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Abstract

This manuscript derives adjoint equations for the numerical solution of the spatially inho-
mogeneous Boltzmann equation using Direct Simulation Monte Carlo (DSMC). The formu-
lation accounts for spatial transport and a range of boundary conditions, including periodic
boundaries, specular reflection, thermal reflection, and prescribed inflow. Numerical experi-
ments are presented to validate the resulting adjoint system. These adjoint formulations are
intended for use in gradient-based optimization, sensitivity analysis, and design problems
involving rarefied gas dynamics.
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1. Introduction

The Boltzmann equation is a fundamental kinetic model describing the statistical behav-
ior of dilute gases through the combined effects of particle transport and binary collisions.
Numerical methods for solving the Boltzmann equation play a central role in rarefied gas dy-
namics, plasma physics, radiative transfer, and related fields [9, 10]. Among these methods,
Direct Simulation Monte Carlo (DSMC), originally introduced by Bird [5, 6], has emerged as
a particularly flexible and robust particle-based approach. DSMC approximates the Boltz-
mann equation by simulating stochastic particle trajectories that alternate between particle
transport, probabilistic collision events, and boundary interactions; see [17, 2, 19] for foun-
dational analyses and algorithmic variants.

Adjoint methods are indispensable tools for sensitivity analysis, inverse problems, and
partial differential equation (PDE)-constrained optimization [4, 12]. In deterministic set-
tings, adjoint formulations for kinetic equations and their discretizations are well understood
and widely used. However, extending adjoint techniques to stochastic particle methods such
as DSMC presents substantial challenges. These challenges arise from the intrinsic random-
ness of Monte Carlo sampling, the discrete nature of collision and pairing mechanisms, and
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the non-smooth dependence of particle trajectories on parameters. Similar difficulties have
been observed in adjoint formulations for Monte Carlo methods in radiative transfer and neu-
tron transport, as well as in stochastic simulation algorithms for chemical kinetics [13, 3, 21].

Adjoint and gradient-based methods for kinetic equations have attracted growing inter-
est in optimization, control, and inverse problems, particularly when the forward solver is
stochastic [16, 15]. For radiative transport and kinetic models, Monte Carlo gradient and
adjoint formulations have clarified when pathwise differentiation is valid and when likelihood-
ratio (score-function) corrections are required to account for discontinuities induced by sam-
pling and rejection [14, 22, 18]. In the context of the Boltzmann equation, adjoint DSMC
formulations have been derived for spatially homogeneous problems with general collision
models [7, 22], and broader perspectives on adjoint Monte Carlo methods for kinetic equa-
tions are provided in [8]. Parallel developments in adjoint-based optimization for rarefied
gas flows have employed deterministic kinetic solvers, including discrete velocity and BGK-
type methods, to enable topology and shape optimization across rarefied and continuum
regimes [11, 23, 24].

The present work extends adjoint DSMC methodology to the spatially inhomogeneous
Boltzmann equation with a range of boundary conditions, including periodic boundaries,
specular reflection, thermal reflection, and prescribed inflow. While periodic and specular
boundaries lead to smooth velocity updates, thermal boundary conditions introduce intrinsic
discontinuities through velocity resampling from half-Maxwellian fluxes, rendering standard
pathwise differentiation invalid. To overcome this challenge, we introduce a randomized time-
stepping strategy that serves as a numerical regularization of boundary interaction events.
This modification enables differentiation under the expectation and permits the systematic
use of score-function techniques to capture sensitivities with respect to both model and
boundary parameters. The resulting formulation parallels earlier likelihood-ratio approaches
in adjoint Monte Carlo methods [14, 22], but is adapted here to address boundary-induced
velocity discontinuities specific to DSMC.

These results provide a general adjoint DSMC formulation for spatially inhomogeneous
kinetic equations with realistic boundary conditions. Although developed in the context
of the Boltzmann equation, the proposed ideas extend naturally to particle-based solvers
for transport-dominated PDEs with characteristic-based evolution and stochastic boundary
reinitialization, where similar boundary-induced discontinuities arise.

Throughout this work, the forward model is the spatially inhomogeneous Boltzmann
equation for Maxwell molecules (i.e., with a constant collision kernel), posed on a bounded
spatial domain in one, two, or three dimensions with a full three-dimensional velocity space.
The adjoint derivations are carried out under this setting; extensions to non-constant collision
kernels are straightforward and have been discussed in [22]. The primary focus of this
work is not on sensitivities arising from binary velocity collisions, but rather on sensitivities
associated with the spatial position of particles.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews background on the
Boltzmann equation and the forward and adjoint DSMC algorithms. Section 3 derives adjoint
equations for DSMC with periodic and specular reflecting boundary conditions. Section 4
develops the adjoint formulation for thermal boundary conditions using randomized time
stepping. Section 5 addresses inflow boundary conditions. Several numerical examples are
presented in Section 6. We conclude in Section 7 with a discussion of implications for adjoint
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particle methods for transport-dominated PDEs.

2. Background

In this section, we briefly review the essential background for the spatially inhomogeneous
Boltzmann equation with the bilinear collision operator, the DSMC method, and the adjoint
DSMC method proposed in [7, 22, 8].

We adopt the argument order f(x, v, t) for the distribution function, and r(x, v) for
observables. The projection P maps velocities to spatial dimensions (e.g., P = e⊤1 in 1D).
Primes denote post-collision quantities, and (vk,i, xk,i) denotes the ith particle state at time
tk. Adjoint variables associated with (vk,i, xk,i) are (βk,i, αk,i).

We remark that the adjoint variables introduced throughout this work are mathematically
equivalent to Lagrange multipliers in constrained optimization. In this setting, the adjoint
variable enforces the kinetic evolution equation and enables efficient computation of gradients
of objective functionals with respect to parameters. Thus, adjoint variables serve the same
fundamental purpose as Lagrange multipliers by encoding sensitivity of the objective to
constraints.

2.1. Boltzmann Equation

We consider the spatially inhomogeneous Boltzmann equation on a finite spatial domain
Ω,

∂f

∂t
+ v · ∇xf = Q(f, f), (1)

subject to the initial condition
f(x, v, 0) = f0(x, v), (2)

and appropriate boundary conditions (BCs) prescribed on ∂Ω, which will be specified in
Sections 3 to 5. Here, f(x, v, t) is a nonnegative density function describing the time evolution
of particles located at position x ∈ Ω with velocity v ∈ R

3 at time t > 0.
The bilinear collision operator Q(f, f) models binary particle collisions and is given by

Q(f, f) =

ˆ

R3

ˆ

S2

q(v − v1, σ)
(

f(v′1)f(v
′)− f(v1)f(v)

)

dσ dv1, (3)

where (v′, v′1) denote the post-collisional velocities corresponding to the pre-collisional veloc-
ities (v, v1), and the integration in σ is taken over the unit sphere S2. Note that Q(f, f) and
f in (3) are functions of the spatial variable x, velocity variable v and time variable t.

In this work, we focus on the effects arising from spatial transport and BCs. Accordingly,
for simplicity we restrict attention to Maxwell molecules, for which the collision kernel q(v−
v1, σ) is constant. The proposed adjoint formulation, however, extends directly to more
general collision kernels; see [22].

Because of conservation of the momentum v + v1 and the energy v2 + v21, the elastic
collision formulae satisfy

v′ = 1/2(v + v1) + 1/2|v − v1|σ, (4)

v′1 = 1/2(v + v1)− 1/2|v − v1|σ, (5)
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where σ is a collision parameter representing a unit direction of the relative velocity of
particles after collision. We will hereafter use the shorthand notation f, f1, f

′, f ′
1 to denote

f(v), f(v1), f(v
′) and f(v′1). Let

ζ = (v − v1)̂ , σ = (v′ − v′1)̂ , (6)

where the notation x̂ = x/|x|. The collision rules (4) and (5) can be presented in an operator
formulation as

[

v′

v′1

]

= A(σ, ζ)

[

v
v1

]

,

[

v
v1

]

= B(σ, ζ)

[

v′

v′1

]

, (7)

where

A(σ, ζ) =
1

2

[

I + σζ⊤ I − σζ⊤

I − σζ⊤ I + σζ⊤

]

, B(σ, ζ) =
1

2

[

I + ζσ⊤ I − ζσ⊤

I − ζσ⊤ I + ζσ⊤

]

, (8)

where I is the identity matrix in R
3 and B = A⊤ = A−1. It was shown in [7] that for

Maxwell molecules, the first-order variations (with collision parameters fixed) in pre- and
post-collision velocities satisfy

[

δv′

δv′1

]

= A(σ, ζ)

[

δv
δv1

]

. (9)

Note that when the collision parameters (i.e., σ and ζ) are fixed, (7) defines a linear operation,
namely a matrix-vector product.

Algorithm 1 Nanbu–Babovsky Algorithm for Maxwell Molecules

1: Sample the initial particle velocities and positions, given the initial particle density
f0(x, v), to get V0 = {v0,1, . . . , v0,N} and X0 = {x0,1, . . . , x0,N}. Set M = T/∆t for final
time T . Divide the spatial domain Ω into Nc spatial cells: Ω = Ω1 ∪ . . . ∪ ΩNc

.
2: for k = 1 to M do
3: Given the set of particle velocities Vk−1 and positions Xk−1 from time step tk−1.
4: for j = 1 to Nc do
5: Identify Vj

k−1 ⊆ Vk−1 where the particle positions are in the j-th spatial cell Ωj .

6: Let N j
k = |Vj

k−1|. Select ⌈N j
k ∆t µ⌉/2 collision pairs (vk,i, vk,i1) uniformly without

replacement among all possible pairs of Vj
k−1, where µ is the collision rate.

