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We present a new, monolithic first–order (both in time and space) BSSNOK formulation of the coupled
Einstein–Euler equations. The entire system of hyperbolic PDEs is solved in a completely unified manner via
one single numerical scheme applied to both the conservative sector of the matter part and to the first–order
strictly non–conservative sector of the spacetime evolution. The coupling between matter and space-time is
achieved via algebraic source terms. The numerical scheme used for the solution of the new monolithic first
order formulation is a path-conservative central WENO (CWENO) finite difference scheme, with suitable in-
sertions to account for the presence of the non–conservative terms. By solving several crucial tests of numerical
general relativity, including a stable neutron star, Riemann problems in relativistic matter with shock waves and
the stable long-time evolution of single and binary puncture black holes up and beyond the binary merger, we
show that our new CWENO scheme, introduced two decades ago for the compressible Euler equations of gas
dynamics, can be successfully applied also to numerical general relativity, solving all equations at the same
time with one single numerical method. In the future the new monolithic approach proposed in this paper may
become an attractive alternative to traditional methods that couple central finite difference schemes with Kreiss-
Oliger dissipation for the space-time part with totally different TVD schemes for the matter evolution and which
are currently the state of the art in the field.

PACS numbers: 04.25.D-, 04.25.dg,

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the detection of GW150914 [1], Gravitational Waves (GWs) astronomy has experienced a fundamental boost [2],
with 93 sources detected up to March 20241. The accurate numerical modeling of gravitational waveforms has become a key
ingredient to extract signals from detector noises and to understand the properties of astrophysical sources, specifically binary
systems [3, 4]. In this respect, numerical general relativity has been providing an invaluable contribution to the scientific progress
(see, among the others, [5–12]).

The two pillars of any successful numerical simulation are represented by an appropriate formulation of the equations that
needs to be solved and by the availability of an accurate and robust numerical scheme. Concerning the formulation of the
Einstein equations, the vast majority of numerical relativity codes that are currently adopted to compute gravitational waveforms
is based on the celebrated (second–order in space) BSSNOK formulation [13]. In spite of a few deprecated defects, the most
annoying of which is perhaps the failure in keeping a simple Kerr black hole stationary over a long timescale, this formulation
has shown a spectacular success in reproducing the merger of binary systems, which was the real busillis of numerical relativity
(NR). Precisely because the second–order implementation of the BSSNOK formulation has been so successful in modeling the
gravitational wave signals from binary systems, the scientific research on first–order formulations has been somewhat left aside
during the last decade or more. As a matter of fact, most of the analysis about first–order formulations of the Einstein equations
belong to the beginning of the NR era [14–22], with only few exceptions in relatively recent years [23–27].

Concerning the numerical scheme, on the other hand, it is fair to say that, in spite of considerable efforts carried out in
the last decade for adopting innovative numerical schemes in the solution of the Einstein equations, most of the existing nu-
merical relativity codes still rely on traditional central finite differencing with Kreiss-Oliger dissipation, in combination with
Runge–Kutta time integration. Of course there are exceptions to this trend. For example, there is a active field of research
to extend discontinuous Galerkin (DG) schemes to full general relativity [24, 27–33]; or to develop spectral methods both for
the initial value problem and for the time evolution of the Einstein equations [34–37]; or to go beyond Runge–Kutta schemes
for the time integration by migrating to so–called ADER schemes [38–43]. In spite of these progresses, if we list the most
popular numerical relativity codes that perform actual calculations of waveforms from binary mergers (Einstein–Toolkit2 [44],
LazEv3 [45, 46], BAM4 [47–49], GRChombo 5 [50, 51], AMReX6 [52], Nmesh [33], SACRA 7[53, 54], SpEC8 [35, 55, 56],

1 https://gwosc.org/
2 http://einsteintoolkit.org/
3 https://ccrg.rit.edu/content/software/lazev
4 http://data.cardiffgravity.org/bam-catalogue/
5 https://www.grchombo.org/
6 https://amrex-codes.github.io/amrex/
7 https://www.aei.mpg.de/1095648/SACRA-description
8 https://www.black-holes.org/code/SpEC.html
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SPHINCS BSSN [57], SENR/NRPy [58]) we observe that, apart from Nmesh and SpEC, all of them still uses finite difference
schemes for the Einstein sector of the spacetime evolution.

Now, if we combine our considerations about the formulation of the Einstein equations, which rests on the second–order
BSSNOK system, and the choice of a suitable numerical scheme, which rests mainly on traditional finite differencing, we see
that the lack of a reliable first–order formulation represents a serious obstacle for the application of the whole class of advanced
numerical schemes of Godunov type proposed in the last three decades (or more) for the solution of first–order hyperbolic PDE
systems. As an additional complication, when the Einstein equations are cast in first–order form, they naturally come up with
non–conservative terms and curl-type involutions, which may give the (erroneous) impression of being untractable by Godunov–
type methods. On the contrary, since all the characteristic fields arising from the Einstein equations are linearly degenerate,
discontinuities cannot develop, and therefore non–conservative terms in the PDE system can be taken into account in a relatively
easy way. With the benefit of hindsight, we could say that insisting in finding first–order and conservative formulations of the
Einstein equations has been counterproductive.

In light of the above comments, assuming that finite difference numerical schemes are likely to remain the preferred choice by
the NR community for a certain amount of time onward, partly due to their simplicity and certainly for their efficiency in terms
of CPU time performances, in this paper we resume a central WENO (CWENO) finite difference numerical scheme, proposed in
a different context originally by [59–61], that may contribute to a substantial improvement with respect to the present standard
in a few specific aspects:

• It relies on a hyperbolic first–order but non–conservative version of the BSSNOK formulation.

• It applies unmodified both to the spacetime (Einstein) and to the matter (Euler) evolution, achieving high order of accuracy
in both space and time.

Our investigation follows some very recent progress made in [62–64], who have opened a rather innovative line of research, by
introducing a new class of finite difference WENO schemes for first–order non–conservative systems. Because such schemes
are quite general and not limited to NR, we address the interested reader to [60, 61, 65–72], where all possible information about
these new methods can be found.

