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Abstract

We derive new boundary conditions and implementation procedures for nonlinear initial boundary value
problems (IBVPs) with non-zero boundary data that lead to bounded solutions. The new boundary pro-
cedure is applied to nonlinear IBVPs in skew-symmetric form, including dissipative terms. The complete
procedure has two main ingredients. In the first part (published in [1, 2]), the energy and entropy rate in
terms of a surface integral with boundary terms was produced for problems with first derivatives. In this
second part we complement it by adding second derivative terms and new nonlinear boundary procedures
leading for boundary conditions with non-zero data. The new nonlinear boundary procedure generalise the
well known characteristic boundary procedure for linear problems to the nonlinear setting.

To introduce the procedure, a skew-symmetric scalar IBVP encompassing the linear advection equation
and Burgers equation is analysed. Once the continuous analysis is done, we show that energy stable nonlin-
ear discrete approximations follow by using summation-by-parts operators combined with weak boundary
conditions. The scalar analysis is subsequently repeated for general nonlinear systems of equations. Finally,
the new boundary procedure is applied to four important IBVPs in computational fluid dynamics: the
incompressible Euler and Navier-Stokes, the shallow water and the compressible Euler equations.

Keywords: Nonlinear boundary conditions, Navier-Stokes equations, Euler equations, shallow water
equations, energy and entropy stability, summation-by-parts

1. Introduction

A proper treatment of boundary conditions is a crucial and often the most difficult aspect for bounding
the solution in initial boundary value problems (IBVPs). For nonlinear IBVPs this aspect becomes even
more crucial since nonlinearities have a tendency to enhance growth of instabilities. Generally speaking one
finds two historical avenues to obtain estimates of solutions IBVPs. The first one employs the energy method
[3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9] while the second one uses the entropy stability theory [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18].
Traditionally, the energy method has been applied to linearised versions of systems of hyperbolic equations in
order to develop boundary treatments that lead to energy estimates. In practice, these boundary conditions
are needed to develop energy stable numerical approximations that weakly impose boundary information,
e.g., through penalty terms [19, 20] or numerical flux functions [21, 22, 23, 24]. The entropy method has
often been applied to nonlinear hyperbolic systems on domains without boundary conditions (as for periodic
boundary conditions or infinite domains). However, entropy stability theory has also been used for the
development of boundary conditions [21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34], but almost exclusively for solid
walls (or glancing boundaries). Solid wall boundary conditions are notoriously simple and straightforward to
apply and implement due to their homogeneous nature, i.e. no external non-zero data must be considered.

∗Corresponding author
Email address: jan.nordstrom@liu.se (Jan Nordström)

Preprint submitted to Elsevier October 6, 2023

http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.01297v2


In contrast to previous investigations, we will for the first time (to the best of our knowledge) treat the
general case with non-homogeneous nonlinear boundary conditions and derive estimates of the solution in
terms of given data.

This paper constitutes the second part of the stability theory for nonlinear IBVPs on skew-symmetric
form initiated in [1, 2]. In the first part, energy rates in terms of surface integrals with boundary terms were
derived using skew-symmetric formulations. Here in the second part we add on second derivative terms and
develop a nonlinear boundary procedure which controls the boundary terms. In fact, we generalise the well
known linear characteristic boundary procedure [3, 35] and prove that we can bound both strong and weak
boundary conditions in terms of given external data. We stress that this second part (the new boundary
procedure) in itself does not depend on the first part. It can be used by other preferred formulations of
nonlinear IBVPs, as long as similar settings are obtained. Most of the analysis in this second part is limited
to IBVPs involving first derivatives (essentially hyperbolic problems). However, the new nonlinear boundary
procedure can also be used to bound dissipative IBVPs involving second derivatives similar to what has been
done in the linear case [8, 36, 37]. We show how to formally extend the analysis for the first derivative case
to the one including second derivatives (essentially parabolic and incompletely parabolic problems).

We exemplify the procedure on four important IBVPs in computational fluid dynamics (CFD): the incom-
pressible Euler equations (IEEs) and skew-symmetric formulations of the shallow water equations (SWEs)
and the compressible Euler equations (CEEs) and the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations (INSEs). It
was shown in [1] that the original form of the velocity-divergence form of the IEEs equations had the required
skew-symmetric form and that it could be derived for the SWEs. In [2] we showed that also the CEEs could
be transformed to skew-symmetric form with a quadratic mathematical (or generalised) entropy by using
specific variables involving square roots of density and pressure, also used in [38, 39, 40, 41]. The continuous
procedure in [1, 2]), was reused by discretising the equations in space using summation-by-parts (SBP)
operators [42, 43] which discretely mimic the integration-by-parts (IBP) procedure used in the continuous
analysis. A provably stable nonlinear approximation was obtained by a priori assuming that the boundary
treatment was dissipative. In this paper we close that particular knowledge gap and develop provably stable
boundary procedures for nonlinear systems of equation with non-zero boundary data.

Using lifting approaches [20, 44] and proper continuous boundary conditions for the IBVP, it is straight-
forward to apply results (formulations that lead to energy conservation and bounds) from the continuous
analysis and develop stable numerical schemes. The only requirement is that one can formulate the numerical
procedure on summation-by-parts (SBP) form with weak boundary conditions on simultaneous approxima-
tion term (SAT) form [42, 43] or equivalently through numerical flux functions [45]. This SBP-SAT procedure
enables research groups using different numerical techniques such as finite difference [46, 47, 48], finite vol-
ume [49, 50], spectral elements [51, 52], flux reconstruction [53, 54, 54], discontinuous Galerkin [45, 55, 56]
and continuous Galerkin schemes [57, 58] to develop stable nonlinear schemes in a systematic way.

We close the paper by discussing some open questions for boundary conditions to systems of nonlinear
IBVPs. In this paper we derive boundary conditions that lead to energy estimates and subsequently to
energy stability using the SBP-SAT technique. For linear systems of IBVPs, the character of the boundary
term is given by external data and energy boundedness leads more or less directly to both uniqueness and
existence if a minimal number of boundary conditions are employed in the bound [59]. In the nonlinear case
this is more complicated since multiple solution dependent forms of the boundary term may exist [1, 2]. This
has implications for the number of boundary conditions to apply, and also for uniqueness and existence.

The paper is organised as follows: We start by going through the fundamental parts of the paper for a
scalar one-dimensional IBVP in Section 2 which provide an extended introduction and a roadmap for the
remaining part of the paper in a simplified setting. The more easily accessible scalar analysis is related to
the analysis of the more demanding nonlinear system analysis in Sections 3-5. In Section 3 we reiterate and
complement the main content in the previously published first part of procedure [1, 2]. The new second
part: how to formulate and impose general boundary conditions with non-zero data for nonlinear systems
of equations such that a bound is obtained, is presented in Section 4. In Section 5 we show that the energy
bounded continuous formulation lead to nonlinear stability of an SBP-SAT based scheme, including non-zero
boundary data. Section 6 include examples of the new general nonlinear boundary procedures applied to
important IBVPs in CFD. Explicit examples of boundary conditions and implementation procedures are
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given for the IEEs, the SWEs, the CEEs and the INSEs. We discussing some open questions related to
boundary conditions for nonlinear IBVPs in Section 7. A summary is provided in Section 8.

2. Part 0: Illustration of the main concepts in a scalar setting: a roadmap for the paper

As a prolonged introduction of this paper, we will present the fundamental parts of the development for
a scalar one-dimensional IBVP. The scalar analysis avoid most of the technical difficulties with nonlinear
systems of equation in multiple dimensions, but retain and clarify the fundamental ones. In particular we
seek to highlight the differences between linear and nonlinear boundary treatment and present the energy
analysis. We focus on the governing IBVP and its energy boundedness and thereafter implemented the
finding in an SBP-SAT scheme that lead to nonlinear energy stability. The scalar analysis in this section is
subsequently repeated for fully nonlinear systems of equations with significantly more technical difficulties in
the upcoming sections. The three subsections in this scalar section has the same titles as the three following
sections for the nonlinear systems of equations in order to simplify comparisons.

2.1. Part 1: Producing energy and entropy rates

We considering the following IBVP with the governing on skew-symmetric form

ut + (au)x + aux = 0, t ≥ 0, x ≥ 0, (2.1)

augmented with the initial condition u(x, 0) = f(x) and the non-homogeneous general boundary condition

b(u) = g(t), t ≥ 0, x = 0. (2.2)

In (2.1), a is a general function which is solution dependent if we consider a nonlinear problem. Our prime
examples are the nonlinear Burgers equation where a = u(x, t)/3 is solution dependent and the advection
equation where a = c(x, t)/2 and c is a given function of x, t. The boundary operator b in (2.2) can in similar
manner as the governing equation be linear or nonlinear. The initial data f , the boundary data g and (in
the linear case) the wave speed c(x, t) are given external smooth bounded functions which constitute input
to the IBVP. Furthermore, we also consider u to be smooth. The smoothness in the nonlinear setting could
stem from a neglected dissipative term or from considering the IBVP for short times. We only consider the
boundary x = 0 and hence the initial data f has compact support and we assume that u→ 0 as x→ ∞.

