therefore, one can expect lo-
cal in-time well-posedness of the Cauchy problem for (4), provided that we have
regular initial data [29] and convex energy E. The symmetrization of (4) can be
accomplished by introducing a generating potential and generating variables, as
described, for example, in [36]. It should be noted that for the presented version of
SHTC equations (4), it is difficult to define a physically reasonable internal energy
that is convex over a wide range of state parameters. To formulate the SHTC model,
in which the energy is a convex function, it is necessary to extend the system (4)
by including the equation for the evolution of the volume fraction, as it is done in
[36], and to define the internal energy of the mixture as the mass averaged internal
energy of constituents’ internal energies. In this paper, however, we exclude the vol-
ume fraction from the set of state variables and consider simplified versions of both
SHTC and GENERIC equations in order to focus on the relative velocity evolution
equation, which is the main equation describing transport of the constituents.

Furthermore, the reversible part of the SHTC equations (4), obtained by disre-
garding the relaxation terms with the prefactor 1/, is a particular realization of
Hamiltonian mechanics [17]. The validity of the Jacobi identity can be shown for
instance using program [37].

Finally, system (4) admits the total energy conservation law, see [35, 32, 17], and
therefore it is compatible with the first law of thermodynamics. Additionally, the ir-
reversible part of (4) (the relaxation terms) can be seen as the gradient of a quadratic
dissipation potential, see [17], and therefore the entropy production is guarantied.
This implies the compatibility with the second law of thermodynamics.

3 GENERIC FRAMEWORK

Within the GENERIC framework, summarized in monographs [21, 22], the time
evolution of any state variables q is split into reversible and irreversible parts. The
reversible part is generated by a Poisson bracket {e, ¢} with the Hamiltonian (or
energy) of the system E, while the irreversible part is described by a dissipation
potential =, and entropy S. The time evolution of any functional A of the state
variables is given by

A ={AE}+(Aq,Zg*), (6)

where subscripts stand for functional derivatives, angle brackets for the L, scalar
product, and q* = Sq are the conjugate variables. The evolution equation for a state
variable q' is obtained by plugging A = q' into Eq. (6).
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3 GENERIC FRAMEWORK \

Let us now discuss the GENERIC building blocks in more detail. The Poisson
bracket is a skew-symmetric bilinear operator, {F, G} = —{G, F}, and it satisfies the
Leibniz rule and the Jacobi identity,

{F, GH} = G{F, H} +{F, G}H (7)
{FAG, H}} +{G,{H, F}} +{H,{F, G}} =0 (8)

for any F(q) and G(q). In particular, the skew-symmetry implies conservation of
energy. When the dissipation potential is convex with a minimum at zero in con-
jugate variables®, entropy is being produced, which guarantees compatibility with
the second law of thermodynamics. An interesting feature of GENERIC is the fact
that once the given requirements are met, the first and second laws of thermody-
namics are automatically satisfied by construction, so every GENERIC model is
thermodynamically compatible.

The dissipation potential is usually assumed to be quadratic, which makes it
compatible with the concept of dissipative brackets [39, 21], although it does not
have to be. The Poisson bracket can be obtained by a series of projections. For
instance, Hamiltonian continuum mechanics can be obtained from the N-particle
Liouville Poisson bracket, as in this article, or by other geometric techniques like
variational principles [40], dynamics on Lie algebra duals [41, 42, 43], or semidirect
products [44, 45]. Once a set of state variables is declared, the Poisson bracket is
usually derived in a unique way [46]. When, moreover, entropy or energy density
are among the set of state variables, only one of the pair E and S is necessary, since
one can be then expressed in terms of the other, similarly as in the so called one-
generator framework [47]. The whole model for a chosen set of state variables only
requires the knowledge of the energy of the system and of the dissipation potential,
since these describe the particular material of the system. This is, for instance, the
case when formulating SHTC within GENERIC [17]. In the next section, we show
a GENERIC formulation of binary mixtures.

3.1 Hamiltonian mechanics of mixtures by projection from the Liouville equation

Let us briefly summarise the derivation of Hamiltonian mechanics for binary mix-
tures by projection from the Liouville equation. Any system composed of classical
particles can be described by means of the N-particle distribution function, fy, evo-
lution of which is expressed by the Liouville equation [22]. The Liouville equation
is a particular realisation of the Lie-Poisson Hamiltonian mechanics, and is thus
constructed from a Poisson bracket, called Liouville-Poisson bracket, and from an
N-particle energy [48, 46].