7: For each selected pair (vk,i, vk,i1), perform binary collision based on (4)-(5); obtain
post-collision velocities (v′k,i, v

′
k,i1

). Set v′k,i = vk,i for particles that do not collide.
8: end for
9: Compute the new spatial position x′

k,i based on (14).
10: if x′

k,i ∈ Ω then
11: Set vk+1,i = v′k,i and xk+1,i = x′

k,i.
12: else
13: Enforce the specific boundary conditions and obtain vk+1,i and xk+1,i.
14: end if
15: end for

4



2.2. The DSMC Method

In this section, we describe the classical Direct Simulation Monte Carlo (DSMC) method [5,
17, 2, 1] for the spatially inhomogeneous Boltzmann equation (1), following the tutorial
presentation in [19]. A standard approach for treating spatial inhomogeneity is operator
splitting, which separates the collision dynamics from the advection (transport) dynamics.
Specifically, one first solves the spatially homogeneous Boltzmann equation

∂f

∂t
= Q(f, f) (10)

over a single time step, using the initial condition (2). The resulting solution is then used as
the initial condition for the transport equation

∂f

∂t
+ v · ∇xf = 0, (11)

which is likewise solved over one time step. The composition of these two substeps yields an
approximation to the solution of the full Boltzmann equation (1) after one time step, and
the procedure is iterated in time.

The DSMC method for (1) is also based on such an operator splitting. We consider a
collection of N Monte Carlo particles evolving over the time interval [0, T ]. The interval is
divided into M subintervals of equal length ∆t = T/M . At the kth time level tk = k∆t, the
particle velocities are given by

Vk = {v1, . . . , vN}(tk), (12)

where we denote the velocity of the ith particle by vi(tk) or equivalently vk,i. Each particle
is also associated with a spatial position

Xk = {x1, . . . , xN}(tk), (13)

with xk,i denoting the position of the ith particle at time tk. We assume that all particles
lie within the spatial domain Ω at the initial time t = 0.

As in [7], we focus on a Maxwellian gas with a constant collision kernel, i.e., q(v−v1, σ) =
C. The algorithm described in this subsection can, however, be extended to more general
collision kernels; see, for example, [5, 19]. A summary of the DSMC algorithm is provided
in Algorithm 1. In contrast to the spatially homogeneous setting, each collision step is
followed by an advection step.

According to (11), the post-collision spatial position of each particle is updated as

x′
k,i = xk,i +∆tPv′k,i, (14)

where P denotes a projection operator mapping velocities in R
3 to the spatial domain.

For example, if Ω ⊂ R, then P = e⊤1 = [1, 0, 0]; for a two-dimensional spatial domain,
P = [e1, e2]

⊤; and for a three-dimensional spatial domain, P is the identity matrix. Following
this update, particle positions are required to remain within the spatial domain Ω through
the enforcement of appropriate BCs.
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While the spatial domain Ω may be one-, two-, or three-dimensional, the velocity space
is always taken to be the full R3. Viewed in this way, Algorithm 1 implements DSMC for
the homogeneous Boltzmann equation (10), followed by the advection step (14) and the
enforcement of BCs on the spatial domain.

Finally, we note that under inflow BCs, the total number of Monte Carlo particles N
may vary in time, whereas for the other BCs considered in this work, including periodic
boundaries, specular reflection, and thermalization, the particle number remains constant.

2.3. The Adjoint DSMC Method

The adjoint DSMC method was first proposed in [7] as an efficient particle-based method
to compute the gradient for Boltzmann-equation constrained optimization problems for
Maxwell molecules. It was later generalized to adapt to more general collision kernels,
such as the variable hard sphere models [22]. The idea of using adjoint Monte Carlo-type
methods for kinetic equation-constrained optimization is more general and applies to the
radiative transport equation [14]. We refer interested readers to [8] for a survey.

For the Boltzmann equation with a constant collision kernel, the resulting algorithm can
be interpreted as the formal adjoint of the forward DSMC method in Algorithm 1, with all
random components replaced by fixed parameters sampled during the forward DSMC sim-
ulation. We remark that adjoint DSMC methods were previously proposed for the spatially
homogeneous Boltzmann equation (10). The main contribution of this work is to extend
this framework to the spatially inhomogeneous setting and, in particular, to accommodate
various types of BCs. Next, we briefly review the adjoint DSMC method.

Consider a simple optimization problem for the spatially homogeneous Boltzmann equa-
tion (10). The initial condition is

f(v, 0) = f0(v;m), (15)

in which f0 is the prescribed initial data depending on a parameter m. The goal is to find
m which optimizes the objective function at time t = T ,

J1(m) =

ˆ

R3

r(v)f(v, T )dv, (16)

where f(v, T ) is the solution to (10) given the initial condition (15), and thus f(v, T ) depends
on m through the initial condition. Here, we take parameters in the initial distribution as an
illustrative example of the optimization problem, but the proposed approach readily extends
to other types of parameters appearing in the Boltzmann equation; the same applies to the
choice of objective function (16).

To compute the gradient of J1 with respect to a parameter m, [7] considered the following
total objective function J (i.e., Lagrangian) with Lagrangian multipliers {βk,i}:

J =
1

N

N
∑

i=1

r(vM,i)

J1

+
1

N

N
∑

i=1

β0,i · (v0,i − v0,i(m))

J2

+
1

N

M
∑

k=1

N
∑

i=1

βk,i · (vk+1,i − v′k,i)

J3

. (17)

Here, J1 is the Monte Carlo quadrature of the objective function (16) by particle velocities
{vM,i}Ni=1 at the final time, J2 is the constraint on the DSMC initial condition v = v0(m)
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using the adjoint variable {β0,i}Ni=1, and J3 is the constraint that enforces the binary collision
law (4) and (5) using the adjoint variable βk,i for each particle i at the kth time interval.
In particular, v′k,i represents the post-collision velocity of particle i if it participates in a
collision at the kth time interval. Otherwise, v′k,i = vk,i, which means the particle velocity
remains the same at the (k+1)th time interval. The advantage of the Lagrangian approach
is that {vk,i} is a general set of velocities, and its dependence on the collision rules (4)-(5) is
imposed through the adjoint variables.

By setting the derivatives of J with respect to the adjoint variables {βk,i} as zero, we get
the collision rule (4)-(5) and the initial condition (15). By setting the derivatives of J with
respect to the state variables {vk,i}, we get the adjoint equations, which can be rewritten
using the operator notation (8):

[

βk,i

β̃k,i1

]

= C

[

βk+1,i

β̃k+1,i1

]

, C =

{

B(σk,i, ζk,i), if (vk,i, vk,i1) collided at tk,

I, otherwise,
(18)

in which ζk,i = (vk,i − vk,i1 )̂ , σk,i is the collision parameter for the pair, and I ∈ R
6×6 is the

identity matrix. The adjoint equation evolves backward in time with a given final condition

βM,i = −∇vr(vM,i), 1 ≤ i ≤ N. (19)

The gradient of the objective function with respect to the parameter m is

∂mJ = − 1

N

N
∑

i=1

β0,i · ∂mv0,i(m),

which can be computed using the adjoint variables {β0,i}. They are solved backward in time
following (18) with the final condition (19).

For more general optimization problems involving the Boltzman equation, that are dif-
ferent from (15) and (16), this procedure can be directly followed to obtain a more general
version of the total objective function (17), which can then be optimized as above.

The adjoint DSMC method enables efficient computation of gradients for Boltzmann-
constrained optimization problems at a cost that is largely independent of the number of
optimization parameters, making it particularly well suited for high-dimensional and stochas-
tic settings. Moreover, adjoint variable backpropagation closely mirrors the structure of the
forward DSMC simulation, allowing gradient information to be propagated backward along
particle trajectories using the same random samples generated in the forward run, thereby
avoiding additional sampling and incurring only minimal computational overhead.

3. Adjoint DSMC Method With Periodic and Specular Reflecting Boundary
Conditions

The adjoint DSMC method reviewed in Section 2.3 is based on the spatially homogeneous
Boltzmann equation (10), as developed in [7]. We now extend this framework to the spatially
inhomogeneous Boltzmann equation (1).
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To illustrate the methodology, we first consider a simple Boltzmann-constrained opti-
mization problem associated with (1). The initial condition is given by

f(x, v, 0) = f0(x, v;mv, mx), (20)

where f0 is prescribed initial data depending on parameters mv and mx. For simplicity, we
assume that the initial condition admits a separable representation,

f0(x, v;mv, mx) = g1(v;mv) g2(x;mx). (21)

This assumption facilitates particle sampling from the initial distribution as well as differ-
entiation with respect to the parameters, but is not essential to the adjoint construction.

The objective is to determine parameters mv and mx that optimize a terminal-time
functional of the form

J1(m) =

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

R3

r(x, v) f(x, v, T ) dv dx, (22)

where f(x, v, T ) denotes the solution of (1) at time t = T corresponding to the initial
condition (20). The terminal distribution f(x, v, T ) depends on the parameters mv and mx

through the initial condition.
As before, the specific choices of parameterization and objective function are purely

illustrative, and the proposed adjoint DSMC framework applies to more general parameter-
izations and objective functions.

Using adjoint variables, we define

J1 =
1

N

N
∑

i=1

r(vM,i, xM,i) , (23)

J2 =
1

N

N
∑

i=1

β0,i ·
(

v0,i − v0,i(mv)
)

+
1

N

N
∑

i=1

α0,i ·
(

x0,i − x0,i(mx)
)

, (24)

J3 =
1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

∑

i∈Nk
in

βk+1,i ·
(

vk+1,i − v′k,i
)

+
1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

∑

i∈Nk
in

αk+1,i ·
(

xk+1,i − x′
k,i

)

, (25)

where
Nk

in = {i ∈ {1, . . . , N} : x′
k,i ∈ Ω}

denotes the set of particle indices whose post-collision positions remain inside the domain
Ω, and v′k,i denotes the post-collision velocity associated with vk,i. We denote βk,i as the
adjoint variable corresponding to the particle velocity vk,i and αk,i as the adjoint variable
corresponding to the particle position xk,i, for i = 1, . . . , N and k = 0, . . . ,M .