Remark 2.1. It is important to note that a = u/3 is not a priori bounded while a = c/2 is.

We start by applying the energy method (multiplying the equation with u and integrate-by-parts) to the
skew-symmetric equation (2.1). By integrating the second term and leaving the last one untouched we find

∫ ∞

0

uutdx+ (au2)x→∞
x=0 −

∫ ∞

0

ux(au)dx+

∫ ∞

0

u(aux)dx = 0. (2.3)

By ignoring the right boundary term, using the notation ‖u‖2 =
∫∞
0
u2dx and observing that the volume

terms above vanish (due to the skew-symmetry) we obtain the energy rate

1

2

d

dt
‖u‖2 − (au2)x=0 = 0. (2.4)

Our first observation is that the skew-symmetric form of equation (2.1) leaves the energy rate to be deter-
mined by the boundary terms only. (The skew-symmetry for nonlinear systems of IBVPs were discussed in
[1, 2] and will be shortly summarised in Section 3). Next, we take a > 0 in the whole computational domain
such that x = 0 is an inflow boundary that require a boundary condition. The second observation is that
specifying only u in (2.4) does not necessarily bound the energy. In addition a must be bounded which it is
for linear problems but not in general for nonlinear ones. The second observation implies that the complete
boundary term must be considered when constructing the boundary operator b(u) in the nonlinear case.
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Remark 2.2. Our two examples illustrate the significance of the second observation. For the advection
equation, a = c(x, t)/2 leads to a boundary term quadratic in u multiplied with the bounded externally
given coefficient a with a specific sign. Consequently, we have a priori all information upon which to base
the boundary treatment. For the Burgers equation where a = u/3 we end up with a boundary term cubic
in u, where the coefficient a is neither bounded nor have a definite sign upon which to base the boundary
treatment. The nonlinear boundary procedure must control both the size and the sign of the coefficient.

Remark 2.3. In the upcoming analysis for systems of equations, the boundary term is a vector-matrix-vector
product of the form UTA(U)U . Controlling the coefficient a in the nonlinear scalar case discussed in Remark
2.2 correspond to controlling the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the matrix A(U) in the system case.

Next, we show that the skew-symmetric form of (2.1) also supports an entropy conservation law. By
multiplying (2.1) with the (entropy) variable u we obtain

uut + u(au)x + (au)ux = 0, (2.5)

which by introducing the entropy φ = u2/2 and entropy flux ψ = au2 leads to the entropy conservation law

φt + ψx = 0. (2.6)

Remark 2.4. For Burgers equation, the quadratic entropy φ = u2/2 and the cubic entropy flux ψ = u3/3
(the so called entropy-entropy flux pair) are well known [12] and illustrates the concept of a mathematical (or
generalised) entropy. The mathematical entropy contracts the governing equation (2.1) to the conservation
form (2.6). It is not necessarily connected to a thermodynamic entropy. Equations (2.1) and (2.6) reveals
that also the total entropy in the domain is bounded with proper boundary conditions.

2.2. Part 2: The nonlinear boundary conditions and weak implementation procedure

The final target for this analysis is a provably energy stable numerical implementation which in general re-
quire summation-by-parts (SBP) operators and weak boundary conditions implemented using penalty terms
(the so called SAT formalism), or equivalently, numerical fluxes. Following [20], we derive the conditions for
energy boundedness in the continuous setting and mimic that numerically by constructing an energy stable
SBP-SAT scheme. Equation (2.1) augmented with a lifting operator for the boundary condition (2.2) is

ut + (au)x + aux + lc(2σ(b(u)− g)) = 0, t ≥ 0, x ≥ 0, (2.7)

where σ is a yet undetermined penalty parameter. The lifting operator lc for two smooth functions φ, ψ
satisfies

∫

φlc(ψ)dx = (φψ)x=0. The lifting operator mimics the SAT term and enables development of the
essential parts of the numerical boundary procedure already in the continuous setting [20, 44].

Remark 2.5. The use of lifting operators in the continuous scalar analysis, where the technical difficulties
are limited, is not absolutely necessary. However, we use it here since it connects to the discrete analysis
with SAT terms and also explain the upcoming procedure for the nonlinear systems of equations.

By once more applying the energy method, now to (2.7), we find that the energy rate becomes

1

2

d

dt
‖u‖2 − au2 + 2σu(b(u)− g) = 0, (2.8)

where again all terms are evaluated at x = 0. To get an energy rate that lead to an estimate in terms of
data, we need to choose an appropriate boundary operator b a the related penalty parameter σ.

Let us first choose b = u, i.e. the boundary condition u = g1 and σ = a. This leads to

1

2

d

dt
‖u‖2 = au2 − 2au(u− g1) = ag21 − a(u− g1)

2, (2.9)

where we also added and subtracted ag21 . This is the classical linear result, which gives a bound in terms
of boundary data g1, wave speed a = c/2 and an additional dissipative term. However, this bound only
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holds if a is bounded, as in the advection case with an externally given wave speed. In the nonlinear case,
for examplein the Burgers equation where a = u/3, the bound breaks down. The unbounded energy rate in
(2.9) indicates that the wave speed must be included in the constructing of the boundary operator b.

Let us next choose b =
√
au, i.e. the boundary condition

√
au = g2 and σ =

√
a. This leads to

1

2

d

dt
‖u‖2 = au2 − 2

√
au(

√
au− g2) = g22 − (

√
au− g2)

2, (2.10)

which is a valid estimate for both the linear and nonlinear case. The energy rate is now bounded by data
and a dissipative term. In the new boundary procedure, we have controlled the possible unbounded growth.

Remark 2.6. In the upcoming analysis for nonlinear systems of equations with boundary terms of the form
UTA(U)U , we will need to scale the characteristic variables with the square root of the eigenvalues in a
similar manner. As in the scalar case we will also need a penalty matrix that relates to these square roots.

2.3. Part 3: Semi-discrete nonlinear stability

As the last part of the scalar analysis (which form the last part of the introduction of this article) we show
how the derived boundary conditions and penalty parameters that lead to a nonlinear energy bound also lead
to nonlinear energy stability. First we introduce one-dimensional SBP difference operators as D = P−1Q
where P is a positive definite diagonal quadrature matrix and Q an almost skew-symmetric matrix that
satisfies the SBP constraint Q + QT = B = diag[−1, 0, ..., 0, 1]. The difference operator D operating on
the vector V with a smooth function v injected in the node points produces an approximate derivative as
DV ≈ Vx. All matrices have appropriate sizes such that all upcoming matrix-vector operations are defined.

To formulate the scheme we also need the diagonal matrix A with the function values of a injected on
the diagonal, the solution vector U = (u0, u1, ..., uN), The boundary operator B(U) = (b(u), 0, ..., 0), the
data vector G = (g, 0, ..., 0) and the projection matrix E = diag(1,0, ..., 0). With this notation in place, the
semi-discrete skew-symmetric scheme mimicking (2.7) becomes

Ut +D(AU) +ADU + P−12σE(B(U)−G) = 0, (2.11)

where the last term on the lefthand side is the discrete lifting operator implementing the boundary condition
weakly with a SAT term. We apply the discrete energy method by left-multiplying (2.11) with UTP to get

1

2

d

dt
‖U‖2P + UT (QA)U + UT (AQ)U + 2σu0(b(u)0 − g) = 0, (2.12)

where we have used the notation ‖U‖2P = UTP and the fact that PA = AP since they are both diagonal.
Next we integrate (2.12) numerically by using the SBP operation Q = −QT +B on the second term to get

1

2

d

dt
‖U‖2P − (DU)TP (AU) + (AU)TP (DU)− (au2) + 2σu(b(u)− g) = 0, (2.13)

where we ignored the right boundary term as in the continuous setting. The volume terms on the lefthand
side cancel exactly as in the continuous setting (2.3) and we are left with the same lefthand side as in (2.8).
Consequently the boundary operator and penalty parameter in (2.8) also lead to nonlinear energy stability.

Remark 2.7. The above procedure illustrate the strength of the roadmap procedure in [20]. Once the energy
estimates are obtained for the continuous IBVP, discrete stability follows automatically by using the SBP-
SAT formulation. The same boundary conditions, penalty parameters, lifting operator, etc can be used.
The derivation can be performed on the IBVP side and thereafter mimicked on the discrete side.

We end this section by showing that nonlinear stability guarantee that the eigenvalues of the nonlinear
spatial operator reside on the right side in the complex plane, prohibiting exponential growth. We rewrite
(2.11) using the stable boundary operator b =

√
au and penalty coefficient σ =

√
a in matrix-vector form as

Ut +D(AU) +ADU + P−12
√
AE(

√
AU −G) = 0. (2.14)
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Next we cancel G and observe that P−1,
√
A,A and E all commute since they are diagonal. This leads to

Ut + P−1((Q + E)A+A(Q + E))U = 0. (2.15)

We can now prove that the spatial operator P−1((Q+E)A+A(Q+E)) has only eigenvalues with positive
real parts. The eigenvalues λ and eigenvector x are given by

P−1((Q+ E)A+A(Q + E))x = λx ⇒ x∗((Q + E)A+A(Q + E))x = λx∗Px = λ‖x‖2P , (2.16)

where x∗ is the complex conjugated transpose of x. The right relation above added to its transpose yield

x∗((Q+QT + 2E)A+A(Q +QT + 2E))x = 2Re(λ)‖x‖2P (2.17)

which proves that the real part of the eigenvalues, Re(λ), are non-negative sinceQ+QT+2E = diag(1, 0....0, 1).