At this point we would like to emphasize that, to the best knowledge of the authors, this is the first time that a fully coupled first
order hyperbolic BSSNOK formulation of the Einstein-Euler equations is proposed and which is solved in a totally monolithic
manner within one and the same computer code using exactly the same numerical scheme for both matter and spacetime.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section II we present the new first order version of the BSSNOK formulation of
the coupled Einstein-Euler equations. In Section III we describe the new numerical scheme that can be used in a monolithic
way for the full system of the Einstein–Euler PDEs. In Section IV we show a number of benchmark results to demonstrate the
correctness of both the formulation and the numerical solver. Finally, the conclusions are summarized in Section V.

We work in a geometrized set of units, in which the speed of light and the gravitational constant are set to unity, i.e., c = G = 1.
Greek indices run from 0 to 3, Latin indices run from 1 to 3 and we use the Einstein summation convention of repeated indices.

II. THE BSSNOK SYSTEM

A. The standard second order version

The vast majority of numerical codes solving the Einstein–Euler equations within the 3 + 1 formalism adopt the so–called
BSSNOK formulation, which, due to its popularity, does not require an extended discussion and it can be briefly described
as follows (for more details see [13, 73–75]). The spatial metric γij of the spacelike hypersurfaces is rescaled conformally
according to

γ̃ij = ψ−4γij = e−4ϕγij , (1)

where γ̃ij has unit determinant, such that ψ = γ1/12, where γ denotes as usual the determinant of γij . Hence, the spatial metric
γij , with only 6 independent components, generates in fact 7 evolved quantities, namely the factor ϕ, related to the determinant
of γij as ϕ = lnψ = 1

12 ln γ, and the rescaled unit determinant metric γ̃ij . Similarly, the symmetric extrinsic curvatureKij , with
only 6 independent components, generates in fact 7 evolved quantities, namely the trace K of Kij , and the rescaled trace-free
tensor

Ãij = ψ−4Aij = e−4ϕ(Kij −
1

3
γijK) . (2)

Overall, the (redundant) 17 evolved quantities within the BSSNOK framework obey the following system of PDEs, which is of
first order in time and of mixed first and second order in space:
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(∂t − Lβ) γ̃ij = −2α Ãij , (3)

(∂t − Lβ) ϕ = −1

6
αK , (4)

(∂t − Lβ) Ãij = e−4ϕ

[
−∇i∇jα+ αRij − 8παSij

]TF

+ α
(
K Ãij − 2ÃimÃ

m
j

)
, (5)

(∂t − Lβ)K = −∇i∇iα+ α

(
ÃijÃ

ij +
1

3
K2 + 4π(E + S)

)
, (6)

(∂t − Lβ) Γ̃
i = γ̃jk∂j∂kβ

i +
1

3
γ̃ij∂j∂kβ

k − 2Ãij∂jα (7)

+ 2α

(
Γ̃i
jkÃ

jk + 6Ãij∂jϕ− 2

3
γ̃ij∂jK − 8πe4ϕM i

)
where, according to the standard notation of the 3 + 1 formalism, α is the lapse, βi is the shift, Rij is the purely spatial Ricci
tensor, Sij is the purely spatial part of the energy momentum tensor, S is its trace and the superscript TF stands for the trace-free
part of a tensor. Moreover, Lβ denotes the Lie derivative along the shift vector. We also recall that Eq. (5) and (6) incorporate
the Hamiltonian constraint, while Eq. (7) incorporates the momentum constraint. In terms of the BSSNOK variables these
constraints can be written as

H = R− ÃijÃ
ij +

2

3
K2 − 16πE = 0 , (8)

M i = ∂jÃ
ij + Γ̃i

jkÃ
jk + 6Ãij∂jϕ− 2

3
γ̃ij∂jK − 8πSi = 0 , (9)

and these quantities will be monitored during a numerical simulation. In particular, we will check the L2 errors of the above
constraints, computed as

L2 =

∫
Ω

ϵ2
√
γ d3x with ϵ = H,M i , (10)

where no normalization is performed with respect to the volume of integration.

B. The new first–order version

A promising first–order formulation of BSSNOK was proposed by [23], though it seems that traditional second order formu-
lations are still the preferred choice in large scale simulations of astrophysical sources. Here, as already done in the first–order
CCZ4 formulation of [24], we introduce 30 auxiliary variables containing first derivatives of the metric terms, namely

Ak := ∂k lnα =
∂kα

α
, B i

k := ∂kβ
i , Dkij :=

1

2
∂kγ̃ij . Pk :=

∂kψ

ψ
= ∂kϕ =

1

12
∂k ln γ (11)

Since the auxiliary variables are gradients of primary evolution quantities, they must remain curl-free for all times if they are
initially curl-free (this is obvious either via the Schwarz theorem on the symmetry of second derivatives, or alternatively because
the curl of a gradient is zero). Hence, we have the following second-order ordering constraints induced by (11):

Alk = ∂lAk − ∂kAl = 0, Bi
lk = ∂lB

i
k − ∂kB

i
l = 0, Dlkij = ∂lDkij − ∂kDlij = 0, Plk = ∂lPk − ∂kPl = 0. (12)

Since Ãij is trace-free one has γ̃ijÃij = 0 and therefore another differential constraint

Ck = ∂kγ̃
ijÃij + γ̃ij∂kÃij = 0 (13)

that can be used in the first order version of BSSNOK. With the aid of (11), the system (3)–(7), augmented by the matter part
and by the gauge conditions, can be written as a monolithic first–order BSSNOK formulation of the Einstein-Euler system, i.e.,

∂t(
√
γD) + ∂i

[√
γ(αviD − βiD)

]
= 0 , (14)

∂t(
√
γSj) + ∂i

[√
γ(αSi

j − βiSj)
]
=

√
γ
[
αSikDjik + SiB

i
j − αEAj

]
, (15)
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∂t(
√
γE) + ∂i

[√
γ(αSi − βiE)

]
=

√
γ

[
αSije4ϕ

(
Ãij +

1

3
γ̃ijK

)
− αSjAj

]
, (16)