When the system is composed of particles of two kinds, the N—particle distri-
bution function can be projected onto state variables of continuum mechanics (2).

2 see [38] for non-convex dissipation potentials
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3 GENERIC FRAMEWORK | 7

Such projection turns the Liouville Poisson bracket for the N-particle distribution
function to another Poisson bracket for state variables (2),

(F, GJbinary — J drpy (3:Fp, Guy, — 0:Gp, Fuy,) (9)
+f druqq (ajFunGun - aiGuuFuH)

+ | drsy (8iFs, Guy, — 905G, Fuyy)

+ n drpz (3:Fp, Guy; — 91Gp, Fuyy)

+f druy; (ajFUZi Guyy — ajGuziFu21>

+ | drsy (aiFsz Guy, — aiGSzFuZi) ’

J

see for instance [46, 22]. The resulting reversible evolution equations (before adding
dissipative dynamics) are

0

DL = Bi(paEu,y) (10a)
auai

ot = —pa0ikp, — Uqj aiEuaj — aj (uaiEuaj ) (10b)
0s

ai_: = _ai(SaEuai)/ (IOC)

for a = 1,2. The total energy of the system is denoted by E and the subscripts stand

for functional derivatives. If the energy is of an algebraic type, E = [ e(p1,uy,s1,p2,uz,s2)dr,
where the volumetric energy density e is a smooth function of its arguments, the
functional derivatives become identical with the partial derivatives of the energy

density. State variables p1, p2, uy, uz, s1, and s, are, however, not those in which

the SHTC equations are usually expressed. The purpose of the following section is

to adapt the variables closer to the SHTC framework.

3.2 Transformation to the SHTC-like variables with two entropies

Let us now transform the state variables so that the total density, total momentum
density, and total entropy density are included, [16],

pP1 =pP1, mass density of the first component, (112)
p=p1+p2, (total) mass density, (11b)
u=uj+uy, (total) momentum density, (110)
w=21_ u—z, velocity difference, (11d)

P11 P2
s =s81+s2, total entropy density, (11€)
As = ;—1 — Z—z, specific entropy difference. (11f)
1 2

If we excluded the specific entropy difference As, we would have the same state
variables as in SHTC.



3 GENERIC FRAMEWORK \

Poisson bracket (9) then transforms to
{F, G} = {F, G}(SHTC)

T M- (aimi_ajmi) Fuo, G,
p1(p—p1) P P )

ain — a]W1

~

+ | dr FW.IGW).
J P1
[ . W.

+ | dr P <aj 1w — 04 o1 ]> Fiv; Gw;
Jpilp—p1) P P )

+ | drAs (9:FsGw,; — i GsFw,)
+ dI‘AS (Gn11 alFAS - lealGAS)
p

S1 S2
p?  (p—p1)?

P1 P—p1 p—p

J

[ 1 1
+ | dr (S1ai—SZai> (FAsGmi_GAsFmi)
P1 — M
+ | dr < - ) (0iFAsGw; —0iGasFw,)

1 1
+ | dr (:ai = 0 ) (FAsGwi - GASFWi) ’

(12)

where s; and s, are functions of s, As, p, and p; accordingly to transformation

rules (11). The SHTC part of the bracket is
{F, G}(SHTC) — J drpy (9:iFp, Gm; —3iGp, Fm,)

+ | drp (3iFpGum, — 0iGpFm,)

+ | drs (aiFsGmi — aiGSFmi>
+ | dr (ain] Gw; —0{Gp, FWi)

- : drdiw; (Fuv; Gm, — Guw;Fim, )

+ | demy (;Fm Gy — 3G Fm)

+ | dewy (aijiij - aijiij) .

(13)

All the terms in bracket (12) not involved in the part designated as SHTC have
indeed not been contained within SHTC. As we shall see below, these terms imply

significantly different behaviour of the two models.