3. Part 1: Producing the energy and entropy rates

In this section we repeat the findings in [1, 2] to make the presentation self contained and to set the stage
for the new upcoming boundary condition analysis. The system analysis in this section correspond to the
scalar analysis in Section 2.1. We also complement the governing equations with viscous fluxes to include
e.g. the Navier-Stokes equations. Following [1, 2], we consider the following IBVP

PUt + (Ai(V )U)xi
+AT

i (V )Uxi
+ C(V )U = ǫ(Di(U))xi

, t ≥ 0, ~x = (x1, x2, .., xk) ∈ Ω (3.1)

augmented with the initial condition U(~x, 0) = F (~x) in Ω and the non-homogeneous boundary condition

B(V )U = G(~x, t), t ≥ 0, ~x = (x1, x2, .., xk) ∈ ∂Ω. (3.2)

In (3.2), B is the boundary operator and G the boundary data. In (3.1), Einsteins summation convention is
used and P is a symmetric positive definite (or semi-definite) time-independent matrix that defines an energy
norm (or semi-norm) ‖U‖2P =

∫

Ω
UTPUdΩ. Note in particular that P is not a function of the state U . The

n×n matrices Ai, C are smooth functions of the n component vector V . The viscous fluxes containing first
derivatives are included in Di and ǫ (typically the inverse of the Reynolds number) is a parameter measuring
the influence of viscous forces. Furthermore, we assume that U and V are smooth. The smoothness could
be considered either as a result of the dissipative terms in (3.1) for ǫ 6= 0 or stemming from (3.1) for short
times with smooth initial data when ǫ→ 0. Note that (3.1) and (3.2) encapsulates both linear (V 6= U) and
nonlinear (V = U) problems. This corresponds to the linear case with given wave speed for the advection
equation and the solution dependent wave speed in the Burgers equation as discussed in Section 2.1.

3.1. Energy and entropy rates when ǫ→ 0

We begin with a formal definition and proposition for ǫ→ 0 that was already published in [1, 2].

Definition 3.1. Firstly, the problem (3.1) with ǫ = 0 is energy conserving if ‖U‖2P =
∫

Ω U
TPUdΩ only

changes due to boundary effects. Secondly, it is energy bounded if ‖U‖2P ≤ ‖F‖2P for a minimal number
of homogeneous (G = 0) boundary conditions (3.2). Thirdly, it is strongly energy bounded if ‖U‖2P ≤
‖F‖2P +

∫ t

0
(
∮

GTG ds)dt for a minimal number of non-homogeneous (G 6= 0) boundary conditions (3.2).

Remark 3.1. A minimal number of dissipative boundary conditions in the linear case leads to uniqueness by
the fact that it determines the normal modes of the solution [3, 60]. The (same) minimal number of boundary
conditions can also be obtained using the energy method and specifying the number of boundary conditions
required for a bound, see [59]. For linear IBVPs, the number of boundary conditions is independent of the
solution and only depend on known external data. For nonlinear IBVPs, we here assume that the same
situation holds, but the situation is not completely clear and we discuss this further in Section 7.2 below.
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Proposition 3.2. The IBVP (3.1) with ǫ = 0 for is energy conserving if

C + CT = 0. (3.3)

It is energy bounded if it is energy conserving and the boundary conditions (3.2) for G = 0 lead to
∮

∂Ω

UT (niAi) U ds =

∮

∂Ω

1

2
UT ((niAi) + (niAi)

T )U ds ≥ 0. (3.4)

It is strongly energy bounded if it is energy conserving and the boundary conditions (3.2) for G 6= 0 lead to
∮

∂Ω

UT (niAi) U ds =

∮

∂Ω

1

2
UT ((niAi) + (niAi)

T )U ds ≥ −
∮

∂Ω

GTG ds, (3.5)

where G = G(~x, t) is independent of the solution U .

Proof. The energy method (multiply with UT and integrate over domain) applied to (3.1) with ǫ = 0 yields

1

2

d

dt
‖U‖2P +

∮

∂Ω

UT (niAi) U ds =

∫

Ω

(UT
xi
AiU − UTAT

i Uxi
) dΩ−

∫

Ω

UTCU dΩ, (3.6)

where (n1, .., nk)
T is the outward pointing unit normal. The terms on the right-hand side of (3.6) cancel by

the skew-symmetry of the equation (as in the scalar case (2.3)) and (3.3) leading to energy conservation. If
also (3.4) or (3.5) holds, an energy bound or a strong energy bound follows after integration in time.

As mentioned in the introduction, the entropy stability theory has often been applied to nonlinear
hyperbolic systems in order to stabilise the related schemes [21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34]. In
this paper, we aim for a provably stable nonlinear boundary procedure, and focus on smooth solutions, but
as in the scalar case we notice that the skew-symmetric form of (3.1) also allows for a mathematical (or
generalised) entropy conservation law. Note that (as for the scalar case in Section 2.1) the mathematical
entropy is not necessarily related to the thermodynamic one [12, 61, 62] and that the matrix P is not a
function of U , such that the mathematical entropy below, is a quadratic not a cubic function of U .

Proposition 3.3. The IBVP (3.1) together with conditions (3.3) leads to the entropy conservation law

Φt + (Ψi)xi
= 0, (3.7)

where Φ = UTPU/2 is the mathematical (or generalised) entropy and Ψi = UTAiU are the entropy fluxes.

Proof. Multiplication of (3.1) from the left with UT in a smooth region of the domain yields

(UTPU/2)t + (UTAiU)xi
= (UT

xi
AiU − UTAT

i Uxi
)− UTCU. (3.8)

The right-hand side of (3.10) is cancelled by the skew-symmetry of the equation and (3.3) leading to the
entropy conservation relation (3.7).

The entropy conservation law (3.7) holds for smooth solutions. In general, discontinuous solutions
can develop for non-linear hyperbolic systems, regardless of their initial smoothness. In the presence of
discontinuities, the mathematical entropy conservation law (3.7) becomes the entropy inequality

Φt + (Ψi)xi
≤ 0. (3.9)

If the mathematical entropy is convex (as in this case where ΦUU = P ), then the physically relevant weak
solution makes the entropy decrease. The non-standard compatibility conditions in this case read

∂Φ/∂U = ΦU = UTP, ΦU [P
−1((AiU)xi

+AT
i Uxi

+ CU)] = (UTAiU)xi
= (Ψi)xi

. (3.10)

The total entropy in the domain is identical to the energy, similar to what was found for the scalar case in
Section 2.1 above and in [63, 64]. We will use energy to denote both quantities, but sometimes remind the
reader by using both notations explicitly.
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3.2. Energy and entropy rates when ǫ > 0

The additional terms that we consider stem from the righthand side of (3.1). Greens formula leads to

ǫ

∫

Ω

UT (Di)xi
dΩ = ǫ

∮

∂Ω

UT (niDi)ds− ǫ

∫

Ω

UT
xi
DidΩ. (3.11)

To obtain a bound for ǫ > 0, (3.3) is complemented with a condition on the viscous fluxes which leads to

C + CT = 0, UT
xi
Di ≥ 0, i = 1, 2, .., k. (3.12)

The viscous boundary terms UT (niDi) can be grouped together with the inviscid ones on the left hand side
in the energy rate. We summarise the result in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.4. The IBVP (3.1) with ǫ > 0 is energy bounded if (3.12) holds and the boundary conditions
(3.2) for G = 0 lead to

∮

∂Ω

UT (niAi)U − ǫUT (niDi)ds ≥ 0. (3.13)

It is strongly energy bounded if it is energy bounded and the boundary conditions (3.2) for G 6= 0 lead to

∮

∂Ω

UT (niAi)U − ǫUT (niDi)ds ≥ −
∮

∂Ω

GTG ds, (3.14)

where G = G(~x, t) is independent of the solution U .

Proof. The energy method applied to (3.1) with ǫ > 0 together with (3.12–3.14) proves the claim.

4. Part 2: The nonlinear boundary conditions and weak implementation procedure

We aim for a weak nonlinear boundary procedure that limits the boundary term in terms of given data,
as in the scalar case in Section 2.2. Similar to the scalar case discussed in Section 2.3, we will thereafter
mimic the weak continuous boundary procedure numerically by using the weak SBP-SAT procedure that
lead to provable stability. In order to derive the weak continuous boundary procedure, we also employ strong
boundary conditions, but only as a mean to arrive at the weak procedure to be mimicked numerically.