Here, J1 represents the Monte Carlo approximation of the objective function (22) at the fi-
nal time, where r(x, v) denotes the observable. The terms in J2 enforce the constraints on the
initial particle velocities and positions through the adjoint variables {β0,i} and {α0,i}, respec-
tively, with {v0,i(mv)} and {x0,i(mx)} sampled independently from g1(v;mv) and g2(x;mx).
The terms in J3 impose the collision and advection constraints using the adjoint variables
{βk,i} and {αk,i} for particles that remain inside the domain after the update (x′

k,i ∈ Ω).
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For particles that exit the domain, BCs are applied, and the corresponding particle variables
{vk,i} and {xk,i} are no longer subject to the constraints in J3.

We conclude this subsection with a few remarks on notation that will appear repeatedly.
In the forward DSMC algorithm (Algorithm 1), at each time step tk particles are grouped
into pairs (vk,i, vk,i1), where i1 denotes the pairing index of particle i at time tk. Depending
on the collision kernel, a subset of these pairs is selected to undergo collisions.

• If the pair (vk,i, vk,i1) is selected for collision in the forward DSMC process at time tk,
one would sample the parameter σk,i, the post-collision relative velocity direction, and
compute ζk,i, the pre-collision relative velocity. In this case, we use the 6 × 6 matrix
B(σk,i, ζk,i) defined in (8) in the adjoint equations.

• If the pair (vk,i, vk,i1) is not selected for collision, we slightly abuse notation and set
Bk,i = I, where I denotes the 6× 6 identity matrix.

Combining both cases, we define the operator Bk,i by

Bk,i =

{

B(σk,i, ζk,i), if (vk,i, vk,i1) collides at time tk,

I, otherwise.
(26)

An important observation is that Bk,i = Bk,i1.
Next, we discuss periodic and specular reflection BCs. Additional Lagrangian terms

associated with these BCs must be introduced.

3.1. Periodic Boundary Condition

We begin by considering a 1D spatial domain Ω = [L,R] ⊂ R. The periodic BC enforces
the following update whenever x′

k,i /∈ Ω:

xk+1,i = L+
(

x′
k,i mod (R− L)

)

, (27)

where a mod b denotes the smallest nonnegative real number c such that (a − c)/b is an
integer. Under periodic BCs, the particle velocity is unchanged by boundary crossing, i.e.,
vk+1,i = v′k,i regardless of whether x

′
k,i lies inside Ω. The above formulation readily extends

to periodic BCs on more general spatial domains in R
d.

For simplicity, we present the derivation in the 1D setting Ω = [L,R]. In this case, the
functional J3 in (25) is replaced by the following expression, which incorporates the periodic
BC:

J p1
3 =

1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

βk+1,i ·
(

vk+1,i − v′k,i
)

+
1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

αk+1,i

(

xk+1,i −
(

L+ (x′
k,i mod (R− L))

)

)

. (28)

We consider the unconstrained optimization problem defined by the augmented objective

J = J1 + J2 + J p1
3 ,
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where J1 and J2 are given by (23)-(24). The superscript p1 indicates the 1D periodic setting.
The initial condition, collision rule, advection rule, and BC are recovered by differentiat-

ing J with respect to the adjoint variables

{βk,i}, {αk,i}, k = 0, . . . ,M, i = 1, . . . , N.

The adjoint equations are then obtained by setting the derivatives of J with respect to all
state variables {vk,i} and {xk,i} to zero.

For any spatial dimension d = 1, 2, 3, the terminal conditions for the adjoint variables
βM,i and αM,i, i = 1, . . . , N , are given by

βM,i = −∂vr(xM,i, vM,i), (29)

αM,i = −∂xr(xM,i, vM,i). (30)

The adjoint variables {βk,i} and {αk,i} are then propagated backward in time for k =
0, . . . ,M − 1 according to

[

βk,i

βk,i1

]

= Bk,i

[

βk+1,i +∆tP∗αk+1,i

βk+1,i1 +∆tP∗αk+1,i1

]

, for all collision pairs (i, i1), (31)

αk,i = αk+1,i, for all i = 1, . . . , N, (32)

where Bk,i is defined in (26). The adjoint projection operator P∗ is given by P∗ = e1 in one
dimension, P∗ = [e1, e2] in two dimensions, and P∗ = I in three dimensions.

Once the adjoint variables {β0,i} and {α0,i} at the initial time t = 0 have been computed,
the gradient of the objective function with respect to the parameters in the initial velocity
and spatial distributions can be evaluated as

∂mv
J = − 1

N

N
∑

i=1

β0,i · ∇mv
v0,i(mv), (33)

∂mx
J = − 1

N

N
∑

i=1

α0,i · ∇mx
x0,i(mx). (34)

3.2. Reflecting Boundary Condition

Next, we consider the specular (mirror) reflection boundary condition, in which a particle
undergoes mirror reflection upon reaching the boundary of the spatial domain Ω.

Let (v∗, x∗) denote the velocity and spatial position of a particle with x∗ /∈ Ω. For the
moment, we assume that v∗ and x∗ have the same dimension. Let n denote the outward unit
normal vector at the boundary. The hyperplane defining the spatial reflection is given by
{x ·n = c} for a constant c determined by the boundary, while the corresponding hyperplane
for velocity reflection is {v · n = 0}. The reflected particle has velocity v and position x
given by

v = v∗ − 2n(n · v∗),
x = x∗ − 2n(n · x∗ − c).
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Throughout, we neglect the possibility that a particle with sufficiently large velocity may
cross the boundary more than once during a single time step, but this is easily included in
the algorithm.

We now specialize to the setting in which the velocity domain is R
3, while the spatial

domain Ω is a subset of R, R2, or R3. For clarity, we present the derivation in the 1D case
and then state the final adjoint equations in full generality.

Consider the 1D spatial domain Ω = [L,R] ⊂ R, with v∗ ∈ R
3 and x∗ ∈ R. If x∗ /∈ Ω,

the reflecting BC takes the form

x = b− |x∗ − b| sgn(v∗ · e1) = 2b− x∗,

v = [vx, vy, vz]
⊤ = [−v∗x, v

∗
y , v

∗
z ]

⊤,

where b = L if x∗ < L and b = R if x∗ > R. Here, e1 = [1, 0, 0]⊤, and sgn(·) is the sign
function.

To enforce the reflecting BC within the adjoint formulation, we modify the Lagrangian to
incorporate additional constraints beyond those in (23)-(24). For each time step tk, the post-
collision positions x′

k,i are partitioned into three disjoint sets: Nk
in, consisting of particles with

x′
k,i ∈ [L,R]; Nk

outL
, consisting of particles with x′

k,i < L; and Nk
outR

, consisting of particles
with x′

k,i > R. We replace (25) by

J r1
3 =

1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

βk+1,i ·
(

vk+1,i − Ck,iv
′
k,i

)

+
1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

αk+1,i

(

xk+1,i − 1i∈Nk
outL

(2L− x′
k,i)− 1i∈Nk

outR

(2R− x′
k,i)− 1i∈Nk

in

x′
k,i

)

,

where the diagonal matrix

Ck,i = diag
(

[ 21i∈Nk
in

− 1, 1, 1 ]
)

(35)

enforces the velocity reflection in the normal direction.
The full objective function is then given by

J = J1 + J2 + J r1
3 .

Proceeding as in Section 3.1, the adjoint equations are obtained by setting the derivatives
of J with respect to all state variables equal to zero.

When the spatial domain is a connected interval (1D), a rectangle (2D), or a cuboid (3D),
the resulting adjoint equations simplify as follows. The terminal conditions for the adjoint
variables remain identical to (29) and (30). For each particle index i = 1, . . . , N and time
step k = 0, . . . ,M − 1, the adjoint variables satisfy

[

βk,i

βk,i1

]

= Bk,i

[

Ck,i

(

βk+1,i +∆tP∗αk+1,i

)

Ck,i1

(

βk+1,i1 +∆tP∗αk+1,i1

)

]

, for all collision pairs (i, i1), (36)

P∗αk,i = Ck,iP∗αk+1,i, for all i = 1, . . . , N, (37)

where Bk,i is defined in (26), the adjoint projection operator P∗ is defined dimension-wise
as in Section 3.1, and the matrix Ck,i depends on the spatial dimension according to (35).

Finally, once the adjoint variables have been fully back-propagated, the gradients with
respect to the parameters mv and mx are computed using (33)-(34).
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4. Adjoint DSMC Method With Thermal Boundary Conditions

In Section 3, we discussed strategies for handling periodic and specular (mirror) reflecting
BCs. Here, we focus on the thermal BC, which is more complex than the previous cases and
requires a slight modification of the forward DSMC algorithm. Note that different BCs for
the forward DSMC algorithm only affect Line 13 of Algorithm 1.

For the thermal BC (also called Maxwell’s BC or thermal reflecting BC), a particle that
hits the boundary is absorbed and then re-emitted into the domain with a velocity randomly
drawn from the thermal equilibrium flux at the wall, which is given by a half-Maxwellian
distribution [19]. Given an outward unit normal vector n, the reflected velocity v is sampled
from a half-Maxwellian flux satisfying v · n < 0.