Dissipation expressing mutual friction of the two species is expressed by terms

(0tWi)irr = **Ewi/
T
11
(0¢8)irr = *7(Ew)2/
TE

S

(14a)

(14b)

so that the total energy is conserved by the dissipative terms and entropy pro-

duced.3

3 Note that the relaxation parameter T is in general a symmetric (by the Onsager-Casimir reciprocal re-
lations) positive semidefinite second-order twice covariant tensor even with respect to the time-reversal

transformation [49].
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3 GENERIC FRAMEWORK \

The resulting system of evolution equations, including the terms expressing the
mutual friction, reads

0
T =—0i(p1Em,) —3iEwy, (159)
0
= =~ 3i(pEm,), (15)
ami
ot = POiEp —p10iEp, —s0iEs —M;0iBm; — 05(MiEm,) (150)

+ ij alw] - 61 (Wiij ) —

1 1
AsdiEas — <51 0i—— Szai> Eas,
P1 P—=P1
owy
atl =—0ikp; —0jWikm; _WiaiEm;’ (15d)
S1 S2 S1 1 S2 1 )
(A -2 ) aiEa—toy—— d; Ea
(p% (p—m)Z) A (m ‘prop—pr p—pr) °

ms m;
p1(p—p1) P P

1
+a(aiwj — ajWi)EWj

P <aj p1wlaip1wJ)ij 1y

p1(p—p1) p p T WY
0s 11
30 = OilsEm,)| —0i(AsEw,) |+ %E(Ew)zf (15€)
dAs 1 1
=0 |7 —0; (AsEm,) + <s1 aia —szaipi o ) Em, (15f)

1 1
—0; %—8722 Ew, +<S]ai_ 2 o, )Ewi/
py  (p—p1) P P1 P—P1 P—P]

where the boxed terms are not present in the SHTC framework. In particular, we
have to eliminate the As variable from the equations in order to be compatible with
the one-temperature SHTC system (4).

At the moment, we can not prove the well-posedness of system (15) via its sym-
metrization as it can be done for the SHTC system (4). We hope to clarify this
question in the future. The following section contains a reduced model with only
one entropy.

3.3 Reduction to only one entropy

The SHTC equations contain only the overall entropy s, not the entropy difference
As, which is why we shall reduce the model and eliminate As. The elimination
consists of two steps. First, only energy functionals independent of As are consid-
ered, and, secondly, the entropy difference is expressed in terms of the remaining
state variables, As(p1,p, s, m, w) while keeping Jacobi identity valid. The second
step is called a Jacobi closure [50]. The whole bracket (12) of course satisfies the
Jacobi identity because it is just a transformation of the Poisson bracket (9), and if
we drop the lines with s and As, it still satisfies Jacobi identity4. Such bracket with
no entropies is suitable for isothermal mixtures, as shown in [51]. Here, however,
we aim at non-isothermal mixtures, keeping s among the state variables.

4 Jacobi identity can be checked using program [37].
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3 GENERIC FRAMEWORK | 10

Since As is no longer a state variable, the total energy does not explicitly depend
on it, so we have
Eas =0, (16)

P1—pP2

which means that Exg = (E51 — ESZ) = 0 and consequently Ty = E5, =Es, =
T,, which means that the temperatures of the two constituents are equal. Therefore
the restriction to only the overall entropy is possible only if the two constituents of
the mixture have the same temperature. This is not satisfied only in rather extreme
cases of homogeneous mixtures like electrons and ions in cold plasma [52].

The last four lines of (12), which generate equation (15f), disappear, but the fifth
line of (12) still contains As, which translates to the boxed terms in equation (15e)
and in the first line of (15d). Using a program [37], we now check whether there
exists an admissible formula for As such that the remaining terms of (12) (without
the last four lines) fulfil Jacobi identity. We first assume a general dependence
As(p,p1,m,w,s) and get a necessary condition that it does not depend on m to
satisfy the Jacobi identity. Then we consider As independent of m which yields
that As must be independent of w as well. Choosing such entropy difference, we
get that As must be 0-homogeneous, that is As = As (¢,1), where ¢ = p/s and
P = p1/s. The next iteration of this procedure gives the condition

dypAs — As (90 As +1hdy,As) =0, (17)
particular solution of which is

Ago _PO—@

" ov—obo e

for arbitrary parameters ¢, o. Note, however, that this class does not contain all
solutions, for instance the constant solution. Finally, using again the program [37],
it becomes necessary that

Po=0 or Yo=qo (18b)

in order that the Jacobi identity be fulfilled. Even though we have not studied all
possible solutions of (17), we have found a family of reductions satisfying Jacobi
identity. The constant solution, however, does belong to that family.>

5 Another possibility to find As unambiguously is to focus directly on Eq. (16). Using results from [22]
for a binary mixture of two ideal gases with the same atomic masses, we obtain that As should be equal

to %3 In (ﬁ — 1), which, however, does not satisfy the Jacobi identity.