We start with the case ǫ→ 0. Consider the boundary term

∮

∂Ω

UT (niAi) U ds =
1

2

∮

∂Ω

UT ((niAi) + (niAi)
T )U ds =

∮

∂Ω

UT Ã(V ) U ds, (4.1)

where Ã(V ) is symmetric. Next we transform the matrix Ã to diagonal form as T T ÃT = Λ = diag(λi)
which gives us new transformed variables W = T−1U and

∮

∂Ω

UT Ã(V ) U ds ds =

∮

∂Ω

WTΛ W ds =

∮

∂Ω

(W+)TΛ+ W+ + (W−)TΛ− W− ds =

∮

∂Ω

λiW
2
i ds, (4.2)

where we again use Einsteins summation convention. In (4.2) we use the indicator matrices I−, I+ where
I−+ I+ = I to define, Λ+ = I+Λ and Λ− = I−Λ which are the positive and negative parts of Λ respectively
while W+ = I+W and W− = I−W are the corresponding variables. The new transformed variables
W = W (U) are functions of the solution in both the linear and nonlinear case. In the nonlinear case,
the diagonal matrix Λ(U) is solution dependent and not a priori bounded while in the linear case, Λ(V ) is
bounded by external data. This difference leads to notable differences in the boundary condition procedure.
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Remark 4.1. For linear problems, the number of boundary conditions is equal to the number of eigenvalues
of Ã(V ) with the wrong (in this case negative) sign [59]. Sylvester’s Criterion [65], shows that the number
of boundary conditions is equal to the number of λi(V ) with the wrong sign if the rotation matrix T is
non-singular. In the nonlinear case where λi = λi(U) it is more complicated since multiple forms of the
boundary termWTΛW may exist, see Section 6.1 below and [1, 2, 64] for examples. The nonlinear procedure
developed here has similarities with the linear characteristic boundary procedure [3, 35]. Hence, with a slight
abuse of notation we will sometimes refer to Λ(U) as "eigenvalues" and to the transformed variables W (U)
as "characteristic" variables, although strictly speaking they are not.

We will impose the boundary conditions both strongly and weakly. For the weak imposition we introduce
a lifting operator LC (similar to the scalar case above) that enforce the boundary conditions in our governing
equation (3.1) for ǫ→ 0 as

PUt + (Ai(V )U)xi
+AT

i (V )Uxi
+ C(V )U + LC(U) = 0, t ≥ 0, ~x = (x1, x2, .., xk) ∈ Ω. (4.3)

Similar to the scalar case, the lifting operator for two smooth vector functions φ, ψ satisfies
∫

φTLC(ψ)dΩ =
∮

φTψds and enables development of the numerical boundary procedure in the continuous setting [20, 44].

4.1. One significant difference between linear and nonlinear boundary conditions

Before attacking the nonlinear problem, we digress momentarily to the linear case to further stress one
aspect of our subsequent nonlinear analysis. In the simplest possible version of (4.5) one can specify W− = g
corresponding to negative λi(V ) indicated by λ−i = −|λi(V )|. Since |λi(V )| are bounded, we obtain

∮

∂Ω

UT Ã(V ) U ds =

∮

∂Ω

WTΛ W ds =

∮

∂Ω

(W+)TΛ+ W+ + gTΛ− g ds ≥ −
∮

∂Ω

GTG ds, (4.4)

where Gi =
√

|λ−i (V )|gi. Hence we get a strong energy bound in terms of external data. However, in

the nonlinear case, no estimate is obtained since λ−i (U) is not a priori bounded, see Section 2.2 for the
corresponding scalar situation, and also [9, 66] for IEE examples

4.2. The general form of nonlinear boundary conditions for transformed variables

The starting point for the derivation of stable general nonlinear (and linear) boundary conditions (3.2) is
the form (4.2) of the boundary term. First we find the formulation (4.2) with a minimal number of entries
in Λ− [1, 2, 64] (there might be more than one formulation of the cubic boundary terms). Next, we specify
the transformed characteristic variables W− in terms of W+ and external data. Finally we need a way to
combine different ingoing characteristic variables W− and a scaling possibility. The formulation

S−1(
√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+) = G or equivalently

√

|Λ−|W− = R
√
Λ+W+ + SG (4.5)

where S−1 is a non-singular matrix combining values of W−, S−1R combines values of W+ while G is
external data will be shown to leads to a bound. The boundary condition (4.5) where we used the notation
|Λ| = diag(|λi|) and

√

|Λ| = diag(
√

|λi|) is general in the sense that it may involve all components of W
combined in an arbitrary way by the matrices S and R. Also, we observe that the data G must represent
some nonlinear interaction since the boundary terms coming from the equations after applying the energy
method are cubic, not quadratic (as discussed in Section 2.1 for the scalar case).. A weak implementation
of (4.5) using a lifting operator is given by

LC(U) = LC(2(I
−T−1)TΣ(

√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+ − SG)), (4.6)

where Σ is a penalty matrix.
The procedure to arrive at a general stable nonlinear inhomogeneous boundary condition and implemen-

tation consists of the following steps for the determination of the unknowns R,S,Σ in (4.5) and (4.6).
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1. Derive strong homogeneous (G = 0) boundary conditions. This leads to conditions on matrix R.

2. Derive strong inhomogeneous (G 6= 0) boundary conditions. This leads to conditions on matrix S.

3. Derive weak homogeneous (G = 0) boundary conditions. This leads to the specification of matrix Σ.

4. Show that the weak inhomogeneous (G 6= 0) case of the boundary conditions follows from 1-3 above.

The following Lemma (structured as the step-by-step procedure 1-4 above) is the main result of this paper.

Lemma 4.2. Consider the boundary term described in (4.1),(4.2) and the boundary conditions (4.5) imple-
mented strongly or weakly using (4.6).

The boundary term augmented with 1. strong nonlinear homogeneous boundary conditions is
positive semi-definite if the matrix R is such that

I −RTR ≥ 0. (4.7)

The boundary term augmented with 2. strong nonlinear inhomogeneous boundary conditions is
bounded by the data G if the matrix R satisfies (4.7) with strict inequality and the matrix S is such that

I − STS − (RTS)T (I −RTR)−1(RTS) ≥ 0 where (I −RTR)−1 =

∞
∑

k=0

(RTR)k. (4.8)

The boundary term augmented with 3. weak nonlinear homogeneous boundary conditions is
positive semi-definite if the matrix R satisfies (4.7) and the matrix Σ is given by

Σ =
√

|Λ−|. (4.9)

The boundary term augmented with 4. weak nonlinear inhomogeneous boundary conditions is
bounded by the data G if the matrix R satisfies (4.7) with strict inequality, the matrix S satisfies (4.8) and
the matrix Σ is given by (4.9).

Remark 4.3. With a slight abuse of notation we have used tA ≥ 0 to indicate that the matrix A is positive
semi-definite and also written that if the inequality holds strictly such that A > 0 , it indicates positive
definiteness. We have used this notation in (4.7) and (4.8) and will continue to use it below.

Proof. We proceed in the step-by-step manner described above.
1. The homogeneous boundary condition (4.5) implemented strongly (with G = 0) lead to

WTΛW = (W+)TΛ+W+ − (W−)T |Λ−|W− = (
√
Λ+W+)T (I −RTR)(

√
Λ+W+) ≥ 0 (4.10)

if condition (4.7) holds.
2. The inhomogeneous boundary condition (4.5) implemented strongly (with G 6= 0) lead to

WTΛW = (
√
Λ+W+)T (

√
Λ+W+)− (R(

√
Λ+W+) + SG)T (R(

√
Λ+W+) + SG). (4.11)

Expanding (4.11), adding and subtracting GTG lead to the result

WTΛW =

[√
Λ+W+

G

]T [
I −RTR −RTS
−STR I − STS

] [√
Λ+W+

G

]

−GTG. (4.12)

The matrix in (4.12) can be rotated into block-diagonal form with the upper left block preserved and the

lower right block being I − STS − (RTS)T
(

I −RTR
)−1

(RTS) since (4.7) holds strictly. Next we choose S
such that (4.8) holds which guarantees that the left term in (4.12) is non-negative.
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3. The homogeneous boundary condition (4.5) implemented weakly (with G = 0) using the lifting operator
in (4.6) and applying the energy method lead to the boundary term

WTΛW + 2UT (I−T−1)TΣ(
√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+)) =WTΛW + 2(W−)TΣ(

√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+).

Collecting similar terms and making the choice (4.9) for Σ transforms the right hand side to

(
√
Λ+W+)T (

√
Λ+W+) + (

√

|Λ−|W−)T (
√

|Λ−|W−)− 2(
√

|Λ−|W−)TR(
√
Λ+W+). (4.13)

Adding and subtracting (R
√
Λ+W+)T (R

√
Λ+W+) and using (4.7) guarantee positivity of (4.13) since

(
√
Λ+W+)T (I −RTR)(

√
Λ+W+) + (

√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+)T (

√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+) ≥ 0. (4.14)

4. The inhomogeneous boundary condition (4.5) implemented weakly (with G 6= 0) using the lifting
operator in (4.6) and the choice Σ in (4.9) lead to the boundary terms

WTΛW + 2(
√

|Λ−|W−)T (
√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+ − SG)). (4.15)

By adding and subtracting GTG and rearranging, the boundary terms (4.15) above can be written as

(
√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+ − SG)T (

√

|Λ−|W− −R
√
Λ+W+ − SG)+

[√
Λ+W+

G

]T [
I −RTR −RTS
−STR I − STS

] [√
Λ+W+

G

]

−GTG (4.16)

The first term is obviously positive semi-definite and the remaining part is identical to the term in (4.12).