∂tγ̃ij − βk∂kγ̃ij = γ̃ikB
k
j + γ̃kjB

k
i − 2

3
γ̃ijB

k
k − 2αÃij , (17)

∂tϕ− βk∂kϕ =
1

6
B k

k − 1

6
αK , (18)

∂tÃij − βk∂kÃij + αe−4ϕ

(
∂(iAj) −

1

3
γ̃ij γ̃

mn∂(mAn)

)
− αe−4ϕ

[
(Rij)

TF
ncp

]
=

ÃikB
k
j + ÃkjB

k
i − 2

3
ÃijB

k
k − αe−4ϕ

[
AiAj − Γk

ijAk − 1

3
γ̃ij γ̃

mn(AmAn − Γk
mnAk)

]
+

+ αe−4ϕ

[
(Rij)

TF
src

]
− 8παe−4ϕ

(
Sij −

1

3
e4ϕγ̃ij S

)
+ α(KÃij − 2Ãilγ̃

lmÃmj) , (19)

∂tK − βk∂kK + αe−4ϕγ̃ij∂(iAj) = −αe−4ϕγ̃ij
(
AiAj − Γk

ijAk

)
+ α

(
ÃijÃ

ij +
1

3
K2 + 4π(E + S)

)
, (20)

∂t lnα− βk∂k lnα = −g(α)α(K −K0) , (21)

∂tβ
i − b s βk∂kβ

i =
3

4
s bi, (22)

∂tb
i − b s (βk∂kb

i − βk∂kΓ̃
i) = s(∂tΓ̃

i − ηbi) , (23)

∂tΓ̃
i − s

[
βk∂kΓ̃

i + γ̃jk∂(jB
i
k) +

1

3
γ̃ij∂(jB

k
k) −

4

3
αγ̃ij∂jK

]
=

s

[
2

3
Γ̃iB k

k − Γ̃kB i
k − 2αÃijAj + 2α

(
Γ̃i
jkÃ

jk + 6ÃijPj − 8πe4ϕM i
)]

, (24)

∂tAi − βk∂kAi + αg(α) (∂iK − ∂iK0) = −αAi (K −K0) (g(α) + αg′(α)) +B k
i Ak (25)

∂tB
i
k − s

[
3

4
∂kb

i + b
(
βm∂mB

i
k

)
− µα2γijγnl (∂kDljn − ∂lDkjn)

]
= s bB i

mB
m
k , (26)

∂tDkij − βm∂mDkij −
1

2
γ̃mi∂(kB

m
j) − 1

2
γ̃mj∂(kB

m
i) +

1

3
γ̃ij∂(kB

m
m) + α∂kÃij = B m

k Dmij +B m
j Dkmi +B m

i Dkmj

− 2

3
B m

m Dkij − αAkÃij +
1

3
αγ̃ij

[
γ̃nm∂kÃnm + Ãnm∂kγ̃

nm
]
, (27)

∂tPi − βk∂kPi +
1

6
α∂iK − 1

6
∂(iB

k
k) = PkB

k
i − 1

6
αKAi (28)

We also list a few expressions and identities that are useful when writing the above PDE system in non–conservative form:

γ = det(γij) = e12ϕ , (29)

∂kγ̃
ij = −2γ̃inγ̃mjDknm , (30)

Γ̃k
ij = γ̃kl (Dijl +Djil −Dlij) , (31)

Γk
ij = Γ̃k

ij + 2(δki Pj + δkj Pi)− 2γ̃kmPmγ̃ij , (32)

Γ̃i = γ̃jk Γ̃i
jk = γ̃imγ̃jk∂j γ̃mk = −∂j γ̃ij , (33)

Γ̃ijk = (Dkij +Djik −Dijk) , (34)

Dkij =
1

2
(Γ̃ijk + Γ̃jik) , (35)

∂kΓ̃
m
ij = −2γ̃mnγ̃plDknp (Dijl +Djil −Dlij) + γ̃ml

(
∂(kDi)jl + ∂(kDj)il − ∂(kDl)ij

)
, (36)

∂kΓ
m
ij = ∂kΓ̃

m
ij + 2δmi ∂kPj + 2δmj ∂kPi + 4γ̃mrγ̃nsDkrsPnγ̃ij − 2γ̃ij γ̃

mn∂kPn − 4γ̃mnPnDkij , (37)

Rm
ikj = ∂kΓ

m
ij − ∂jΓ

m
ik + Γm

lk Γ
l
ij − Γm

lj Γ
l
ik, (38)

Rij = Rk
ikj = R̃ij +Rϕ

ij , (39)

R̃ij = −γ̃lm∂lDmij + γ̃k(i∂j)Γ̃
k + Γ̃kΓ̃(ij)k + γ̃lm(2Γ̃k

l(iΓ̃j)km + Γ̃k
im Γ̃klj) , (40)

Rϕ
ij = −2∂iPj − 2γ̃ij γ̃

kn∂kPn + 4PiPj − 4γ̃ij γ̃
knPkPn + 2Γ̃k

ijPk + 2γ̃ij γ̃
krΓ̃n

krPn , (41)

R = γij Rij = e−4ϕγ̃ij Rij , (42)
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∇i∇jα = αAiAj − αΓk
ijAk + α∂(iAj) . (43)

• Eq. (21) is the gauge condition for the lapse, which can be either the harmonic one, setting g(α) = 1, or the 1+log one,
setting g(α) = 2/α.

• Eqs. (22)–(24) all together form the well-known Gamma–driver, which constitutes the gauge condition for the shift and
it can be activated or not through the parameter s, either 1 or 0. The extra parameter b in Eq. (22) and Eq. (23), either 1 or
0, is used to switch the convection term on or off in the evolution of βi and bi.

• The coefficient µ in Eq. (26) can be used to modulate the insertion of the ordering constraints into the system, specifically
the red terms γijγnl (∂kDljn − ∂lDkjn), which are zero at the continuous level due to the symmetry of second derivatives,
see Eq. (12).

