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Abstract

We present the ContEvol (continuous evolution) formalism, a family of implicit numerical methods
which only need to solve linear equations and are almost symplectic. Combining values and deriva-
tives of functions, ContEvol outputs allow users to recover full history and render full distributions.
Using classic harmonic oscillator as a prototype case, we show that ContEvol methods lead to
lower-order errors than two commonly used Runge—Kutta methods. Applying first-order ContEvol
to simple celestial mechanics problems, we demonstrate that deviation from equation(s) of motion
of ContEvol tracks is still O(h%) (h is the step length) by our definition. Numerical experiments
with an eccentric elliptical orbit indicate that first-order ContEvol is a viable alternative to classic
Runge-Kutta or the symplectic leapfrog integrator. Solving stationary Schrédinger equation in
quantum mechanics, we manifest ability of ContEvol to handle boundary value or eigenvalue prob-
lems. Important directions for future work, including mathematical foundation, higher dimensions,
and technical improvements, are discussed at the end of this article.
Keyword: Computational methods(1965)
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1 Introduction

Numerical simulations are widely used in contemporary physics. For instance, famous computer
codes in astrophysics include AREPO [I] and ATHENA++ [2] for (magneto)hydrodynamic simula-
tions, GALPY [3] for galactic dynamics, YREC [4] and MESA [5] for stellar evolution, MERCURY
[6] and REBOUND [7] for celestial mechanics, to name a few. There are certainly great works in
other areas of research as well.

Because of the discreteness of the world of computers, it is common practice to convert differen-
tial equations into difference equations, so that finite difference methods can be applied. However,
at spatial scales much larger than elementary particles, the physical world is arguably continuous.
Therefore, finite difference might be intrinsically limited: when we try to model the full history of
a dynamic system or full details of a function of spatial location, we have to resort to spline inter-
polation. Meanwhile, many physics problems are formulated as first- or second-order differential
equations with analytic expressions, indicating that usage of general-purpose methods might be an
overkill. These motivate the ContEvol (continuous evolution) formalism, which weEl present in this
work.

Desire for continuity has provoked thoughts about function representation. Imaging that, in
addition to values of a one-dimensional real function f(z) : [Zmin, Tmax] — R at a series of sampling
points {@min, - -, Ti, Tit1,- - -, Tmax ), We have its first derivative at the same points. Then in each
interval x; <z < x;41, we can always find a cubic polynomial satisfying all boundary conditions at
both ends, so that f(x) can be represented as a piece-wise cubic function — not only is it continuous,
but its first derivative is also continuous, which is favorable to some analysis in physics. This
technique is known as Hermite splineﬂ It can be naturally extended to higher orders: combining
values and first- to nth-order derivatives at both ends of an interval, we can find a (2n 4 1)st-order
polynomial representation of the function. However, it should be noted that basic calculus yields

L According to context, the pronouns “we/us/our” in this work may refer to: i) the author and indirect contributors
(see acknowledgements), ii) the author and researchers with similar academic background and interests, or iii) the
author and the readers.

2 Anecdote: The author “independently” came up with this idea about three weeks before hearing about Hermite
spline. For this reason, the author feels obliged to declare the possibility that this work might be reinventing some
methods.



simple but powerful expressions for addition, subtraction, multiplication, division, and composition
of representations with only values and first derivatives:

h(@) = £(z) & g(x) S @) = f@) + g(@) (1.0.1)
) o) = e | £ 4 @)

h@) = f(@) - g(z) = h() = h) | T+ o (1.0:2)
_f@) o) = e | ) i)

h(x)_g(x) = h(x) h()lf(w) g(w)] (1.0.3)

W) = g(/(x) S ilw) = 3 @) (). (1.0.4)

Finiteness can be a blessing and a curse — we lose some high-order information, but do not need to
assume that functions are infinitely differentiable, unlike when we use spectral methods (e.g., [§]).

ContEvol is a family of numerical methods built on this idea. It approximates functions of space
and time as polynomials and minimizes deviation from equation(s) of the problem. While details
will be presented and discussed in the rest of this work, here we briefly address how this relates to
other common methods (e.g., [9]). Some of the most important dichotomies of numerical methods
include: explicit or implicit, single-step or (linear) multistep, and symplectic (or in physicists’
words, phase space conserving) or not. Since ContEvol finds the optimal solution for the next
step, it should be categorized as implicit; however, as we will show in this work, unlike common
implicit methods, ContEvol only needs to solve linear equations. Although this work focuses on
the single-step version of ContEvol, we will argue that multistep versions are straightforward to
achieve. Because of the predefined functional form, ContEvol is not strictly symplectic; however,
with moderately small steps, its non-symplecticity (deviation from 1 of determinant of Jacobian)
can be rapidly below 2753, i.e., inundated by truncation errors of double precision.

This work is principally for illustration and discussion of general strategies. The rest of this
article is structured as follows. In Section |2, we apply first- and second-order ContEvol methodﬂ
to a prototype case, classic harmonic oscillator, and compare them to fourth- and eighth-order
Runge-Kutta methods. Then in Section [3] we showcase potential applications of ContEvol in
celestial mechanics; examples in this work are two-body and three-body problems, in which equa-
tions of motion are non-linear and multivariate. In Section [ we use ContEvol to solve stationary
Schrédinger equation in quantum mechanics, which is physically different from time evolution of a
dynamic system. Finally in Section [5] we wrap up this work by discussing important directions for
future work, including mathematical foundation, higher dimensions, and technical improvements.

2 Prototype case: classic harmonic oscillator

We start with the simplest case of a dynamical system: time evolution of a single real variable. To
check results of numerical methods against exact solution, we choose the classic harmonic oscillator,
for which the equation of motion (EOM) is

mi = —kz, (2.0.1)

3 An nth-order ContEvol method treats up to nth-order derivatives at sampling nodes as independent variables.



where m is the mass of the particle and k is the spring constant; setting these constants to IEL the
EOM becomes

i=—x. (2.0.2)

Without loss of generality, we are given x(0) = zg, ©(0) = vy and try to solve for xz(h) = xp,
&(h) = vy, where h is the time step (usually small). The exact solution is

1 r + A + e + O(t'%)
(1B
. 0 2 " 24 720 " 40320

Texact (t) = 1xgcost +vpsint =

6 120 5040 362880
Bt t7 t°
—xo (t— =+ — — ot
o0 ( 6 T 120 5040 " 362880 ( ))

+ v 1—ﬁ+ﬁ—£+i+0(t10)
0 2 24 720 ' 40320

VA t7 t9
+vo<t—+— ++O(t11))
(2.0.3)

Vexact () = —Zg sint + vp cost =

Section showcases ability of the first-order ContEvol method, and Section [2.2] compares it
to two commonly used (explicit and multistep) Runge-Kutta methods. In Section we explore
the second-order ContEvol method, with and without strict EOM enforcement at ¢ = h.

2.1 First-order ContEvol method

We approximate the solution in a parametric form (subscript “CE1” stands for first-order ContEvol)
wop1(t) = xo +vot + Bt + At®,  t € [0,h); (2.1.1)

“terminal” conditions at t = h yield

h) = xo + voh + Bh* + Ah® =
{xcm() T + vo xp (2.12)

Zcg1(h) =vo+2Bh + 3Ah% = vy,

h? R B\ [z, —x0—wh
= <2h 3h2> (A) - ( v, — Vg (2.1.3)

{A = 2(zo — xp)h ™ + (vo + vp)h 2

. 2.1.4
B = S(Ih — Io)h72 — (2’00 + Uh)h71 ( )

Because of the initial conditions (xg,v)", the transformation (z5,v,)T — (A4, B)T is affine, not
linear.
We define the cost function as

h h
ece1(A, By h) = / (& +z)?dt = / [(2B + x0) + (6A + vo)t + Bt + At3)* dt
0 0

4This is a natural choice which makes time dimensionless. A different scaling would lead to different cost functions
and thus different optimization results, but is not explored in this work.



(4B? + 4Bxo + x2) + (24AB + 12 Ao + 4Bug + 2v920)t

+ (3642 + 12Av + 4B? 4 2Bxg + v3)t* 4+ (16AB + 2Azo + 2Bvo)t? | dt
+ (1242 4 2Avg + B*)t* + 2ABt5 + A%*S

(4B 4+ 4Bxo + x3)h + (12AB + 6 Az + 2Bvg + voxo)h?

h

0

1 1
— |+ g(36,42 + 12Avg + 4B* + 2Bxo + vg)h® + 5 (BAB + Ao + Buo)h'| . (2.1.5)
1 1 1
+ 3(12A2 + 2Av + B*)h® + gABh6 + §A2h7

minimizing this, we obtain

1

1 2 2
Occer _ (12B + 6x9)h? + (24A + 4vo)h® + (8B + zo)h* + S(124+ vo)h® + 5 Bh® + ?Ah7 =0

0A 3
decrl 2, 2 3,1 4,205 1,
55 = (8B +4z0)h+ (124 4 2v0)1” + Z(4B +wo)h” + 5(8A+ vo)h* + = Bh” + 2 AR® =0
(2.1.6)
24 2 1 1 2
24h3 + Ehf’ + ?h7 12h2 + 4h* + gh6 <ACE1> —6xoh? — dvgh® — Zxoh* — 5voh5
= =
1 2 i
12h2 + 4h4 + ghﬁ 8h + %hg + ghs BCEl —41‘0/1 — 2U0h2 - g.rohg — §U0h4
(2.1.7)
A T(=3600vo + 18002k + 60voh? + 120z0h® + 1020h® + 3vghS)
oe 2(75600 + 10080h2 + 1080h* + 24h6 + 5h%)
= (2.1.8)

15(5040560 + 1092$0h2 + 168’00}13 + 72.170h4 + 8’Uoh5 + 5l‘oh6 + 2U0h7) .
2(75600 + 10080h2 + 1080h* + 24h6 + 5h8)

Plugging Eq. (2.1.8) back into Eq. (2.1.1)), our solution at ¢t = h is
T Gerro0 Gegor ) (%o
= ’ ’ 2.1.9
(%) (GCEl,lo Gcm,n) <U0> (2.1.9)

Gonon — 151200 — 55440h% — 1620h* — 192h% 4 5K8
’ 2(75600 4 10080h2 + 1080h* + 24h6 + 5h8)
Gonrol — 151200h — 5040h3 4 60R° — 72R7 + h°
’ 2(75600 + 10080h2 + 1080h4 + 24h6 + 5h8)
Comt 10 = 60h(—2520 + 84h? + 6h* + h9) '
’ 2(75600 + 10080h2 + 1080h* + 24h6 + 5h8)
151200 — 55440h% — 1620h* — 19215 4 13h8

G =
CELIL™ 5(75600 + 10080A2 + 1080h* + 2416 + 51h°)

Bcp1 = —

with

(2.1.10)

The determinant of the time evolution operator G¢cgy is

det (GCEl,OO GCELOl) —1 19h° (2.1.11)

Geri,10 Gerrn 302400 + 40320h2 + 4320h* + 96AS + 20h8’



i.e., unfortunately, ContEvol is not symplectic. However, the discrepancy 1 — det(Gcgy) < 27°3

(common double-precision floating-point format cannot tell discrepancies below this threshold)

when h < 0.03396. Thanks to the linearity of the problem, G is diagonalizable for common choices

of h, and complexity of evolving the system for N steps with fixed time step can be just 2N + O(1).
Expanding Egs. (2.1.9) and (2.1.10)), first-order ContEvol yields

: K2 h 284\ A ”
%o (1‘2%4‘0‘720*(15) “Zo320 T O >>
wor(h) = SR 18\ A7 1716\ A L
- (0. - : h
_+”0< 6 120 ( 7) 504o+< 25 ) 362880 O )>
. W2 14\ A7 302\  BO
— h— — 2. (2. — 4+ Ok
xo( 6 "3 120 < 3) 5040+< 5) 362880 O )>
veer(h) = B2 ot h B 10
12 122 0.2 41 (18).
_+”0< > o1 Vg F O g T O ))

(2.1.12)

comparing to the exact solution Eq. (2.0.3)), we see that errors in xj, and vy, (highlighted in red) are
O(h®) and O(h®), respectively.
According to Eq. (2.1.8]), the minimized cost function Eq. (2.1.5) is

_i%h5 n VoT0 B Ug _ a:g BT Voo ne 4 533:8 _ 231)8 n & 47vgxg
720 720 2800 2160 2800 907200 378000 1512000
191}8 B llx% pit 41vgxg SENN 431}8 _ 3223x(2) J$E
5880000 6804000 79380000 132300000 5715360000
commn(h) = | — 4681vgxg Rven 946123 _ 3127303 JRE 71909vgxo 16
o 9525600000 85730400000 333396000000 1000188000000
181073 _ 36039122 pi7 28719Tvgxg 18
1666980000000  36006768000000 60011280000000
59333 _ 297667vg g9 420823ugzg

L 135025380000000  700131600000000 1575296100000000

(2.1.13)

note that €cp1 min(h) = O(h®) seems consistent with zcg1(h) — Zexact (R) = O(h®). This minimiza-
tion goal can be used to adapt step length, e.g., for zp = 1 and v9 = 0 (g = 0 and vy = 1),
€cELmin(h) < 27°%| when h < 0.002402 (h < 0.01634).

2.2 Fourth- and eighth-order Runge-Kutta methods

To enable Runge-Kutta methods, the equation of motion Eq. (2.0.2)) has to be written as

10016 (2)

5In this section, we use 27°3 as a general-purpose benchmark for numerical precision, although it is only a
threshold for double-precision when the leading-order term is 1.

th_




Like in many physics problems, this derivative does not have explicit time dependence.
Applying the fourth-order (i.e., classic) Runge-Kutta method, we have

s = (30 )= (12). (2:22)

k x vo \T
krica2 = f((fg) + 71“2(4’1 h) = (vo - th —To — th) : (2.2.3)
T k ) T ) v T T
krka3 = f((vg) + RI;“ h) = (Uo - ?Oh - ZOhQ, —xo — th + Z0h2> , (2.2.4)
Zo 2y 3 2 | Vo, 3\7T
kriaa = £, ) +krash) = (Uo — zoh — —h +3 013, —ag — voh + —h + o h ) , (2.2.5)

and then

h
(xh) = <x0> + E(kRKzl,l + 2kria,2 + 2krka,3 + krK4,4)

Uh Vo
T

_ _ U2 Vo 3 ~u _ _ 9 3 4
- (:co+v0h 0, Zh 24h vo — Toh h 24h)

h2 h3

1= Jr 94 h—— T T

= h324 h2 6 h4 <U0> = GRK4 <’UO> . (226)

pe 0 0

2 "2

Evidently, errors in x;, and vy, are both O(h®).
The determinant of the time evolution operator Grky is
hS  R®
det(G =1- 2.2.7
et(Grice) 7 56 (22.7)
i.e., the discrepancy 1 — det(Ggrka4) is two orders larger than 1 — det(Gcgi); to archive 1 —
det(Gria) < 2753 one needs h < 0.004472, 7.594 times smaller than what was required for
first-order ContEvol. To adapt step length, the fourth-order Runge-Kutta method usually resorts
to the fifth-order version, which necessitates a slight increase in computational complexity.
Now let us try the eight-order Runge-Kutta methO(ﬂ7 which gives (subscripts “RK8” on the
right-hand side are omitted for simplicity)

X U,
krks,o = f(<v§)) = (_20) , (2.2.8)
Ak 4a dvg \ "
krks,1 = f((ig) + T;h) ( vy — 2770h7 —xo — 270h) ; (2.2.9)
T
To ko + 3kq 220 200, 9 29 2z0 , 5
k = TRy = (o — 200 — Z9R2, g — 200 4+ 229, 2.2.10
RKS,2 f((vo) AT K g T g g ’ (2.2.10)
ko + 3k o—*h—fh“r —h?
krkss = f( To) 4 Mh) = %; § Q}Z , (2.2.11)
/ o 12 ~zg — 2+ TR+
" T 162"

S6RKS8 coefficients used in this work are found on the MathWorks webpage “Runge Kutta 8th Order Integration”:
https://www.mathworks.com/matlabcentral/fileexchange/55431-runge-kutta-8th-order-integration.
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k +3k _ B0y, Mgz Tous ) 10
Frxse =1 <x0> s = Ly oyt +4§0h3 ) (2:2.12)
g = Do Tog B0y T

2 8 48 432
2!170 2’1)0 41'() 3 231}0 4 i) 5

2
o 13ky — 27ky + 42k3 + 8k4 vg — —h——h
krks;s = < ) 71 h) = %UO gxo Uo . 28%% y 29%(? ,

e 20 5
o ht T 2916~ 2916
(2.2.13)
RKS8,6 = 1320 )
vy — 7}1 h,2 o h‘3 + 43’00 4 _ Zo 5 _ Yo h()
— 6 72 1296 2323280 466560 51840 (2.2.14)
o — D h2 B3 ooy 20 pe | h
7% 1296 233280 466560 51840
—234k + 81ko — 1164k3 + 656k, — 122k5 + 800k
kris7 = f((ig) + 0 2 320 1 5 6‘h)
vo — 17I0h . —h2 h3 29’00 4 19I0 5 + 13’00 6 To h7
= %9@ %be 1%1) 641?3: 1226 J (2.2.15)
iz — Oh —hQ 0 e _ 0 he — 0h6 0 nr
20 2 6 540 540 6480 1296
—217k 18ky — 678k3 + 456k, — 9ks + 576kg + 4k
kris.s = £ To n o+ 2 3+ 4 + 6 T 7h)
o 288
vo — 51‘0 4971]0 2 1251‘0 3 323’()0 4 471‘0 5110 h6 + Zo h7 + Vo hS
— g 454%) ]1%% 1?25? 10?68 93312 93312
o — 7() 4 i) 2 Vo 3 i) 4 4 Uo h5 i) h6 + Vo h7 _ Zo 8
0 6 1440 1296 15552 10368 10368 93312 93312
(2.2.16)
To 1481ky — 81k + 7104ks — 3376k, + 72ks — 5040ks — 60k, + 720kg
krkso = f( Yo + 320 h)
419’(}0 2 811.%‘0 3 8111}0 4 831‘0 5 7?]0 6 o 7 5’1)0 8 o 9
— h° — h h® — h
— vo = Toh = 2%8 % 2@% 1 45 4920 + 2214 10 72 106272
0 — voh A iUo 1Tvg h3 Tz pa _ B0 ps (%0 p6 W0 p7 0 OT0 s 0o
0 0 4920 22140 1845 4920 2214 106272 106272
(2.2.17)
and then
h
<i:> = < ) + %(41'60 + 2Tks + 272k, + 27ks + 216kg + 216ks + 41k9)
To,5 Vo, 1397xq , 4 Yo .5 To,s V0o 7 s V0 9 o 10
h——h h h —h h h — h
_ [Tt 2 + 33600 120" " 720" " s0a0" T 40320 *orrrar0” T 2177280
1‘0 139 Vo i) Vo o Vo Zo Vo
Uo—xoh—th n3 + pt = 20 g5 - Y0 g6 T4 8 9 _ 10
6 33600 120 720 5040 40320 2177280 2177280
h? 1397h4 o K8 Ko h‘3 h® K7 ho
1-—+ -+ — he — e — ot -
— 2 3%600 720 40320 @ 2177280 ) %20 6'3040 82177280 10 0
_h+h7_h75+h77_h79 _h7_|_1397h _ + h — h Yo
6 120 5040 2177280 2 33600 720 ' 40320 2177280



Vo

= Gris (x°> . (2.2.18)

For some unknown reason, the fourth-order coefficients have a fractional error of 3/1400, while the
fifth- to eighth-order coefficients agree with the exact solution Eq. (2.0.3)).
The determinant of the time evolution operator Grks is

P S [ U 18119512
_ 5600 © 11200 _ 376320000 _ 4032000 18289152000 .
det(Grics) = 2197414 p16 107118 120 » o (2219)

36578304000 + 585252864 4740548198400 + 4740548198400

to archive 1 — det(Grks) < 2753 one needs h < 0.0008880, 5.036 times smaller than what was
required for fourth-order Runge-Kutta.