We next describe the Boltzmann equation with thermal BCs for the 1D spatial domain
Ω = [L,R]. The thermal BC is enforced whenever the post-collision spatial position x′

k,i

satisfies either x′
k,i < L or x′

k,i > R. In this case, the original velocity is replaced by a sample
from the half-Maxwellian flux with temperature parameter TL (for the left boundary) or TR

(for the right boundary), respectively, and the spatial position is determined by the thermal
reflection rule [19, Alg. 6.3]:

• If x′
k,i < L, we sample gk,i ∈ R

3 from the half-Maxwellian flux −v · nL MTL
(v)1v·nL<0

(denoted by |MTL
| hereafter) where nL = −e1. Thus, e⊤1 gk,i > 0. The new velocity

and spatial position are given by

vk+1,i = gk,i, xk+1,i = L+
x′
k,i − L

e⊤1 v
′
k,i

e⊤1 gk,i. (38)

• If x′
k,i > R, we sample hk,i ∈ R

3 from the half-Maxwellian flux −v · nR MTR
(v)1v·nR<0

(denoted by −|MTR
| hereafter) where nR = e1. Thus, e⊤1 hk,i < 0. The new velocity

and spatial position are given by

vk+1,i = hk,i, xk+1,i = R +
x′
k,i −R

e⊤1 v
′
k,i

e⊤1 hk,i. (39)

The position and velocity updates (38) and (39) do not include the possibility of multiple
boundary crossings, but these can be easily added to the algorithm.

The algorithm in (38)-(39) is straightforward, but it results in a random and discontinuous
change in particle velocity at the instant a particle interacts with the boundary. While this
discontinuity is not problematic for forward DSMC simulations, it poses significant challenges
for the derivation and implementation of adjoint DSMC methods.

We emphasize that this difficulty is not specific to the Boltzmann equation or to DSMC.
More generally, for any evolution equation involving an advection operator that is solved
using particle-based methods (or, equivalently, the method of characteristics), thermal BCs
induce an instantaneous resampling of particle velocities at the boundary. This resampling
produces an inherent discontinuity in the particle velocity at the time of boundary inter-
action. While such discontinuities are entirely benign for forward simulations, they present
a fundamental challenge for adjoint-based sensitivity analysis and gradient computation, as
classical differentiation across the boundary is no longer well defined.

12



To address this issue, we introduce a stochastic modification of the algorithm by replacing
the deterministic time step ∆t in (14) with a random variable τ . Specifically, we let τ follow
a normal distribution N (∆t, ε2), where ∆t is the target time step and ε ≪ ∆t/3 is chosen
so that the probability of τ < 0 is negligible.

This randomization does not alter the forward dynamics in expectation: it only smooths
the boundary-crossing event in a measure-theoretic sense, replacing a discontinuous indicator
by a differentiable probability. As ε → 0, the stochastic update converges back to the
deterministic time step, while for fixed ε it provides the minimal regularization needed for
adjoint differentiation.

In the present work, this randomization of the boundary interaction serves as a numer-
ical smoothing mechanism that enables the derivation of adjoint equations, which require
differentiation of the particle velocity with respect to the particle position, despite the dis-
continuous dependence of velocity on position induced by the thermal BC. In other contexts,
similar randomizations are introduced to model additional physical effects; here, however,
the purpose is purely algorithmic.

The introduction of the random time step τ also has an important analytical consequence
for the adjoint formulation. Because the boundary interaction is now described probabilis-
tically, derivatives of expectations with respect to particle states can be computed using the
score-function. In particular, sensitivities no longer require differentiating the discontinuous
boundary map itself; instead, they involve differentiation of the log-density of τ , which is
smooth. This replaces an ill-defined pathwise derivative at the boundary by a well-defined
weak derivative in expectation. We now make this statement precise.

Under this modification, Line 9 of Algorithm 1, i.e., Equation (14), is replaced by

x′
k,i = xk,i + τk,iPv′k,i, Pv = e⊤1 v, (40)

corresponding to the case of a 1D spatial domain and 3D velocity space. Since τk,i is a random
variable, the three events {x′

k,i < L}, {x′
k,i ∈ Ω}, and {x′

k,i > R} occur with probabilities

pl(xk,i, v
′
k,i; ∆t, ε), l = 1, 2, 3, respectively. They sum to one:

∑3
l=1 pl(xk,i, v

′
k,i; ∆t, ε) = 1.

Explicit formulas for pl(x, v; ∆t, ε) are provided in Appendix A.
Since ∆t and ε are fixed hyperparameters, we henceforth write pl(xk,i, v

′
k,i) for notational

convenience. If x′
k,i < L or x′

k,i > R, the updated velocity and position (vk+1,i, xk+1,i) are
determined according to (38) and (39), respectively. Otherwise, the particle remains inside
the domain and we set xk+1,i = x′

k,i and vk+1,i = v′k,i.
For any test function ϕ(x, v), the conditional expectation of the post-update state satisfies

Eτk,i

[

ϕ(xk+1,i, vk+1,i)
∣

∣ (xk,i, v
′
k,i)
]

(41)

= p1
(

xk,i, v
′
k,i

)

Eτk,iEgk,i

[

ϕ

(

L+
x′
k,i − L

e⊤1 v
′
k,i

e⊤1 gk,i, gk,i

)

∣

∣ (xk,i, v
′
k,i)

]

+

p2
(

xk,i, v
′
k,i

)

Eτk,i

[

ϕ(x′
k,i, v

′
k,i)
∣

∣ (xk,i, v
′
k,i)
]

+

p3
(

xk,i, v
′
k,i

)

Eτk,iEhk,i

[

ϕ

(

R +
x′
k,i −R

e⊤1 v
′
k,i

e⊤1 hk,i, hk,i

)

∣

∣ (xk,i, v
′
k,i)

]

,

where x′
k,i depends on τk,i through (40). Equation (41) highlights that, in a 1D spatial
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domain, each of the three possible post-update scenarios contributes two distinct sources of
dependence on the pre-update state (xk,i, v

′
k,i):

(i) the probabilities pl(xk,i, v
′
k,i), l = 1, 2, 3, and

(ii) the observable ϕ evaluated at (xk+1,i, vk+1,i).

The probabilistic decomposition in (41) is closely related to the probabilistic structure
arising in DSMC methods that employ virtual collisions to efficiently and accurately sample
collision events. In that setting, three mutually exclusive outcomes are considered, (1) no
virtual collision, (2) a virtual collision that corresponds to a real collision, and (3) a virtual
collision that does not result in a real collision, each occurring with a prescribed probability;
see [22, Eqns. (11)-(13)]. A key contribution of our previous work [22] was the use of the
score-function method [20] to account for the sensitivity of such probability terms with
respect to optimization parameters. This approach enables accurate gradient computation
in adjoint DSMC methods, even when the underlying dynamics involve discrete probabilistic
branching, as in the present thermal boundary setting.

4.1. The Lagrangian

Similar to steps in Section 3, we first write down the Lagrangian to include the constraints.
We denote the expectations over the step size τk in the kth time step by Eτk,i , and the expec-
tations over the thermal reflected velocities by Egk,i,hk,i

. We define E
k = E{τk,i}E{gk,i},{hk,i},

the expectation over all random time steps and the wall emitted velocities, and E as

E = E
0
E
1 · · ·EM−1.

Due to the introduction of stochastic time steps, we need to modify J1 and J3 in (23)
and (25), respectively:

J t1
1 =

1

N

N
∑

i=1

E [r(xM,i, vM,i)] , (42)

J t1
3 =

1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

E
k

[

βk+1,i ·
(

vk+1,i −Rv
(

xk,i , v
′
k,i

))

∣

∣

∣

∣

(Vk,Xk)

]

+ (43)

1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

E
k

[

αk+1,i ·
(

xk+1,i −Rx
(

xk,i , v
′
k,i

))

∣

∣

∣

∣

(Vk,Xk)

]

.

The operator R(x, v) = (Rx(x, v),Rv(x, v)) enforces the thermal BC as follows: Define the
three branch maps Rℓ(x, v; τ, g, h) = (Rx

ℓ ,Rv
ℓ ) by

R1(x, v; τ, g) =

[
(

1− Pg

Pv

)

L+ Pg

Pv
x+ τ Pg

g

]

, R2(x, v; τ) =

[

x+ τ Pv
v

]

,

R3(x, v; τ, h) =

[

(

1− Ph
Pv

)

R + Ph
Pv

x+ τ Ph

h

]

.

The event ℓ ∈ {1, 2, 3} is selected according to the probabilities pℓ(x, v
′; ∆t, ε) induced by

τ ∼ N (∆t, ε2), namely ℓ = 1 if x + τPv′ < L, ℓ = 2 if L ≤ x + τPv′ ≤ R, and ℓ = 3 if
x+ τPv′ > R. Here, P is the projection onto the first component for the 1D spatial domain.
Each term in J t1

3 should be interpreted following (41) for a particular function ϕ.
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4.2. Adjoint equation derivation
With these preparations, we will derive the optimality conditions for the Lagrangian

J = J t1
1 + J2 + J t1

3 ,

combining terms in (42), (24) and (43).

4.2.1. Recovering forward DSMC

The collision and advection rules are derived from the derivatives of J with respect to βk,i

and αk,i for k = 0, . . . ,M − 1, and i = 1, . . . , N . Similarly, we recover the initial conditions
for x0,i and v0,i, i = 1, . . . , N .

4.2.2. Gradient for mx and mv

The gradient computation for mx and mv still follows Equations (33)-(34).

4.2.3. Final-time condition for the adjoint system

For each i, we take the derivative of J with respect to the final velocity particle vM,i and
the final location xM,i. Recall that

J t1
1 =

1

N
E

[

N
∑

i=1

r(xM,i, vM,i)

]

≈ 1

N
E

[

N
∑

i=1

r(xM,i, vM,i)|(VM ,XM)

]

=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

r(xM,i, vM,i) .

We then have

∂J t1
1

∂vM,i

=
1

N
∂vr(xM,i, vM,i) ,

∂J t1
1

∂xM,i

=
1

N
∂xr(xM,i, vM,i) .

For J t1
3 enforcing the binary collision and the advection rules, since the expectation E

M−1

does not depend on particles in VM and spatial positions in XM , we have

∂J t1
3

∂vM,i

=
1

N
E
M−1[βM,i| (VM−1,XM−1)] ,

∂J t1
3

∂xM,i

=
1

N
E
M−1[αM,i| (VM−1,XM−1)] .