• The extra red term proportional to
[
γ̃jk∂iÃjk + Ãjk∂iγ̃

jk
]

on the right hand side of Eq. (27), is added to take into account

that Ãjk is trace free, see also [24], and are crucial to obtain a strongly hyperbolic system.

• The terms (Rij)
TF
ncp and (Rij)

TF
src in Eq. (19) contain the non–conservative products and the purely algebraic factors,

respectively, that can be extracted from Eq. (39) when all the partial derivatives of the Christoffel symbols are expanded.

The definition of the matter quantities D, E, Si, Sij for a non–dissipative fluid in Eq. (14)–(16) is pretty standard and it can
be found, for instance, in [75]. Throughout this paper we are assuming a simple ideal gas equation of state p = ρϵ(γ − 1),
where ϵ is the specific internal energy, while γ is the adiabatic index. Of course, present day NR simulations adopt much more
realistic equations of state, especially for neutron star binaries (see, among the others, [76–78]), but this is not the focus of this
work, and we have therefore set up the simplest physical conditions. For the sake of completeness we recall the definitions of
the conservative variables and of the stress tensor in terms of the primitive (physical) variables:

D = ρW, Si = ρhW 2vi, E = ρhW 2 − p, Sij = ρhW 2vivj + p γij , h = 1 + ϵ+
p

ρ
, W =

1√
1− vivi

, (44)

with h the specific enthalpy, ρ the rest mass density, vi the fluid velocity and W the Lorentz factor. For an efficient and robust
conversion from conservative to primitive variables, even including vacuum, see [27]. The new first order BSSNOK system
proposed above is strongly hyperbolic and in Appendix A we provide the list of eigenvalues and eigenvectors for a reduced
subset of the full system.

III. THE NUMERICAL METHOD

A. Central WENO reconstruction

Central WENO (CWENO) schemes were proposed more than 20 years ago in a series of papers by [59–61]. Here we
provide a step-by-step presentation of this approach, showing how it can be practically implemented within the framework of
conservative WENO finite difference methods [65–67]. We consider for simplicity the x-direction, while the extension to a 3D
implementation can be easily obtained after repeating the same reconstruction also in the y and z directions. We assume the
discrete solution of Eq. (59) below to be given by the point values ui,j,k = u(xi, yj , zk), with the points located in the centers
of the logically equidistant control volumes, i.e. xi = 1

2 (xi− 1
2
+ xi+ 1

2
) and ∆x = xi+ 1

2
− xi− 1

2
. More precisely, we have

xi = xL +
1

2
∆x+ (i− 1)∆x, ∆x =

xR − xL
IMAX

(45)

with xL and xR the left and right boundaries of the computational domain and IMAX the number of cells in the x direction.
Similar definitions apply to yj and zk.

1. In each direction, there is a total stencil Sopt given by Sopt = {i− r, · · · , i− 1, i, i+ 1, · · · , i+ r} with r = N/2 the
half stencil size and N the degree of the polynomial to be reconstructed on such a stencil. In addition, there are a number
of sub-stencils, which we list below according to the value of N :

• For N = 2

SL = {i− 1, i} , SR = {i, i+ 1} . (46)
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• For N > 2

SL = {i− 2, i− 1, i} , SC = {i− 1, i, i+ 1} , SR = {i, i+ 1, i+ 2} . (47)

2. A generic polynomial of degree M on any stencil k is expressed in terms of a set of polynomial basis functions ψm(x)
and associated degrees of freedom ûmk as follows:

PM
k (x) =

M∑
m=0

ψm(x) ûmk , with k ∈ {opt, L,C,R} . (48)

Throughout this paper we will use the simple Taylor monomials ψm(x) = xm as basis functions. The polynomials
PM (x) are obtained by reconstruction, i.e. by interpreting the point values ui,j,k of the finite difference scheme as cell
averages, see [66]. The associated reconstruction equations (which are not interpolation equations, see [66, 67]) for a
generic polynomial of degree M computed on an associated stencil Sk read

1

xj+ 1
2
− xj− 1

2

x
j+1

2∫
x
j− 1

2

PM
k (x)dx = uj , ∀j ∈ Sk. (49)

In practice, the polynomials to be reconstructed, according to the value of N , are chosen as:

• For N = 2 P 2
opt(x) , P 1

L(x) , P 1
R(x) .

• For N > 2 PN
opt(x) , P 2

L(x) , P 2
C(x) , P 2

R(x) .

3. After that, we assume that the polynomial PM
opt(x), with M ∈ {2, N} is split in terms of the poynomials over the sub-

stencils, plus one additional (yet unknown) PM
0 (x) polynomial, i.e.

• For N = 2

P 2
opt(x) = λ0P

2
0 (x) + λLP

1
L(x) + λRP

1
R(x) . (50)

• For N > 2

PN
opt(x) = λ0P

N
0 (x) + λLP

2
L(x) + λCP

2
C(x) + λRP

2
R(x) . (51)

The linear weights λ0, λC , λL and λR in a CWENO scheme can be chosen arbitrarily. Throughout this paper we typically
set λ0 = 108, λC = 104, and λL = λR = 1, following [79], though different choices have also been considered,
depending on the test, as specified later.