2.3 Second-order ContEvol method

The ContEvol framework can be naturally generalized to higher orders. Like in Section we
approximate the solution in a parametric form (subscript “CE2” stands for second-order ContEvol)

rora(t) = zo + vot — %ﬂ + Ot + Bt* + At®, t € [0,h]; (2.3.1)
“terminal” conditions at ¢t = h yield

zcma(h) = xo + voh — %fﬂ + Ch®+ Bh* + AR® = Ty

:i‘CEQ(h) = w9 — Toh + 3Ch? + 4BhK? + 5Ah* = Vp, (232)
icp2(h) = —xo + 6Ch + 12Bh? + 20Ah® = —a),
Woont w\ [C 2 — 30 — voh + h

= [3n2 4n® snt | [B]| = v — 1o + zoh (2.3.3)
6h 12h% 20h3) \A4 oy, + 7
A= 6(zn — 20)h > — 3(vo + vi)h 4 + W}fi”

3

= B = 15(z¢ — x)h™* + (8vg + Tvp)h 3 + <xh - 21:0) h2 . (2.3.4)

C = 10(zp — x0)h ™3 — (6vo + dvp)h 2 + 3%%%]14

Note that we have enforced the EOM at both ¢t = 0 and ¢t = h, and the three coefficients (A, B,
and () are fully specified by two parameters (xj; and vp,).
Likewise, we define the cost function as

h h
ecra(A, B,C; h) = / (& +z)?dt = / [(6C + vo)t + (123 — %) t2 + (204 + C)* + Bt* + AP)2 dt
0 0



h
- /0 + (480AB — 20Ax + 36 BC + 2Bvy — Cx)t®

[(36C2 + 12Cwg + v2)t? + (144BC + 24Bvg — 6Cxo — voxo)t>

2
+ (240AC + 40Avg + 144B% — 12Bx + 120% + 2Cvo + ff) t*

+ (40042 + 52AC + 2Avg + 24B* — Bz + C?)t°

(1202 +4Cw, + ) 3+ <3680 + 6By — 36;5”0 _ ”°I°> nt

1
+ 55 (960AC" + 160 Avo + 576B% — 48 Bxg + 48C* + 8Cvg + x§) h°

1
= |+ 6(480AB — 20Ax¢ + 36 BC + 2Bvy — Czo)h°

1 A
+ ?(400142 + 52AC + 2Avy 4 24B% — Bz + C*)h" + <8AB — %
1 1 1
+ §(40/12 +2AC + B*)L? + gABhw + 1—1A2h“
minimizing this, we obtain
I 10 2
e (48C + 8ug)h® + (80]3 - ;”0) e + ?(40014 + 26C + vo)h”
=0
DA 1 2
(83 - 7) he + (40A + ) + 2B + — AR
N (36C + 6vp)h? + g 2 (4B — o) h° + (80A 460 + %) ho
CE2
= =0
1
oB + —(48B —29)h" + ( 8 C h® + Bh9+ Ahm
7 Ty
: 2
(24C + dvo)h® + (368 — 220 ) 4 1 2(1204 + 120 + vo)1°
8ECE2 _ 2 5 _ O
oc 1 2 B
(6B - 7) hS + (26A + OO + 1 Bh® + Z AR?
2 1 2
gfﬂ %iﬁ +ph!t 80RO 48k 4 Zh10 48RS+ 57h7 + 9h9 "
6 8 1 10 288 5 48 7 2 9 4 6 8 cor2
R 4 e Los 5 24 . 2 | \Ccrz
48h° + —h +§h) 36h" + 61 + 2h®  24R% + =hP 4 Zh
2 1
—87}0h5 g.’)&‘ohs — TUOh? + ¥$0h8
= 76’[)0h4 onhd — *’Uoh6 + 71’0h7
1

—4U0h3 + §$0h4 - *Uoh‘a + 6330}16

5

10

+ (64AB — Az + 2BC)t™ + (404% 4 2AC + B*)t® + 2ABt° + A*t'|

dt

4

B
+ C)h8

(2.3.5)

(2.3.6)

(2.3.7)




Acge =

; 48771072000 — 228614400x0h — 26127360v9h? — 4596480z0h> — 1209600vyh*
— 4233620h° — 1824009h® — 504020h" — 1680vyh® + 175z0h°

Bcga = 5

6(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h* + 14065920h6 + 347760h8 + 4536Ah10 + 245h12)

s 670602240z + 10777536020h% + 21288960u0h> + 1542240x0h* + 774144v0h>
+ 12024x0h° + 16128vgh” + 1638x¢h® + 896v9h” — 10520h™°

Ccra =

(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h4 + 14065920h6 + 347760h8 + 4536h10 + 245h12)
; 26824089600v0 + 1916006400v0h? + 19958400020k + 154828800vh* — 532224020 h°
+ 5210880vph% — 312480x0h" + 104160vph® + 1120z0h° + 4704veh'°

— 735z0h'!

(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h* + 14065920h6 + 347760h% + 453610 4 245h12)

(2.3.8)
Since Eq. (2.3.8)) is inconsistent with Eq. (2.3.4]), we have two options
Option 1: With EOM enforced at t = h (“direct” solution). First, we enforce Z(h) = —zp
by rewriting the cost function Eq. (2.3.5)) as
r120 120 T
7( — 2xgxp, + a2 )3 4 7(1)0:50 — vy, + vprg — vy )h T2
2
3—(961}0 + 108vguy, + 96v; — 6522 + 130x0xy — 6523 )b~
2
- 5(611)0% — 19voxy, + 19020 — 61vp2)
1
ecra(Tn,vnsh) = | + RIS 105603 + 1320wy, — 105603 + 121323 + 346z0z), + 121323 )h ;
1
+ m(?ﬂvoﬂ?o + 13vozy, — 13vp20 — 31vhxh)h
1
+ 3730 ——— (41602 — 532vguy, + 41607 — 36922 — 45020z}, — 36927 )R>
1
i + 27720( 69vozo — 52uoxs, + 52upzo + 69vsxs )R + m(i&x% + 5xoxh + 3xi)h5_
(2.3.9)
minimizing this, we obtain (“d” in the subscript stands for direct)
r 240 120 52
- 7(% —xp)h 0 — 7(710 +up)h P+ = 7 (xo — )b
Oecra n (381}0 122vh> " <173$0 1213(Eh) I+ <l3vo B 3lvh> nl _g
oz, 35 35 1155 ' 1155 154 154
Srg 4lzp 3 23vy, 13vg 4 To xp 5
- (o h - né o+ ( )
I (308 1540> * (9240 6930> 5544 T 2620
r120 _ 216vy ~ 384wp\ , _ 122z, 38z 2
——(wg — mp)h 2 —_— ht —_ = — 16wvp)h
Decs 7 (@0 — ) +< 35 35 ) +< 35 35 )+35(”° vn) y
vy, (130 31w o (104vn 1900 s (1370 23an) 4 B
L 154 154 3465 990 6930 9240
(2.3.10)
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240 52, 1213, 41 1

120, 122 31 23
=== - RS S Ry s S ) P ——— Y {
N T o + 1455 1540 | 1620 AT 151" T 9240 Th,d
—zh—&—l—hg’—ﬂﬁ—&—ﬁﬂ @hQ—gh‘l—kﬂhﬁ Uh,d
7 35 154 9240 35 35 3465
240z 1201)0h _ 52x n2 38vp , 4 _ 173z , 4 _ 13vo , 4 5ﬂ 6 , 13vo, - _ To g
= 7 17201‘0 5161}0 2 3%81’0 3 11315)0 4 %Z?%O 5 31 81)0 6 691 Oxo 7 5544
- h— h? + R — Z0pt 4 h® + h — h
7 35 35 35 154 990 6930
(2.3.11)
14370048000 + 1437004800vph — 60217344020h2 — 123171840vph> + 6799680z0h* — 2324160v0h°
+ 469872x0h® + 37296u0h" — 8520x0h® — 4248uoh® + 1125x0h'° + 149vohtt — 1320h'2
N Thd = 3(1916006400 + 155105280h2 + 6785280h* + 312576A6 + 8464h8 + 120h10 + Th12)
1916006400v — 191600640020k — 802897920v0h? + 164229120x0h° + 9066240vph* + 290880020 h°
+6264960v0h° — 3177620h™ — 11360v9h® 4+ 6680x0h° + 150009k — 19820h't — 1209h'? + 2oh'?
Uhd = 1916006400 + 155105280h2 + 6785280h* + 312576h6 + 8464h% + 120h10 + Th12
(2.3.12)
or equivalently
Th,d Gcrad,00 Gerador) (To
) = ; ; 2.3.13
(Uh,d> (GCEzd,w GCEzd,n) (%) ( )
with
o ~ 4(1437004800 — 602173440h? + 6799680h* + 469872h° — 8520h® + 1125k — 13h'2)
CE24.00 = 751916006400 + 15510528072 + 67852800 + 312576A6 + 8464h8 + 120110 + 7h12)
o _ 4(1437004800h — 123171840k — 2324160h° + 37296h7 — 4248h° + 149h'")
CE24.01 ™ 31916006400 + 15510528072 + 67852800 + 31257645 + 8464h8 + 120110 + 7h12)
o  —1916006400h + 164229120h° + 2908800h° — 31776h7 + 6680h° — 198h'" + K3
CE2d.10 7 1916006400 + 155105280h2 + 6785280h% + 312576h6 + 8464h8 + 120R10 + Th12
o 1916006400 — 80289792012 + 9066240h* + 62649646 — 11360h% + 1500A10 — 12712
CE2IL ™ 7916006400 + 155105280h2 + 6785280h% 1 312576h6 + 8464h8 + 120A10 + 7h12
(2.3.14)
The determinant of the time evolution operator Gcgaq 18
det Gepzdo0 Gepzdo1) _ g 17h12 .
Gerzdai0 Gerzan 3(1916006400 + 155105280h2 + 6785280h* + 31257616 + 8464h% + 120A10 + Th12)’
(2.3.15)

to archive 1 — det(Gcgaq) < 2753 one only needs h < 0.2406, 7.087 times larger than what was
required for first-order ContEvol.
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Expanding Eqs. (2.3.13) and (2.3.14)), second-order ContEvol with #(h) = —x}, enforced yields
i h? h* 29 AS 1019 h8
l——4+— == 4+ — O(h'°
" o ( 5 V51758 70 " Ga0 a0 T O )>
x =
cr2d KRS 67 BT 11513 R »
+ vo O(h'")

h= 5 150 T 60 5040 T 3350 362880

r h3 85 RS 607 A7 1559 ho
— h— — - . . . O hll
(h) o < 6 + 84 120 504 5040 + 490 362880 + ( ))
UCE2d =
h? ht 20 hS 1019 h8
+ vo ( + O(h10)>

(2.3.16)

1 — 4 2.2 4 7
2 +24 28 720+ 630 40320

comparing to the exact solution Eq. , we see that errors in z; and vy, (highlighted in red)
are still O(h®) and O(h®), respectively, same as first-order ContEvol Eq. (2.1.12); however, the
coefficients are much closer to the exact values.

The minimized cost function Eq. is

o | 142560027 + 1425600000k + 5616(64v) — 5525)h* — 193104vgzoh?
— 36(512v% — 54123)h* + 5220v0w0h® + (25603 — 24323)h° — 31vgwoh” + x2h®

min h) = :
comaamin(h) = 2200 7016006400 1 155105280K2 + G785280h" + 31257640 + SA6AA® + 120410 + Thi2)
(2.3.17)

when h < 0.1014 (h < 0.1742), ecr2d,min(h) < 2753 for o9 = 1 and vp = 0 (zg = 0 and vy = 1).

Option 2: Without EOM enforced at ¢t = h (“indirect” solution). Second, we remove the
#(h) = —xp, constraint and simply adopt Eq. (2.3.8)); ergo (“i” in the subscript stands for indirect)

X
Zhi = Tcopei(h) = xo + voh — ?Oh2 + Copzh® + Begah®* + Acgah®
1931334451200x0 + 1931334451200v9h — 827714764800w0h2 — 183936614400U0h3

+ 1689569280020 h* — 1497968640u0h° + 518987520x0h® 4 59581440v9h™ — 971136020h®

— 398592009h° + 10860482070 + 156096vph'! — 15568x0h'? — 448voh'3 4 35x0ht
16(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h* + 14065920h6 + 347760h8 + 4536h10 + 245h12)
vhi = dcopai(h) = vo — xoh + 3Ccp2h?® + 4Bogah® + 5Acg2h?

1931334451200v0 — 193133445120020h — 827714764800vh? + 18393661440020h3

+ 16895692800u0h* + 142611840020h° + 558904320vph° — 51598080x0h"

— 10022400v0h® + 447120020k + 105465600h'° — 15825620h'! — 12544vyh!2
16(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h* + 14065920h6 + 347760h8 + 4536h10 + 245h12)
Fompai(h) = —xo + 6Ccpah + 12Bogah? + 20Acgah®

482833612800z + 482833612800v9h — 206928691200x0h> — 45984153600v0h3
+ 3864672000x0h* — 566092800v9h° + 16367616020h° 4 14688000v9h”
B — 157680020h° — 921600voh” + 28022420h"" 4 393120h"" — 3325h"

~ " 4(120708403200 + 862202880042 + 337478400k + 1406592016 + 34776043 + 4536h10 + 245112)
(2.3.18)

Qh i
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or equivalently (neglecting the acceleration; note that this “indirect” strategy automatically avoids
accumulation of additional error in ay, as it “resets” ag to —z( at each step)

Tpi Gcraioo  Gegzior) (2o
T = ’ ’ 2.3.19
<Uh,i> <GCE21,10 GCE2i,11) <U0> ( )

1931334451200 — 827714764800h% + 16895692800h*
+ 518987520h° — 9711360A° + 1086048A1° — 15568h12 + 35n14
16(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h* + 1406592076 + 347760h8 4 4536h10 + 245h12)
S 1931334451200h — 183936614400h® — 1497968640h° + 59581440h7 — 3985920h° + 156096h'1 — 448413
b 16(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h4 + 1406592076 + 347760h8 4 4536h10 + 245h12)
Comsiio = —1931334451200h + 183936614400k + 1426118400h° — 515980807 + 4471200h° — 158256h1!
: 16(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h4 + 14065920h6 + 347760h8 + 4536h10 + 245h12)

1931334451200 — 827714764800k + 168956928004
+ 558904320h° — 10022400h% + 1054656h'° — 12544k 12

with

GcEai00 =

GeEain =
CEZLILT 16(120708403200 + 8622028800712 + 337478400h* + 14065920h° + 347760h3 + 453610 + 245h12)
(2.3.20)
The determinant of the time evolution operator Gcgs; is
do (Gemaioo Gepzior) _ | h°(T983360 4 77760h° — 288h" + 816h° — h¥) (2:3.21)
Geroi,i0 Gerain

4(120708403200 + 8622028800h2 + 337478400h* |’
+ 1406592005 + 347760R% + 4536h'° + 245h'%)

to archive 1 — det(Gegai) < 2753 one needs h < 0.01374, 17.52 times smaller than what was
required when we enforce &(h) = —xp,.

Expanding Egs. (2.3.19) and ([2.3.20)), second-order ContEvol without the &(h) = —z;, constraint

yields
r Rz At 115 B 121 A8
4 L h10
0 ro (1 > 21 112 720 T st aos20 O )>
X i =
or O RSN DR R BTy
(o 13 .
| 6 120 12 5040 ' 154 362880
- K225 RS 751 BT 125077 RO
— h— — R . O(h1t
) xo( 6 921 130 672 5010 T 5741 362s80 T O\ ))
(Y i =
- + 1—h—2+h—4—85 " 50 h—8+0(h10)
LY 2 T24 84 720 " 462 40320

(2.3.22)

comparing to the exact solution Eq. (2.0.3), we see that errors in zj and vj, (highlighted in red)
are once again O(h®) and O(h®), respectively. Note that the “indirect” coefficients Eq. (2.3.22)) are
slightly closer to the exact version than their “direct” counterparts Eq. (2.3.16)).
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According to the optimal coefficients Eq. (2.3.8)), the minimized cost function Eq. (2.3.5)) is

o | 19958400027 + 191600640v20h + (4644864007 — 3991680027 )k — 24030720 (voxo)h”
— (221184003 — 233712022)h* + 604800v9woh® + (2867207 — 2721622)h° — 3360vgzoh” + 10523h°

26880(120708403200 + 862202880042 + 337478400h* + 14065920h6 + 347760h® + 4536h10 + 245h12)
(2.3.23)

€CE2i,min(h) =

when h < 0.1068 (h < 0.1832), ecr2i,min(h) < 2753 for xp = 1 and vp = 0 (zp = 0 and vy = 1).

To summarize, the marginal benefit of raising ContEvol to second order is moderate: this
reduces the minimized cost function from O(h%) to O(h?) — leading to a better representation of
the evolutionary track — but does not reduce the order of errors in x; or v,. One is advised to
enforce equation of motion at t = h if symplecticity is more important, but to remove this constraint
if error control takes priority. In the rest of this work, we only consider first-order ContEvol methods,
as for real-world problems, second derivatives might be unavailable or unaffordable.

3 Celestial mechanics: two-body and three-body problems

In this section, we extend the ContEvol framework to time evolution of multiple real variables. As
astrophysicists, we choose two simplest cases from celestial mechanics, two-body and three-body
problems.

The equations of motion (EOMs) for a two-body problem are

. To—T1
moro = _GmlmOW
o (3.0.1)
.. L —To
miry = —C:TTI,()T77,173
|1 — 7o

where G is the gravitational constant and m; denotes masses of the two objects; setting the constant
G(mo +m1) to 1, these can be straightforwardly reduced to

r

i=—T
r3’

(3.0.2)

with r = r1 —rg and r = |r|ﬂ This problem only needs to be solved in two dimensions, as the

particle never leaves the plane spanned by initial conditions — or the line, if the initial position and

velocity are collinear, but it is trivial to apply full results to the one-dimensional case. The general

solution to the above EOM can be expressed in parametric forms, which we do not include here;

exact solutions to specific problems (i.e., for specific initial values) will be presented when needed.
The (unrestricted) three-body problem is more complicated, with equations of motion

/ / / !

. ry—7 ry—1T
m0r6 = —Gm1m0 o Lo CTY?’TLQ’/TLOu
|,r,/ _,’,./|3 |,’,,/ _,,,/ |3

0 1 0 2

/ / / !

. ri—r ry—r

mi] = —Gmoml% — Gmam; ———2_ (3.0.3)
3 7 73

|ry — 7ol |ry — 5]

/ / / !