The other terms in J do not depend on the particle positions XM and velocities VM at
the final time, and so do not contribute to the derivatives. Summarizing all the terms and
setting ∂J

∂vM,i
= ∂J

∂xM,i
= 0, we obtain the same final conditions (29)-(30).

4.2.4. Adjoint equations

Next, we derive the key equations for αk,i and βk,i where 0 ≤ k ≤ M − 1. For J t1
1 , we

observe that, for any k = 0, . . . ,M − 1,

∂xk,i
J t1

1 =
1

N
∂xk,i

E
k · · ·EM−1

[

N
∑

j=1

r(xM,j, vM,j)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(Vk,Xk)

]

=
1

N

N
∑

j=1

(∂xk,i
E
k)Ek+1 · · ·EM−1 [r(xM,j, vM,j) | (Vk,Xk)]

=
1

N

N
∑

j=1

E
k · · ·EM−1

[

δji
(

∂xk,i
log pl(xk,j, v

′
k,j)
)

r(xM,j, vM,j)
∣

∣ (Vk,Xk)
]

=
1

N
E
k · · ·EM−1

[(

∂xk,i
log pl(xk,i, v

′
k,i)
)

r(xM,i, vM,i)
∣

∣ (Vk,Xk)
]

. (44)
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Here, we used the identity ∂θ
´

f(x)p(x, θ) dx =
´

f(x) (∂θ log p(x, θ)) p(x, θ) dx. In practice,
we approximate the conditional expectation in (44) by a single-trajectory estimator, yielding

∂xk,i
J t1

1 ≈ 1

N
(∂xk,i

log pl(xk,i, v
′
k,i)) ri, (45)

where ri := r(xM,i, vM,i).
Similarly,

∂vk,iJ t1
1 =

1

N
∂vk,i E

k · · ·EM−1

[

N
∑

j=1

r(xM,j, vM,j)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(Vk,Xk)

]

=
1

N

N
∑

j=1

(∂vk,iE
k)Ek+1 · · ·EM−1 [r(xM,j, vM,j) | (Vk,Xk)]

=
1

N

N
∑

j=1

E
k · · ·EM−1

[

(δji1 + δji)
(

∂vk,i log pl(xk,j, v
′
k,j)
)

r(xM,j, vM,j)
∣

∣ (Vk,Xk)
]

=
1

N
E
k · · ·EM−1

[

(

∂vk,i log pl(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
)

ri +
(

∂vk,i log pl(xk,i1, v
′
k,i1

)
)

ri1

∣

∣

∣
(Vk,Xk)

]

.

In practice, we approximate the conditional expectation in the last term above by a single-
trajectory estimator and apply the chain rule through the collision map, obtaining

∂vk,iJ t1
1 ≈ 1

N

[

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i

)⊤(
∂v′

k,i
log pl(xk,i, v

′
k,i)
)

ri +
(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i1

)⊤(
∂v′

k,i1
log pl(xk,i1, v

′
k,i1

)
)

ri1

]

.

(46)

Here, particles with indices i and i1 form a collision pair at the kth time step. Explicit
expressions for ∂v log pl(x, v) and ∂x log pl(x, v) are provided in Appendix A.

Next, we differentiate J t1
3 with respect to xk,i and vk,i. Throughout, we view αk,i and

βk,i as column vectors, so Jacobians act on the adjoint variables through their transposes.
We obtain

∂xk,i
J t1

3 =
1

N
αk,i −

1

N

(

DxRx
k,i

)⊤
αk+1,i −

1

N

(

DxRv
k,i

)⊤
βk+1,i, (47)

∂vk,iJ t1
3 =

1

N
βk,i −

1

N

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i

)⊤
(

DvRv
k,i

)⊤
βk+1,i −

1

N

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i1

)⊤
(

DvRv
k,i1

)⊤
βk+1,i1

− 1

N

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i

)⊤
(

DvRx
k,i

)⊤
αk+1,i −

1

N

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i1

)⊤
(

DvRx
k,i1

)⊤
αk+1,i1. (48)

Here we use the shorthand Jacobian notation

DxRv
k,i :=

∂Rv

∂x
(xk,i, v

′
k,i), DxRx

k,i :=
∂Rx

∂x
(xk,i, v

′
k,i),

DvRv
k,i :=

∂Rv

∂v
(xk,i, v

′
k,i), DvRv

k,i1
:=

∂Rv

∂v
(xk,i1, v

′
k,i1

),

DvRx
k,i :=

∂Rx

∂v
(xk,i, v

′
k,i), DvRx

k,i1
:=

∂Rx

∂v
(xk,i1, v

′
k,i1

).

(49)
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These are components of the Jacobian of R(x, v) = (Rx(x, v),Rv(x, v)). When a wall
collision occurs, the sampled thermal velocity (g or h) is treated as frozen inside the derivative
(i.e., we differentiate the map conditional on the sampled draw). Under this convention,

D(x,v)R(x, v) =











































[

DxRx(x, v) DvRx(x, v)

0 0

]

, x < L, g ∼ |MTL
|,

[

I τ P
0 I

]

, L ≤ x ≤ R,

[

DxRx(x, v) DvRx(x, v)

0 0

]

, x > R, h ∼ −|MTR
|.

(50)

Moreover, in the left-wall case (x+ τPv < L) we have

DxRx(x, v) =
Pg

Pv
, DvRx(x, v) = (L− x)

Pg

(Pv)2
P,

and in the right-wall case (x + τPv > R) the same formulas hold with (L, g) replaced by
(R, h). Setting ∂xk,i

J = 0 and ∂vk,iJ = 0, we obtain the adjoint equations

αk,i =
(

DxRx
k,i

)⊤
αk+1,i +

(

DxRv
k,i

)⊤
βk+1,i − ∂x log pl(xk,i, v

′
k,i) ri, (51)

[

βk,i

βk,i1

]

= Bk,i

[

(

DvRx
k,i

)⊤
αk+1,i +

(

DvRv
k,i

)⊤
βk+1,i − ∂v log pl(xk,i, v

′
k,i) ri

(

DvRx
k,i1

)⊤
αk+1,i1 +

(

DvRv
k,i1

)⊤
βk+1,i1 − ∂v log pl(xk,i1, v

′
k,i1

) ri1

]

. (52)

Finally, we have derived the adjoint system for the thermal BC, (51)-(52) starting with
the final conditions (29)-(30). We introduced a key ingredient of the framework by employing
a random time step around ∆t. Randomization is needed to regularize discontinuities arising
from wall collisions, enabling gradient evaluation via the score-function method.

Remark 1 (Practical implementation). In practice, the randomization of the time step
needs to be applied only to particles whose spatial bins lie within a small neighborhood of the
boundary. Particles well inside the domain may be advanced using the deterministic step
∆t without affecting the adjoint formulation. This localized treatment significantly reduces
unnecessary random sampling while preserving the differentiable structure required for adjoint
sensitivity analysis. It is an easy adaptation of the adjoint DSMC algorithm presented in
this section.

4.3. Derivatives with respect to thermal boundary parameters

We now derive gradients of the objective function with respect to parameters appearing in
the thermal boundary conditions. Let the thermal velocities at the left and right boundaries
be generated through reparameterizations

g = SL(θL, ǫ), h = SR(θR, ǫ
′),

where ǫ, ǫ′ ∼ Y are drawn from a parameter-independent reference distribution, and SL and
SR are deterministic maps pushing forward Y to the half-Maxwellian flux distributions at the
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left and right walls, respectively. Typical choices of θL and θR include the wall temperatures.
Under this representation, the sensitivities of the sampled thermal velocities are

∂θLg = ∂θLSL(θL, ǫ), ∂θRh = ∂θRSR(θR, ǫ
′). (53)

Taking derivatives of the Lagrangian J with respect to θL and θR yields

∂θLJ = − 1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

E
k
[

β⊤
k+1,i ∂θLRv(xk,i, v

′
k,i) + α⊤

k+1,i ∂θLRx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
∣

∣ (Vk,Xk)
]

, (54)

∂θRJ = − 1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

E
k
[

β⊤
k+1,i ∂θRRv(xk,i, v

′
k,i) + α⊤

k+1,i ∂θRRx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
∣

∣ (Vk,Xk)
]

. (55)

After sampling the random variables at time step k, the conditional expectations collapse
to single trajectory evaluations. Moreover, only particles undergoing thermal reflection con-
tribute to the gradients. Thus,

∂θLJ = − 1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

∑

i:
xk,i+τ Pv′

k,i
<L

[

β⊤
k+1,i ∂θLRv(xk,i, v

′
k,i) + α⊤

k+1,i ∂θLRx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
]

, (56)

∂θRJ = − 1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

∑

i:
xk,i+τ Pv′

k,i
>R

[

β⊤
k+1,i ∂θRRv(xk,i, v

′
k,i) + α⊤

k+1,i ∂θRRx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
]

. (57)

When a left-wall collision occurs (x+ τ Pv < L), the reflection map depends on θL only
through the sampled thermal velocity g. Treating the sampled draw as frozen inside the
derivative, we obtain

∂θL

[

Rx

Rv

]

= ∂gR ∂θLg =





P∗

(

x− L

Pv
+ τ

)

I



 ∂θLg. (58)

Similarly, when a right-wall collision occurs (x+ τ Pv > R),

∂θR

[

Rx

Rv

]

= ∂hR ∂θRh =





P∗

(

x− R

Pv
+ τ

)

I



 ∂θRh. (59)

Here, ∂θLg and ∂θRh are given by (53).