4. Consequently, from (50) and (51) we now compute the auxiliary polynomial as

• For N = 2

P 2
0 (x) =

1

λ0

(
P 2
opt(x)− λLP

1
L(x)− λRP

1
R(x)

)
. (52)

• For N > 2

PN
0 (x) =

1

λ0

(
PN
opt(x)− λLP

2
L(x)− λCP

2
C(x)− λRP

2
R(x)

)
. (53)

5. Finally, a non-linear WENO reconstruction is performed in terms of the polynomial PN
0 (x) and of the lower degree poly-

nomials built over the existing sub-stencils. In particular, we compute for all polynomials of degree M(k) the nonlinear
WENO oscillation indicators as follows

σk =

M∑
α=1

x
i+1

2∫
x
i− 1

2

(
∂αP

M(k)
k (x)

∂xα

)2

∆x2α−1 dx, with k ∈ {0, L, C,R} . (54)
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Tab. I shows the main values of the degree polynomials associated to their stencils. The nonlinear WENO weights ωk are
then computed as usual as

ωk =
ω̃k∑
m ω̃m

, with ω̃k =
λk

(σk + ϵ)
r , (55)

where we typically set r = 4 and ϵ = 10−7. The final CWENO reconstruction polynomial then reads

wh(x) =
∑
k

ωkP
M(k)
k (x). (56)

The reconstructed states on the left and right interface of each grid point are given component-wise and in a dimension-by-
dimension fashion as

w∓
i± 1

2 ,j,k
= wh

(
xi± 1

2

)
(57)

so that the corresponding spatial derivative can be obtained as

∂xui,j,k =
w−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

−w+
i− 1

2 ,j,k

∆x
, (58)

which is a very interesting and peculiar feature of conservative WENO schemes, see [66, 67]. The same can be done also for the
discrete derivatives in y and z direction so that we finally get the discrete spatial gradient ∇ui,j,k = (∂xui,j,k, ∂yui,j,k, ∂zui,j,k)

T

to be used in the scheme (60) shown later. The CWENO reconstruction presented above for the point values of the states ui,j,k

is also applied to the point values of the fluxes, i.e. for fx
i,j,k in the x direction, fy

i,j,k in the y direction and fz
i,j,k in the z

direction.

B. CWENO finite difference discretization of the Einstein-Euler system

The full matter + Einstein equations (14)–(27) form a first–order PDE system in which the matter sector enters as a purely
conservative sub–system, while the Einstein sector is purely non–conservative. On the overall it can be written as

∂u

∂t
+
∂f i

∂xi
+Bi(u)

∂u

∂xi
= S(u), or, equivalently,

∂u

∂t
+∇ · F (u) +B(u) · ∇u = S(u) , (59)

where u is the state vector, composed of 63 dynamical variables9, while F = (fx,fy,fz)
T is the flux vector. A finite difference

WENO scheme for the vacuum Einstein equations, namely with Tµν = 0 and which can successfully cope with the presence of
non–conservative terms, has been recently proposed by [64]. Here we follow a similar approach, with a few modifications. Still
in semi-discrete form, a path-conservative finite difference scheme for the discretization of (59), reads

dui,j,k

dt
= −

fx
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
− fx

i− 1
2 ,j,k

∆x
−

fy

i,j+ 1
2 ,k

− fy

i,j− 1
2 ,k

∆y
−

fz
i,j,k+ 1

2
− fz

i,j,k− 1
2

∆z
−B(ui,j,k) · ∇ui,j,k +

TABLE I. Main parameters of the CWENO polynomials.

scheme order N M(0) M(L) M(C) M(R)

3 2 2 1 1
5 4 4 2 2 2
7 6 6 2 2 2
9 8 8 2 2 2

9 More specifically, 5 for the matter part, 11 for the lapse, the shift vector, the metric components and the scalar ϕ, 7 for Ãij and the scalar K, 3 for Ai, 9 for
B j

i , 18 for Dijk , 3 for Pi, 1 for K0, 3 for bi and 3 for Γ̃i.
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−
Dx

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

+Dx
i− 1

2 ,j,k

∆x
−

Dy

i,j+ 1
2 ,k

+Dy

i,j− 1
2 ,k

∆y
−

Dz
i,j,k+ 1

2

+Dz
i,j,k− 1

2

∆z
+ S(ui,j,k). (60)

The calculation of the discrete spatial gradient ∇ui,j,k = (∂xui,j,k, ∂yui,j,k, ∂zui,j,k)
T is obtained through the CWENO

reconstruction, as described in Sect. III A. The calculation of the numerical fluxes fx
i± 1

2 ,j,k
, fy

i,j± 1
2 ,k

and fz
i,j,k± 1

2
is obtained

through an approximate Riemann solver, for which we provide two possibilities

• a Rusanov-type (local Lax-Friedrichs) Riemann solver (written here along the x-direction), i.e.,

fx
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
=

1

2

(
fx,−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
+ fx,+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

)
− 1

2
λmax
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

(
w+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

−w−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

)
, (61)

• an HLL Riemann solver (written here along the x-direction), i.e.,

fx
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
=
λ+
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
fx,−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
− λ−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

fx,+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

+ λ−
i+ 1

2

λ+
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

(
w+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

−w−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

)
λ+
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
− λ−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

, (62)

where

λ−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
= min

(
0.0,min

(
λ̃(w−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

), λ̃(w+
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
)
))

(63)

λ+
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
= max

(
0.0,max

(
λ̃(w−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

), λ̃(w+
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
)
))

(64)

λmax
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
= max

(
|λ̃(w−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

)|, |λ̃(w+
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
)|
)

(65)

are obtained from the eigenvalues λ̃ of the system matrix Ax(u) = ∂fx/∂u+Bx(u) computed at the interface as

Ã
x

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

= Ax(w̄) , w̄ =
1

2

(
w+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

+w−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

)
. (66)

Note that one only needs the eigenvalues, not the matrix itself. Eq. (61) and (62) should be regarded as four–state flux formulas,
where each of the four entries w−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

, w+
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
, fx,−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

and fx,+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

are reconstructed via the CWENO strategy, as de-

scribed in Sect. III A. The whole procedure must of course be repeated for the calculation of fy

i,j± 1
2 ,k

and fz
i,j,k± 1

2
. According

to [64, 72] the three terms highlighted in red in Eq. (60) are equivalent to the jump terms in path-conservative finite volume
schemes [80–83] and they are given as follows:

• Rusanov–type dissipation:

Dx
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
=

1

2
B̃

x

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

·
(
w+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

−w−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

)
, (67)

(68)

• HLL–type dissipation:

Dx
i+ 1

2 ,j,k
= −

λ−
i+ 1

2

λ+
i+ 1

2

− λ−
i+ 1

2

B̃
x

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

·
(
w+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

−w−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

)
,

Dx
i− 1

2 ,j,k
=

λ+
i− 1

2

λ+
i− 1

2

− λ−
i− 1

2

B̃
x

i− 1
2 ,j,k

·
(
w+

i− 1
2 ,j,k

−w−
i− 1

2 ,j,k

)
. (69)

The computation of the terms B̃
x

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

in (67) and (69) is performed through a simple midpoint rule as

B̃
x

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

= Bx(w̄) , w̄ =
1

2

(
w+

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

+w−
i+ 1

2 ,j,k

)
. (70)

At first glance, one may not have expected such path-conservative jump terms in the numerical scheme and in fact they do not
appear in a traditional central finite difference scheme. However, as shown by [64], in the context of WENO finite difference
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schemes they have the practical effect of increasing the order of accuracy by one with very little extra cost, and furthermore also
substantially increase the robustness of the final numerical method and should therefore be retained.