4 REDUCTION AND COMPARISON OF SHTC AND GENERIC \

To sum up, the above choice of As (condition (18a)) leads to a simplified Poisson
bracket which fulfils the Jacobi identity. In terms of equations, system (15) then
simplifies to

0
S =—0i(P1Em,) — 3iEw,, (192)
0
aii = ai(pEmi)/ (19b)
ami
5t = POiEp —p10iEp, —s0iEs —M;0iEm; —0; (MiEm;) (19¢)

+ Ew; 0iwj — 05(wikw;),

owj
ot = OiFor — Em djwi — widiEmy[ASDE, (19d)

Lp (am_ m)E
pilp—p)\U'p Tp )
1
+p71(aiW]' — ajwi)EWj
P PIWi mwj) 1
d; — 9 Ew. |——E_1,
m(p—m)<J p " p Wilow
ds 11

ot =~ OulsEmy )| —Bi(AsEw) [+ - (Ew)?, (19¢)
where As is a function of p/s and pj1/s. This is a two-fluid model with one tem-
perature derived from the Liouville equation only through projections and a Jacobi
closure. The total mass, momentum, and the total energy are conserved by equa-
tions (15) and (19). This model is Hamiltonian and fulfils the Jacobi identity.

There is also another way to obtain a Hamiltonian model with only the overall
entropy. If we first drop the second, third and fourth lines of (12), which represent
the difference between the SHTC evolution and the evolution stemming from the
Liouville equation, then, following the above procedure based on the program [37],
we get that the Jacobi identity is satisfied as long as As is constant. In other words,
if we drop the three boxed terms not containing As, we can leave the others and
reduce the model to single entropy s as long as Eas = 0 and As is constant. If
actually As = 0, we obtain the SHTC equations as a special case. Thus the SHTC
model is Hamiltonian, and stays Hamiltonian even after adding the boxed terms
containing constant As. However, it is derived from the Liouville equation not just
by projections, but also by the further neglection of the boxed terms. The Liouville
equation leads to the SHTC equations extended by extra terms that express self-
advection of the relative velocity field w and extra advection of total entropy by
that field. This difference is demonstrated in the following section while noting that
As = 0 requires identical specific partial entropies rather than equal temperatures.

4 REDUCTION AND COMPARISON OF SHTC AND GENERIC

In order to describe the difference between the SHTC and GENERIC models for bi-
nary mixtures, we further reduce the models so that the effects of the self-advection
of w are highlighted. Systems (4) and (19) are reduced to simpler systems of equa-
tions containing less detail. Assuming that the dynamics of the w field is fast (re-
laxation parameter T sufficiently small), solutions to the full systems of equations
should be close to solutions to reduced systems without w as a state variable. One
way to carry out that reduction is asymptotic analysis [30]. Here we follow an-
other way, called the Dynamic Maximum Entropy reduction (DynMaxEnt), which
is based on the geometric character of the evolution equations.
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4.1 DynMaxEnt reduction of GENERIC

DynMaxEnt is motivated by contact geometry, and it is typically compatible with
asymptotic analysis [53, 22, 54]. Let us denote the energetic conjugate variables as
px = Ep,, pt = Ep, m’ = En, wi = Ey, and sT = E,. The DynMaxEnt reduction
of w is carried out in these steps: (i) Set w to its maximum entropy (MaxEnt) value
[34] (here w = 0), which corresponds to the minimum of energy (5), (ii) calculate
w' from the evolution equation of w, and (iii) plug the calculated w and w' into
the remaining equations.
From Eq. (19d) we get that

= —(I— aQ)w, (20)
where
r=vol +Asvst, Q;:=oymi—oym!, and a=—" (21
4 VoTr oro—pr) Y
Denoting © = (I — x()), we obtain a relation for wi,
W]L = —T®_1 I, (22)

that is to be substituted into the remaining equations (for p, p7, and m). By intro-
ducing quantities

a= —oc(a1m£ — azmﬁ), b= —oc(amfg — a3mJ{), andc = —oc(azmg — a3m§), (23)

which are proportional to the overall vorticity, matrix © can be rewritten as

1 a b
O=|—-a 1 c]. (24)
b —c 1

Moreover,

det(@) =1+a?+b?>+c?2>0, ©>0, and

1 14+¢2 —a—bc —-b+ac 1 —a -Db et
1T=—— _|a-bc 14b2 —c—ab|~|a 1 ——|=Zo6T,
det(©) 5
b+ac c—ab 1+ a b ¢ 1

which is an approximate inverse of matrix © in the regime of low overall vorticity.
Matrices ©,0~',0~ are positive definite because their symmetric parts are posi-
tive definite although the eigenvalues of ©, {1,1+ v/ —a? — b2 — ¢}, are not all real
(bearing in mind that the matrices are not symmetric).