. rh—7r rh—r
math = —Gmoma—2—L— — Gmymy—2—1
2 / /13 / /13

lr5 — 7o) [r5 — ]

“In the rest of this section, we use regular symbols to denote magnitudes of vectors without further notice.
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where the prime “” denotes inertial coordinate system; writing r; = v, — r(, r; = |r;| and G(mg +
m1 +ma) =1, u; = m;/(mo +my +ma) <1 for i = 1,2, these equations can be reduced to

.. T1 T2 r1—T2
=—(1- — — —_= 4 =
1 ( Mz)rf H2 (TS’ + 7 —r2|3>

.. T2 T1 T2 —T1 '
To=—1—p1)—= —m (+>
( )rg ry o |ra =3

(3.0.4)

The above equations do not have a closed-form solution in general.

Although 7, ;) and 7, ;) will be written as polynomials, Taylor expansion of ;) = /ri(i) + ri(i)
has infinitely many terms, hence some truncation is necessary. In Section [3.1} we apply first-order
ContEvol method to the two-body problem, keeping “adequately” many terms. We show that this
is equivalent to linearization and Taylor expansion in Section In Section we investigate
conservation of mechanic energy and angular momentum, before moving on to numerical tests with
an eccentric elliptical orbit in Section [3.4] Finally in Section [3.5] we describe how ContEvol is
supposed to be applied to the three-body problem.

3.1 Two-body, first-order ContEvol with “adequate” expansion

Without loss of generality, we are given 7(0) = r(, 7(0) = vy and try to solve for r(h) = ry,
7(h) = vy, where h is the time step. Like in Section we approximate the solution in a
parametric form (subscript “CE2” now stands for ContEvol and two-body problem; note that we
are recycling the subscripts)

ropa(t) = 1o + vot + Bt? + At®,  t € [0,h], (3.1.1)
with coefficients A and B yielded by “terminal” conditions at ¢t = h

A=2rg—rp)h 73+ (vo+ vy)h 2
(ro —7s) , (vo+vs) . (3.1.2)
B =3(rp —ro)h™ < — (2vg + vp)h~

To define the cost function € as a finite polynomial of i, we have to truncate the Taylor expansion
on the right-hand side of the EOM Eq. . Since rcga(t) traces up to the third order, we do
not expect any benefit from going beyond the third order; justifying this statement is left for future
work — note that non-linear coefficients in A and B start to occur at the fourth order, so one
would have to solve non-linear equations to minimize the cost function. Thus we have

Tape(t) = 12 4 2rg - vot + (2B - 1o +v)t? +2(A - 1o + B -vo)t3, te0,h], (3.1.3)

and the cost function is defined as

ro + vot + Bt? + At ]2 u

h 2 h
A, B:h) = P+ — ) dt = 2B + 6 At
ecrz2(A, B;h) /0 (r—l— ) /0 {( + )+ Iro + vot + B2 + A3

r3

h
~ / [Co + Cit + Cat® + C5t*]” dt
0

/0"

+(C3 +2C, - C3)t* +2C, - Cst® + C3t°

C242C)-Cit+ (C?4+2C,-Cy)t? +2(Cy-Cs + C - Cg)t?’] My
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1 |
C2h+Cy - C1h* + g(cl2 +2C, - Cy)h® + 5(Co-Cs+Cy- Cy)h?

-1 ) ) (3.1.4)
+ g(022 +2C; - C3)h® + 3C2- C3h + ?C§h7
with
Co=2B+ 2
To
3o -
Oy —gas B0 Broove,
To To
. B 3ro - vo 3 (2B -rg+ ”U(Q) 5(T0 . 1)0)2
C2= re o Yo ( g o ro ; (3.1.5)
A 3rg - vo 3 (QB “To + ”U(Q) 5(7"0 . 1)0)2)
S35 B-3 5 - 7 Yo
C 5 T 2 Ty i
’ (S(A ‘ro+ B-vg) 15(2B-rg+v3)(ro-ve)  35(ro - 'vo)3>
- 5 - 7 + 9 To
Ty 2rg 2rg

because of the B - rg, A- 7o, and B - v terms, the two components are coupled with each other.
Minimizing this, we obtain

560132:12 231_’_7"07; B2 14 GAI_FUL;_?WO%UOTOI Bai...—0

04, T "o "o (3.1.6)

OecEn 0z Vo 3ro - vo 2 7 h
=4(2B — |h+2([6A — — | h =0

0B, =t g + =+ e g "0z +

“,

where we have omitted some high-order terms (“ --”; up to O(h")) for simplicity, and equations
Oecrz/0Ay = 0 and Oecra/0B, = 0 as they can be easily obtained via swapping subscripts « and
y; because of the coupling mentioned above, there are cross terms in high-order coefficients.

Put in matrix form, the system of equations is

My Mip Mz My Az cE2 by

Mz Mas Moz Moy Ayce2 | _ | b2 (3.1.7)
Mz, Mszz Mss Msg | | Bz cr2 b3 o
My Myp Myz My By cE2 by
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with

727‘0957“0
WIS Mo = Moy = ——22 %W p5 4 .
57’8 + 12 21 57”8 +

4(2rg, — 12r¢,
Myg = My = 1212 — =02 000 pd o €y = My = — 00y
T
A 0 b 0 (3.1.8)
r2 _
M24:M42:12h2+75‘h4+--~ M23:M32:_Mh4+...
T

0 o
8(2T8w - T%y)

Mss = 8h — h?
33 37"8 +
8(rd — 2r2 8
M44:8h+(0w7,0y)h3+~-~ M34:M43:_Mh3+...
37"6 'r'b)
and
6 x x 3
b= —=g"h? — 4 (Uos - T05U0row) he +
To To L
6 3rg -
by = — rgyh2_4<vog?_ r05v0T0y>h3+"'
r r r
i o ; (3.1.9)
T V) ro -V
b3 = — gxh—z(‘);— i °0$>h2+
To o To
47“0 Vo 37‘0 Vo
by = Yh -2 =2 — h2
4 TS’ ( 7’8 Tg Oy +
the solution is
(2T(2)m - 7ﬂ(%y)v()gc + 3T0eryUOy
5
Aw,CE2 - 3 2 6r0 2 9 9 9 9 9
B 310, (205, — vg,) + Tox[2r0 + 375, (405, — 3vg,)] + 6(4r8, — 18,0y V0xVoy Bt
121§
B ~ Toz 3T8x(2v(2)w - U%y) + 70z [2T0 + 3T(2)y (4U8y - 3’0890)] + 6(4T(2)£ - T’(Q)y)royvoxvoy h2
z,CE2 = T 5 3 - —+ ..
21 241y
(3.1.10)

where again we have omitted some high-order terms (up to O(h7)) and expressions for y components.

8To prevent Wolfram Mathematica from taking forever, one is advised to keep only up to O(h7) (or another
desired order) terms at each step. This advice also applies to computation of determinant of the Jacobian matrix in
this case.
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Plugging Eq. (3.1.10) back into Eq. (3.1.1)), our solution at ¢ = h is

Vo To - Vo
The = Toz + Vozh — 5 — 5 10z h +
2 673 2rg
Vox 3’]”0 - Vo ) h2
5 Ox
- 27“0 2rg
hx = 2 2 2 2 2
3r0m(2v01 - UOy) + 70z [2T0 + 3T0y (4U0y - 31}01:)} + 6(47"01, - rOy)TOyUOJ/’vOy
- 7
67}
thus the Jacobian matrix is
OTha/O0r0s  OThe/Oroy  OThe/OVoy  OThe/Ovoy Juu Jiz Jiz Jua
J = 8rhy/8r01 8rhy/8r0y a’l"hy/a'l}ox aThy/a'on _ J21 J22 J23 J24
OVhz[OT0g  OUlg /OToy  OUhz/OVog  OUpg/Ovoy J31 Jzo o Jzz I3
(%hy/arogg 6vhy/8r0y 6’Uhy/81}ow 8vhy/8voy J41 J42 J43 J44
with
1 27"030 roy h2 4 27"0951)030 + STOITOyv% 4r0xr0yv0y + royvoy b4
n=1+
27“0 27“0
3 2 2 3
Tor =14 TOI + 2r0y h2 4 THpV0z — 4r0wr0yv0z + 31§, ToyVoy — 2r0yv0y B+
22 =
2r0 QTS
2
J 3r0zToy h2 4 —4r,T0y Vo + Toyvoz + 70, Voy — 4r027(, Voy X
12 =
2r0 27‘0
2 3 3 2
J _ 3rogToy h2 4 — 4TG5, T0yVox + 7oy U0z + TozV0y — 470275, Voy B 4
21 — 7
2’[“0 2rg
2 3 2 2 3
Jiz=nh 208 Toy .5 . —2T0zV0x + 370270, V0z — 475, ToyVoy + 75, Voy i
6rg 4rd
3
B 7“093 + 2r0y 5 THsV0x — 47“0957“01,001 + 37‘%7“0,,1101, QTOUUO,,
Jos = h+ 5 h ht +
6r, 41"0
2 3 2 3
g, — roy 3(2rg,v0r — 3r0z7 0, Vox + 4r¢ oy v0y — royvoy) 5
J31 = 5 h, — 2 = h + . e
To To
2 2 3 2 2 3
Jur — —T, + 275, B4 3(rg,vos — Ar0575,V0x + 315, ToyVoy — 2r0yv0y) B2
42 rd ort +
0 0
2 3 3 2
J T0xT0y B3 4 — 47§, Toy Vo + T0y Y0z + 7oz Yoy — 4r0xroyvoy o
14 = ..
2rH 48
— 472 10y V0w + T8, V0w + T8, Voy — 470472,
Jon = TozToy h3 0z’ 0y Y0z 0y Y0z 0z Y0y 0z 0y Y0y h4 +
23 ..
2rH 47
2 3 3 2
g 3r0zToy L 3(—4rg,royVos + ToyV0x + 7o V0y — 4T0$T0y’l}0y) B2
41 — 5 7 PR
Ty 2rf
2 3 3 2
Ty — 3’1“0937"01/ ht 3(_4TQ$TOyUOw + T'0yV0x + 70z Voy — 4r0wr0yv0y) h2 n
32 = o
T(S) 21"5
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27"(2)z — r(%y 5 —QTS’IUOx + 3r0mr§yv0m — 47‘(2]mr0yvoy + r(?;yvoy 3
Jiz =1 5 h® + = h
2rg 70
—r%x + 27‘8y 5 r(?jzvom — 4r()zrgyv01 + STSITOyvoy — 2r8’yv()y 3
Juuy =1+ 3 = h
2rg o
9 3 3 ) (3.1.16)
3rozToy ;o — 47§, ToyVor + 0y 00z + Tz Voy — 47"0:57”07,1}0?; 3
J34 = h - h
2rg o
—4rg + 7y V0 + TxV0y — 4r0sT3
37”OscTOy 2 70270y Yoz TOy”Om T02V0y TOmTOyvOy 3
Ju3 = h* + = h
2rg o
Note that “symmetries” in the Jacobian are broken at high orders. Its determinant is
ro - vo[11970 + 3072, (403, — 3v§y) + 42070470y Vo Voy — 30r%y (303, — 4vgy)] 5
det(J):1—|— : 5 ! h 4+,
607
(3.1.17)

i.e., the non-symplecticity is at the O(h%) level, three orders larger than applying first-order Con-
tEvol to classic harmonic oscillator (see Section specifically Eq. (2.1.11)).
According to Eq. (3.1.10), the minimized cost function Eq. (3.1.4) is

2 2 2 2
1 GTOxTOyUOzUOy + (2T'OI - rOy)UOz - (rOz 2TOy)fUOy

180740 607§t
GCEQ»min(h> = {(4T61w + Téy)véw + 4(47‘8$7‘0y - rOngy)ngUOy + 30r8wT8yU(2)wvgy} h5 +

3 3 3 4 4 4
- 4(7'0:1:7“074 - 4T0x7"0y)’l}0x’l}0y + (TOI + 4r0y)UOy

80rg?

(3.1.18)

the order in h is same as in the prototype case Eq. (2.1.13); however, when r is small, i.e., when
ro < V/h, the above expression can still be large.

Test case 1: Uniform circular motion. Consider the initial conditions 7o = (1,0)T and
vo = (0,1)T. The particle will perform a uniform circular motion along the unit circle.
The exact solution is (subscript “UCM” stands for uniform circular motion)

e + N + O(t%)
cost o5 T 94 7on
ruom(t) = (sint) - t32 t%4 s .
te b — —— + Ot
6 * 120 5040 + ( )
ER A N (3.1.19)
. S P L ot
oo (®) = (~50) = [ 6 " 120 5040 )
UEMAY =\ cost | — 2t 16 s
AR S YT
2 * 24 720 * ( )
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while first-order ContEvol with “adequate” expansion yields

2 4 6
1—h— h——o %0+0(h8)
= po M h52 303 A7 L om)
6 120 5 5040
h* 4 h® 1486 A7 o\ (3.1.20)
v — P T @0 15 om0 T O
h h:  pt h® .
R
2 tor T PO

i.e., like in Section errors in 7y, and vy, (highlighted in red) are O(h%) and O(h®), respectively.

Test case 2: Parabolic motion. Consider the initial conditions 7o = (2,0)T and vy = (—1/v/2,1/v/2)".
The particle will move along the parabola r, = 1 — 72 /4.

According to conservation of angular momentum and mechanic energy (see Section for
further treatment), the exact solution is (subscript “PBM” stands for parabolic motion)

2. 2%/3
TPBM, 2 (t \3/§§’/\/8048\/§t+18t2+3\f2t8
\/\/80 48/2t + 1812 + 3v/2t —
t 2 t3 5t4 t5 7t6 13t7
=2 — - — - + + +O(t®) '
V2 8 24y/2 768 7682 36864  368641/2
TEEM o (t ¢ t3 4 7t5 7t6 35¢7
ropay(t) =1 — Mttt o Lo
4 V2 o 48v2 128 1536y/2 6144 737282
(3.1.21)
where ¢ is within the radius of convergence for the expansion, and
2/r t 1 t 12 5¢3 5t 75 91¢6 341t7
vpBM 2 (t) = — /reem(t) =_—— e —— — — — + + + +O(t®)
V1+ [—rpEM,e () /2]2 V2 4 8V2 192 7682 6144 368642 294912
1 t2 3 354 7o 2456 ot”
v t)=[-r +()/2] -vpBM2(t) = —= — ——= — 55 — - - - + Ot
(3.1.22)
First-order ContEvol with “adequate” expansion yields
h  h? h3 h* hb hb 52 1317
g b M N Oh ! +"8- SA—
— V2 8  924y/2 768 768[ 36864 | 455 36864f
h R G (N (L - 1 L om)
V2 482 128 1536v2 6144 25 737282
1 h Rh®> 5k 5h4 512 Th® 216 91AS 13348  341Ah7 N
_—— - = —— = + == |- +— + - : + O(h®)
v — V2 4 82 192 7682 2373 ) 6144 455 36864+/2 35805 294912
h 1R R* 3Rt/ 2N\ 7AS 27T 245RS 976 9A7 o)
V2 16v2 32 153612 105) 1024 1225 737282 2835 16384
(3.1.23)

Again, errors in 7, and vy, (highlighted in red) are O(h%) and O(h®), respectively.
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3.2 Two-body, equivalence with linearization and Taylor expansion

In this section, we show that first-order ContEvol with “adequate” expansion is equivalent to both
linearization and fifth-order Taylor expansion of the equation of motion.

Equivalence with linearization. An alternative way to handle the right hand side of the EOM

Eq. is to define
F(t) = fr(t) = = (3.2.1)

and use its derivatives at ¢ = 0 and ¢ = h to approximate it as (again, subscript “CE2” stands for
ContEvol and two-body problem)

Fom(t) = fo+ Fot + Bst® + Agt®, € [0,h], (3.2.2)

with coefficients Ay and By yielded by “terminal” conditions at ¢t = h

{Af:2(.f0_fh>h_3+(f0+fh)h_2 (3.2.3)
By =3(f),— fo)h > — 2fo+ )b !
Evidently, we have f, = Cy — 2B (see Eq. (3.1.5) for C;, i =0,1,2,3).
Since f(t) only depends on time through r(t), its derivative is
- ; ofi 9 ri 8ij (rire ) — 14(3/2) (rire) /2 (2r))
t) = fie;=vj—€ =vj— i =V i
Ft) = fiei =v; 8rje K or; [(rkrk)3/2} €= (rere)3
o viei 3r;v; v 3r-v (3.2.4)

= rie —-— — ——F—7T
(rkrk)?’/Q (Tka)5/2 e r3 rd ’

where we have used Einstein notation. Similarly, we have fo =C; —6A.
The coefficients Ay and By can be fully specified by either A and B (see Eq. (3.1.2)) or 7,
and vy. Proceeding with A and B, the function f(¢) at t = h is

Frm flm) =T = ro +voh + Bh? + Ah?
b P TS T ey woh + Bh? + AR3[P

_L;)+ (vg 37‘0;’007’0>h+ |:_B3 3’!’0;’00/007% (2B’r’g+’0(2) - 5(1“0 ~7UO)2)TO:| h2_
5 5 Ty 5 T 2 T T
A 3rg - vo 3 (QB"I'O +U(2) 5(T0 "Uo)z)
= 3 B -5 5 - 7 Yo
2 T T
4 To To 0 0 B 4 O(h4)
(3(A1°0+B "Uo) 15(2B‘T’0+”Ug)(7'0 "Uo) 35(’)"0 "1)0)3>
- 5 - 7 + 9 To
L T 2rg 2rg i
= (Co—2B) + (C, — 6A)h + Cyh? + C3h® + O(h?), (3.2.5)

and its derivative f(t) at t = h is

v 3r-v
r

fh:f(’rh’vh)zi_

73 75
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vo + 2Bh + 3AR? 3(ro +voh + Bh? + ARh?) - (vo + 2Bh + 3Ah?)

" ro + voh + BhZ + AR3J3 7o + voh + BhZ + AR3J5

(ro +voh + Bh? + AR®)

[ 3rg - B 3rg- 3 /2B - 2 5(rg- 2 T
(1]2— r05v0r0>+2{3_ T05v0'uo—( T(5)—|—UO_ (ro 71)0) )T‘o] h?
5 Ty 5 T 2 T T4
A 379 - Vg 3 /2B -rg+ 1]3 5(1"0 . UQ)2
= 3~ —5 B-3 5 - 7 Yo
To To 2 To To 2 3
+3 ) 5 h” 4+ O(h”)
(3(A -rog+ B - ’Uo) 15(2B -ro + UO)(TQ . ’Uo) 35(7’0 . ’Uo) )
- 5 - 7 9 To
L T 2r} 2rg J
= (Cy — 6A) +2C3h + 3C3h* + O(h?), (3.2.6)

where we have “adequately” expanded f;, and f 5, to keep all the terms without non-linear coeffi-
cients in A and B. Plugging these into Eq. (3.2.3)), we obtain the simple relations Ay ~ C5 and

Bf %CQ.

With the function f(t), the cost function is defined as (here the prime “/” denotes linearization)

h h
€rpa(A, B;h) = /0 [+ f(r))?dt = /0 (2B +6At) + (fo + fot + Bt + Apt)? dt

h
/ (2B + fo) + (6A+ fo)t + Byt? + Afpt’)? dt
0

~
~

h
/ [C0+Clt+02t2+03t3]2 dtZECEQ(A,B;h).
0

(3.2.7)

Therefore, linearization is equivalent to “adequate” expansion (see Section [3.1]); nevertheless, this
approach should be more suitable when the function f(¢) does not have a simple expression, e.g.,

when it has to be numerically computed by interpolating in lookup tables.