Similar expressions for the path-conservative jump terms must also be produced for the y and z directions, respectively.
According to [66] the WENO approximation of the discrete gradient at the cell-center can be written via the divided differences
of the boundary-reconstructed states as

∇ui,j,k =


(w−

i+ 1
2 ,j,k

−w+
i− 1

2 ,j,k
)/∆x

(w−
i,j+ 1

2 ,k
−w+

i,j− 1
2 ,k

)/∆y

(w−
i,j,k+ 1

2

−w+
i,j,k− 1

2

)/∆z

 . (71)

This concludes the description of the spatial discretization used in this paper.
Finally, the nonlinear ODE system resulting from (60) is discretized in time via high order classical or TVD Runge–Kutta
schemes, see [65, 66, 84].

Grid stretching. The choice of coordinates is largely determined by the initial conditions of the problem to be solved. Most
of the 3D simulations of NR adopt initial conditions that are conformally flat, and for this reason the corresponding coordinates
are called Cartesian. Our simple finite difference code does not yet incorporate Adaptive Mesh Refinement (AMR), but it
implements a coordinate transformation from the logical Cartesian grid to the physical domain, with the aim of producing a
high resolution (but uniform) grid in the inner part, while producing a stretched non-uniform grid in the outer part, with an outer
border much farther away. In practice, along each direction we perform a mapping from the logical coordinate ξi to the physical
coordinate xi simply as

xi(ξi) =

{
ξi if |ξi| ≤ ξci ,
ξi
|ξi|
(
a|ξi|3 + b|ξi|2 + c|ξi|+ d

)
if |ξi| > ξci ,

(72)

where ξci sets the border of the inner uniform grid, while the coefficients a, b, c and d are selected in such a way to obtain a
smooth matching of the cubic with the inner linear branch. The same mapping is applied along all coordinate directions.

Well–balancing. For stationary (or quasi stationary) problems, our numerical scheme can easily be made well–balanced, by
simply subtracting a discrete version of the equilibrium solution from the discretized time-dependent PDE system. In this way,
an initial equilibrium can be maintained stationary up to machine precision virtually for ever. The interested reader is referred to
[27, 85, 86], where he/she can find all the practical details for the simple and straightforward implementation of a well–balanced
scheme in a PDE system of mixed conservative/non–conservative form. For more theoretical background on well-balanced
numerical methods for hyperbolic PDE, see [80–82, 87–91] and references therein.

IV. NUMERICAL TESTS

In this Section we present a large set of canonical tests for numerical general relativity, obtained with our new high order path-
conservative finite difference CWENO schemes applied to the novel first order BSSNOK formulation of the coupled Einstein-
Euler system. There are of course plenty of such tests that have been proposed over the year, some of which already quite
standardized [92, 93]. Due to lack of space, we had to perform a selection, as outlined below. For all computational tests shown
in this section we have used the classical fourth order Runge-Kutta scheme to integrate the semi-discrete CWENO method in
time. Moreover, in several of the tests below we monitor the Einstein constraints of Eq. (8)–(9), referring to them for simplicity
simply as H , M1, M2, M3.

A. Linearized gravitational wave

We start with a simple wave perturbation of the flat Minkowski spacetime [92] for which the metric is given by

ds2 = −dt2 + dx2 + (1 + b) dy2 + (1− b) dz2, with b = ϵ sin (2π(x− t)) . (73)

All the metric terms are directly deduced from (73), where, for instance, the extrinsic curvature follows from Kij = ∂tγij/(2α).
Moreover, since we choose ϵ to be ϵ = 10−8, the overall dynamics is linear and the terms depending on ϵ2 can be neglected.
We use the harmonic gauge condition, while the gamma–driver can be turned off, i.e. s = 0. Matter is absent in this test. The
computational domain is given by the rectangle Ω = [−0.5, 0.5]× [−0.05, 0.05], which is discretized using 32× 4 grid-points,
and adopting periodic boundary conditions in both directions.

In Figure 1 we report the results of the calculation comparing the performance of our CWENO schemes at different orders.
In the left panel we show the profiles of Ãzz at t = 1000, compared to the exact solution. Apart from the CWENO5 scheme,
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FIG. 1. Linearized gravitational wave test solved with different version of the CWENO scheme. Left panel: Ãzz component of the extrinsic
curvature at the final time, compared to the exact solution. Right panel: time evolution of the Einstein constraints.

which shows an appreciable deviation with respect to the solid line, the behavior of the solutions obtained with CWENO7 and
CWENO9 is very accurate. In the right panel we monitor the evolution of the Einstein constraints, which remain close to
machine precision all along the simulation.

B. The robust stability test

The robust stability test introduced in [92] is used to highlight potential unstable and exponentially growing modes in the
solution, and it is therefore a procedure to verify the hyperbolicity of the PDE system in a pragmatic and empirical way. It
is performed on the two dimensional domain Ω = [−0.5; 0.5] × [−0.5; 0.5] by perturbing a flat Minkowski spacetime with
a random perturbation with amplitude ±10−7/ϱ2. The parameter ϱ, which is used to scale the perturbation, affects also the
resolution of the grid, which is composed of 10ϱ× 10ϱ gridpoints. As customary for this test, the gamma–driver shift condition
is activated.