System of equations (19) is then reduced to

0 _
SL=—dpim))+V-(©T), (250)
—_———
=-]
ap t
Fr 9i(pmy), (25b)
om;
atl =—pdip" —p10ip] —sdis — mjaim;r — 05 (mim;r) (25¢)
95 _ 5 (sl -1 T (o-1r)?
5 =—lsm)+ V- (As@ r)+s—T (@ r) ) (25d)

which no longer contains w as a state variable.

Let us now discuss the properties of this reduced system of equations. Firstly, en-
tropy is produced because the right-hand side of (25d) consists of divergence terms
and positive terms. Secondly, equation (25a) can be interpreted as advection of p;

12
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by the velocity and as diffusion of p; with a vorticity-dependent non-symmetric

diffusion matrix. When using the approximate inverse ©~! and neglecting the en-
tropies (the isothermal case), the flux J becomes

J ~ —TVpI + Tow x VpJ{,

where w = V x v is the overall vorticity. The flux then consists of two terms, one
proportional to the gradient of chemical potential and the other perpendicular to
that gradient and the vorticity. We shall study the effects of the latter term later in
this section.

4.2 DynMaxEnt reduction of SHTC

Similarly as in the case of GENERIC, DynMaxEnt reduces the SHTC equations (4)
to

d
Tp; =—di(prm) + V- (tVp}), (26a)
—
=7
dp f
A (26b)
om;
atl =—pdipl — 1 aip§ —sdisT — mjaiij — 05 (mim;r)/ (260)
ds _ o T (vl
I =—0i(sm])+ i (Vp1) ) (26d)

This model has similar features as model (25).

The main difference between GENERIC and SHTC for binary mixtures is the self-
advection of w. In the following section, we confine ourselves to the isothermal case
to highlight this difference.

4.3 The isothermal regime in two-dimensions

The reduction of both the SHTC and GENERIC models ((26), (25)) to isothermal
case (dropping all terms with the entropy) leads to

op1 o f “Typt

2L ——di(pim])+ V- (107" Vo} ), (272)

dp

3t =— ai(pm;r), (27b)
omy

atl =—pdipl — 1 aipﬁ —m;y aim;f — 05 (mim;r)/ (27¢)

7

where the difference between the two models is encoded into the “diffusion matrix”
O~ . Next, we linearise the “diffusion matrix” ©! to ®—1 and restrict ourselves
to two dimensions, which gives

_ 1 —a
@1%<a 1) (28)

a=0, for SHTC, (29)

a=—« (81 (n:)z) — 07 (n;)) = —acurl (r:) for GENERIC. (30)

Let us now interpret the quantities a and o«. From the definition (21) it follows
that o ~ %, the units of « are thus seconds, and « represents the microscopic time

scale due to the relative velocity W, tmico. The units of the vorticity Q are s~ !

13
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and thus the vorticity represents the macroscopic time scale related to the overall
vortices, tmacro- Quantity a represents the ratio of the microscopic relative velocity
time scale and the macroscopic vorticity time scale, a ~ tmicro/tmacro-

In order to compare both approaches quantitatively, we have to provide an energy
functional and a formula for the relaxation parameter. In the isothermal case the
energy can be substituted with the free energy, see [22]. Therefore, we choose a
simplified free energy of two ideal gasses

III2 K

E:$+&(P110g(91)—(p1 —p)loglp—p1)), (31)

where k and « are constants. Furthermore, the choice of « also defines the relaxation
parameter T through relation (21).
We now write (27) in a compact divergence form as

op1 . m _
% — —div(m), (32b)
omy .. (mym -
Tl —div ( 0 +pel) ,Li=1,2, (320)
where the pressure p stands for
pP= pap P1 01 om’ 33
Even more explictly, we obtain that
opr m . 1o (K
ot = div <p1 p> +div (T@ v (&(k’g(p‘ ) —log(p—p1 J))) , (342)
dp .
Pl —div(m), (34b)
omy .. (mm K .
= d1v< > +(Xp>,1_1,2. (34¢)