Equivalence with Taylor expansion.
Eq. (3.0.2)), one can attain the third derivative (jerk)

By successively differentiate the equation of motion

d r;i€; rie; 3 2T T 3r-r
®_ 9 (_ Jj€j _ 5% 2 k'Tk __r 398
" dt ( (rkrk)?’/z) r3 2 (rkrk)f’/?r r3 L (3:28)
the fourth derivative (snap)
d 7€, 37
@ - = (1% L e
" dt ( (riri)3/? - (Tkrk)s/Qr]eJ)
_ 77./:]'6]‘ § 2rp Ty Ty 4 Tt 3r-r L ? 27 Tl .
T3 2 (T’k’l”k)s/Q + 3 7“5 " 7“5 rje] 2 (Tka)7/23(r T)’I’
:f%+32(r'f)f+(2'f+r'%)r—15(r'f)2r, (3.2.9)
r r
and the fifth derivative (crackle)
d 7je; 2(rr)r e, 4 (7 + miF)rje; (ry7))?
B) - = [ _ i€ 3 T 5€4 i ll]j_15 1Ty
" dt ( (riry)3/? - (rire)®/? (7“1@7“/«)7/2”%
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_ - TJ('S)ej + 3 ety I G(hh + )T 4 (r - 7)ie; ]
3 2 ()P b
N NP ,
= | I T T D AR )i (i
_ 152(”7:1)(7:1’7%’ + Tl’i;l')'r' + (T' : ’i’)z’f’jej Z 20T
L r? 2 (ryri) /2
PO B(r i) 4 8(0 P v )i 4 (3P O

- R . (3.2.10)
—45(r-i«)(r'r)r+(T;TJ”"'T)T+105(T':) r
L T r

15(r - 7)?r

of the position vector r; using these derivatives, the Taylor expansion of the EOM is

1 1 1 1
r(t) = ro + ot + iot® + ~rE + el 4 e+ O(t9)

2 6 240 1200 (3:2.11)
. . 1 1 1 -
v(t) = o + ot + 5r83)t2 + érg‘“ﬁ + ﬂ1~§)5)t4 + Ot
It is verified that the first-order ContEvol solution Eq. (3.1.11]) is identical to
1 1 1 1 .
rapLn = To + foh + sioh® + —riVR3 + —riVnt 4+ —rPh5 4 O(n7)
2 6 24 120 , (3.2.12)
. . 1 1 1 ’ -
VCEL,R = To + Toh + 57'(()3)}3 + gr(()4)h3 + ﬂrés)h‘* + O(h®)

note that the O(h®) term of rcg1,p, is missing. Therefore, at least for the two-body problem, first-
order ContEvol is equivalent to fifth-order Taylor expansion of the EOM in terms of position, and
fourth-order in terms of velocity.

For relatively simple equation(s), successive derivatives are feasible; however, when the system
is complicated, ContEvol could provide a “shortcut” to obtain fifth/fourth-order Taylor expansion
of the evolution numerically. Specifically, one can compute counterparts of the C; coefficients
Eq. numerically, use them to construct a linear system like Eq. , and then solve it to
obtain counterparts of A and B. In Section we will outline how this is supposed to be done
for the three-body problem.

The procedure described above is not the only way to implement a ContEvol method. For
relatively simple problems like the two-body problem, one can choose to directly use expressions
for results at t = h, e.g., r; and vy Eq. . We refer to the two strategies as implementation
by optimization process and implementation by optimization results, respectively. In Section [3.4]
while implementing first-order ContEvol for an eccentric orbit, we will adopt the second strategy,
i.e., directly utilize Eq. , truncating it at O(h7) for r;, and O(h®) for vy,.

3.3 Two-body, conservation of mechanic energy and angular momentum

As mentioned in the second test case of Section two quantities should be conserved in the two
body problem: mechanic energy and angular momentum. In terms of 7 and v, these are

roo2 (3.3.1)



respectively; note that L = r x v = L, 2 in the case of a two-body problem, hence we only need to
track its z component. The proofs are straightforward:

PO AL L N SRR (5 +#) =0
=Ty T 12 ia. =T il =T-\—73 =
67}‘ (’r‘k’l“k)l/Q 87”i 2 2(7’ka)3/2 73 (3 3 2)
L—ixitrxi=rx(-5)=0
r
where we have used the equation of motion Eq. (3.0.2)) in both.
Using these two conservation laws, we can express v in terms of r as
oyl e[ VA,
re £ 0, 3.3.3
reL, £ sgn(ry)ry VA, &s ( )
vy = 2
where sgn(-) is the sign function, or
o —ryL, £ sgn(ry)rsvA,
T 0 3.34
roLl. £ |ry VA, v7 (3:3.4)
y = .2
,
with
Ay =2(r+ Er?) — L? = (rv)* — (rusin(r,v))? = (rvcos(r,v))? > 0. (3.3.5)

One should not use v/A, = |[rvcos(r,v)| = |r - v| to simplify Egs. (3.3.3) or (3.3.4)), as v is what
we are trying to derive.
To resolve the ambiguity of the + symbols, we write 7, = r(h) and v;, = v(h) as

Ty =19 + Vh
3.3.6
{'vh =g+ ah ( )
and derive F and L, from initial conditions o = r(0) and vy = v(0)
1 w2
E=-—+42
ro 2 . (3.3.7)

Lz = TozVoy — ToyVox

Note that for this purpose, we are treating each pair of r and v as r¢ and vg; in other words, we
imagine an infinitesimal next step h — 0 for any given position and velocity.
Plugging these into and expanding Eq. (3.3.3)), we obtain

2 .2 .2 2 2 4 4 2 2
_ <2T0eryLz + T0x [2r0x7.0yv0m - 2T0zr0y (TOI - rOy)vO!L”UOy + (TOy + TOz)”Oy A
xr

To 7”§|7”093T‘0 . ’Uo‘

)
h+ O(h?),

Ugh = Vog +

_% (7"(2)1 - 7A(2)y)LZ T%zTOy[(r(sz - rgy)(v(%z - ’U(Q)y) + 47‘0$7'0y’l)01'00y + TO]
Y 5 ralroaTo - Vol

(3.3.8)
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where we have used L, to simplify notation, and a similar expression for rp,; in the limit ~ — 0,

we should have v — vg, and thus

oz + (:t Sgn(TOx"'O : vO) - 1)
Ugh = Voz + | 210278, V3, — Toy (378, — 78,)V0avoy + Tox (18, — 78,)08, — ToTox | B+ O(h?).

(3.3.9)

7
To

Since @ — ag = —rg /7§, the + symbols in Eq. (3.3.3) should take the same sign as 7o,7¢ - vg.

The + symbols in Eq. (3.3.4)) can be determined in the same way, and the final expressions are
the same. In conclusion, based on the conserved quantities E and L., unambiguous expression for

v in terms of r is
—ryL, +sgu(r - v')ry/A,
Uy = 3
r
Tyl 0, 3.3.10
roL. +sgn(r - v')ryv/ A, v 7 ( )

2

V., =

v r
where the prime “” for v’ will be explained later in this section. Note that the condition 7,7, # 0
is always satisfied unless L, = 0, which reduces the two-body problem to its one-dimensional case

and is usually not of interest, except for calculating the “free-fall” timescale.

Similarly, we can express r in terms of v as

vyL, £ |vz| VA,
Typ= 4
02
g £ 0 (3.3.11)
=L £ sgn(ve)vy vV A,
Ty = 2
or
vy L, £ sgn(vy)vs v/ Ay
Ty =
02
) 0 3.3.12
—vg L, £ vy |V Ay v 7 ( )
Ty = 2
with
v? 2 2 2
Ay = CE+oi2)e L7 = (rv)® — (rvsin(r,v))* = (rvcos(r,v))* >0 (3.3.13)
Plugging Egs. (3.3.6) and (3.3.7) into and expanding Eq. (3.3.11)), we obtain
Lz £ T . T 72 - T3,U2a:
Gyvg, [ —2boule T oaTo Vol 4 oT0n o ) 1 D00 T0Y0
V5 Vg |vozT0 - o 5
The = Tox + h+0(h ),
_ 9 UOyLz + IUOITO "U0| L, T%ngvoy(rovg — 1)
~ Gy #Y0y va g v .
0 0 0270 * Vol
(3.3.14)
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where again we have used L, to simplify notation, and a similar expression for rp,; in the limit
h — 0, we should have @ — ag = —ro/r§, and thus

Vog + (£5gn(voLT0 - Vo) — 1)

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
The — Toz + < 274, V02V, + T0xToyVoy (Vo — 3V5,) + 75, V0x (VG — voy)> h+ O(h?).
N vop —

3.4
ToVo

(3.3.15)

Since v — vg, £ symbols in Eq. should take the same sign as vg,7g - vg-

The + symbols in Eq. can be determined in the same way, and the final expressions are
the same. In conclusion, based on the conserved quantities £ and L., unambiguous expression for
7 in terms of v is

vy L, +sgn(r’ - v)vgv/ Ay

Ty =

02

VgV 0. 3.3.16

. —vz L, 4+ sgn(r’ - v)vy/ Ay v 7 ( )
y = 02

The condition v;v, # 0 is also always satisfied unless L, = 0.

Admittedly, v should not appear when we express v in terms of 7, neither vice versa. Fortu-
nately, numerical methods (including Runge-Kutta, ContEvol, etc.) usually predict both r and v
after each time step, hence when we use r (or v) to derive v (or r), v’ (or ') provided by the
original numerical methods can be treated as a reasonable initial guess; these are denoted with a
prime “” in Egs. (3.3.10]) and (3.3.16).

Behavior of the sign function near zero is worth more discussion. When 7 - v’ ~ 0, i.e., when
r and v’ are perpendicular to each other, A, = 0, so that value of sgn(r - v’) does not matter.
Similarly, when 7’ - v &~ 0, A,, ~ 0, so that value of sgn(r’ - v) does not matter either. In practice,
neither 7- v’ nor 7’ - v can be exactly zero, except for initial conditions or very rare coincidences, yet
we need to consider the cases where they are about zero, as wrong signs can change the direction
of the history, which is undesirable. To resolve this issue, one can specify a threshold 4, and set the
value of the sign function to 0 when |r-v'| < § or |r' - v| < 4, or make a smoother transition using,
e.g., a rescaled logistic function.

In the context of ContEvol, there are two approaches to make use of these conservation laws.

Approach 1: Use r, to correct r,. As shown in Section [3.1] errors in 7 and vy, of first-order
ContEvol are O(h®) and O(h%), respectively. Because of this difference, after each step, using 7,
to correct vy according to Eq. could be beneficial.

To testify the usefulness of this approach, we plug r; given by Eq. into Eq.
to attain a corrected version of vy, denoted as vy cc; the discrepancy between uncorrected and
corrected expressions is at the fifth order, hence we omit the latter here. Assuming r - v < 0, the
corrected Jacobian matrix is (subscript “CC” stands for conservation correction)

Orha /0o Orha /Oroy Orha [ Ovog Orha [ Ovoy Ju J12 Ji3 Ji4
JCC _ 8rhy/6r0$ 67“hy/8’l“0y 67‘hy/6’00$ 6rhy/6v0y = .]21 J22 J23 J24
OVhg,cc/O0r0r  OVhg,cc/Oroy  OVng.cc/Ovos  OUpg.cc/Ovoy Js1,cc Ja2ce Jascc Jsacc
OVny,cc/0r0e  OVhy,cc/O0roy  OUhy,cc/O0Voz  OVny,cc/O0voy Ju,ce Jazce Juscc Juaco
(3.3.17)
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where the matrix elements are the same as those given by Eqgs. through for the first
two rows, since we are using the same expressions for r; for the last two rows, they are different
from those in Egs. through , but again, the leading orders are not affected, so we
refrain from showing them here. Most importantly, the determinant of the corrected Jacobian is

det(Joc) =1+

i.e., the non-simplecticity has been reduced from O(h®)

[22r3

— 37"0

—45

— 4r2[r2 (9503, + 22v3y) + rgy(ZQUgw + 95v3y) + 14670570y Yoz Voy]

70, (59605, —

- QT‘Sngy (193v], —

38605, V5, — 37u0y) + 5, (=375, — 38605, v5, + 596v;,)

2449v5,v3, + 193v5,)

+ 1270270y VoaVoy 15, (—5205,, + 26303,) + 74, (263v5, — 52u3,)]

o (1605, — 72v01v0y + 18v0mv0y + voy) + roy(vogc + 181101110?! 72v0zvoy + 16v0y)

127]09:’00,[/ + UOy) + TOy (UOZE 12U0w7}0y + 8U0y>]

rOz (8’009:
+ SOTOxTOyUOxUOy 9
- 27nOm?ﬂOy(G’UOac -

23v0Ivoy + 6v0y)

) rgm(24vgx — 308@3351)(2)?/ + 187vgmv8y — GUSy) ]

— 37‘01.7‘01/

+ 15, (=60, + 187vg,v5, — 308v3,vg, + 24v,,)

720731 (rg - v0)?
(3.3.18)

(see Eq. ( m to O(h®).

However, it

blows up when rg - vy = 0, in other words, when rg and vq are perpendicular to each other.
Then we take another look at test case 1 (of Section|3.1)): uniform circular motion. Plugging 7},

given by Eq. (3.1.20) into Eq. (3.3.10]), we obtain

Vh,cCc =

h3 ho 1119 A7
- o +O(h?)
6 120 14 5040 (3 3 19)
h:  pt o "
=gt 2 7O

The fractional error of fifth-order coefficient has been eliminated, as expected; those of sixth and
seventh (highlighted in red) have been reduced as well. Eq. (3.3.1)) tells us that the discrepancies
in conserved quantities are ameliorated as well

E, =—

1
2

13

240
1
3 h®

L,=1——

240

2857 1 2669 ¢

he h? E == h Ko
Toozoo” T O™ N h,CC 5~ Toosoo” T O
92857 2669 ’
h® +O(h’ Lopco=1- h® 4+ O(h’
Toozoo” +O™) h,CC Toozoo” T O™

(3.3.20)

i.e., deviations from conservation laws have been reduced by two orders. Note that the O(h®) errors
may arise from truncation, since we only kept up to O(h”) terms in Section Interestingly, errors
in these two quantities are the same in both cases (before and after correction). We emphasize that,
since F and L, are derived from initial conditions, errors of the “CC” version do not accumulate.
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In test case 2: parabolic motion, the corrected velocity vector is

1 h h? 5h3 5ht Th® 13 91h8 1306 341A7

- - 4. . O(h8
o | V24 8V2 192 768\/§+6144+10 36864\/§+1705 591013 + ") ,
e 1 B h* 3sRt TR 8 245h° 11059 9T Comty |
V2 16v2 32 15362 1024 7 737282 5670 16384
(3.3.21)

the mechanic energy and the angular momentum before and after conservation correction are

767Th°  1891A5  TTSORT  25337hS 990771
= + + + + O Ep oo = —t 2 RO
"= 02160v5 | 737280 61931525 | 5050240 T O N hc¢ = Tgsi50720 T O
107h5 11385 223K7 196178 8045h® o
L.y =+V2 — - O(h° L, = —— 4+ 0O(h
n= V2 s T 6141073 368610 _ 825753673 T ) nee sas75a6va T )
(3.3.22)

respectively. The situation is basically the same as test case 1, except that the reduction in F and
L, errors is three orders in this case.

As indicated by Section[2:2] for Runge-Kutta methods, errors in rj, and vj, have the same order,
hence it is probably not well-motivated to use one to correct another; nevertheless, the correction
described in this section should still be able to produce better conservation.

Approach 2: Enforce conservation laws in the formalism. Alternatively, we can try to
enforce conservation of machanic energy and angular momentum in the ContEvol formalism.

Plugging our polynomial approximation Eq. (3.1.1)) into and expanding Eq. (3.3.10)), we obtain
To

——=; 3.3.23
<t (3:.23)

o(t) = vy — 2t +O(F) =vg + 2Bt + O(*) = B =
0
further expansion (based on B found above) yields

To 1 (QT(Q) - 7’(2) )UOz ~+ 370270y Vo 2 3
v(t) =vg— =t + — X Y VRV Ot
( ) ° 7"8 271(5) ((2r(2)y - TSI)UOy + 3TOETOy'UOx ( )

= 2 3 _ 1 (2T%w - T%y)UOw + 37‘0;cT0yU0y
= vo +2Bi+ 348+ O(t ) - A= 6T8 ((2T%y - T%a:)%y + 3TOETOyUOm> ’ (3324)
In short, the A and B coefficients determined in this way are simply zeroth-order terms of Eq. ,
which are not very useful. Therefore, in the context of ContEvol, conservation laws are better used
for correction purposes.
To conclude this section, we briefly comment on how conservation of mechanic energy and
angular momentum can be used in more realistic cases.

e In galactic dynamics, when the matter distribution is axisymmetric, e.g., in the cases of some
disk or elliptical galaxies, the situation is very similar to the two-body problem we consider
here. Although both position and velocity of the particle are three-dimensional vectors now,
mechanic energy and z component of angular momentum are still conserved. Hence we can
use these two constraints to correct v, and v, using all components of r and v, — note that
r, and v, do not appear in the expression of L., and are usually significantly smaller (in terms
of absolute values) than their counterparts in « and y directions.
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e In general relativity, mechanic energy and angular momentum are conserved at the O(c™*%)
level (c is the speed of light in vacuum), before gravitational waves enter the scene. Thence-
forth, while studying orbital motion of a planet around a star (e.g., Mercury around the Sun)
or a star around a supermassive black hole using ContEvol (or another method which lead to
different orders in position and velocity), conservation correction may also be useful.

e Back to Newtonian gravity. For a general three-body problem (see Section for further
discussion), there are twelve components in total (two particles, positions and velocities,
three directions) and four conserved quantities (total mechanic energy and three components
of total angular momentum). Therefore, especially in almost coplanar cases, we can use {r;}
and {v;,} to correct {v;;} and {v;,}, where i = 1,2 is the index of particle; in a restricted
three-body problem, where one of the particles is much less massive than the others, we can
choose a different set of four velocity components.

e For a general n-body problem, there are 6(n — 1) components in total, but the number of
conserved quantities are still four. Consequently, conservation laws become less and less useful
as the number of particles increases. However, they are probably useful in hierarchical systems
where we can still identify “important” velocity components. Further discussion on this topic
is beyond the scope of this work.

The above discussion is only about the conservation laws per se. Since the ContEvol formalism
promises to “recover” full evolutionary histories, when mechanic energy and angular momentum
are not conserved for individual objects, in principle it allows users to perform corrections using
energy-work and angular impulse-momentum theorems. To go one step further, if global sums
of E or L components (all of which should be conserved) obtained via these theorems deviate
from the initial values, it is reasonable to globally rescale such sums before correcting individual
quantities. However, such corrections are computationally expensive, and are only recommended
when conservation laws are crucial.

3.4 Two-body, numerical tests with an eccentric elliptical orbit

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments to compare first-order ContEvol with some other
low-order methods for celestial mechanics. We choose a highly eccentric elliptical orbit for testing
purposes.