Fig. 2 shows the results of our calculations, by reporting the evolution of the Einstein constraints in a battery of tests where
the CWENO5 version of the scheme is adopted. These numbers and the corresponding results are certainly satisfactory, even if
not of the same quality as those reported in Fig. 4 of [27], where a DG scheme was used in combination with the Z4 formulation
of the Einstein equations [22, 94].

C. The gauge wave

The so–called gauge wave test, taken from [92], is traditionally a challenging test for the BSSNOK formulation of the Einstein
equations (see [23, 95]). We found that this is still true even with our first–order BSSNOK implementation. We recall that, on
the contrary, rather successful performances with this test were reported by [24] in their first–order reformulation of the CCZ4
system and more recently by [27] with an undamped first–order version of the pure Z4 formulation. In this test the metric is
obtained from a simple coordinate transformation performed in the Minkowski spacetime and it is given by

ds2 = −H(x, t) dt2 +H(x, t) dx2 + dy2 + dz2, where H(x, t) = 1−A sin (2π(x− t)) , (74)

which is in fact equivalent to a sinusoidal gauge wave of amplitudeA propagating along the x-axis. A harmonic gauge condition
is required along with periodic boundary conditions.

We have first run this test with a small wave amplitude A = 0.01 over a rectangular domain of size Ω = [−0.5, 0.5] ×
[−0.02, 0.02] using a CWENO7 scheme. The grid is composed of 256 × 4 elements, uniformly distributed, and the final time
is t = 1000. As expected, the gauge wave test manifests several pathologies when evolved within the BSSNOK formulation
over a long timescale. We have confirmed this behaviour, which is clearly in-printed in the exponential growth of the Einstein
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FIG. 2. Robust stability test case with a random initial perturbation of amplitude 10−7/ρ2 in all quantities on a sequence of successively
refined meshes on the unit square in 2D. The gamma–driver shift condition, 1 + log slicing and CWENO5 scheme have been used. Top left:
10× 10 elements. Top right: 20× 20 elements. Bottom left: 40× 40 elements. Bottom right: 80× 80 elements.

constraints, as reported in the left panel of Figure 3. In the right panel we can appreciate the mismatch of the final solution at
t = 1000 with respect to the initial conditions, taking the metric function γ̃xx as a representative quantity.

In spite of these deficiencies, it is still possible to perform a convergence analysis upon this solution, provided the final time
is short enough in such a way that the pathologies highlighted above do not have the time to spoil the numerical properties of
the scheme. Tab. II contains the result of this analysis for a gauge wave with A = 0.1 at the final time t = 1 and it essentially
confirms the nominal orders of convergence of the scheme.

D. Special relativistic Riemann Problems in the Cowling approximation

As a first test involving the matter part of the PDE system, we consider a few canonical Riemann problems in the Cowling
approximation [96], namely after neglecting the evolution of the spacetime, which is assumed to be flat Minkowski. We have
selected a sample of three Riemann problems, whose initial conditions are reported in Table III. Each of them has been solved
using a CWENO3 scheme, a resolution of 512 points and WENO parameters of Eq. (51)–(55), that, contrary to the standard
values declared in Sect. III A, are given by λ0 = 108, λC = 104, λL = 1, λR = 1, r = 10, ϵ = 10−14.

The corresponding solutions are shown in Fig. 4–6, and they are schematically described as
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FIG. 3. Solution of the gauge wave test at t = 1000 with A = 0.01 using the CWENO7 scheme. Left panel: Evolution of the Einstein
constraints. Right panel: profile of the metric term γ̃xx at the final time compared to the initial condition.

TABLE II. Numerical convergence results for the gauge wave with A = 0.1 at a final time of t = 1. The L2 errors and the corresponding
observed convergence order are reported for the variables K, ϕ and α.

N L2 error K O(K) L2 error ϕ O(ϕ) L2 error α O(α)

CWENO3
32 3.984E-04 7.963E-06 4.778E-05
64 5.111E-05 3.0 1.007E-06 3.0 6.039E-06 3.0
128 6.418E-06 3.0 1.261E-07 3.0 7.566E-07 3.0
256 9.042E-07 2.8 1.919E-08 2.8 1.151E-07 2.7

CWENO5
32 1.046E-05 1.291E-07 7.746E-07
64 3.380E-07 5.0 4.135E-09 5.0 2.481E-08 5.0
128 1.066E-08 5.0 1.302E-10 5.0 7.809E-10 5.0
256 3.341E-10 5.0 4.079E-12 5.0 2.448E-11 5.0

CWENO7
32 3.681E-06 3.591E-08 2.155E-07
64 5.294E-07 6.7 5.076E-09 6.8 3.046E-08 6.8
128 4.536E-09 6.9 4.330E-11 6.9 2.598E-10 6.9
256 4.475E-11 6.7 4.525E-13 6.6 2.715E-12 6.6

• Riemann Problem 1, already considered by [97], produces a rarefaction wave propagating to the left, a contact disconti-
nuity and a second rarefaction wave propagating to the right.

• Riemann Problem 2, already considered by [98], produces a rarefaction wave propagating to the left, a contact disconti-
nuity and a shock wave propagating to the right.

• Riemann Problem 3, already considered by [99], produces a shock wave propagating to the left, a contact discontinuity
and a second shock wave propagating to the right.

All together, these calculation prove the ability of the numerical scheme in treating strong discontinuities in the relativistic
regime. At this point we would like to emphasize again that the employed conservative CWENO finite difference scheme is
exactly the same as used previously for the evolution of vacuum spacetimes.
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x

ρ

0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

0

0.002

0.004

0.006

0.008

0.01

0.012

0.014

Exact solution

CWENO3

x

v

0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

Exact solution

CWENO3

x

p

0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

Exact solution

CWENO3

FIG. 5. Solution of Riemann Problem 2 at time t = 0.4.

E. Michel accretion

Again in the Cowling approximation, we can consider the motion of a gas that is accreting onto a non rotating black hole
through a spherically symmetric stationary flow. A detailed presentation of the solution can be found in [75, 100]. We just
note here that in Kerr–Schild coordinates the computation of the quantities at the critical radius follows the same relations
valid in Schwarzschild coordinates. For example, using as free parameters the critical radius rc and the critical density ρc, the
r−component of the four velocity at the critical radius is still given by |urc | = 1/

√
2rc, just like in Schwarzschild coordinates.