4.4. Summary

In this section, we derived an adjoint DSMC formulation for the Boltzmann equation
with thermal boundary conditions. The main difficulty stems from the discontinuous veloc-
ity resampling induced by wall interactions, which obstructs classical adjoint differentiation.
We resolved this by introducing a randomized time step around ∆t, providing a regulariza-
tion that smooths boundary interactions in expectation. This allows the adjoint equations to
incorporate score-function terms accounting for the sensitivity of boundary-crossing proba-
bilities. The resulting framework enables gradient computation with respect to both interior
and thermal boundary parameters, while remaining consistent with the forward DSMC dy-
namics.
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5. Adjoint DSMC Method With Inflow Boundary Conditions

In this section, we derive the adjoint DSMC method for Boltzmann equation with the
inflow boundary condition. We consider the 1D spatial domain Ω = [L,R] and 3D velocity
domain. We enforce the inflow BC at x = L and x = R. The velocity element will be
resampled from an inflow boundary flux, for example, based on a half-Maxwellian [19, Sec. 6].

For inflow BCs, the incoming particle distribution is prescribed by

f(x, v, t) = g(v, t), x ∈ ∂Ω, v · n < 0,

where n is the outward unit normal. If g is Maxwellian, the particle flux across the boundary
is (−v ·n) g(v, t) on {v ·n < 0}. Hence, the expected number of particles entering through a
boundary segment of area ∆S in a time interval ∆t with velocities between v and v + dv is

dN = ∆S∆t (−v · n) g(v, t)1{v·n<0} dv.

In 1D, we set ∆S = 1. This yields the injection of NL = ⌈∆t
´

vx>0
vx M(nL, uL, TL)(v) dv⌉

particles at the left boundary per time step, where M(nL, uL, TL) denotes the Maxwellian
with prescribed number density nL, mean velocity uL, and temperature TL. Similarly,
NR = ⌈∆t

´

vx<0
(−vx)M(nR, uR, TR)(v) dv⌉ is the number of particles injected at the right

boundary, with the parameters defined analogously.
In the numerical implementation, NL and NR are treated as deterministic counts deter-

mined by the boundary flux at each time step, after which the corresponding inflow velocities
and entry times are sampled. This separates the randomness in the sampled inflow states
from the deterministic inflow rate. As a consequence, the total number of particles in the
simulation is not conserved and may fluctuate in time due to the presence of inflow BCs.

Recall that the spatial location and velocity of the ith particle at time step tk are denoted
by xk,i and vk,i, respectively. After undergoing a binary collision governed by the collision
kernel, the particle velocity is updated to the post-collision value v′k,i, and the new spatial
position x′

k,i is advanced according to (14).

• If x′
k,i /∈ Ω, the particle has exited the computational domain and is removed from the

numerical particle set; no further collision or advection steps are applied to it.

• Over each time interval of length ∆t, NL and NR new particles are injected into the
domain according to the left and right inflow boundary conditions, respectively. At
the left boundary x = L, we sample gk,i ∈ R

3 from the incoming flux distribution. The
corresponding velocity and spatial position are then set to

vk+1,i = gk,i, xk+1,i = L+ ξ gk,i · e1, ξ ∼ U([0,∆t]). (60)

Similarly, at the right boundary x = R, we sample hk,i ∈ R
3 from the incoming flux

distribution and set

vk+1,i = hk,i, xk+1,i = R + ξ hk,i · e1, ξ ∼ U([0,∆t]). (61)
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Particles that exit the domain are simply removed and do not undergo further updates,
and therefore do not introduce discontinuities in the particle dynamics. Moreover, inflow
particles enter the domain at random times ξ ∈ [0,∆t], which effectively models continuous
injection over each time step. Owing to these fundamental differences between inflow BCs
and thermal reflection BCs, no stochastic time regularization is required in the inflow setting,
in contrast to the thermal reflection case discussed in Section 4.

5.1. The Lagrangian

As in Section 3, we formulate the Lagrangian to incorporate the governing constraints.
A new challenge arises in the inflow setting, as the total number of particles changes over
time. Naively, the number of adjoint variables (i.e., adjoint variables) would also have to
vary in time, complicating the sensitivity analysis.

To address this issue, we adopt the following strategy.

• Based on the prescribed inflow boundary fluxes, all particles that will enter the domain
over the time interval [0, T ] are determined in advance. These particles are initially
placed at the corresponding boundary locations x = L or x = R at time t = 0, and are
gradually released into the domain at each time step.

• Particles that exit the domain during the simulation interval [0, T ] are not subjected to
further collision or advection steps. As a result, they remain outside the computational
domain and do not contribute to measurements at the final time.

Under this construction, the total number of particles is fixed and given by

N = N0 + (NL +NR)M,

where N0 is the number of particles sampled at t = 0 from the initial condition of the
Boltzmann equation, M is the total number of time steps, and T = M∆t.

To account for inflow BCs, we modify the constraint term J3 in (25) as follows:

J i1
3 =

1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

E
k

[

βk+1,i ·
(

vk+1,i −Rv(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

(Vk,Xk)

]

+
1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

E
k

[

αk+1,i ·
(

xk+1,i −Rx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

(Vk,Xk)

]

. (62)

The observable r(x, v) is defined on (L,R)×R
3. The operator R =

[

Rx

Rv

]

enforces the inflow

BC according to

R
[

x
v

]

=











































[

x+∆tPv

v

]

, L ≤ x ≤ R,

[

L+ ξ Pv

v

]

or

[

R + ξ Pv

v

]

, ξ ∼ U([0,∆t]), entering Ω,

[

x

v

]

, remaining outside Ω.
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The expectation E
k is taken with respect to the randomness in sampling the inflow velocities

gk,i and hk,i, as well as the random entry time ξ of inflow particles. As before, we define

E = E
0
E
1 · · ·EM−1.

With these definitions, we proceed to derive the optimality conditions for the Lagrangian

J = J1 + J2 + J i1
3 .

5.2. Adjoint equation derivation

Next, we differentiate J to derive the adjoint equation.

5.2.1. Recovering forward DSMC

The collision and advection rules are derived from the derivatives of J with respect to βk,i

and αk,i for k = 0, . . . ,M − 1, and i = 1, . . . , N . Similarly, we recover the initial conditions
for x0,i and v0,i, i = 1, . . . , N .

5.2.2. Gradient for mx and mv

The gradient computation for mx and mv, the parameters in the initial distribution, still
follows Equations (33)-(34).

5.2.3. Final-time conditions for the adjoint system

For each particle index i, we differentiate the Lagrangian J with respect to the final
velocity vM,i and final position xM,i. Setting ∂J

∂vM,i
= 0 and ∂J

∂xM,i
= 0 yields the same

final-time adjoint conditions as in (29)-(30).
Special care is required for particles outside the domain at the final time T , a situation

unique to inflow BCs. For such particles (xM,i, vM,i) /∈ Ω, we set

αM,i = 0, βM,i = 0,

reflecting the fact that they no longer contribute to the objective function, which depends
only on the final-time solution.

5.2.4. Adjoint equations

Next, we derive the adjoint equations for αk,i and βk,i for k = 0, . . . ,M − 1. Among the
terms in the Lagrangian J , only J i1

3 depends on the state variables (xk,i, vk,i). Fixing a time
index k, we differentiate J i1

3 with respect to xk,i and vk,i.
For the position derivative, we obtain

∂xk,i
J i1

3 =
1

N
αk,i −

1

N

(

DxRx
k,i

)⊤
αk+1,i −

1

N

(

DxRv
k,i

)⊤
βk+1,i. (63)

For the velocity derivative, we note that the post-collision velocity v′k,i depends on both vk,i
and its collision partner vk,i1. Applying the chain rule, we find

∂vk,iJ i1
3 =

1

N
βk,i −

1

N

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i

)⊤
(

DvRv
k,i

)⊤
βk+1,i −

1

N

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i1

)⊤
(

DvRv
k,i1

)⊤
βk+1,i1

− 1

N

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i

)⊤
(

DvRx
k,i

)⊤
αk+1,i −

1

N

(

∂vk,iv
′
k,i1

)⊤
(

DvRx
k,i1

)⊤
αk+1,i1. (64)
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Here we use the same shorthand Jacobian notation as in (49), with all derivatives evaluated
at (xk,i, v

′
k,i) or (xk,i1, v

′
k,i1

) as appropriate.
Setting ∂xk,i

J = 0 and ∂vk,iJ = 0, we obtain the adjoint recursion relations

αk,i = αk+1,i, (65)

[

βk,i

βk,i1

]

= Bk,i

[

(

DvRx
k,i

)⊤
αk+1,i + βk+1,i

(

DvRx
k,i1

)⊤
αk+1,i1 + βk+1,i1

]

. (66)

For inflow boundary conditions, the Jacobian DvRx
k,i takes the form

DvRx
k,i =











∆tP, L ≤ xk,i ≤ R,

ξ P, if the particle enters the domain at time ξ ∈ [0,∆t],

0, if the particle remains outside the domain.

As before, the operator Bk,i is defined in (26).
In summary, we have derived the adjoint system corresponding to the forward DSMC

method with inflow BCs, given by (65)-(66), together with the final-time conditions (29)-
(30). In contrast to the thermal boundary case discussed in Section 4, the adjoint formulation
for inflow boundary conditions does not require the inclusion of score-function terms, as no
boundary-induced velocity resampling occurs.