Specifically, this elliptical orbit has eccentricity e, semi-major axis @, semi-minor axis b =
av'1 — e2, and focal distance ¢ = ae. We write the equation of this ellipse as

(-0 v _ (3.4.1)

so that location of the “central object,” i.e., origin of our coordinate system (0,0)T, is at the right
focus. The mechanic energy of this orbit is (subscript “M” stands for mechanic and is added to
distinguish energy from eccentric anomaly)

1
Ey=—— 4.2
M 9’ (3.4.2)

while the orbital period is given by Kepler’s third law
T = 2wa®/?. (3.4.3)
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We let the particle start at the pericenter (a(1—e),0)T and move counter-clockwise. The vis-viva

equation tells us the initial speed
114e
=\ =4/- 3.4.4
a(l—e) al—e’ ( )

so that the initial velocity is (0,v9)T, and thus (z component of) the angular momentum is

L, =rovg = v/a(l — €e?). (3.4.5)

At time ¢, the position of our particle is given by

r(t) = (“(Cg’zf 5 e)) , (3.4.6)

where the eccentric anomaly F is related to the mean anomaly

2w t
by Kepler’s equation
M =F —esinFE, (3.4.8)

which is a transcendental equation and has to be solved numerically.
The velocity can be obtained via Eq. (3.3.10)) or expressed as

. —asin B\
v=r= < bcosE)E' (3.4.9)

Ergo we have

_ (a(cos E —e) T/ —asinE i

B bsin F bcos E

= a?[—(cos E — e)sin E + (1 — e?) cos Esin E|E

= a%e(1 — ecos E) sin EE; (3.4.10)
since 1 —ecosE >1—e>0and E > 0, 7 - v always has the same sign as sin E, or equivalently
ry. This relation will be used for conservation correction (see Section [3.3)), since this section is

dedicated to testing numerical methods, not the sign determination strategy.
For numerical tests in this work, we choose the following orbital parameters:

e Eccentricity e = 63/64 ~ 0.9844, semi-major axis a = 16, semi-minor axis b = /127/4 =~
2.817, and focal distance ¢ = 63/4 = 15.75.

e Orbital period T = 1287 = 402.1, mechanic energy Fy = —1/32 = —0.03125, and angular
momentum L, = +/127/16 ~ 0.7043.

e Pericenter at 7, = (1/4,0)", where the velocity is v, = (0,v/127/4)" ~ (0,2.817)T; apoc-
enter at r, = (—127/4,0)T = (=31.75,0)T, where the velocity is v, = (0,1/(4v/127))T =~
(0, -0.02218)7.
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Figure 3.4.1: Exact solution to the eccentric orbit specified in Section From top to bottom,
plotted versus mean anomaly M are eccentric anomaly FE, position r (z and y components) and
velocity v (z and y components).

Meanwhile, technical choices include:

e Numerical methods: leapfrog integrator (which is simple but simplectic), fourth-order Runge—
Kutta, and first-order ContEvol methods, without and with conservation correction. Note
that all these methods have higher-order counterparts.

e Total duration tpayx = 432; four fixed time steps: h = 1/16 = 0.0625, h = 1/64 ~ 0.0156,
h =1/256 ~ 0.0039, and h = 1/1024 ~ 0.0010. For the two h < 1/64 cases, we only record
position and velocity every At = 1/64.

e Programming language: Python with just-in-time compilation (see data availability). Proces-
sor information: 11th Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-1165G7 @ 2.80GHz, 2803 Mhz, 4 Core(s), 8
Logical Processor(s). We do not use multiprocessing explicitly.

Fig. [3:40] displays the exact solution of this scenario. Since the particle reaches its maximum
speed at the pericenter, both its position and velocity change rapidly near M = 0 and M = 2.
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Integrator h=1/16 h=1/64 h =1/256 h =1/1024
LF 258ms+£622pus 11.3ms+999us 32.8ms+1.65ms 133ms =+ 1.10ms
LFCC 3.16ms£53.6 us  13.2ms+2.07ms 47.3ms+688pus 210ms + 9.66 ms
RK4 799ms £397pus  31.7ms+£1.37ms 131ms=+5.65ms 514ms =+ 29.2ms
RK4CC 8.97ms £467pus  39.2ms+1.49ms 146ms+ 9.60ms 631 ms £ 26.7 ms
CE1l 11.6ms+443 s 45.5ms+365us  193ms+8.94ms 734ms + 27.4ms
CE1CC 11.3ms £ 636 us  45.0ms +£2.19ms 181ms+9.56ms 718 ms £ 36.0ms

Table 1: Time consumption of leapfrog (“LF”), fourth-order Runge-Kutta (“RK4”), and first-
order ContEvol (“CE1”) integrators, without and with conservation correction (“CC”), all for the
configuration specified in Section All quotes are obtained using the TIMEIT standard library of
Python.

In the case of velocity near M = 27, the = component reaches its maximum and quickly flips its
sign, while the y component reaches a larger maximum and quickly falls back. These rapid changes
constitute a “stress test” for the numerical methods.

Table[l| presents the time consumption of each configuration (integrator, conservation correction,
and time step) tested in this work. Since the time step is fixed in each case, the time consumption
is roughly inversely proportional to the time step, as expected. As a second-order method, leapfrog
integrator is ~ 3 times faster than fourth-order Runge-Kutta; for these two methods, conserva-
tion correction increases the time consumption by a significant fraction — despite the simplicity
of Eq. , it still takes time to perform floating point operations. Without conservation cor-
rection, first-order ContEvol costs about one half more time than fourth-order Runge-Kutta; with
correction, it becomes slightly faster, since calculating vj, from Eq. is simpler than from
Eq. . In principle, this trick can be applied to Runge-Kutta as well, but we have not ex-
plored this possibility in this work, since it would encounter more overhead and an acceleration is
not guaranteed.

Fig. shows orbits predicted by configurations tested in this work. Those close to the
exact solution Eq. , e.g., h = 1/1024 ellipses, will be further investigated in the next few
paragraphs; here we comment on significantly deviatory ones. Without conservation correction,
leapfrog integrator produces a hyperbolic trajectory with h = 1/16, and a significantly larger and
incomplete ellipse with h = 1/64 — it only finishes slightly over half a cycle at our terminal time,
tmax = 432. With conservation correction, the h = 1/16 leapfrog orbit involves more artifacts,
featuring two teardrop-shaped laps with different size, and then a segment of probably the third
one — apparently, the correction permanently alters the history by suddenly changing the sign of
vy; however, the h = 1/64 did become more reasonable. Because of their higher-order precision,
fourth-order Runge—Kutta and first-order ContEvol integrators only show substantial deviations
when h = 1/16. Without conservation correction, the Runge-Kutta orbit “loses” energy and
shrinks, while its ContEvol counterpart “gains” energy and leaves the “central object.” With
conservation correction, both orbits slightly flattens in the second lap, possibly due to artifacts
induced by the correction, although these artifacts are less noticeable than in the case of leapfrog.

Method 1: Leapfrog integrator. Figs. and display deviations from exact solution

of predictions by leapfrog (“LF”) integrator without and with conservation correction (“CC”),
respectively. Thanks to its symplectic nature, leapfrog (without conservation correction) conserves
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Figure 3.4.2: Orbit predicted by leapfrog (“LF”; top row), fourth-order Runge-Kutta (“RK4”;
middle row), and first-order ContEvol (“CE1”; bottom row) integrators, without (left column) and
with (right column) conservation correction (“CC”), all based on initial conditions specified in
Section For each integrator, h = 1/16 (“tab:purple”), h = 1/64 (“tab:red”), h = 1/256
(“tab:green”), and h = 1/1024 (“tab:orange”) results are shown in different colors.

angular momentum remarkably well — better than both “higher-order” methods tested in this work
— regardless of the time step. The mechanic energy is also well-conserved, except at the beginning
M = 0, where the particle gets an “initial kick,” of which the magnitude seems proportional
to the time step; nevertheless, near M = 2w, none of the leapfrog orbits gets a “second kick,”
making leapfrog eligible for studies of long-term (or secular) behaviors of the particle, if the energy
discrepancy is acceptable. Without or with conservation correction, shrinking the time step by a
factor of 4 reduces errors in position and velocity by about an order of magnitude. However, since
the correction breaks simplecticity and causes artifacts when r, reaches 0 (most noticeable in the
v, panel of Fig. , it only improves leapfrog in the first half of the first lap.

Method 2: Fourth-order Runge—Kutta. Figs. and [3:4.6] display deviations from ex-
act solution of predictions by fourth-order Runge-Kutta (“RK4”) integrator without and with
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Figure 3.4.3: Deviation from exact solution to the eccentric orbit specified in Section of pre-
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and y components), velocity v (z and y components), mechanic energy Fyr, and angular momentum
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Fig 13

conservation correction (“CC”), respectively. As a higher-order method, Runge-Kutta (without
conservation correction) significantly reduces the “initial kick” (in terms of mechanic energy and
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angular momentum) the particle gets at M = 0; however, the particle does get a “second kick” near
M = 27, of which the amplitude shrinks with time step for mechanic energy, but is constantly about
half an order of magnitude for angular momentum regardless of the time step. Therefore, quality of
Runge—Kutta predictions possibly deteriorates after several laps; yet for the first lap, shrinking the
time step by 4 reduces errors by almost three (two and a half) orders of magnitude without (with)
conservation correction, which is much better than leapfrog. In the first half of the first lap, with
h = 1/1024, conservation correction improves Runge-Kutta by nearly three orders of magnitude
in terms of z components, and almost an order of magnitude in terms of y components. Because
of different scaling relations described above, these improvements are slightly more significant for
larger time steps; due to truncation errors, time steps smaller than 1/1024 probably do not make
much sense. However, a closer look at the v, panel of Fig. would reveal a slight jump near
M = m, which is an artifact of the correction.
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Method 3: First-order ContEvol. Figs. and [3.4.8| display deviations from exact solution
of predictions by first-order ContEvol (“CE1”) integrator without and with conservation correc-
tion (“CC”), respectively. Without conservation correction, ContEvol does not perform as well as
Runge-Kutta for the first lap — the “initial kick” is almost an order of magnitude larger in terms
of mechanic energy, and up to three orders of magnitude in term of angular momentum; errors in
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position and velocity are also about an order of magnitude larger. This is not unexpected, because
although ContEvol (as implemented for these tests, see Section accurately traces r;, to O(h%),
it only traces v;, to O(h*), and the higher-order terms are just zero; meanwhile, Runge-Kutta
accurately traces both 7, and v, to O(h?*), but the O(h®) terms could be partially right, hence it
performs better when errors accumulate. Nonetheless, a comparison between Fy; and L, panels of
Figs. and tells us that, thanks to its closeness to simplecticity, ContEvol errors in these
two quantities are not amplified at all near M = 27, thus it could win out after several laps. Such
possibility is not explored in this work, but we note that the O(h®) term of the determinant of the
first order ContEvol Jacobian Eq. (3.1.17)) vanishes when rg - vo = 0, which might not have been
affected by our truncation (see Section |3.2). With conservation correction, ContEvol accurately
traces vy, to O(h%) as well, therefore it becomes more accurate than its Runge-Kutta counterpart
by up to an order of magnitude, especially with smaller time steps.

To summarize, with different pros and cons, first-order ContEvol is a viable alternative to classic
Runge-Kutta or the symplectic leapfrog integrator, especially for some specific situations or after
some further developments.
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3.5 Three-body, first-order ContEvol (description)
To simplify notation, we follow Eq. (3.1.5)) to generalize Eq. (3.2.1) as a series of functionals
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motion for the three body problem Eq. (3.0.4) can be written as

—(1— p2) (Zf ri]t ) (Zfi[rz]f) + (Zfi[ﬁ?”z]ti)]
—(1—p1) (Zf ot >—M1 (Zﬂ[’“ﬂt’)Jr(Zfi[w—?“l]fi)}

and the cost function can be defined as (subscript “CE3” stands for ContEvol and three-body
problem)

for any r(t) given or approximated by Egs. (3.1.1) and (3.1.2)), so that the (reduced) equations of

T

(3.5.2)

T3

1=0

3 3
(Z fi[rﬂti) + (Z filr — Tz]tiﬂ
=0 =0

(2B2 + 6Ast) + (1 — 1) (Z fi['rg}ti>

(Z fi["“ﬂti> + (Z Filrs — rl]ti>]

We refrain from proceeding with a symbolic analysis of the above cost function in this work, as
orders of the discrepancy between determinant of Jacobian and 1 (which mirrors non-symplecticity),
the minimized cost function, and the errors in results at ¢ = h are not expected to be different from
those in Sections B.1] and [3.3

From a perspective of numerical implementation, we can “flatten” the combination of 1 and all
the coefficients to be determined as

(2B + 6At) + (1 — pg) (Zf rt )

2

+ p2

h
eces({Ai}, {Bi}ih) = /0 dt. (3.5.3)

+

2

x = (20, 71,%2,...,712)" = (1, A1z, A1y, A1z, Bia, By, Biz, Aog, Asy, Ass, Bay, Bay, Ba.)7T,
(3.5.4)

so that the cost function can be succinctly expressed as

h
ecps(x;h) = / Wo|Eijrh ejor ] dt (3.5.5)
0

with weights w, (see below for discussion) and the fourth-order tensor Eaijk, wherein o = 1,2 is
the index of equation, ¢ = 0,1, 2,3 is the index of order, j = x,y, z is the index of direction, and
k=0,1,2,...,12 is the index of location in the @ vector; note that Einstein summation is assumed
for all four indices, including i in h*. All its 2 x 4 x 3 x 13 = 312 elements can be numerically
evaluated using initial conditions and information about the dynamic system, e.g., Eq. ;
many intermediate quantities can be shared between elements.

Then to minimize the cost function, we have

decps  Oecms
= T =Myp-x=0, k=12 ...,12 3.5.6
a.’L'k 3xk/5wk Tk kT ) 5y 4y ) ) ( )
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where the vectors M can be derived from the tensor £,4jk, and all their elements are guaranteed
to be constants; put in a matrix form, this system of equations is

My Mg -+ Mo x b1
My Myy -+ Moo T b
) o = (3.5.7)
Moy Moo --- Mig12 12 b12
where by, = —Mpo. Intuitively, the Hessian matrix M should be positive semidefinite, since the cost

function ecgs is by definition non-negative; yet because of the different between affine and linear

transformations, such intuition requires further justification. If it is indeed positive semidefinite,

then efficient linear algebra solvers, e.g., Cholesky decomposition, can be used to solve the above

linear system; if it is not, more general solvers must be used. Either way, this produces optimal

coefficients {A;} and {B;}, which tell us the position and velocity of each particle at ¢ = h. As

advertised in Section [T} ContEvol methods are implicit but only need to solve linear equations.
Here we conclude Section [3] with several remarks.

e First, the framework described above can be naturally extended to more particles and more
interactions. Eq. is general for many-body problem in celestial mechanics, and should
facilitate programming for both symbolic derivation and numerical implementation. The func-
tionals f,, i = 0, 1,2, 3 are also applicable to some electromagnetic problems, since Coulomb’s
law has the same form as Newton’s law of universal gravitation.

e Second, whenever we have multiple equations (e.g., 2 in the case of three-body problem),
it is possible and sometimes natural to assign different weights to them while defining the
cost function. Eq. does not do so because the two EOMs are symmetric, and thanks
to p1 and po, more weights are automatically assigned to more massive objects. While
different equations describe different quantities, one is advised to rescale the equations and
use the dimensionless version to define the cost function, and assign O(1) weights to them if
necessary.

e Third, in principle, one can combine Sections [2.3] and [3.5] to study celestial mechanics with
second- (or even higher-) order ContEvol method. Since the cost function, which describes
the discrepancy between approximated and “true” histories of the dynamic system, gets much
better with higher order, results like Poincaré sections based on post hoc analysis (instead of
combining tiny time steps and backwards evolution with traditional methods) should be more
accurate than those based on lower-order ContEvol.

4 Quantum mechanics: stationary Schrodinger equation

Now we switch topic from initial value problems (IVPs) to boundary value problems (BVPs).
Again as physicists, we choose two simplest cases from quantum mechanics, infinite potential well
and (quantum) harmonic oscillator, and then a more realistic case, Coulomb potential.

In one dimension, the stationary Schrédinger equation is

h2 .
H'y = —%w + V' = E'v, (4.0.1)
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where H' is the Hamiltonian (an operator), k is the reduced Planck constant, m is the mass of
the particle, V' is the potential energy (a function), and E’ is the energy of the particle (a scalar);
setting h2/2m to 1, this becomes

Hy = —p + Voo = Enp. (4.0.2)

In this work, we require the wavefunction v to be a real function.
To solve this eigenvalue problem, the general strategy of ContEvol is:

1. Represent the wavefunction v as two series, {¢; = ¢(z;)} and {¢); = ¥(2;)}, where {z;} is a
finite sampling of the real axis.

2. Find the optimal approximation ¢ = Hq, represented as {¢; = ¢(z;)} and {¢; = d(2:)}, by
minimizing a cost function. We treat the wavefunction ¢ as “known” for this purpose.

3. Formulate the Hamiltonian H as a linear transformation, and solve for the eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of the matrix.

4. Normalize, orthogonalize (not implemented in this work), and “render” the eigenvectors as
continuous wavefunctions.

To set a benchmark, we start by solving the infinite potential well using simple discretization in
Section before addressing the same problem with first-order ContEvol method in Section 4.2
Then in Section we describe how ContEvol is supposed to be applied to a slightly trickier
problem, quantum harmonic oscillator. In Section [£4] we try to solve a more realistic problem,
one-dimensional Coulomb potential.

4.1 Infinite potential well, simple discretization

In this section and the next, we study the infinite potential well

0 0<zxr<1
V(z) = - (4.1.1)
4+ 0o otherwise
for which the exact solution is
2 si 0<z<1
™ (z) = V2sin(nrz) 0<z - and FE, = (n7)?, neNT. (4.1.2)
0 otherwise
We divide the interval [0, 1] into NV + 1 equal parts with N 4 2 nodes
7
; = ——— ;=0,1,..., N+ 1. 4.1.
T N + 1a ? 07 ) ) —+ ( 3)
With {¢;} and linear spline interpolation, the wavefunction is sampled as
Yig1 — i
L T ) x <<y
b=Vt T @) mSTSan (4.1.4)
0 r<0orx>1
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where h = 1/(N 4 1) is now the length of each sub-interval. Boundary conditions at xg = 0 and
rn+1 = 1 indicate that ¢y = Y41 = 0. )
At each sampling node, the second-order derivative 1 is approximated as

o oz =i 1 (i = it Y = 2+ i
N — ' — — 4.1.
¥ h h h h h2 (4.1.5)
and thus the N x N (for i = 1,2,..., N) Hamiltonian H is simply
2 -1 0 0 0
-1 2 -1 0 0
g=p2| % L2 00 (4.1.6)
0 0 0 2 -1
0 0 0 -1 2

where the minus sign comes from Eq. (4.0.2)). This Hamiltonian matrix is Hermitian, as it should.
Before moving on to examples, we note that the eigenvectors need to be “renormalized” (even
if they have already been normalized as usual vectors) as

:/01[N¢( dx—J\/’QZ/ M{ s wz(x—xi)rdm

h
S Vi =t -~ h
_sz;/o <¢+th”> dw:Nng(w?+wiwi+1+¢?+l), (4.1.7)

=0

where A is the normalization factor; similarly, in principle, they may need to be “reorthogonalized”
according to the “inner product” defined as follows

(k)

Tim _ ) (ORI
WPRO) = PN Z / l( W<m—xi>>-<w£”+“’z“ﬂ<x_m>] da

h (k) (k) o O
/ [<¢§k) 7w2+1 W Vi x) . (111 ¢z+1h Vi x)] dzx
0

h
6

M= L1

[ 200 + 90 + o @ + 20, (4.1.8)

@
I
o

where we have not written the complex conjugate symbol “x” as our wavefunctions are real. Yet
intuitively, the eigenvectors should be orthogonal to each other, as they correspond to different
eigenvalues of a Hermitian operator. Since this work is principally for illustration purposes, we
simply present the normalized wavefunctions, and leave investigation of orthogonality for future
work.