The pressure can be rewritten as p = §p. Evaluating gradients in the right-most
term of (34a), gives

div (T@“V ( (log(p1) —log(p — p1 )))) =div (T@—1Vp1 — @] TVP)

K
o
— div (K@)] R <‘:>) . (35)

The system of equations then simplifies to

op1 _ .. m P1

Tl div (p1 5 KO 'pV ( 0 )> , (36a)
% — —div(m), (36b)
omiy .. /mm K C

e d1v( o +(xp>, i=1,2, (36¢)

which we solve both analytically and numerically.

4.4 Analytical comparison

In this section, we illustrate the difference between SHTC and GENERIC formula-
tions by analytical means, solving the simplified system (36). Equation (36a) gets
within the SHTC model the following form,

0p1

g m _(PrA, Pry .
el le(p]p)+KAp1 KpAp KV(p) Vp. (37)

14



4 REDUCTION AND COMPARISON OF SHTC AND GENERIC \

On the other hand, within the GENERIC model, we obtain

%o =—div <p1 m) + kAp1 — Kp—]Ap— kV <m> -Vp
ot P P P
dadp; 0adpj p1 (0adp 0aodp
K (ay ox  0x dy : p \dyox 0xdy 8

Realising that the equations (36b) and (36¢c) are not coupled with (36a), we first
search for stationary m and p, solving Eqgs. (36b) and (36¢), and then for a non-
stationary pj, solving Eq. (36a). The following functions indeed represent station-
ary solutions,

V= (V1/V2) - (1051n(y)/ 0)/ (40)

where v is the velocity field defined by m = pv. Plugging these solutions into Egs.
(37) and (38), we get

aait‘ — _div <p1 ‘;‘) + KAp] for SHTC,  (41)
0p1 . m d0a 0pq da 0pq
—_— = — A ————— for GENERIC.
m d1v<p1p>+|< p1+|<(ay ox  ox 0y or GENERIC (42)
We now recall the vorticity diffusion ratio a, that for GENERIC takes the form
a=—a(0xvy — ayv1) = adyV1. (43)
As a result, 0xa = 0 and dya = xdyyv1 = —10asin(y) = —avy. Plugging this into
Eq. (42) yields
el = —div | p; m + kAp7 — K&y aﬂ (44)
ot P 0x
Since vy does not depend on x and v, = 0, we get
0
% = —(1+ ka)div (91 I::) + kAp7. (45)

In summary, both SHTC and GENERIC models contain advection and diffusion of
p1. The advection in GENERIC, however, has a coefficient 1 + ko while in SHTC the
coefficient equals 1, even though the velocity field is identical in both cases. This
is an effect of the vorticity-dependent part of the diffusion matrix in the reduced
GENERIC model. Let us now examine these effects in more detail numerically.

4.5 Numerical comparison

We now solve the reduced system (36) numerically in order to illustrate the differ-
ences between the reduced SHTC and GENERIC systems. The numerical implemen-
tation is realised in the software library PyPDE [55], using ADER-WENO [56, 30]
method for solution to equations in the form:

%9 | VF(q,Va) + Bla) Vq =S(q), (46)

where q is the vector of state variables, S represents the vector of source terms, F are
the conservative terms, and B the non-conservative terms. In particular, for system
(36) we have B =S = 0.

The presented examples are solved with the scheme of third order and the Ru-
sanov flux. For laminar flow and the Gresho vortex, periodic and transitive bound-
ary conditions are applied, respectively. Parameters are chosen as k = 1 and o = 1
in Eq. (30). Computational examples run till the final time Tg,, = 0.5 in 100 time
steps on a 100 x 100 mesh. Let us now discuss the laminar channel flow.

15
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Figure 1: Steady laminar flow of a binary mixture with periodic boundary conditions. The
density of the first component is diffused and advected by the flow, for three
times (from left to right t = 0, Tna/2, Tinal) under the SHTC model (top), and
the GENERIC model (middle). The bottom line shows one-dimensional density
profiles of the first component along x-axis at the middle of the y-axis.