Remark 4.4. Lemma 4.2 can be used to prove that the estimates (3.4) and (3.5) in Proposition 3.2 holds.

We are now ready to connect the characteristic boundary condition formulation (4.5) with (3.2) in
the original variables. The definitions W = T−1U , W− = I−W , W+ = I+W ,

√

|Λ−| = I−
√

|Λ| and√
Λ+ = I+

√

|Λ| transforms (4.5) to

S−1(I− −RI+)
√

|Λ|T−1U = G and hence B = S−1(I− −RI+)
√

|Λ|T−1. (4.17)

This concludes the analysis of the formulation of nonlinear boundary conditions for first derivative terms.

Remark 4.5. The new boundary procedure presented above generalise the well known linear characteristic
boundary procedure [3, 35] by inserting the additional scaling with the solution dependent eigenvalues. We
show below that the new nonlinear boundary procedure can also be used to bound IBVPs involving second
derivatives similar to what has been done in the linear case [8, 36, 37].

4.3. Extension of the analysis to include second derivative terms

The boundary terms to consider in the case when ǫ > 0 are given in Proposition 3.4. The argument in
the surface integral can be reformulated into the first derivative setting. By denoting the symmetric part of
niAi as Ã and introducing the notation niDi/2 = F̃ for the viscous flux we rewrite the boundary terms as

UT (niAi)U − ǫUT (niDi) = UT ÃU − ǫUT F̃ − ǫF̃TU =

[

U

ǫF̃

]T [

Ã −I
−I 0

] [

U

ǫF̃

]

(4.18)

where I is the identity matrix. We can now formally diagonalise the boundary terms in (4.18), apply the
boundary condition (4.5) and Lemma 4.2 to obtain energy bounds.

However, it is instructive the take the analysis one step further. We start by transforming the boundary
terms (4.18) to block-diagonal form (assuming that Ã is non-singular)

[

U

ǫF̃

]T [

Ã −I
−I 0

] [

U

ǫF̃

]

=

[

U − ǫÃ−1F̃

ǫF̃

]T [
Ã 0

0 −Ã−1

] [

U − ǫÃ−1F̃

ǫF̃

]

. (4.19)
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Next, we insert the previous transformations Ã = (T−1)TΛT−1 and W = T−1U into (4.19) to get

[

W − ǫΛ−1T T F̃

ǫT T F̃

]T [
Λ 0
0 −Λ−1

] [

W − ǫΛ−1T T F̃

ǫT T F̃

]

. (4.20)

Finally we move the factor Λ−1 from the matrix into the dependent vectors as shown below

W̃T Λ̃W̃ =

[

W − ǫΛ−1T T F̃

−ǫΛ−1T T F̃

]T [
Λ 0
0 −Λ

] [

W − ǫΛ−1T T F̃

−ǫΛ−1T T F̃

]

, (4.21)

which results in the same formal setting as for the first derivative problems.

Remark 4.6. If there are no hidden linear dependencies in (4.21), then we can directly apply the boundary
condition (4.5) and Lemma 4.2 to obtain energy bounds. However, for incompletely parabolic equations,
the vector F̃ is shorter than W and reduce the number of boundary conditions below the number indicated
by the diagonal entries in Λ̃. We will discuss this phenomenon in detail for the INSEs below.

5. Part 3: Semi-discrete nonlinear stability

As in the scalar case in Section 2.3, we show how the derived boundary conditions and penalty parameters
that lead to a nonlinear energy bound also lead to nonlinear energy stability in the nonlinear system case.
Consider the extended version (4.3) of (3.1) rewritten (with Einsteins summation convention) here for clarity

PUt + (AiU)xi
+AT

i Uxi
+ CU + LC = 0, t ≥ 0, ~x = (x1, x2, .., xk) ∈ Ω. (5.1)

Equation (5.1) is augmented with the initial condition U(~x, 0) = F (~x) in Ω and boundary conditions of the
form (4.5) on ∂Ω. Furthermore Ai = Ai(U), C = C(U) and P are n × n matrices while U and LC are
n vectors. LC is the continuous lifting operator of the form (4.6) implementing the boundary conditions
weakly. A straightforward approximation of (5.1) on SBP-SAT form in M nodes is

(P ⊗ IM )~Ut +Dxi
Ai
~U +A

T
i Dxi

~U +C~U + ~LD = 0, ~U(0) = ~F (5.2)

where ~U = (~UT
1 ,
~UT
2 , ...,

~UT
n )T include approximations of U = (U1, U2, ..., Un)

T in each node. The discrete

lifting operator ~LD(~U) implements the boundary conditions in a similar way to LC(U) and ~F denotes the
discrete initial data with the continuous initial data injected in the nodes. The matrix elements of Ai,C are
matrices with node values of the matrix elements in Ai, C injected on the diagonals as exemplified below

Ai =







a11 . . . a1n
...

. . .
...

an1 . . . ann






, Ai =







a11 . . . a1n

...
. . .

...
an1 . . . ann






, aij = diag(aij(x1, y1), . . . , aij(xM , yM )). (5.3)

Moreover Dxi
= In ⊗Dxi

where ⊗ denotes the Chronicler product, In is the n× n identity matrix, Dxi
=

P−1
Ω Qxi

are SBP difference operators, PΩ is a positive definite diagonal volume quadrature matrix that
defines a scalar product and norm such that

(~U, ~V )Ω = ~UTPΩ
~V ≈

∫

Ω

UTV dΩ, and (~U, ~U)Ω = ‖~U‖2Ω = ~UTPΩ
~U ≈

∫

Ω

UTUdΩ = ‖U‖2Ω. (5.4)

Following [67] we introduce the discrete normal N = (N1, N2, ..., Nk) approximating the continuous
normal n = (n1, n2, ..., nk) in the N boundary nodes and a restriction operator E that extracts the boundary

values E~U from the total values. We also need a positive definite diagonal boundary quadrature P∂Ω =
diag(ds1, ds2, ..., dsN ) such that

∮

∂Ω
UTUd.s. ≈ (E~U)TP∂Ω(~U) = (EU)2i dsi. With this notation in place

(again using Einsteins summation convention), the SBP constraints for a scalar variable becomes

Qxi
+QT

xi
= ETP∂ΩNiE, (5.5)
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which leads to the scalar summation-by-parts formula mimicking integration-by-parts

(~U,Dxi

~V ) = ~UTPΩ(Dxi

~V ) = −(Dxi

~U, ~V ) + (E~U)TP∂ΩNi(E~V ). (5.6)

The scalar SBP relations in (5.5),(5.6), correspond to the SBP formulas for a vector with n variables as

(~U,Dxi

~V ) = ~UT (In ⊗ PΩ)(Dxi

~V ) = −(Dxi

~U, ~V ) + (E~U )T (In ⊗ P∂Ω)Ni(E~V ). (5.7)

It remains to construct the discrete lifting operator ~LD (often called the SAT term [42, 43]) such that

we can reuse the continuous analysis. We consider an operator of the form ~LD = (In ⊗ PΩ)(DC)~LC . The
transformation matrix DC first extracts the boundary nodes from the volume nodes, secondly permute
the dependent variables from being organised as (E~U1, E ~U2, .., E ~Un)

T to ((E~U)1, (E~U)2, .., (E~U)N )T using
the permutation matrix Perm and thirdly numerically integrate the resulting vector against the continuous
lifting operator ~LC (now applied to the discrete solution). More specifically we have

~LD = (In ⊗ PΩ)
−1)(DC)~LC DC = (In ⊗ ET )(Perm)T (P∂Ω ⊗ In), (5.8)

~LC = ((LC)1, (LC)2, ..., (LC)N )T (LC)j = (2(J−T−1)TΣ(
√

|Λ−| ~W− −R
√
Λ+ ~W+ − S ~G))j . (5.9)

We can now prove the semi-discrete correspondence to Proposition 3.2.

Proposition 5.1. Consider the nonlinear scheme (5.2) with ~LD defined in (5.8) and (5.9).

It is nonlinearly stable for ~G = 0 if the relations (4.7) and (4.9) in Lemma 4.2 hold and the solution
satisfies the estimate

‖~U‖2P⊗PΩ
≤ ‖ ~F‖2P⊗PΩ

. (5.10)

It is strongly nonlinearly stable for ~G 6= 0 if the relations (4.7),(4.8) and (4.9) in Lemma 4.2 hold and
the solution satisfies the estimate

‖~U‖2P⊗PΩ
≤ ‖ ~F‖2P⊗PΩ

+ 2

∫ t

0

∑

j=1,N

[~GT ~G)]jdsj dt. (5.11)

In (5.10) and (5.11), ~F and ~G are external data from F and G injected in the nodes.