Fig. compares simple discretization with N = 2 and exact solution Eq. ([.1.2)) for n =
1 and n = 2 Note that these two wavefunctions are automatically orthogonal to each other.
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Figure 4.1.1: Infinite potential well, comparisons between simple discretization N = 2 results
(“Earth”) with exact solution Eq. (4.1.2]) (“Default”) for n = 1 (left) and n = 2 (right).

Fig. shows two H matrices (N = 8 and N = 16) and normalized but not necessarily orthogonal
eigenvectors produced by N = 8, N = 16, N = 32, and N = 64 versions of simple discretization;
the other two H matrices (N = 32 and N = 64) are omitted as the tridiagonal structure is the
same. With increasing n (note that ¥ has n — 1 zero points between the two end points), the
eigenvectors become less and less smooth.

Figs. and display errors in eigenvalues and rendered eigenvectors of N =8, N = 16,
N = 32, and N = 64 Hamiltonians, respectively. Although a N x N Hermitian matrix has N
eigenpairs, E, and (™ with n > 17 are not shown in these figures. At small n, the approximated
wavefunctions are reasonably smooth; however, as n approaches N/2, the broken features become
much more noticeable. It should be noted that all the eigenvalues produced by simple discretization
are smaller than their exact counterparts, unlike those yielded by first ContEvol method, as we will
show in the next section.

4.2 Infinite potential well, first-order ContEvol

Now we present the ContEvol treatment of the same problem. We divide the interval [0, 1] into N
equal parts with N + 1 nodes

1

i =, 1=0,1,...,N; 4.2.1
x N 7 ( )
investigating if an unequal partition leads to better results is left for future work. With {v;} and

{1[12}, the wavefunction is sampled as

Y(z) = {%Zfi +i(x — 33) + Byi(r — 23)” + Ayi(z — 2:)® @ <z <wip (4.2.2)
0 z<0orz>1
with
{All)i = 2(¢hi — i)D"+ (s + i) h 7 (4.2.3)
By = 3(ip1 — )b — (2 + thipa)h
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Figure 4.1.2: Infinite potential well, H matrices (first column) for N = 8 and N = 16, and
eigenvectors (second and third columns) for N = 8, N = 16, N = 32, and N = 64 versions of simple
discretization. Following Mathematica convention, the eigenvectors are presented horizontally and
ordered by decreasing eigenvalues (i.e., first row is W) last row is 1p(1)). They are normalized in
terms of Eq. , but not deliberately orthogonalized in terms of Eq. ; their signs are set
so that ¢ (the first component) is positive in all cases.

where h = 1/N is the length of each sub-interval. Boundary conditions at zyp = 0 and zny = 1
indicate that ¢o = ¢n = 0. The desired approximation ¢ = H1) is represented in the same way.

We are supposed to have ¢ &~ —1. Note that ¢(x) and ¢(x) are both piecewise cubic functions
with continuous first derivatives, while 1[1 is a piecewise linear function which is not necessarily
continuous at sampling nodes. The cost function is defined as (subscript “IPW?” stands for infinite
potential well)

N-1
epw ({0} i} {oih {di}i {mi}) = D erpw i (Vi Wi Vi1, i1 Gis Gy biers P13 T, i );
=0
(4.2.4)

for simplicity, in the following text we omit parameters of erpw ;, which is

S / G de = / @By + 60) + (64ps + )@ — 20) + Bsla — 20 + Al — 20 da

Zi
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Figure 4.1.3: Infinite potential well, 1 minus nth eigenvalue FE,, divided by its exact counterpart

Eq. (4.1.2)) versus quantum number n for n = 1,2,...,

16. N = 64 (“Earth”), N = 32 (“Garnet”),

N =16 (“Opal”), and N = 8 (“Sapphire”) results of simple discretization are shown in different

colors.

h
= / [(QBwl =+ ¢z) =+ (6147,2;1 =+ qﬁl)x + Bm‘l‘z + Am:L'S]Z dx
0

fori=0,1,...,N —

€IPW,i =

/

[(4B3,; + 4Byidi + 62 )h + (1244 By; + 6 Ayici + 2Byidi + didi)h?

(4B12M + 4Bwi¢i + d)?) + (24AwiB¢i + 12Awi¢i + 4Bwi¢.7i + 2@1)1(;5@)13
+ (36A%,; + 12A4yidi + 4Byi By + 2Byidi + 67 )2

+ (1244 By; + 4A4; Byi + 2A4ih; + 2Bgidy)a

+ (12A¢iA¢i + 2A¢Z¢)Z + Bil)x4 + 2A¢iB¢Z‘£C5 + A%mxﬁ

dx

1 . .
+ 5 (8647, + 1244:6i + 4B4iByi + 2Byidi + ¢))h°

+ = (6AyiByi +2A4Byi + Agidi + B¢z¢z)

(4.2.5)

—_

(12A¢1A¢1+2A¢Z¢1+B¢1)h5+ AmBmh + A2 A7

O‘l\Hl\D

1; plugging in expressions of Ay, Byi, Ags, and By;, this becomes
1206 — )+ 1200 + o) (s~ i)

#4002+ b 4 020 = 20— 06 - duan) 1

{001 = ) = 50 = )6+ duan) + 50— vean) Gt )|
n {105 (3967 + 2610041 + 390%1) — 1o s — diads — i + Adadin) | 1

— 3¢idit1 + 207, )h°
(4.2.6)

22¢z+1¢z+1)h +7( ¢

+ 7(22@@ 13¢; i1 + 13igis1 — 510

210
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Figure 4.1.4: Infinite potential well, errors in rendered wavefunctions of N = 64 (“Earth”), N = 32
(“Garnet”), N = 16 (“Opal”), and N = 8 (“Sapphire”) results of simple discretization. Note that
magnitude of exact wavefunctions is v/2.
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for convenience, we define erpw,—1 = erpw,n = 0.

Partial derivatives of e;pw ; with respect to ¢;, ¢it1, gz.Si, and q.SZ-H are

respectively; note that one should not set these to zero, as a node is coupled
intervals, unless it is g or . Put in matrix form, these are

9

(4.2.7)

depwi _ 120t = i), 1 Wi+ 2660+ 901, | 2261 — 136
0o; 5 5 35 210

Oerpw i _ 12(; — iq1) Wl 4 Y + 11 n 9¢; + 26011 It 13¢; — 22,41 B2

0Piv1 5 5 35 210

8€IP.W,i _ Yi— Vi A —tin bt 22¢; 4+ 13011 h? 4 4¢; — 3dit1 B3
0% 5 15 210 210

Oerpw i _ Vi~ Y%in n i — 4P o 13¢; + 22¢h;41 2 3¢ — 4di1 B3

i1 5 15 210 210

with two adjacent

26h/35 9h/35  11h%/105 —13h%/210 i
9h/35 26h/35  13h%/210 —11A%/105 | | i+
8/d¢; 11h2/105  13h%/210  2r3/105  —h3/70 i
/01 ) | \-13n%/210 —11h%/105 —h3/70  2h3/105 bit1
| IPW,i —
9/0¢; —12n7%/5 12n7Y/5  —11/5  —1/5 Yi
0/0¢i11 N 12pY/5 —12n71/5  1/5 11/5 Vi1
-1/5 1/5 —4h/15  h/15 oy
i -1/5 1/5 h/15  —4h/15) \4p;q
®i Y
_p | Pt | g | Vi | 42.8
bi ? P (4.28)
Git1 Yit1

again for convenience, we define P(-1 = Q-1

0 0
_ p(N+1) — O(N+1) —
P 0 (O 0).
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To minimize the cost function Eq. (4.2.4), we have

[ ([ Pow -+ Pon Pony1 - Poanta bo 1
Pyo e Pnn Pyny1 o Pyoanta N
D/ 0o Pyiio -+ Pnyin  Pyyin+1 - Pniian+ oo
0/0¢dN Ponviio o0 Panyi,y Panyaingr o0 Pangionga (;.SN
a/a¢ €EIPW = =
0 Qoo e Qon Qo,N+1 e Qo2N+1 o
0/0¢N n Qno - QNN QNnN+1 o @naN+1 YN
Qny1o -+ OQnyiNy  Qnyint1r o QNy12ny1 o
i Qan+1,0 - Qanti,ny Qoantin+r 0 Qant12nN+1 N/
(4.2.9)
since
Jerpw  Oerpwi—1 | Oerpw i
dd; 0; 0;
0¥ b b 7 (4.2.10)
Oerpw _ O€erpw i—1 . Oerpw i
I O el
the (2N +2) x (2N +2) P and @ matrices can be constructed from scratch (zero matrix) by doing
P P Py (Ny1)4i P (N+1)+it1
Py, Piy1i+1 Piv1,(N+1)+i Pit1,(N+1)+i+1 4— p)
PiNg1)+i, Pni1y4i,i41 PNg1)44,(N+1)+i Py 44, (N+1)+i+1
Piniytits Povin+itiitr Poven+it1,(v4 D)4+ POV4D) i1, (N+1) 4i+1
Qi Qiit1 Qi (N4+1)+i Qi (N+1)+i+1 ’
Qit1,i Qit1,i+1 Qi1,(N41)+ Qit1,(N+1)+i+1 4= QW
Q(N4+1)+i,i Q(N+1)+i,i+1 Q(N4+1)+i,(N+1)+i Q(N+1)+i,(N+1)+i+1

Q(N+1)+i+1,i Q(N+1)+z‘+1,i+1 Q(N+1)+i+1,(N+1)+i Q(N+1)+i+1,(N+1)+i+1
(4.2.11)

where += denotes the addition assignment operator in common programming languages like C or
Python, for ¢ = 0,1,..., N. To enforce the {9 = ¥y = 0 constraints, one simply needs to remove
the corresponding rows and columns.

Our desired Hamiltonian is thus simply H = —P~'Q. Eigendecomposition of H should yield
2N + 2 (or 2N) eigenpairs, {wgk),z/}fk)} and E®) | without (with) those two constraints. With or
without the ¢y = ¥ = 0 enforcement, P and ) matrices are always symmetric; however, this does
not guarantee that the resulting H matrix is also symmetric, and thus Hermitian.

Like in Section the eigenvectors need to be “renormalized” as

1
0

N-1 Tit+1 .
1= [ Wperar=n 3 [ Wk bt - a0+ Bue -0 + w2 e
i—0 7
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=

N2

L]

—1

h
/ (Wi + Pix + Byia® + Ayia®]* da
0

A = /h V7 + 20hix + (2Byithi + ¥7)3% + (2Ayi; + 2Byinhi) 2 d
= . xr
i—0 70 + (Bi)z + 2A¢iwi)$4 + 2A1MB,MLC5 + A2 ix6
r . 2Byt + 2 Ayithi + Byithi
R R ”;) Uy 4 Awit 5 witli
=N )
2 2
i—0 n Bwi + Qszlbz h5 + AwiB¢i h6 n %};
L 5 3 7
N1 [ (1302 + 99ithir + 1302, ) + = (2208 — 130ithiss + 13%ithisr — 220is1911)h2
A2 35 1 210 ;
=0 |+ 57 (207 = Bdithiga + 2070k

(4.2.12)
they may need to be “reorthogonalized” according to the “inner product” defined as follows

(k) (k) (k)
WP ®y = (B V{0, 9 E:/”H {0 + 0 (@ =) + B (0 = 00 4 AT (@ = 20)°)

{0 + 9 (@ — 2) + BY) (v — 2:)” + AL}z — 2:)°}
N71 h . .
= / o + 9P e+ BR2? + AR (vl + P+ BYa? + ALY do
- 0
BP0 4 @GP0 + P GO)z + (BE O 1+ 3O + P )2

N-1 ,.p
:2/0 £ (ABYD 1 BOGO | BB 4 09 403 e
i=0 .

(Af/,’?w(” BHBY 1 gAY 4 (ADBY 4 5O AV 4 4% 40,0

QZJ(k)’l/J(l)h-l— (w(k)w(l)_’_w k)w(l )h2 (B(k)1/)(l)+1/)(k)1/)(l)+’(/J(k)B(l))h3
N-1
= Z + 4( (k)¢(l) -I-B(k)’l/J(l) -l—’l/J(k)B(l) +’l[)(k)A(li)h4
1=0
1 (k)i (1) (k) (l) (k) 4 54 (k) p(1) (B) A\76 , L 4(k) 477
|+ AR BB AT + 6(Am. Bi) + B AGIR + 2 AG) A
1
7@wﬁwU+wﬂwwﬁw%ﬂ¢”+%mﬂmﬂ>
k l k k) (1)
= () B 5O _ 5 ®) 5 0yp2 ’ (4:2.15)
= 420(¢ wH»l_’(/)i ’(/}7,+1 Vi — v )
(k) ;@ ; (1
420(4¢ )w ) 3,(/) wH»l ¢z+1¢ )+4¢z+1wz+1)

o1
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Figure 4.2.1: Infinite potential well, comparisons between first-order ContEvol toy version (N = 1)
results (“Earth”) with exact solution Eq. (4.1.2)) (“Default”) for N =1 (left) and N = 2 (right).

Toy version: N =1. While N =1 and h =1/N = 1, with ¢y = ¥y = 0 enforced, the P and @
matrices are simply

_ (2/105 —1/70 _[(—4/15  1/15
P(—1/70 2/105) and Q<1/15 —4/15)’ (4.2.14)

and the Harmiltonian is
_ 1,4 (26 16
H=-P Q= (16 26) . (4.2.15)

Eigendecomposition and normalization yield

Y1(x) =V30(z —2?) 0<x<1 F, =10 ~ 1.0132x2 (42.16)
PYo(x) =V210(z — 32° +22°%) 0<a <1  E,=42~ 1.0639(2nr)> o

see Fig. for comparisons between these results and exact solution Eq. (4.1.2) for n = 1 and
n = 2. Like in Section these two wavefunctions are automatically orthogonal to each other.

Realistic versions: N = 2, N = 4, and N = 8. Although the toy version results seem
promising, one needs to use a larger N for more accurate results and larger quantum numbers.
Fig. shows P, @), and H matrices, as well as normalized but not necessarily orthogonal
eigenvectors produced by N =1, N =2, N =4, and N = 8 versions of first-order ContEvol. P, @,
and H are all 2N x 2N matrices. In each of them, the upper left (N — 1) x (N — 1) blocks (absent
in the V = 1 case) describes coupling between 1); and 9; 1, the lower right (N +1) x (N +1) blocks
describes coupling between 1/1z and z/JZH, and they other two blocks (both absent in the N = 1
case) describe coupling between values and derivatives. All these blocks are tridiagonal; because of
the special form of P and Q" submatrices Eq. , the central diagonals of the cross blocks
are uniformly zero. From the third column, it is clear that the Hamiltonians are not symmetric;
nevertheless, the upper left (N — 1) x (IV — 1) blocks (absent in the N = 1 case) and the lower right
(N 4+ 1) x (N 4+ 1) blocks are symmetric. Intuitively, the Hamiltonians should still be Hermitian if
we consider them as operators on function representations {v;, %} Shown in the last column are
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Figure 4.2.2: Infinite potential well, P (first column), @ (second column), and H matrices (third
column), together with eigenvectors (last column) for N = 1 (first row), N = 2 (second row),
N =4 (third row), and N = 8 (last row) versions of first-order ContEvol. Following Mathematica
convention, the eigenvectors are presented horizontally and ordered by decreasing eigenvalues (i.e.,
first row is )2V, last row is ¢)(1)). They are normalized in terms of Eq. (#.2.12), but not deliberately
orthogonalized in terms of Eq. ; their signs are set so that ¢y (the Nth component) is positive
in all cases.

the eigenvectors: the first N — 1 components of each row (absent in the N = 1 case) are v; for
1=1,2,..., N —1, while the last N 4+ 1 components are ¢, for ¢ = 0,1,..., N. Similar patterns can
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Figure 4.2.3: Infinite potential well, nth eigenvalue E,, divided by its exact counterpart Eq. (4.1.2))
minus 1 versus quantum number n. N = 8 (“Earth”), N = 4 (“Garnet”), N = 2 (“Opal”), and
N =1 (“Sapphire”) results of first-order ContEvol are shown in different colors.

be seen from eigenvectors with different N values. For example, both 2N) and /(™) are zero or
almost zero at nodes (not shown in the N =1 case), but the former has the same first derivatives,
while the latter has alternating first derivatives.

Figs. and display errors in eigenvalues and rendered eigenvectors of N = 1, N = 2,
N =4, and N = 8 Hamiltonians, respectively. With only a quarter of the number of parameters
used in simple discretization (see Section , ContEvol results are arguably better, especially for
the ground state energy E;. Since a 2N x 2N matrix only has (at most) 2N eigenpairs, E,, and (™)
with large n are only available with large V. The quality of the results significantly deteriorates as
n approaches 2N; it reaches the worst case at 2IN — 1, and becomes reasonably good at 2NV, when
our sampling nodes coincide with zero points of the wavefunctions. Based on these two figures, a
rule of thumb would be to only trust n < NN results, so that errors in eigenvalues are below or at
the ~ 1% level.

4.3 Harmonic oscillator, first-order ContEvol (description)

In this section, we consider (quantum) harmonic oscillator with potential
V(z)=2? zcR, (4.3.1)

where we have set the constant k/2 to 1; note that this only affects the scaling of . The exact
wavefunctions can be expressed using Hermite polynomials; we do not include them here as no
comparisons will be made.

As for application of the ContEvol method, there are three major differences between harmonic
oscillator and infinite potential well, which we describe one by one.

Difference 1: Position-dependent potential. In the case of infinite potential well, the poten-
tial V(z) is uniformly zero in the interval of interest; the case of harmonic oscillator is different.
Consequently, each piece of the cost function needs to be written as (subscript “QHO” stands for
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quantum harmonic oscillator)

2 o [{2Byi +6Ayi(z — z:)} — 2
canoi= [ -VeroPdo= [ it dile -0 + Bule - 20 + Auile - )°)
- T L (et dile — ) + Byl — )? + Ai(e — 2:)°)
2Byt 64w — i)} — {2? + 2w — 2) + (2 — 2:)?}])
= A {t; + 1/11(:10 — ;) + Byi(z — ;)% + Ayi(z — )%} dzx
" + {¢s + ¢z($ — ;) + Bgi(x — ;)% + Agi(x — )3}
B /h (2By; + 6Ayiz) — (27 + 2x50 + %)
0

: (% + 77[111' + BwiLUQ + Awil'?’) + (¢z + (ZSzl’ + B¢Z‘£L'2 + A¢Z‘£L'3)
where we have omitted results of the expansion, squaring, integral, and substitution steps (“---7).
It should be noted that, fortunately, ContEvol is robust against complications induced by the
position-dependent potential function, because equo,; is still a finite polynomial of h, of which all
coefficients are linear combinations of {1, ¥i, Vis1, Vit1}, {is Gis Git1, Gig1}, and {xg, 441}

In general, a potential function V(z) can be represented as {V; = V(z;)} and {V; = V(z;)},
even if it is a hard-to-integrate transcendental function or does not have an analytic form. In the
regime of first-order ContEvol, each piece of V(z) possesses up to the third order in z, ergo the
resulting expression of each piece of the cost function has up to the thirteenth order in h; when h
is small; it is reasonable to truncate the expansion of the square root of the integrand at the third
order in x, so that the final expression has up to the seventh order in h, like in Sections|2.1| or [3.1
Note that when h denotes the length of each sub-interval, it is not necessarily small, specifically
not necessarily smaller than 1, hence higher-order terms may be more important than lower-order
ones.

de=---, (4.3.2)

Difference 2: Lack of sharp edges. Unlike Eq. , Eq. does not require wave-
functions to vanish at specific, finitely distant positions; figuratively speaking, wavefunctions are
allowed to (and actually should) have tails. Therefore, we need to define equo,—1 and equo,n —
not just for convenience, but also for accuracy.