5.3. Derivatives with respect to inflow boundary parameters

We now derive gradients of the objective function with respect to parameters appearing
in the inflow BCs. Let the inflow velocities at the left and right boundaries be generated
through reparameterizations

g = SL(θL, ǫ), h = SR(θR, ǫ
′),

where ǫ, ǫ′ ∼ Y are drawn from a parameter-independent reference distribution, and SL and
SR are deterministic maps pushing forward Y to the inflow velocity distributions at x = L
and x = R, respectively. Typical choices of θL and θR include parameters such as the inflow
temperature or mean velocity. Under this representation, the sensitivities of the sampled
inflow velocities are given by

∂θLg = ∂θLSL(θL, ǫ), ∂θRh = ∂θRSR(θR, ǫ
′). (67)

Taking derivatives of the Lagrangian J with respect to θL and θR yields

∂θLJ = − 1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

E
k
[

β⊤
k+1,i ∂θLRv(xk,i, v

′
k,i) + α⊤

k+1,i ∂θLRx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
∣

∣ (Vk,Xk)
]

, (68)

∂θRJ = − 1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

N
∑

i=1

E
k
[

β⊤
k+1,i ∂θRRv(xk,i, v

′
k,i) + α⊤

k+1,i ∂θRRx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
∣

∣ (Vk,Xk)
]

. (69)

After sampling the random variables at time step k, the conditional expectations collapse
to single-trajectory evaluations. Moreover, only particles that enter the domain through the
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inflow boundaries contribute to the gradients. Let Lk and Rk denote the index sets of
particles injected at time tk through x = L and x = R, respectively. We then obtain

∂θLJ = − 1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

∑

i∈Lk

[

β⊤
k+1,i ∂θLRv(xk,i, v

′
k,i) + α⊤

k+1,i ∂θLRx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
]

, (70)

∂θRJ = − 1

N

M−1
∑

k=0

∑

i∈Rk

[

β⊤
k+1,i ∂θRRv(xk,i, v

′
k,i) + α⊤

k+1,i ∂θRRx(xk,i, v
′
k,i)
]

. (71)

For particles entering through the left boundary x = L, the inflow map depends on θL
only through the sampled inflow velocity g. Treating the sampled draw as frozen inside the
derivative, we obtain

∂θL

[

Rx

Rv

]

= ∂gR ∂θLg =

[

P∗ ξ

I

]

∂θLg, ξ ∼ U([0,∆t]). (72)

Similarly, for particles entering through the right boundary x = R, we have

∂θR

[

Rx

Rv

]

= ∂hR ∂θRh =

[

P∗ ξ

I

]

∂θRh, ξ ∼ U([0,∆t]). (73)

Here, ∂θLg and ∂θRh are given by (67).

6. Numerical Examples

All numerical examples in this section are conducted on a 1D spatial domain Ω = [0, 1] ⊂
R and a 3D velocity domain R

3. We consider three distinct boundary condition setups and
verify the accuracy of the gradients obtained using the adjoint DSMC method by comparing
them against the finite-difference perturbation of the objective function.

6.1. Heat conduction: two-side thermal reflection BC

Our first example concerns heat conduction. We enforce thermal BC at the left boundary
x = 0 and the right boundary point x = 1, both with half-Maxwellian flux distributions.
The temperatures for the two half-Maxwellian fluxes are respectively

TL = [T 1
L, T

2
L, T

3
L] = [0.6, 0.6, 0.6] , TR = [T 1

R, T
2
R, T

3
R] = [0.9, 0.9, 0.9] . (74)

The temperature difference induces a non-equilibrium steady heat flux across the domain.
This setup provides a canonical test of thermal BC in kinetic simulations and allows us to
assess whether the adjoint method correctly captures the sensitivity of energy transport with
respect to boundary temperature parameters.

The initial distribution for the Boltzmann equation is set as

f0(x, v) =

(

1√
2πσ

)2

exp

(

−|v|2
2σ2

)

, σ = 0.7 .
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Let N denote the total number of particles used in the forward DSMC. We draw i.i.d. samples
x0,i ∼ U([0, 1]) and v0,i ∼ N (0, σ2), 1 ≤ i ≤ N , to approximate the initial distribution f0.
The total forward simulation time is T = 1 with ∆t = 0.1. We discretize the spatial domain
[0, 1] into equal-size cells with ∆x ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 0.2}. Here, we consider TL and TR as variables
for an optimization problem with the objective function

J1(TL, TR) =

ˆ 1

0

ˆ

R3

|v|2e−(x−0.2)2f(x, v, T )dvdx ,

where f(x, v, T ) is the Boltzmann equation solution at the final simulation time T = 1.
The objective J1 measures the localized kinetic energy near x = 0.2, with the Gaus-

sian weight emphasizing sensitivity to energy transport from the left boundary. Thus, the
gradient ∇TL,TR

J1 quantifies how changes in boundary temperatures influence the spatial
redistribution of energy inside the domain.

Following the algorithm derived in Section 4, we first modify the forward DSMC algorithm
by replacing the deterministic time step size ∆t with a random variable τ ∼ N (∆t, ε2), where
we set ε = ∆t/10 = 0.01. The small variance ensures that the randomized time step is only
a slight perturbation from the deterministic value ∆t = 0.1. To improve sampling efficiency,
the random time step is applied only to particles that may interact with the boundary
during the current update. Specifically, at each time level tk, we examine the particle’s
current position xk,i and post-collision velocity v′k,i. If

dist(xk,i, ∂Ω) < (∆t + 3ε)Pv′k,i ,

then the particle is considered sufficiently close to the boundary that a boundary-crossing
event could occur under a randomized update. In this case, the deterministic time step ∆t
is replaced by a random variable τ ∼ N (∆t, ε2). For all other particles, whose trajectories
remain well separated from the boundary over the current time increment, the deterministic
time step ∆t is retained. This selective stochastic regularization smooths otherwise dis-
continuous boundary interaction events, thereby enabling differentiation through boundary
reflections while preserving the forward dynamics in expectation.

Next, using this modified forward DSMC algorithm, we implement the adjoint DSMC
approach to compute the gradient with respect to the boundary temperature parameters TL

and TR, denoted by ∇AJ
TL
J1 and ∇AJ

TR
J1, following the derived gradient formulae (56)-(57).

To apply these equations, we compute the adjoint variable {αk,i} and {βk,i} following the
adjoint DSMC rule given in (51) and (52). The goal of the numerical experiment is therefore
twofold: (i) to verify that the adjoint gradient agrees with a finite-difference benchmark, and
(ii) to confirm that its variance exhibits the expected Monte Carlo scaling with respect to
the number of particles N .

To verify the accuracy of the computed adjoint gradients, we compare them to gradients
approximated using finite difference perturbations. For instance, to approximate ∂T 1

L
J1, we

employ a central difference scheme given by:

∇FD
T 1

L
J1 :=

J1(T
1
L + δ)− J1(T

1
L − δ)

2δ
≈ ∂T 1

L
J1 ,

where δ = 0.025 is fixed for all components of TL and TR. To emphasize the minimal impact of
modifying the forward DSMC algorithm, we use the original forward DSMC algorithm (with
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(a) |∇AJ
TL

J1 −∇FD
TL

J1|/|∇FD
TL

J1| for ∆x ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 0.2}.

(b) |∇AJ
TR

J1 −∇FD
TR

J1|/|∇FD
TR

J1| for ∆x ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 0.2}.

(c) standard deviation in ∇AJ
TL

J1 for ∆x ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 0.2}

(d) standard deviation in ∇AJ
TR

J1 for ∆x ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 0.2}

Figure 1: Thermal-thermal BCs (Section 6.1): (a) and (b) show the relative error between the adjoint gradient
and the finite-difference gradient for TL and TR, respectively, as the number of particles N increases; (c) and
(d) show the standard deviation of the adjoint gradient for TL and TR, respectively. The standard deviation
decays according to the Monte Carlo rate O( 1√

N
). The three columns correspond to different spatial bin

sizes: from left to right, ∆x = 0.05, 0.1, and 0.2, respectively.
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the deterministic ∆t) when computing the finite-difference gradients ∇FD
TL

J1 and ∇FD
TR

J1.
This ensures that any agreement between adjoint and finite-difference gradients is not an
artifact of the stochastic time-step modification, but rather reflects correctness of the adjoint
formulation itself.

We range the number of particles N from 103 to 106 to examine the accuracy of the
adjoint gradient. To further reduce random error, we conduct 96 independent runs for
both the adjoint gradient and the finite-difference gradient and compare the mean value
of these experimental outcomes. We also use these 96 runs to approximate the standard
deviation. In the heat conduction example, we analyze the performance of the adjoint
gradient computation in comparison to the finite-difference gradient approximation as the
number of particles N increases. Figures 1a-1b illustrate the relative error between the
adjoint gradient and the finite-difference gradient for the boundary temperature parameters
TL and TR, respectively. As N increases, the error decreases, demonstrating consistency
between the adjoint and finite-difference methods. Additionally, Figures 1c-1d show the
standard deviation (std) of the adjoint gradient for TL and TR, respectively. This follows
the expected Monte Carlo convergence rate of O(1/

√
N) (plotted in black solid lines for

reference).
The observed decay of both the bias (relative error) and variance confirms that the adjoint

DSMC method produces statistically consistent gradient estimates, even in the presence of
thermal boundary reflections. In particular, the O(1/

√
N) variance scaling demonstrates

that the stochastic boundary regularization does not degrade Monte Carlo efficiency. These
results validate the robustness and practical feasibility of the proposed adjoint framework for
sensitivity analysis in spatially inhomogeneous Boltzmann simulations with thermal BCs.

6.2. Mixed reflecting BC: thermal and specular reflections

In our second test, we consider a mixed BC: at the left boundary, x = 0, thermal
reflection is enforced with a non-isotropic left half-Maxwellian flux distribution with the
temperature TL = [0.6, 0.5, 0.8] and at the right boundary x = 1, the specular reflection is
enforced (see Section 3.2). This mixed configuration creates an asymmetric setting in which
one boundary injects thermal fluctuations while the other preserves kinetic energy through
deterministic reflection. As a result, the dynamics combine stochastic boundary resampling
and deterministic mirror interactions.

We use the same objective function as in Section 6.1 but with the final time T = 0.5. The
discretization parameters are ∆t = 0.05, and ∆x = 0.1. The initial condition is a uniform
distribution over the spatial domain Ω = [0, 1] and a Maxwellian distribution in velocity
with temperature T 2

0 · [1, 1, 1] where T0 = 1. Similar to the example in Section 6.1, a random
time step is applied only to particles that may interact with the left boundary (associated
with the thermal BC) during the current update.