Proof. The discrete energy method (multiply (5.2) from the left with ~UT (In ⊗ PΩ)) yields

~UT (P ⊗ PΩ)~Ut + (~U,Dxi
Ai
~U) + (Ai

~U,Dxi

~U) + (~U, ~LD) = 0, (5.12)

where we have used that (In ⊗ PΩ) commutes with Ai (since the matrices have diagonal blocks) and that

the symmetric part of C is zero. The SBP constraints (5.7) and the notation ~UT (P ⊗ PΩ)~U = ‖~U‖2P⊗PΩ

simplifies (5.12) to
1

2

d

dt
‖~U‖2P⊗PΩ

+ ~UT (In ⊗ ETP∂ΩNiE)Ai
~U + (~U, ~LD) = 0. (5.13)

The semi-discrete energy rate in (5.13) mimics the continuous energy rate in the sense that only boundary
terms remain. To make use of the already performed continuous energy analysis, we expand the boundary
terms and exploit the diagonal form of P∂Ω and the relation Wi = (T−1(E~U))i. The result is

~UT (In ⊗ ETP∂ΩNxi
E)Ai

~U =
∑

j=1,N

[(E~U)T (NiAi)(E~U)]jdsj =
∑

j=1,N

[ ~WTΛ ~W ]jdsj . (5.14)

The discrete boundary terms in (5.14) now have the same form as the continuous ones in (4.2). By using
(5.8) and (5.9) we find that

(~U, ~LD) =
∑

j=1,N

[2( ~W−)TΣ(
√

|Λ−| ~W− − R
√
Λ+ ~W+ − S ~G)]jdsj . (5.15)
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The combination of (5.13)-(5.15) leads to the final form of the energy rate

1

2

d

dt
‖~U‖2P⊗PΩ

+
∑

j=1,N

[ ~WTΛ ~W + 2( ~W−)TΣ(
√

|Λ−| ~W− −R
√
Λ+ ~W+ − S ~G)]jdsj = 0. (5.16)

By using (4.7)-(4.9) in Lemma 4.2, the estimates (5.10) and (5.11) follow by using the same technique that
was used for the continuous estimates in the proof of Lemma 4.2.

6. Application of the general theory to initial boundary value problems in CFD

In the previous sections we have developed a general boundary condition and implementation procedure
which generalise the well-known linear characteristic one in [3, 8, 35, 36, 37]. In this section we exemplify
it’s use for common IBVPs in CFD. We begin with first derivative examples including the IEEs, the SWEs
and the CEEs and conclude with an analysis of a second derivative case exemplified by the INSEs.

6.1. The 2D incompressible Euler equations

The incompressible 2D Euler equations in split form are

PUt +
1

2
[(AU)x +AUx + (BU)y +BUy] = 0. (6.1)

where U = (u, v, p)T and

P =





1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 0



 , A =





u 0 1
0 u 0
1 0 0



 , B =





v 0 0
0 v 1
0 1 0



 . (6.2)

Since the matrices A,B are symmetric, the formulation (6.1) is in the required skew-symmetric form (4.3)
We obtain an estimate in the semi-norm ‖U‖2P =

∫

Ω
UTPUdΩ involving only the velocities. Note that the

pressure p includes a division by the constant density, and hence has the dimension velocity squared.
By applying the transformations in the beginning of Section 4, the boundary term gets the form

UT (n1A+ n2B)U = UT
n ÃUn =WTΛW = (W+)TΛ+W+ + (W−)TΛ−W− (6.3)

where the solution vector is rotated into the normal (un = n1u + n2v) and tangential (uτ = −n2u + n1v)
direction, and W = T−1Un such that

Un =





un
uτ
p



 , Ã=





un 0 1
0 un 0
1 0 0



 , T−1 =





1 0 1/un
0 1 0
0 0 1



 ,W =





un + p/un
uτ
p



 ,Λ =





un 0 0
0 un 0
0 0 −1/un



 .

(6.4)
At inflow where un < 0

W− =

[

un + p/un
uτ

]

, Λ− =

[

un 0
0 un

]

, W+ = p, Λ+ = −1/un (6.5)

while at outflow with un > 0 we get the reversed situation with

W+ =

[

un + p/un
uτ

]

, Λ+ =

[

un 0
0 un

]

, W− = p, Λ− = −1/un. (6.6)

By using the definitions in (6.5) and (6.6), it is straightforward to check for boundedness using Lemma 4.2.
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Example 6.1. Recall that we must allow for some nonlinear scaling or interaction since the boundary terms
coming from the equations after applying the energy method are typically cubic as discussed in Section 4.2.

Consider the general boundary condition (4.5) for the inflow case (6.5 above which reads

S−1

([
√

|un| 0

0
√

|un|

] [

un + p/un
uτ

]

−
[

R1

R2

]

p/
√

|un|
)

= G. (6.7)

Let us for the sake of argument assume that we want to impose a Dirichlet condition on the tangential
velocity, and investigate what other appropriate boundary condition to use. The choice R2 = 0 and S−1

21 = 0
removes the pressure form the second equation in (6.12) and imposes a scaled Dirichlet condition on uτ .

(S−1
22 /

√

|un|)(|un|uτ ) = G2. (6.8)

The remaining first equation (using a diagonal S matrix) becomes

−(S−1
11 /

√

|un|)(u2n + (1 +R1)p) = G1. (6.9)

The choice R1 = −1 removes the influence of the pressure p and leaves a scaled Dirichlet condition on the
normal velocity un, while R1 = 1 leaves a scaled total pressure condition. Both of these conditions in com-
bination with the Dirichlet condition on the tangential velocity are frequently used in practical calculations.

However, the combination of these conditions (i.e. (R1, R2)
T = (±1, 0)T ) lead to I−RTR = 0 and hence

condition (4.7) is satisfied, but not strictly. This makes the choice of S in (6.12) (and (4.8)) irrelevant since
only the homogeneous case is possible. This leads to boundedness, but not strong boundedness as defined
in Proposition 3.2. By slightly modifying the choice in the first equation such that R1 6= ±1 we can invert
I −RTR as required in (4.8). Making the ansatz S=diag(α, β), condition (4.8) becomes

(

1− α2/(1−R2
1) 0

0 1− β2

)

≥ 0 (6.10)

which implies that 0 < α2 ≤ 1 − R2
1 and 0 < β2 ≤ 1 and R2

1 < 1 must hold for strong boundeness. This
example exemplifies how one can modify "common often used" boundary conditions to get more stable ones.
A weak implementation require in addition Σ =

√

|Λ−| = diag(
√

|un|,
√

|un|) as specified in (4.9).
For an outflow condition on the pressure, the boundary condition (4.5) becomes

S−1

(

p/
√

|un| − (R1, R2)

[
√

|un| 0

0
√

|un|

] [

un + p/un
uτ

])

= G. (6.11)

The characteristic boundary condition for the pressure p is recovered with R = (0, 0) and hence condition
(4.7) holds strictly. This leads to a strongly energy bounded solution for S such that I−STS ≥ 0 as required
in (4.8) for a vanishing R. A weak implementation require Σ =

√

|Λ−| = 1/
√

|un| as specified in (4.9).

Example 6.2. Recall that we must allow for some nonlinear scaling or interaction since the boundary terms
coming from the equations after applying the energy method are typically cubic as discussed in Section 4.2.

Dirichlet like inflow conditions on the velocities using the boundary condition (4.5) are obtained by

S−1

([√

|un| 0

0
√

|un|

] [

un + p/un
uτ

]

−
[

R1

R2

]

p/
√

|un|
)

= G (6.12)

where R = (−1, 0)T removes the influence of the pressure p. This lead to I −RTR = 0 and hence condition
(4.7) is satisfied, but not strictly. This makes the choice of S in (6.12) (and (4.8)) irrelevant since only
the homogeneous case is possible. This leads to boundedness, but not strong boundedness as defined in
Proposition 3.2. A weak implementation require Σ =

√

|Λ−| = diag(
√

|un|,
√

|un|) as specified in (4.9).
For an outflow condition on the pressure, the boundary condition (4.5) becomes

S−1

(

p/
√

|un| − (R1, R2)

[
√

|un| 0

0
√

|un|

] [

un + p/un
uτ

])

= G. (6.13)
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The characteristic boundary condition for the pressure p is recovered with R = (0, 0) and hence condition
(4.7) holds strictly. This leads to a strongly energy bounded solution for S such that I−STS ≥ 0 as required
in (4.8) for a vanishing R. A weak implementation require Σ =

√

|Λ−| = 1/
√

|un| as specified in (4.9).