Wavefunctions are supposed to vanish at infinity, i.e., satisfy (—o0c0) = ¥(+o00) = 0 and
Y(—o0) = Y(+00) = 0. Given vy and 1y or 1y and ¢y, it is impossible to find a cubic rep-
resentation of ¥ (z) in the interval (—oo, o] or [y, 400); however, assuming that ty and vy have
same signs while ¢n and ¥x have opposite signs, there is always a pair of exponential tails

o exp [wo(ff - xo)} x < I
Yo
V() = . (4.3.3)
N exp le(fU - xN)] >N
PN

satisfying all these boundary conditions. Expressing tails of ¢(z) in the same way, tails of the cost
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function could be defined as

cano.1 = [ (- Vitopds

—0Q0

o [ 7o , . : 2
= /_OO [ZE exp (ig(m - x0)> — 2%)g exp (ig(x - :130)) + ¢ exp (ig(x - :co))] dz

+m .
€QHO,N = / (Y =V + ¢)?da

N

oo [ s . . . 2
/wN [zxexp (ﬁ(mm@) — 2% exp (ﬁ(mmﬂ) + ¢n exp (ig(xae]\;)>] dz
(4.3.4)

where integrals of exponential tails multiplied by 22 (actually polynomial potential functions in
general) can be expressed using gamma function. Yet unfortunately, with ¢y and ¥, ¢o and ¢ as
denominators, such tails break the linearity of our ContEvol formalism. A natural solution would
be to treat 1o/ and Y /YN, ¢o/do and ¢n /PN as fixed values in the tails; as a price, one would
need to fine-tune zy and xp, so that these ratios are indeed close to the corresponding fixed values.
A related example will be presented in the next section.

As for second-order ContEvol, the tails could be similarly written as

by exp @(x—xo)er(x—m ) x < xo
Yo 245
Y(x) = : . . ; (4.3.5)
YN exp d)—N(a:—xN)—FwNwN;d)N(a:—:c )2 T >N
¢N 21/)]\]

however, even one is willing to deal with non-linearity, since the error function does not have an
analytic form, one may need to build numerical lookup tables for equno,—1 and equo,n~. In the
linear regime, we can treat ratios like 7;/}0 /%o and 7,/} ~N /YN to zeros as well, but it is not common for
first and second derivatives to simultaneously satisfy constraints, hence we can only aim for having
sensible ¢0 and QZ}N values. Better and possibly intricate circumvention is beyond the scope of this
work.

Difference 3: Increasing “sizes” of wavefunctions. For scenarios like (quantum) harmonic
oscillator, the “sizes” of wavefunctions (which can be strictly quantified using percentiles of the
probability distribution) increase with larger quantum numbers. Meanwhile, with N nodes, first-
order ContEvol is supposed to yield 2N eigenvectors. Therefore, for similar problems, the spread
of nodes probably needs to be adjusted according to test results. Since the fine-tuning may require
several iterations, objective evaluation criteria can be designed to automate this process; such efforts
are left for future work, and probably for specific situations.

To summarize, harmonic oscillator manifests some of the difficulties encountered in real-world
problems, but ContEvol methods should be able to handle them reasonably well.
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4.4 Coulomb potential, first-order ContEvol

In this final section on quantum mechanics, we look at a more realistic case, one-dimensional
Coulomb potential. Following Section 2.1 of [10], the radial part of the stationary Schrédinger
equation for a hydrogen atom can be written as

d? 1(1+1)
where we have used atomic units, the potential V(r) = —2/r, [ is the angular quantum number,

and P(r) = r- R(r) is a modified version of the radial wavefunction R(r). This work focuses on the
ground state n = 1, hence we set [ = 0; in our notation, the equation becomes

i — %w =Ey, >0, (4.4.2)
and the exact solution is
YO (r)=2re™, r>0 and E, = —1. (4.4.3)
For simplicity, we sample the non-negative half of the real axis with N 4 1 nodes
r;=1-h, i=0,1,...,N, (4.4.4)

where h is the width of each intervaﬂ non-uniform sampling is left for future work. To handle the
1/r factor in the equation, we require each piece of the wavefunction 1 (r) to be proportional to 7;
note that this strategy can be applied to Yukawa potential as well. Therefore the wavefunction is
written as

7(Dyi + Cyit + Byir® + Aypir®) 1 < <ripy
P(r) = < r ) : (4.4.5)

T
Yy—exp|1—— T>TN
N TN

where we exclude ¢y from the tail to maintain linearity of our framework.
The coefficients D,; through A, are yielded by terminal conditions at » = r; and 741

U(ri) = 14(Dyi + Cyiri + Byir? + Agir}) = ¥
1,[) Ti) = Dwi + 201“'7”1' + 3Bwi7”i2 + 4A,/,i’l”§ = ”L/Jl (4 4 6)
$(ris1) = rig1(Dyi + Cyiripa + Byiriyy + Apirdy ) = digr a
P(riz1) = Dyi + 2Cyirip1 + 3Byiriyy + 4Agird ) = ip
since r; =4 -h and r;11 = (¢ + 1) - h, for ¢ > 0 we have
ih (ih)? (ih)? (ih)* Dy i
1 2ih 3(ih)? A(ih)3 Coi | | ¥ (447)
G+ Dh [G+DR? [G+ DR [+ 1)A)? Byi | | Yisr o
1 2(i+ Dh  3[(i + DR 4[(i + DA \ Ay Bisr

9Caution: In this section, i is always a non-negative integer and never the imaginary unit.
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i, b

h_3
) 1+ 1

C[@i=1D) (204 3) i ], -
Am‘—[ 2 - e }h 44

Byi = —2 [(3i2 _2 Dy (3i% + 6i + 2)1/)#1} B3

(3i +.2)1/Jz‘ " (3i + 1)'1/.1i+1‘| 52

_ i (’L + 1)2 /3 Z—|— 1
o - [(z’ F 1O ~ 30— )y _ 6P+ 150+ 8)%@ p2 g |GEDG DY it W‘“] h!
i (i+1)2 ¢ i+1
. 2(s X 2(; . . .
Dy = —2 [(l = (Z‘Z S j—f)lwﬁl} h=t =10+ 1)%i + %4higa]

(4.4.8)

Like in Section the desired approximation ¢ = H1 is represented in the same way with {¢;}
and {¢;}. For convenience, we put this linear transformation in matrix form

Aypi Y
- (i) _ | Byi o | Y+ | _ ),
= =T . =T 4.4.9
W= v ¥ (149)
Dy Yit1
with the transformation matrix
Qi_lh*‘l - 2i+3 ,_, lh*’ 1 j-3
22 2(2' +1)2 i i+1
_23z 2— 1h_3 31 '—l— 62—2&—2h_3 —32—.’—2h_2 —3_Z+1h_2
TGO = v gl +1) ? 141
(i+1)(6i%2 — 3i — 1) -2 _i(6i + 15i + 8) B2 (14 1)(3i + 1)h_1 i(3i+2) e ’
i2 gz +1)2 i i+1
i+ 1)2(i — 1 1< (1 4+ 2
_2(Z+ )(Z )hfl 27’ (7’+ )h71 —(2+1)2 _7:2
1 1+ 1
(4.4.10)

which is the same for ¢(r) and ¢(r). Boundary condition at ro = 0 indicates that ) = 0. In the
special case of ¢ = 0, we set Ayg = 0 to get

Byo = —2tp1h ™ + (4ho + 1h1)h >
Cyo = 31h™2 — (20 + Y )h 1 (4.4.11)
Dyo = o
or
—2h73 h—2 h—2

7O = [ 3p=2 —2p~ ! —p-1
0 1 0

: (4.4.12)

so that (Byo, Cyo, Dyo)T = T© (¢17¢0,¢1)T~
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The cost function is defined as (subscript “H” stands for hydrogen atom)

N-1
en({wi}, {hiki {dit {ditih) = D emi(Wi, i, Vg1, hivas di iy Gig1, Gig13 i iv1) + emn (Uns O T3
i=0
(4.4.13)
for simplicity, in the following text we omit parameters of ey ;, which is

Tifl 2 ) Tit1
EH,i:/ (¢+;¢+¢) dT:/

[ i

(2C¢i + 2D1/;i) + (63¢i + QCwi + Dd,i)r ?

+ (12Ay; + 2Byi + Cyi)r? + (2Ay; + Byi)r® + Agir?

[4(Cyi + Dyi)? + 4(6By; + 2Cy; + D) (Coi + Dyi)r 1°
+ [(6Byi +2C i + Dyi)? +4(12Ay; + 2By + Cyi)(Cyi + Dy |12

(DR |+ [2(12Ayi + 2Byi + Ci)(6Byi + 2Cyi + Dysi) + 4(2Ayi + Byi)(Cyi + Dyl

/z +[

+ 1

+1

dr

dr
ih (12A¢,i + Qqui + C¢i)2 + 2(2Awi + Bm—)(GBqM + 2C¢i + D¢i) + 4A¢i (sz + qu)}’rzk
2(2A¢i + B¢i>(12Awi + 2By + O¢i) + 2A¢i(63¢i + 201/”‘ + D¢i)]7‘5

(2A1/)i + B¢i)2 + 2A¢i(12A¢i + QB¢i + C’¢i)]r6 + 2A¢Z‘(2A¢i + Bm‘)’l’? + AQZ-Tg

'4(OW- + Dw) h 4 2(6By; + 2Cyi + Dgi)(Cyi + Dyi)d(i, 2)h?

+ [(6sz +2Cy; + Dyi)* + 4(12Ay; + 2By + Cyi) (Cyi + Dyi)d(i, 3)h?

+ ~[2(12Ay; + 2By; 4 Cyi) (6By; + 2Cy; 4+ D) + 4(2Ayi + Bgi)(Cyi + Dyi)]d (i, 4)h*
(1244 4+ 2Byi + Cgi)® 4 2(2Ay; + Byi) (6By; + 2Cy; + D) + 4A4i(Cyi + Dy;)d(i, 5)h°

[2 (QAW + B¢,)(12A¢z + 2By + O(m) +2A44; (6B1/,1 +2Cy; + D@)]d(i, 6)h6

\IM—AG:M—‘U!M—‘.&M—!OJ\

(4.4.14)

where d(i,n) = (i + 1)» — 4", for i = 0,1,..
convenience, we define ey,_; = 0.

N —1; eg n will be addressed later. Again for
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Partial derivatives of ey ; with respect to Ag;, Bgi, Cgi, and Dgy; are

r4 s 1 ,
der; |5 Cwi T Duidd(i, 5B + 3(6Byi + 20y + Dyi)d(i, 6)h°
0Asi | L 2194 O T+ L AL A 8V 4 LB d(i 8VhE 4 2 A d(i. 9V RO
+ 7(12A¢1 + 2By + Cy;)d(i, )R + 2A¢Zd(z78)h + 4Bcfnd(z,8)h + 9A¢Zd(z79)h
- 2
ey |(Cuwi+ Dya)d(i, 4)n* + £ (6By; + 20y + Dyy)d(i, 5)h°
: 1 2 1
OBsi + 3 (1244 + 2By + Cli)d(i, 6)h° + =24y + Byi)d(i, AT + 1 Awid(i, 8)h®
r4 . 1 , ’
aEH,i B 5(01/”‘ + Dwi)d(l7 3)h3 + 5(631“‘ + 201“ + Dm‘)d(l, 4)h4
o 2 1 2
0Csi + 3(12Awi + 2By + Cy;)d(i,5)h° + §(2Awi + Byi)d(i,6)h% + ?Am-d(z’, 7)h7)
i . 2 .
aeH,i B Q(Cwi + D¢i)d(l, 2)h2 + 5(631/”‘ + 201/”‘ + D¢i)d(l, 3)h3
, 1 2 1
aDm + 5(12141/”' + 231[)1' + Cm‘)d(i, 4)h4 + 5(2141“ + B¢i)d(i, 5)h5 + §A¢id(i, 6)/7,6
(4.4.15)
respectively; put in matrix form, these are
0/0Ay; Agpi Ayi
0/0By; _ B30 | A650 _ pl) | Bei A6) | Bui
0/0C., | =PI + Q" = P o +Q o (4.4.16)
with
2d(i,9)h°/9  d(i,8)h8/4 2d(i,T)hT/T  d(i,6)h®/3
plo _ | d 8)h8/4  2d(i,7)h7/T d(i,6)h®/3  2d(i,5)h°/5
| 2d(i,)R7/7  d(i,6)h8/3  2d(i,5)h°/5  d(i,4)h*/2
d(i,6)hS/3  2d(i,5)h°/5 d(i,4)h*/2  2d(i,3)h*/3
24 . 7 ]. . 8 . 6 4 . 7 4 . 4 2 . 6 4 . [
7d(z, Th' + id(z, 8)h®  2d(i,6)h° + ?d(z, Th gd(z, 5)h° + gd(z, 6)h gd(z, 5)h°
4 12 2 4
o0 4d(i, 6)h% + ?d(i, T)h7 Ed(z’, 5)h° + gd(z‘, 6)hS  d(i,4)h* + gd(z‘, 5)h°  d(i,4)h*
=1 24 2 4 4 4
Ed(z‘, 5)h5 + gd(z‘, 6)hS  3d(i,4)h* + 5d(z', 5)h° gd(i, 3)h3 +d(i, 4)h* gd(i, 3)h3
6d(i,4)h* + gd(i, 5)h5 4d(i, 3)h® + d(i,4)h*  2d(i,2)h? + %d(i, 3)h3  2d(i,2)h?

(4.4.17)

For the special case of i = 0, we simply need to drop the first rows and first columns of pO
and Q(O). Then partial derivatives of ey ; with respect to ¢;, ¢iy1, ¢;, and ¢; 1 can be succinctly
expressed as

0/0%: 0044

38(151 7 88B2 i NG -G
5/6.451 e = [TV a?aci,» ens = [TOT(POBY + QUy™)
9/0¢i+1 9/0Dg;
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= ([T(i)]Tp(i)T(i))¢(i) + ([T(i)]TQ(i)T(i))w(i) = Pl 4 Qg

As promised, we now address ep, iy, which corresponds to the tail. Given our assumed functional
form Eq. (4.4.5)), this should be

(4.4.18)

[e'e] [e’e) 2
) M r
€H7N(wN§¢N§7"N):/ (¢+*¢+¢)2d7“=/ [(1!11\/ +¢N+¢N> exp (1—” dr
TN T TN N TN TN TN
o) 2
:/ {{270 ¢N—|— (¢N @[1?])\,> T‘}exp (1—70)} dr
rN ’I"N TN N TN
1.\ 1
- 2(2“\[ wN> +6(2TN dw) (W+W)TN+5(¢N+¢N) 2
4 TN TN '™ TN
57‘]\[ 1 2 1
—_— —_— = 4.4.19
¢N ( QTN) ONUN + (’I‘N 7"12\, 4TN>1/}N’ ( )
and its partial derivative with respect to ¢ is
Oe 5r 1
o= TRon + (35— ) un = PNy + QW (4.4.20)
6(;51\[ 27‘]\[
where PY) and Q) are both 1 x 1 matrices.
To minimize the cost function Eq. (4.4.13)), we have
[ [ Pn Pin P Nt Piont o1 i
Py Py Py nt1 Pyant1 N
0/0¢1 Pni1a Pniin PNyin+1 Prni1on41 o1 0
0/0¢N Py Ponviin Panyinga Pony12n 11 N 0
. € = = ’
/9o Q11 Q1N Q1,N+1 Q12N+1 Y1 0
9/0¢n " QN1 QNN QN,N+1 QN2N+1 UN 0
QN+1,1 Qn+1,N  @QNt1,N+1 QN+1,2N+1 U1
L Qan+1,1 Qans+1,v  Qan41,N+1 Q2N+1,2N+1 v/ |
(4.4.21)
since
Jerpw  Oerpwi—1 | Oerpw i
op; O 0¢;
) 4.4.22
Oerpw _ O€erpw i—1 . Oerpw i ( )
0¢; 0¢i 0¢i
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the (2N +1) x (2N 4+ 1) P and @Q matrices can be constructed from scratch (zero matrix) by doing

P4
Pyniia
P2
Q1,1
QN1
QN+2,1
for ¢ = 0, and then
P;; Pt
P P10
PiNg1)4i, Pni1y44,i41
Pinvgy+iti Poven+it1,itt
Qi Qi i+1
Qiv1, Qiy1,i11
Q(N41)+i,i Q(N4+1)+i,i+1
QN+ 4iv1,i QN1 tit1itt

fort=1,2,...,N — 1, and finally

for i = N.

P vy P; Ny
PyiiN+1 Pniinie | += PO
Pyiony1 Pniongo (4.4.23)
Q1,N+1 Qi N2
Qn+1N+1 Qniini2 | +=QO
Qn+o,N+1 QN2 N2
P (N+1)+i Py (N1)+i+1
Py (N4 Py (N4 it L pl)
Pinin)+i,(N+1)+i PNt 44,(N+1)+i41
PNt i1, (N+1) i PN+ 1) 4641, (N£1)+it1
Qi,(N+1)+i Qi,(N+1)+i+1 ’
Qi 1,(N+1)+i Qi 1,(N+1)+it+1 4= Q)
Q(N+1) 44, (N+1)+i Q(N+1)+4,(N+1)+it+1
QN+ 1) +it1,(N+1)+i QN1 4it1,(N+1)+it1
(4.4.24)
Py.n)+=PW)
(Pv) ™ (4.4.25)
(QnN)+=Q

Because of our definition of the tail, we need to enforce the 1)y = 0 constraint if we want to
maintain the continuity of first derivative at ry. In this case, simply removing the corresponding
rows and columns from P and ) matrices constructed above would lead to erroneous results, as
when four coefficients (Ay nv—1, By, n—1, Cyp,n—1, and Dy y_1; similar for ¢) are fully specified by
three parameters (¢¥n_1, ¥y, and ’(/J ~—1; similar for ¢), the inverse transformation may not be well
defined — the situation is basically the same as in Section [2.3

Therefore, when ;41 = 0 and ¢;4+1 = 0, we have to plug the two sets of three parameters into
en,i Eq. to obtain (here the prime “” denotes with the constraints mentioned above)

P —

Q/(i) —

Py
Py
Py
Q4
Q)
Q)
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Py Pl
P Pl
HORPNIO) (4.4.26)
Q12 Q13
1 () 1(4)
U Uz
Q/SQ Ql33



with

and

P’ﬁ) _ 23444 4 4233 — }71‘2 —4i4+1 L
31544
Sy 46807 +1788:° + 2522¢° 4 1560:i* 4 360:°
P'5y) = h
63043 (i + 1)*
o 162i° + 324i* + 1544% — 8i? — 15i
P = P =
630i3(i + 1)2 (4.4.27)
OENIO) 13243 4 6042 —1—4 5
Py =Py = 126043 g
; h T8i% + 1804 + 12742 + 30i
P/(Z) — P/(’L) — h2
23 32 1260i2(i + 1)2
pr) _ 12049142,
33 63042
Qo — —8(63i* + 41% — 4i + 1)h ™ + (312i® — 16i* — 20 + 3)
H 21044
Sy —8(63i% + 25203 + 382i% + 2647 4+ 72)h ™ + (3120 + 952i% 4 948i 4 305)
2z 210(i 4+ 1)4
D _ ot 8(63i* + 12603 + 674% + 47 — 3)h ! + (108¢* + 162i? + 20i — 17)
1 = Q'3 = 210i2(i + 1)2
) —2(23183 + 1442 + i — 4) + (44i? + 61 — 3)h
13 = 21033
) —2(214% 4 14i% + i — 4) + (44i* + 6i — 3)h
31— 210:3
(@) ) 2(2183 + 5637 + 50 + 12) 4 (2642 + 460 + 17)h
B ez 210i(i + 1)2
) —4(148% 4+ Ti 4 2)h + (8i + 3)h?
3 21032
(4.4.28)

Note that although only the ¢ = N — 1 version of the above expressions is used in this work, we
have written the general version for ¢ # 0.