In this example, the objective depends both on boundary-driven energy injection (through
TL) and on the initial thermal state (through T0). Consequently, the gradients ∇TL

J and
∇T0

J measure distinct physical sensitivities: the former captures the influence of boundary
heating, while the latter quantifies how perturbations of the initial kinetic energy propagate
over time under mixed reflection mechanisms.

We use the adjoint DSMC method to compute the gradients with respect to the thermal
BC parameter TL and the initial distribution’s parameter T0. The results are then compared
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(a) |∇AJ
T0

J1 −∇FD
T0

J1|/|∇FD
T0

J1| (b) |∇AJ
TL

J1 −∇FD
TL

J1|/|∇FD
TL

J1|

(c) std in ∇AJ
T0

J1,∇FD
T0

J1 (d) standard deviation in ∇AJ
TL

J1

Figure 2: Thermal and specular reflections BCs (Section 6.2): (a) and (b) show the relative error between
the adjoint gradient and the finite-difference gradient for T0 and TL, respectively, as the number of particles
N increases; (c) and (d) show the standard deviation of the adjoint gradient for T0 and TL, respectively.
The standard deviation decays with a rate of O( 1√

N
).
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with the finite-difference approximation with the perturbation δ = 0.05. The number of
particles in the forward and adjoint DSMC ranges from N = 103 to N = 106. We use 42
i.i.d. runs to approximate the standard deviation of all gradients, and compare the difference
between the mean values. Because specular reflection is deterministic and smooth with
respect to particle states, no stochastic regularization is required at the right boundary.
Therefore, this experiment isolates the effect of the thermal boundary regularization at
x = 0 and allows us to verify that the adjoint treatment remains accurate even when different
reflection mechanisms coexist.

We plot both the error decay and standard deviation change in the finite-difference gra-
dients ∇FD

T0
, ∇FD

TL
and the adjoint DSMC gradients ∇AJ

T0
, ∇AJ

TL
in Figure 2. The observed

convergence confirms that the adjoint DSMC method remains statistically consistent in the
presence of mixed boundary conditions. In particular, the preservation of the O(1/

√
N) vari-

ance scaling demonstrates that combining stochastic (thermal) and deterministic (specular)
reflections does not introduce additional variance beyond standard Monte Carlo sampling
error. These results further support the robustness of the adjoint framework for sensitivity
analysis in heterogeneous boundary configurations.

6.3. In-flow BC

Our final numerical example considers the inflow BC applied at both the left and right
boundaries, with the spatial domain again being [0, 1]. Unlike reflective boundary condi-
tions, inflow BCs introduce new particles into the computational domain at each time step.
Consequently, the total particle number is no longer conserved. This setting provides a chal-
lenging test for the adjoint formulation, since the number for both the forward particles and
the adjoint variables change over time.

Under this setup, the total number of particles within the domain varies due to the inflow
BC. To account for this in the adjoint variable back-propagation, we follow the strategy pro-
posed in Section 5. The inflow boundary fluxes at both boundaries follow a half-Maxwellian
distribution, with temperatures TL = TR = [4, 4, 4]⊤ and a number density given by 1000N ,
where N is the total number of particles at t = 0. The spatial bin size is ∆x = 0.025, the
time step is ∆t = 0.05, and the total simulation time is T = 0.5. The initial distribution is
identical to that described in Section 6.2. Using the adjoint DSMC method, we compute the
gradient of the objective function defined in Section 6.1 with respect to the parameters TL

and TR in the inflow BC. We verify gradient accuracy through finite-difference perturbations
of the objective function, applying a parameter perturbation size of δ = 0.05.

This comparison serves two purposes: first, to validate correctness of the adjoint imple-
mentation in the presence of particle injection; second, to assess whether the adjoint DSMC
framework preserves the expected Monte Carlo scaling of the gradient estimator.

Numerical results are shown in Figure 3, with the number of particles varying from 103

to 2 × 106. To reduce the impact of random error, we perform 42 independent runs of the
adjoint gradient and finite-difference gradient calculations. Figures 3a and 3b present the
absolute error between the adjoint gradient and finite-difference gradient for TL and TR,
respectively, as the number of particles N increases. The adjoint DSMC gradient achieves
up to two-digit accuracy for all components of TL and TR. Additionally, Figures 3c and 3d
depict the standard deviation of the adjoint gradient for TL and TR.
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Figure 3: Inflow BCs (Section 6.3): (a) and (b) show the absolute error between the adjoint gradient and
the finite-difference gradient for TL and TR, respectively, as N increases; (c) and (d) show the standard
deviation of the adjoint gradient for TL and TR, respectively. The standard deviation decays according to
the Monte Carlo rate O( 1√

N
).

The observed reduction in absolute error with increasing N confirms statistical consis-
tency of the adjoint gradient estimator even when the particle population is dynamically
varying. Moreover, the standard deviation exhibits the canonical O(1/

√
N) decay, indicat-

ing that particle injection does not introduce additional variance beyond standard Monte
Carlo sampling effects. These results demonstrate that the proposed adjoint DSMC frame-
work remains stable and accurate for inflow-driven, non-conservative kinetic systems.

7. Conclusions

We have developed an adjoint DSMC framework that accommodates the full range of
boundary conditions commonly used in kinetic simulations, including periodic, specular re-
flection, thermal, and inflow boundaries. For periodic, reflecting, and inflow conditions, the
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adjoint equations inherit the structure of the forward DSMC algorithm and can be derived
without additional stochastic correction terms.

Thermal boundary conditions present a fundamentally different challenge: the re-sampling
of velocities at the boundary induces a discontinuous dependence of particle trajectories on
pre-collision states. This difficulty is not specific to the Boltzmann equation, but is intrinsic
to particle-based discretizations of transport operators whenever boundary interactions reset
particle velocities, as in kinetic models with advection mechanisms.

To address this issue, we introduced a randomized time-stepping modification that reg-
ularizes the discrete boundary interaction, allowing adjoint derivatives to be defined while
remaining consistent with the underlying physical model. This stochastic smoothing does
not alter the forward dynamics in expectation, yet restores differentiability at the discrete
level. As a result, the proposed approach extends naturally to adjoint formulations for other
PDEs sharing the same transport operator when solved via particle methods, including linear
transport equations, kinetic Fokker–Planck models, and related Monte Carlo discretizations
with thermal boundary conditions.

Our results provide a practical, mathematically consistent adjoint framework for Boltzmann-
constrained optimization and, more broadly, for particle-based adjoint methods for transport-
dominated PDEs under realistic boundary conditions.

Our adjoint framework should naturally extend to more general stochastic reflection
models, such as the Cercignani–Lampis boundary condition, provided the reflection law is
implemented via an explicit sampling procedure or a known conditional density for the post-
reflection velocity of the form p(v′|v, x).
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Appendix A. Formula of ∂x log pl(x, v) and ∂v log pl(x, v) in Section 4.2.4

This appendix provides detailed calculations of the score-function terms introduced in
Section 4.2.4 for the adjoint system associated with the thermal boundary condition.

For the 1D domain Ω = [L,R], define

tLi =
L− xk,i

Pv′k,i
, tRi =

R− xk,i

Pv′k,i
.

If Pv′k,i < 0, then

(p1, p2, p3) =
(

1− F∆t,ε(t
L
i ), F∆t,ε(t

L
i ), 0

)

,

while if Pv′k,i > 0, then

(p1, p2, p3) =
(

0, F∆t,ε(t
R
i ), 1− F∆t,ε(t

R
i )
)

,

where F∆t,ε denotes the cumulative distribution function of N (∆t, ε2). We also denote by
f∆t,ε its probability density function. Here, pl is a short-hand notation for pl(x, v), l = 1, 2, 3.

Define the hazard and reverse-hazard ratios

λ(t) :=
f∆t,ε(t)

F∆t,ε(t)
, λ̄(t) :=

f∆t,ε(t)

1− F∆t,ε(t)
.

For Pv < 0 set tL = L−x
Pv

, and for Pv > 0 set tR = R−x
Pv

. Then

∇x log p1(x, v) = 1Pv<0
1

Pv
λ̄(tL),

∇x log p2(x, v) = −1Pv<0
1

Pv
λ(tL)− 1Pv>0

1

Pv
λ(tR),

∇x log p3(x, v) = 1Pv>0
1

Pv
λ̄(tR),
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and

∇v log p1(x, v) = 1Pv<0
tL

Pv
λ̄(tL)P∗,

∇v log p2(x, v) = −1Pv<0
tL

Pv
λ(tL)P∗ − 1Pv>0

tR

Pv
λ(tR)P∗,

∇v log p3(x, v) = 1Pv>0
tR

Pv
λ̄(tR)P∗.

33


	Introduction
	Background
	Boltzmann Equation
	The DSMC Method
	The Adjoint DSMC Method

	Adjoint DSMC Method With Periodic and Specular Reflecting Boundary Conditions
	Periodic Boundary Condition
	Reflecting Boundary Condition

	Adjoint DSMC Method With Thermal Boundary Conditions
	The Lagrangian
	Adjoint equation derivation
	Recovering forward DSMC
	Gradient for mx and mv
	Final-time condition for the adjoint system
	Adjoint equations

	Derivatives with respect to thermal boundary parameters
	Summary

	Adjoint DSMC Method With Inflow Boundary Conditions
	The Lagrangian
	Adjoint equation derivation
	Recovering forward DSMC
	Gradient for mx and mv
	Final-time conditions for the adjoint system
	Adjoint equations

	Derivatives with respect to inflow boundary parameters

	Numerical Examples
	Heat conduction: two-side thermal reflection BC
	Mixed reflecting BC: thermal and specular reflections
	In-flow BC

	Conclusions
	Formula of x pl(x,v) and v pl(x,v) in Section 4.2.4