6.2. The 2D shallow water equations

The 2D SWEs on the skew-symmetric form presented in Proposition 3.2 were derived in [1]. They are

Ut + (AU)x +ATUx + (BU)y +BTUy + CU = 0, (6.14)

where U = (U1, U2, U3)
T = (φ,

√
φu,

√
φv))T , φ = gh is the geopontential [7], h is the water height, g is the

gravitational constant and (u, v) is the fluid velocity in (x, y) direction respectively. The Coriolis forces are
included in the matrix C with the function f which is typically a function of latitude [68, 69]. Note that
h > 0 and φ > 0 from physical considerations. The matrices in (6.14) constitute a two-parameter family

A =







α U2√
U1

(1− 3α)
√
U1 0

2α
√
U1

1
2

U2√
U1

0

0 0 1
2

U2√
U1






, B =







β U3√
U1

0 (1− 3β)
√
U1

0 1
2

U3√
U1

0

2β
√
U1 0 1

2
U3√
U1






, C =





0 0 0
0 0 −f
0 +f 0



 (6.15)

where the parameters α, β are arbitrary. (Symmetric matrices are e.g. obtained with α = β = 1/5.)
By computing the boundary term, we find

UT (n1A+ n2B)U = UT





α+β
2 un

1−α
2 n1

√
U1

1−β
2 n2

√
U1

1−α
2 n1

√
U1

1
2un 0

1−β
2 n2

√
U1 0 1

2un



U = UT





un 0 0
1
2un 0

0 0 1
2un



U (6.16)

and the (somewhat mysterious) dependency on the free parameters α and β vanishes for algebraic reasons.
The relation (6.16) seemingly indicate that we need three boundary conditions at inflow (un < 0), and zero
at outflow (un > 0). However, this is a nonlinear problem and as shown in [64], it can be rewritten by
changing variables and observing that un = (n1U2+n2U3)/

√
U1. Reformulating (6.16) in new variables give

UT (n1A+ n2B)U = UT





un 0 0
1
2un 0

0 0 1
2un



U =WT







− 1
2Un

√
U1

0 0
1

2Un

√
U1

0

0 0 1
2Un

√
U1






W, (6.17)

where WT = (W1,W2,W3) = (U2
1 , U

2
1 + U2

n, UnUτ ). The variables (U1, Un, Uτ ) = (φ,
√
φun,

√
φuτ ) are

directed in the normal (Un) and tangential (Uτ ) direction respectively. Since we search for a minimal number
of boundary conditions, we consider the formulation (6.16) for outflow, where no boundary conditions are
required. The relation (6.17) for inflow indicate that only two boundary conditions are needed at inflow
when Un < 0. To be specific, at inflow where Un < 0 we find

W− =

[

U2
1 + U2

n

UnUτ

]

, Λ− =

[

1
2Un

√
U1

0

0 1
2Un

√
U1

]

, W+ = U2
1 , Λ+ = − 1

2Un

√
U1

. (6.18)

The definitions in (6.18) can be used to check any inflow conditions for boundedness using Lemma 4.2.

Example 6.3. Consider the general form of nonlinear boundary condition in (4.5).
With Dirichlet like inflow conditions on Un, Uτ we must remove the influence of U1. Using (4.5) we find

S−1









1√
2|Un|

√
U1

0

0 1√
2|Un|

√
U1





[

U2
1 + U2

n

UnUτ

]

−
[

R1

R2

]

1
√

2|Un|
√
U1

U2
1



 = G. (6.19)

In a similar way as for the Dirichlet inflow condition for the IEE we find that this require R = (1, 0)T which
in turn lead to I−RTR = 0. Hence condition (4.7) is satisfied, but not strictly, which makes the choice of S
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in (6.19) (and (4.8)) irrelevant (similar to the inflow case in Example 6.5). This leads to boundedness, but
not strong boundedness as defined in Proposition 3.2. A weak implementation require Σ =

√

|Λ−| in (6.18).
By instead specifying the characteristic variable W− directly (similar to the outflow case in Example

6.5) we have R = (0, 0)T and (4.7) holds strictly. This lead to a strongly bounded solution for S such that
I − STS ≥ 0 as required in (4.8). A weak implementation require Σ =

√

|Λ−| as given in (6.18), see (4.9).

6.3. The 2D compressible Euler equations

The 2D CEEs on the skew-symmetric form presented in Proposition 3.2 were derived in [2]. They are

PΦt + (AΦ)x +ATΦx + (BΦ)y +BTΦy = 0, (6.20)

where Φ = (
√
ρ,
√
ρu,

√
ρv,

√
p)T , P = diag(1, (γ − 1)/2, (γ − 1)/2, 1) and

A =
1

2











u 0 0 0

0 (γ−1)
2 u 0 0

0 0 (γ−1)
2 u 0

0 2(γ − 1)φ4

φ1
0 (2− γ)u











, B =
1

2











v 0 0 0

0 (γ−1)
2 v 0 0

0 0 (γ−1)
2 v 0

0 0 2(γ − 1)φ4

φ1
(2− γ)v











. (6.21)

By rotating the Cartesian velocities to normal and tangential velocities at the boundary, we obtain

ΦT (n1A+ n2B)Φ = ΦT
r











un 0 0 0

0 (γ−1)
2 un 0 (γ − 1)φ4

φ1

0 0 (γ−1)
2 un 0

0 (γ − 1)φ4

φ1
0 (2 − γ)un











Φr, (6.22)

where Φr = (φ1, φ2, φ3, φ4)
T = (

√
ρ,
√
ρun,

√
ρuτ ,

√
p)T .

The boundary term (6.22) can be transformed to diagonal form with the boundary term WTΛW where

W =









φ1
φ2 + 2φ24/φ2

φ3
φ4









Λ =









un 0 0 0

0 (γ−1)
2 un 0 0

0 0 (γ−1)
2 un 0

0 0 0 (2− γ)unΨ(Mn)









. (6.23)

The last diagonal entry contain the factor Ψ(Mn) which is a function of the normal Mach numberMn = un/c.
Explicitly we have

Ψ(Mn) = 1− 2(γ − 1)

γ(2− γ)

1

M2
n

, (6.24)

which switches sign at M2
n = 2(γ − 1)/(γ(2 − γ)). As shown in [2], this yields |Mn| = 1 for γ =

√
2, while

for γ = 1.4 we get |Mn| ≈ 0.95.
Due to the sign shift in Ψ at M2

n = γ(2 − γ)/(2(γ − 1)) we get different cases for inflow when un < 0.
We find that for inflow when un < 0,Ψ < 0, the relation (6.23) leads to

W− =





φ1
φ2 + 2φ24/φ2

φ3



 , Λ− =





un 0 0

0 (γ−1)
2 un 0

0 0 (γ−1)
2 un



 , W+ = φ4, Λ+ = (2− γ)unΨ(Mn). (6.25)

For inflow un < 0,Ψ > 0 we get W− =W and Λ− = Λ from relation (6.23), i.e. all eigenvalues are negative.
In the outflow case, the shift in speed can be ignored since an alternate form of (6.22) different from

(6.23) exist. By contracting (6.22) we find that

ΦT (nxA+ nyB)Φ = un(φ
2
1 +

(γ − 1)

2
(φ22 + φ23) + γφ24) = ΦT

r









un 0 0 0

0 (γ−1)
2 un 0 0

0 0 (γ−1)
2 un 0

0 0 0 γun









Φr, (6.26)

which proves that no boundary conditions are necessary in the outflow case.
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Example 6.4. Consider the general form of boundary condition in (4.5).
With Dirichlet inflow conditions on φ1, φ2, φ3 for Ψ(Mn) < 0 we find using (6.25)

S−1

















√

|un| 0 0

0
√

(γ−1)
2 |un| 0

0 0
√

(γ−1)
2 |un|













φ1
φ2 + 2φ24/φ2

φ3



−
√

(2− γ)unΨ(Mn)





R1

R2

R3



φ4









= G (6.27)

which lead to (R1, R2, R3)
T = (0, R2, 0)

T where R2 =
√

2(γ − 1)/((2− γ)|Ψ|)(φ4/φ2). Hence condition
(4.7) is violated since I −RTR = 1−R2

2 = 1 + (Ψ− 1)/|Ψ|) = −1/|Ψ|) < 0 and no bound can be found.
By specifying the characteristic variable W− directly (as in the outflow case in Example 6.5 and the

inflow case in Example 6.3) we have R = (0, 0, 0)T and (4.7) holds strictly. This lead to a strongly bounded
solution if S is such that I − STS ≥ 0 as required in (4.8). A weak implementation require Σ =

√

|Λ−| as
given in (6.25) and (4.9).