To construct the 2N x 2N P and ) matrices from scratch, the procedure is the same as when we
do not enforce ¢z+1 =0 and ¢>Z+1 = 0, except for the (N — l)st step, which needs to be substituted

by

Py_in-1 Pn-in Pn-ipon
/(N —
Py Nn—1 Py N Pyaon | 4= P

Ponn-1  Pann  Panen (4.4.29)
Qn-1,Nn-1 QNn-1N @n-12N

QN,N-1 QNN Qnan | +=Q WD
Qann—1 QannN Q2NN
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Our desired Hamiltonian is thus simply H = —P~'Q. Eigendecomposition of H should yield
2N +1 (or 2N) eigenpairs, {wfk), ¢fk)} and E®) | without (with) the constraint. With or without
the 1y = 0 enforcement, P (Q() matrices are always (never) symmetric; consequently, P (Q)
matrices are also always (never) symmetric.

Like in Sections [I.1] and [£:2] the eigenvectors need to be “renormalized” as

0o N=1 iy 0 2
1 :/ Nap(r)]2 dr = N2 {Z / | [T(D¢i+C¢iT+Bq/)i7’2+A1pi7'3)]2d7'+/ |:L/JNTexp <1 - T)} dr}
0 i=0 T TN TN r

N
N2 N-1 /(i+1)h
B i—o Jih

?

Diﬂ“? + QCwtiiTS + (Ciz + 2Bwtii)7‘4 + (QBwiji + 2Awtii)?"5
+ (Biz + 2A¢iC¢i)r6 + 2141[,1-3,/”'7“7 + A2 i7“8

5
dr + 4TNw]2V}

1 1 1
gDiid(i, 3)h3 + §C’¢,;Dwid(i, 4)h* + g(cii + 2By Dy;)d(i, 5)h°
N—-1
1 1 5
= ./\/2{ + 3 (ByiClys + AyiDyi)d(i, )h° + = (Bl + 244 Cy)d(i, )R | + 47~N¢;{,};
1 1
+ ZAwiBwid(i,S)hS + §A2id(i7 9)n°

(4.4.30)

we omit the “inner product” definition here as this section focuses on the ground state.

Special version: N = 0. Because of the tail, it is possible to study the N = 0 case, for which
our wavefunction is simply

P(r) =vore”", 120, (4.4.31)

which, after normalization, coincides with the exact solution Eq. (4.4.3)). Nevertheless, we still need
to study the energy predicted by ContEvol.
In this special case, the cost function is

€H N—0 = /m(w + %w + ¢)*dr = /oo[z/}o(r —2)e "+ Ahoe " + qéiore_’”]2 dr
0 0
= / (40 + ¢o)re "] dr = (o + ¢50)2/ (re=")*dr. (4.4.32)
0 0

Evidently, minimizing this would yield ¢0 = —z/}o, i.e., the Hamiltonian H = (—1), and the ground
state energy also coincides with the exact solution. Of course, such coincidence should not be relied
upon, hence we move on to more realistic N values.

Toy version: N = 1. Then we explore the N = 1 case, which only has one single interval [0, A]
in addition to the tail. Fig. presents five sets of six 3 x 3 matrices based on different values
of h. All non-zero elements of T(® matrices are shown in gradually varying colors, illustrating
how T changes with h; note that Eq. tells us that the matrix element T. ;3) is always 1
regardless of h. The symmetric P(®) matrices (with first rows and first columns dropped) manifest
similar gradual variation, with largest element “migrating” from lower-right corner to upper-left
corner; however, combining variations of 7(® and P, as well as P’(9) added for the tail, the

65



Figure 4.4.1: Coulomb potential, 79, P(©) (with first rows and first columns dropped), P, Q(O)
with first rows and first columns dropped)7 Q, and H matrices (from first column to last column)

of N =1 version of first-order ContEvol with h =1/2, h=3/4, h=1, h =5/4, and h = 3/2 (from
first row to last row).

o
EDEBB

—~

P matrices seem very similar to each other, although the color scales (not shown in Fig. [4.4.1])
are different. The Q(© matrices (also with first rows and first columns dropped) are intrinsically
asymmetric, and the largest element “migrates” from lower-center to lower-left; the resulting @
matrices seem quite different with different values of h, yet gradual variation can still be revealed
if we examine the elements one at a time. Finally, the H matrices also look similar to each other,
although slightly variation can still be noticed; their eigenvectors are not shown as a matrix, since
this section focuses on the ground state. Here we comment that the other two eigenvalues are
positive, and the corresponding wavefunctions are quasi-sinusoidal in the interval [0, h] and almost
zero in the tail; to study the actual excited states, one needs to repeat the fine-tuning exercise
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— Exact — h=1
1or h=1/2 — h=5/4 %]
0.8 TR~ h=3/4 — h=3/2
/ ~10
06 ; — Exact
/ < -1.2+
/ N N=1
04 ’/ b
14
0.2+
= h
0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

Figure 4.4.2: Coulomb potential. Left: exact (“Default”) ground state wavefunction and rendered
counterparts produced by N = 1 version of first-order ContEvol with h = 1/2 (“Earth”), h = 3/4
(“Garnet”), h = 1 (“Opal”), h = 5/4 (“Sapphire”), and h = 3/2 (“Steel”), which are shown in
different colors; the exact solution is largely behind the h = 1 version. Right: ground state energy
produced by N =1 version of first-order ContEvol with varying h; the exact value —1 is shown as
a horizontal line.
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Figure 4.4.3: Coulomb potential, derivative at the first node ¢); predicted by N = 1 version of
first-order ContEvol with varying h; the exact value 0 is shown as a horizontal line.

described below.

Rendered ground state wavefunctions based on the H matrices in Fig. [£.4.1]are shown in the left
panel of Fig. The h = 1 version agrees with the exact solution Eq. (4.4.3]) remarkably well,
while other values of h are limited by not-so-good predefined functional forms. The right panel of
Fig. [£-4.2] plots the ground state energy as a function of h. The ContEvol solution coincides with
the exact value at h ~ 1.0469. However, how shall we determine the optimal value of h when we
have no idea about the exact solution? Similar to an argument in Section [4.3] we can fine-tune h
so that 1/}N, in this case ¢1, is close to zero. Fig. plots ¢1 as a function of h. It is exactly
zero at h &~ 1.0493, which is close but not identical to the value quoted above. In practice, we can
adjust values of A and N in turn: for example, we explore a small interval around h ~ 1.0493 with
N = 2, get a better estimate of h, and explore a smaller interval around the updated h with a
larger N, etc., until the errors are below some threshold. Such iterative process is not implemented
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Figure 4.4.4: Coulomb potential, P (first column), Q (second column), and H matrices (last column)
for N = 2 (first row), N = 4 (second row), and N = 8 (last row) versions of first-order ContEvol,
all with ry = Nh = 1.

for this work. In the following, we simply adopt 7y = Nh = 1, and enforce the ¢y = 0 constraint;
investigating how h affects the accuracy of N > 1 results is left for future work.

Realistic versions: N =2 to N =8. Fig.[f.44shows P, Q, and H matrices produced by N = 2,
N =4, and N = 8 versions of first-order ContEvol. Like in the case of infinite potential well (see
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Figure 4.4.5: Coulomb potential. Left: errors in rendered wavefunctions produced by N = 8
(“Earth”), N = 6 (“Garnet”), N = 4 (“Opal”), and N = 2 (“Sapphire”) versions of first-order
ContEvol, which are shown in different colors; all with rny = Nh = 1. Note that peak of exact
wavefunction is 2/e = 0.7358. Right: errors in ground state energy produced by N = 2,3,...,8
versions of first-order ContEvol, all with ry = Nh = 1.

Section especially Fig. , each P or () matrix has 2 x 2 tridiagonal blocks; because of the
position-dependence of the Coulomb potential, elements on the same diagonal do not necessarily
have the same value. Most noticeable matrix elements are Py y and Qn,n, which are affected by
the tail; the former are “more positive” in P matrices, while the latter are “less negative” in @
matrices. Consequently, the Nth rows and Nth columns of H matrices do not follow the same
pattern as other regions.

In Fig. the left panel displays errors in rendered ground state wavefunctions of N = 2,
N =4, N =6 (not shown in Fig. , and N = 8 Hamiltonians, while the right panel plots errors
in ground state energy predicted by first-order ContEvol with N = 2,3,...,8. Like in Section
the eigenpair is already remarkably accurate with N = 8, which is arguably small.

5 Discussion: directions for future work

The ContEvol formalism has many potential applications inside and outside physics. For example,
yearn for a “smoother” stellar evolution code has supplied the original motivation for this work.
As long as people want to represent continuous functions (of time, space, or both) with a finite
sampling, ContEvol may help. However, much work remains to be done to reveal its full potential.
In this final section, we discuss some of the major directions for future development of ContEvol.

Mathematical foundation. Although ContEvol appears to be successful, it lacks a solid math-
ematical foundation. Desirable justifications and auxiliary tools include but are not limited to:

e Control over errors and non-symplecticity. With specific cases, this work seems to indicate
that first-order ContEvol results have O(h%) errors in values, O(h®) errors in first derivatives,
and O(h®) error in deviation from equation(s) of motion — more specifically, the O(h%) terms
in values are usually just missing, see Eq. for an example; second-order ContEvol
does not improve order of errors in results, but does reduce deviation from EOM(s) to O(h?);
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non-symplecticity (discrepancy between determinant of Jacobian and 1) does not display a
uniform pattern. Under what conditions do these statements hold? How do these quotes
scale with the order of ContEvol? Such questions needs to be answered to solidify ContEvol
results.

e Foundation for customized Linear algebra. As hypothesized in Section [1.2] intuitively Hamil-
tonian H = —P~1(Q based on Eq. should be a Hermitian operator, and inner product
defined in Eq. is reasonable. Yet unless these statements are well justified, ContEvol
does not guarantee an expected number of valid eigenpairs.

e Moments and transforms. This work has not included expressions for moments and transforms
(e.g., Fourier and Laplace transforms) based on values and derivatives at nodes, yet such things
are likely to be important for the analysis of ContEvol results. Do they reveal additional
properties or limitations of ContEvol methods? The answer will inform choices for specific
applications.

Higher dimensions. This work has been focused on one-dimensional scenarios, either time or
space; nevertheless, the combination of function representation with linear coefficients and cost
function minimization can be generalized to high-dimensional cases. In other words, the ContEvol
formalism should be able to solve partial differential equations (PDEs) as well as ordinary differential
equations (ODEs). Here we outline major directions of such extensions for first-order ContEvol.

e Evolving one-dimensional functions. In this case, the full evolutionary history of the function
Y(x,t), sampled at N; timestamps and N, nodes, can be fully characterized by N; x N,
quadruples, {1, Y., .4, ¥,z }, where semicolons “;” in subscripts denote partial derivatives.
Thus at each space-time location, the function can be rendered as the product of a cubic
polynomial in x and a cubic polynomial in ¢; such a representation has 16 coefficients, corre-
sponding to four quadruples at four corners of a space-time cell.

e Representing high-dimensional functions. Although there are no restrictions for use of curvi-
linear coordinates, the discussion here focuses on Cartesian coordinates. To fully characterize
a spatial distribution, in principle one could use {¢, ¥z, 9.y, V., } in two dimensions and
{0, 2, Vs Vs Uiz s Viizy igizy Yipysz  in three dimensions. However, in d dimensions, mul-
tiplying the N growth of number of nodes and 2¢ growth of number of features can easily
make things computationally unaffordable. A less expensive version of the high-dimensional
function representation would only use values and first derivatives, i.e., {¢, ¢z, %,,} in 2D
and {9, Y., ¥,y, ..} in 3D, so that the number of features only grows as 1+ d. A difficulty
is that in 2D (3D), there are only 10 (or 20) zeroth- to third-order terms, but there are
22 x (1+2) =12 (or 22 x (1 + 3) = 32) features to fit for each cell; to bypass inconsistency,
it is recommended to add some higher-order terms (e.g., 22y?), but those involving fourth or
higher order in a single variable should probably be avoided (e.g., * or y*).

e Evolving high-dimensional functions. Space and time coordinates could be viewed as equiv-
alent from the perspective of special relativity, yet for most computational physics problems,
time may play a different role than spatial coordinates. Thenceforth, for better representing
the “hiStOI‘y” of a dynamic system, {wa w;:m w;ya w;t» ,(/J;:E;fn w;y;t} in 2D and {% ’(/);zv ’(/};y» '(/];za "/’;ta w;w;tv ’(/};y;ta "/’;z;t}
in 3D might be a more sensible choice.
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In addition to higher dimensions, we note that extension to multiple functions is also natural; vector
and tensor functions can be decomposed into independent components, as we did in Section

Technical improvements. The last group of directions addresses some technical issues involved
in the ContEvol formalism per se, which may lead to improvements in accuracy, precision, or
performance.

e Multistep version. This works has been focused on single-step ContEvol methods, regardless
of the order, yet it is possible to extend ContEvol to multiple steps or intervals. For boundary
value problems, if we want to study the function f(z) for some interval z; < z < x;41, while
the combination of { fi,fi, fi+1, fi_ﬂ} can give us a cubic approximation, the combination of
{fi—la fi—la fi7 fi, fi+17 fi+1, fi+2a fH_Q} (assuming sampling nodes Ti—1 and Ti42 both exist or
can be reasonably defined for convenience) can give us a septic approximation. For initial
value problems, there are two basic strategies: backward, which for example approximates the
evolution during the next interval as a quintic polynomial based on {f_p, fens fo, for frs fh};
and forward, which for example approximates the evolution during the next two intervals as
a pair of cubic polynomials or a unified quintic polynomial based on { fo, fo, fn, fh, fon, fgh}.
Of course one can include more steps or devise hybrid versions. Like higher orders (e.g., Sec-
tion , inclusion of multiple steps complicates derivation and computation, but potentially
improves accuracy or precision.

e Better sampling and evolving nodes. As mentioned in Section[£.2] the distribution of sampling
nodes is by no means necessarily uniform; for some realistic applications, their distribution
should not be fixed, for example in Section when the potential function necessitates a
flexible sampling. In short, the sampling is something ContEvol users are encouraged to fine-
tune. In addition, when a field is evolved (see above for discussion on higher dimensions),
drifting nodes (i.e., nodes with varying positions) and splitting or merging cells (i.e., adding
or removing nodes) may be desirable. Because of the uniqueness of Hermite spline, splitting
[T1eft, Tright] INLO [Tleft, Tmiddle] and [Tmiddle, Tright] by inserting f(Zmiddle) and f(Zmiddle) at
an arbitrary location Tmiqdie between e and xyigne does not distort the “current” function
representation at all; this fact should be applicable to higher dimensions as well. However,
we note that such variations are preferably predefined (e.g., according to some strategy),
not determined on-the-fly, as optimizing location of nodes often requires solving non-linear
equations.

e Computational efficiency. Let us consider arguably the most costly case of real-world physics
problems, time evolution of a set of three-dimensional fields, e.g., cosmological simulations;
we use single-step ContEvol with N nodes in each dimension, and keep track of N, quantities,
each with Ny features (i.e., values or partial derivatives). Then the dimension of the matrix
is (N3NyNy) x (N3N,Ny), which can be overwhelmingly expensive. However, indexing each
of the (NgNy) x (NgNy) blocks as Bagyarg, Where o), 5('),v(') = 0,1,...,N — 1, the
necessary condition for an element to be non-zero is max{|la — o/, |8 = 8'|,|y — 7|} <1. In
other words, among the (N3)2 = N© elements of this block, only less than 33N3 = 27N?3 can
possibly non-zero, i.e., such matrices are highly sparse when N is large; a closer look would
reveal many “tridiagonal” structures. Specialized data structures and algorithms could be
designed to handle such matrices. Furthermore, when we compute the evolution of large-scale
structures under gravitational interactions, information about specific chemical composition
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Figure 5.0.1: Mean anomaly versus eccentric anomaly based on Kepler’s equation Eq. and
eccentricity e = 63/64 (used in Section [3.4). Exact solution, tangents at (0,0) and (2,2), and
cubic approximation are shown as a “tab:blue” solid curve, a pair of “tab:orange” straight lines,
and a “tab:green” dotted curve, respectively.

may not be particularly pertinent. In such cases, multi-tier strategy could be useful: at each
step, we first evolve the “dominating” quantities, and then combine coarse-grained “future”
and fine-grained “present” to evolve the “dependent” quantities.

Miscellany. In addition to the above directions, some miscellaneous topics are worth mentioning.

e Root-finding. While this work has been focused on differential equations, the backbone func-
tion representation of ContEvol (Hermite spline) can be applied to algebraic equations as well:
knowing both values and first derivatives at two sampling points, we can always find a cubic
approximation of the function to help root-finding. For instance, Fig. displays Kepler’s
equation Eq. with e = 63/64; using Newton’s method, one would have to carefully
choose an initial guess to avoid divergence, while the cubic approximation is more robust.
Admittedly, solution to a cubic equation is more complicated than that to a linear equation,
yet cubic may work better in some cases; besides, one can use cubic for the first few steps,
and then switch to linear for fine-tuning purposes.

e Numerical integration. Likewise, piece-wise cubic (or higher-order) polynomials may help nu-
merical integration. As demonstrated in Section [d] using less sampling points, a “compound”
sampling with both values and derivatives can outperform “simple” sampling with only val-
ues. Although fitting polynomials with multiple values (e.g., Simpson’s rule) could effectively
mitigate discreteness, usage of derivatives should rely less on a fine sampling. When the deriva-
tives have to be evaluated numerically, in the first-order case, this technical is equivalent to a
sampling like {...,2; — A/2,2; + A/2, ;01 — A2, 201 + AJ2,...}, where A < |zi41 — x4].
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e Data structure of lookup tables. Due to the semi-analytic nature of the ContEvol formalism,
its performance might be limited by lookup tables stored as hypercubes of values; fortunately,
development of numerical methods may advance data structure of lookup tables as well. This
section has already addressed how high-dimensional functions are supposed to be digitalized
by combining values and derivatives; the three-dimensional plan can be naturally extended
to higher dimensions. Even without ContEvol, “continuous” lookup tables have their own
benefits, e.g., higher accuracy or less storage usage.

In conclusion, it is our hope that, with further developments, the ContEvol (continuous evolu-
tion) formalism can benefit some applications of computational physics.
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