4.5.1  Laminar channel flow

The first example corresponds to the setting in Sec. 4.4. The computation domain
is Q = [0,27] x [—7t/2,3m/2] and initial conditions are

p1 = 0.5+ 0.25sin(x), (47)

p and v being prescribed by formulas (39).

Figure 1 shows the numerical solution to the system (36b), (36c), (45). Simi-
lar profiles of SHTC and GENERIC solutions at times Ty, (Fig. 1 top-right) and
Thina1/2 (Fig. 1 middle-bottom), respectively, indicate that advection within the re-
duced GENERIC model is (with the chosen material parameters k and o) twice
faster than in the reduced SHTC model.

4.5.2 Gresho vortex

The second computational example is based on the Gresho vortex for the Euler
equation, where the centrifugal force is balanced by the pressure gradient, resulting
in a stable time-independent vortex [57]. In our case, the mixture density, plays the
role of the pressure, as can be in from Eq. (36c).

16
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Figure 2: Time evolution of the difference between p; in SHTC model and the GENERIC
model, p?HTC — p?ENERIC for initial data of the Gersho vortex. We present six

times, in the reading order, t = 0,1/5Tgna1, 2/5Tginal, 3/5 Teinal, 4/5 Ttinal, Thinal)

Let the computation domain be a square QO = [0, 1] x [0, 1]. Initially we prescribe
a Gresho body vortex outside of the origin,

5+ 22—5r2, r<0.2
p=14 9—4In(0.2) +4In(r) —20r + P12, 02<r<04 , (48)
3+41In(2), 04 <r
p1 =25, (49)
57, r<0.2
v=ep{ 2-51, 02<1<04 , (50)
0, 04 <r

where 1 = /(x —0.5)2 + (y — 0.5)2 and e, = (—(y — 0.5),x — 0.5) /.

Figure 2 shows the time evolution of the difference in the density of the first
component p3HTC — pGENERIC "We can see that the vorticity-dependent diffusion
matrix within the reduced GENERIC model causes extra interaction between the
vortex and pq. Field p; now flows partly in the direction perpendicular to the (ra-
dial) gradient of chemical potential, that is also in the azimuthal direction. Those
extra terms break the radial symmetry of the solution®. Comparison with experi-
mental data is, however, out of scope of the present paper.

5 CONCLUSION

The main goal of this manuscript is to compare two recent frameworks of contin-
uum thermodynamics, the SHTC equations and GENERIC, in the context of binary

6 More precisely, the symmetry is broken by the boundary conditions, but the extra terms highlight this
symmetry breaking in the solution.
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homogeneous mixtures. Using GENERIC, we can start from the Liouville equa-
tion and obtain equations for binary mixtures with additional terms that are not
present in the SHTC framework, namely the terms containing the self-advection of
the relative velocity.

These terms can be analysed on simplified versions of the SHTC and GENERIC
models, letting the relative velocity w relax to a quasi-equilibrium value. Within
GENERIC, we obtained a vorticity-dependent diffusion matrix. Consequently, the
density of the first constituent flows not only against the gradient of the chemical
potential but also in the direction perpendicular to the gradient and the vorticity
pseudovector. This implies for instance, different advection rates in the two models
or symmetry breaking of the solution in the presence of vorticity, see Figs. 1 and 2.

Apart from the terms with self-advection of the relative velocity, the mixture
models can have two entropies, the overall entropy, or no entropy at all. The first
option is observed for instance in cold plasma, where light electrons and heavy ions
absorb electromagnetic energy with different efficiency. Second possibility assumes
that the components have the same temperature, and the third option is isothermal.
The first option (two entropies) has uniquely determined Poisson bracket, that is
derived from the Liouville equation. The second option (one entropy) is, however,
much more difficult in the context of Hamiltonian mechanics. But we have shown
that there is a family of Hamiltonian binary mixture model with only the overall
entropy that still contains the self-advection terms of the relative velocity while
satisfying the Jacobi identity. The entropy difference As is given by solutions to (17),
for example by formulas (18a), (18b). Finally, the isothermal case then again has a
unique Poisson bracket.

The structure of the SHTC model (4), which does not contain the self-advection
terms, is also Hamiltonian (considering only the reversible part) and furthermore
admits constant As (without violating Jacobi identity), unlike the GENERIC model.

In future, we would like to compare the results with 2D experimental results on
diffusion in the presence of vorticity. Furthermore, it remains to generalise the anal-
ysis to heterogeneous mixtures, taking volume fractions among the state variables.
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