6.4. The 2D incompressible Navier-Stokes equations

Here we extend the analysis of the IEEs (6.1) to the INSEs by adding on the viscous fluxes to obtain

PUt +
1

2
[(AU)x +AUx + (BU)y +BUy] = ǫ((PUx)x + (PUy)y) (6.28)

where U = (u, v, p)T , ǫ is the non-dimensional viscosity and the matrices P,A,B are given in (6.2). The
righthand side of (6.28) identifies the viscous fluxes. The energy method applied to (6.28) yields

1

2

d

dt
‖U‖2P + ǫ(‖Ux‖2P + ‖Uy‖2P ) +

1

2

∮

∂Ω

UT (n1A+ n2B)U − 2ǫUT (n1PUx + n2PUy) ds = 0. (6.29)

By using the notations of (4.18) in Section (4.3), the argument of the surface integral in (6.29) becomes

UT
n ÃUn − ǫ(UT

n F̃ + F̃TUn) where F̃ = (F̃n, F̃τ , 0)
T (6.30)

include the normal (F̃n) and tangential (F̃τ ) shear stresses.
We can now formulate (6.30) in the matrix-vector form presented in Section 4.3, which leads to

W̃T Λ̃W̃ =

[

W − ǫΛ−1T T F̃

−ǫΛ−1T T F̃

]T [
Λ 0
0 −Λ

] [

W − ǫΛ−1T T F̃

−ǫΛ−1T T F̃

]

. (6.31)

To determine the minimal number of boundary conditions needed for a bound, we consider the terms related
to the lower right block (Λ−1T T F̃ )TΛ(Λ−1T T F̃ ) in detail. That lower block (ignoring the factor ǫ) is

−(T T F̃ )TΛ−1(T T F̃ ) =





F̃n

F̃τ

−F̃n/un





T 



−1/un 0 0
0 −1/un 0
0 0 un









F̃n

F̃τ

−F̃n/un



 = −F̃ 2
τ /un (6.32)

which reduces the 6× 6 diagonal matrix in relation (6.31) to a 4× 4 diagonal matrix. We find that

W̃T Λ̃W̃ =

[

W − ǫΛ−1T T F̃

−ǫF̃τ

]T [
Λ 0
0 −1/un

] [

W − ǫΛ−1T T F̃

−ǫF̃τ

]

. (6.33)

In full detail (with a slightly different scaling from the one used in Section 6.1), the result (6.33) becomes

W̃T Λ̃W̃ =









u2n + p− ǫF̃n

unuτ − ǫF̃τ

p − ǫF̃n

− ǫF̃τ









T 







1/un 0 0 0
0 1/un 0 0
0 0 −1/un 0
0 0 0 −1/un

















u2n + p− ǫF̃n

unuτ − ǫF̃τ

p − ǫF̃n

− ǫF̃τ









(6.34)
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which is exactly what was obtained in [9, 66] using a slightly different procedure.
An inspection of (6.34) reveals that 2 boundary conditions are required for a bound, both at inflow and

outflow. At inflow where un < 0

W− =

[

u2n + p− ǫF̃n

unuτ − ǫF̃τ

]

, Λ− =

[

1/un 0
0 1/un

]

, W+ =

[

p− ǫF̃n

−ǫF̃τ

]

, Λ+ =

[

−1/un 0
0 −1/un

]

, (6.35)

while at outflow with un > 0 we get the reversed situation with

W+ =

[

u2n + p− ǫF̃n

unuτ − ǫF̃τ

]

, Λ+ =

[

1/un 0
0 1/un

]

, W− =

[

p− ǫF̃n

−ǫF̃τ

]

, Λ− =

[

−1/un 0
0 −1/un

]

. (6.36)

By using the definitions (6.35) and (6.36), it is straightforward to check for boundedness using Lemma 4.2.

Example 6.5. Consider the general form of nonlinear boundary condition in (4.5).
Dirichlet like inflow conditions on the velocities using the boundary condition (4.5) and (6.35) become

S−1

(

[
√

|un| 0

0 /
√

|un|

]−1 [
u2n + p− ǫF̃n

unuτ − ǫF̃τ

]

−
[

R11 R12

R21 R22

] [
√

|un| 0

0
√

|un|

]−1 [
p− ǫF̃n

−ǫF̃τ

]

)

= G. (6.37)

The matrix R with elements R11 = R22 = 1 and R12 = R21 = 0 removes the influence of the pressure p
and shear stresses. This lead to I − RTR = 0 and hence condition (4.7) is satisfied, but not strictly. This
makes the choice of S in (6.12) (and (4.8)) irrelevant since only the homogeneous case is possible. This leads
to boundedness, but not strong boundedness as defined in Proposition 3.2. A weak implementation require
Σ =

√

|Λ−| = diag(1/
√

|un|, 1/
√

|un|) as specified in (4.9).
The outflow conditions on the characteristic variables containing the pressure and shear stresses, the

boundary condition (4.5) and (6.36) leads to the reversed formulation

S−1

(

[√

|un| 0

0 /
√

|un|

]−1 [
p− ǫF̃n

−ǫF̃τ

]

−
[

R11 R12

R21 R22

] [√

|un| 0

0
√

|un|

]−1 [
u2n + p− ǫF̃n

unuτ − ǫF̃τ

]

)

= G. (6.38)

Here we can choose the matrix R to be the null matrix and and hence condition (4.7) holds strictly. This
leads to a strongly energy bounded solution for S such that I − STS ≥ 0 as required in (4.8) for a vanishing
R. A weak implementation require Σ =

√

|Λ−| as specified in (4.9).

7. Some open questions for nonlinear boundary conditions

We end this paper by discussing some open questions arising from the nonlinear system analysis above.

7.1. The number of boundary conditions in nonlinear IBVPs required for boundedness

The boundary conditions for the SWEs and CEEs are similar in the sense that at least two different
formulations of the boundary terms can be found. The minimal number of required conditions differ both
in the inflow and outflow cases. One common feature is that no outflow conditions seem to be necessary.
Another similar feature is that the number of outflow conditions is independent of the speed of sound for the
CEEs and the celerity in the SWE case. Both these effects differ from what one finds in a linear analysis.

Remark 7.1. By substituting the IEE variables W = (un+p/un, uτ , p/un)
T in (6.3) with W = (un, uτ ,

√
p)T

(similar to the ones used in the CEE and SWE cases) one obtains a similar situation also for the IEEs. The
eigenvalues for the IEEs transform from Λ = diag(un, un,−un) to Λ = diag(un, un, 2un) which leads to
different number of boundary conditions.
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7.2. The effect of nonlinear boundary conditions on uniqueness and existence
As stated in Remark 3.1, a minimal number of dissipative boundary conditions in the linear case leads

to uniqueness since it determines the normal modes of the solution [3, 60]. The (same) minimal number of
boundary conditions can also be obtained using the energy method and specifying the number of boundary
conditions required for a bound, see [59]. If uniqueness and boundedness for a minimal number of boundary
conditions are given, existence can be shown (e.g. using Laplace transforms or difference approximations
[4, 6]). For linear IBVPs, the number of boundary conditions is independent of the solution and only depend
on known external data. For nonlinear IBVPs, that is no longer the case, and the number may change as
the solution develops in time. In addition, as we have seen above, it also varies depending on the particular
formulation chosen. This is confusing and raises a number of questions that we will speculate on below.

Let us consider the SWEs as an example. The two forms of the boundary terms given in (6.17) were

UT





un 0 0
1
2un 0

0 0 1
2un



U =WT







− 1
2Un

√
U1

0 0
1

2Un

√
U1

0

0 0 1
2Un

√
U1






W, (7.1)

where WT = (W1,W2,W3) = (U2
1 , U

2
1 + U2

n, UnUτ ) and (U1, Un, Uτ ) = (φ,
√
φun,

√
φuτ ). Based on the two

formulations in (7.1), one may base the boundary procedure on one of the following four scenarios.

1. The left formulation with variable U at both inflow and outflow boundaries.
2. The right formulation with variable W at both inflow and outflow boundaries.
3. The left formulation with variable U at inflow and the right formulation with W at outflow boundaries.
4. The right formulation with variableW at inflow and the left formulation with U at outflow boundaries.

Scenario 1 would in a one-dimensional setting lead to three boundary conditions all applied on the inflow
boundary. Scenario 2 would also give three boundary conditions, but now two would be applied on the
inflow boundary and one on the outflow boundary. Scenario 3 would lead to four boundary conditions, three
on the inflow and one on the outflow boundary. Scenario 4 would only give two boundary conditions, both
applied on the inflow boundary.

If the above scenarios were interpreted in the linear sense, both Scenario 1 and 2 would determine the
solution uniquely. (One of them would be a better choice than the other depending on the growth or decay
of the solution away from the boundary [3, 60].) In scenario 3, the solution would be overspecified, leading
to loss of existence. In scenario 4, the solution would be underspecified, leading to loss of uniqueness. In
summary: Scenario 1 and 2 may lead to acceptable solutions, Scenario 3 give no solution at all, while
scenario 4 yield a bounded solution with limited (or no) accuracy.

However, since these results are nonlinear, the above summary is merely speculative. We do not know
exactly how to interpret them, since the present nonlinear theory is incomplete. We only know that bound-
edness is required. It also seems likely though that scenario 1 and 2 should be preferred over scenario 3 and
4. The speculations in this section are of course equally valid (or not valid) for the CEEs and IEEs.

Remark 7.2. Whether a reformulation that leads to different minimal numbers of boundary conditions can
be done also in the second derivative cases, e.g. in the INSEs, is not clear. We think not, since the added
viscous terms are linear and do not contribute to the diagonal entries.

8. Summary

In this paper we have complemented the stability analysis of nonlinear initial boundary value problems
on skew-symmetric first derivative form initiated in [1, 2], by adding the analysis of nonlinear boundary
conditions. The new nonlinear boundary procedure for non-zero data generalise the well known charac-
teristic boundary procedure for linear problems to the nonlinear setting. We also extend the analysis to
parabolic and incompletely parabolic problems and derive explicit boundary conditions for these cases. The
general boundary procedure for nonlinear initial boundary value problems is exemplified using: the shallow
water equations, the incompressible Euler equations and Navier-Stokes equations and the compressible Euler
equations. Once the bound of the continuous problem is obtained, we show how to implement the boundary
conditions in a provable stable way using summation-by-parts formulations and weak boundary procedures.
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