What changes, though, is the value of ut, which follows from the normalization condition uµuµ = −1 and is given by

ut =
−zur −

√
(ur)2 − z + 1

z − 1
with ur < 0 , z = 2/r . (75)

We have solved this test over a computational domain (r, θ) ∈ [0.5; 10]× [0+ ϵ;π− ϵ], with ϵ = 0.05 and covered by a 128×16
uniform grid. The relevant parameters are chosen as rc = 5 and ρc = 1.006 × 10−7, while an ideal gas with adiabatic index
γ = 5/3 is assumed. In addition, the initial condition has been perturbed in the rest mass density using a Gaussian profile peaked
at the critical radius, with a perturbation amplitude given by δρ = 10−1ρc. The well–balancing property described in Sect. III B

TABLE III. Initial left (L) and right (R) states of the Riemann problems. The last column reports the final time tf of the simulation.

Problem ρL vL pL ρR vR pR γ tf

1 1 -0.6 10 10 0.5 20 5/3 0.4
2 10−3 0 1 10−3 0 10−5 5/3 0.4
3 1 0.9 1 1 0 10 4/3 0.4
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FIG. 6. Solution of Riemann Problem 3 at time t = 0.4.

and proposed in [27] has been activated, in combination with the CWENO5 version of the scheme. In spite of the perturbation,
and by virtue of the well–balancing, the solution relaxes back to perfect equilibrium. In Fig. 7 we have reported the final profiles
of the mass density and of the radial velocity at t = 1000.
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FIG. 7. Spherical accretion of matter onto a non-rotating black hole using Kerr-Schild coordinates. The initial condition is compared to the
solution at time t = 1000M , both for the rest mass density (left panel) and for the radial velocity (right panel). A CWENO5 scheme with
Well Balancing is adopted.

F. The equilibrium TOV star

Another fundamental test in numerical general relativity consists of keeping an equilibrium star model stationary over long
timescales, providing the first case in our sample of tests where the full Einstein+Euler equations are addressed. Hence, we
have first solved the standard Tolman–Oppenheimer–Volkoff (TOV) system [75, 101–103] for a simple polytropic gas obeying
p = K ργ .

After choosing the parameters as in [104], namely a central rest mass density ρc = 1.28×10−3, K = 100 and γ = 2, we have
integrated the ODEs of the TOV system by a Discontinuous Galerkin solver like in [27], obtaining a total mass M = 1.4M⊙
and a radius R = 14.15 km. A small perturbation in the pressure is then added to the initial model, which is evolved with
the well–balanced version of the CWENO5 scheme. The logical computational domain is given by the box Ωℓ = [−20; 20]3,
covered by a uniform grid formed by 80×80×80 points. This is also the first test where we have used the re-mapping algorithm
for the numerical grid described in Sect. III B, producing a physical computational domain that extends up to ∼ 300M in each
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direction. In particular, the parameters of the polynomial stretching in the grid function of Eq. (72) are a = 0.28, b = −8.4,
c = 85.0, d = −280.0, ξc = 10.

We also stress that in this test we take full advantage of the new algorithm proposed by [27], which allows to convert from the
conserved to the primitive variables even in a ρ = 0 atmosphere in the exterior of the star.

Fig. 8 reports the results of this set–up by showing the one dimensional profiles of various representative quantities at the final
time t = 1000, compared to the exact solution. The small deviations of the velocity and of the scalar K from the equilibrium
values are precisely due to the initial perturbation introduced. Fig. 9, on the other hand, shows the evolution of the Einstein
constraints and of the central density.

G. Single puncture black hole

As next test case we consider a single puncture black hole, as originally proposed in [105] (the so–called puncture (or trumpet)
solution). The initial condition for the conformal metric tensor is simply the identity matrix, i.e. γ̃ij = δij = I, while the
conformal factor at the initial time is set to Ψ = 1 +M/(2r) with r = ∥x− xc∥. The black hole is centered in the origin
xc = (0, 0, 0), has unit mass M = 1 and zero spin. The initial extrinsic curvature and the initial shift are set to zero, i.e.
Kij = 0, βi = 0, while the lapse is initialized with α = ψ−2. The (logical) three dimensional computational domain is given by
Ωℓ = [−13, 13]3 covered by 1323 gridpoints with grid-stretching activated. The parameters of the polynomial stretching in the
grid function (72) are a = 0.32, b = −4.8, c = 25.0, d = −40.0, ξc = 5, producing a physical domain of size Ω = [−176, 176]3.
To avoid the singularity in r = 0, the computational mesh is built in such a way that no grid point coincides with the origin
xc, i.e. the grid points are located in the centers of the equidistant control volumes of the logical grid described above, see also
Section III A for details. The gamma–driver is turned on, i.e. s = 1, and the damping parameter in the gamma driver is set to
η = 2. We furthermore set µ = 0. We have solved this problem with the CWENO7 scheme using exponent r = 4 in Eq. (55),
λ0 = 1010, λC = 106, and λL = λR = 1 in Eq. (51) and stopping the simulation at t = 1000. The initial condition is imposed
as Dirichlet boundary condition on the boundary of the computational domain ∂Ω.

Fig. 10 provides a first glance of the results, by reporting the contour plots of the lapse in the xy plane (left panel) as well
as the time evolution of the Einstein constraints (right panel). Limited to this test, we have taken the opportunity to perform a
close comparison among the results obtained with our new first–order formulation (FO-BSSNOK) and the much more popular
second–order formulation (SO-BSSNOK). Hence, Fig. 11 presents such a comparison by reporting the 1D profiles of α, β1,
K and ψ in the two cases. Although the numerical schemes adopted are different, namely a seventh order CWENO for FO-
BSSNOK and a sixth order linear central finite difference for SO-BSSNOK, the various profiles match perfectly well at the final
time t = 1000. Moreover, also the Einstein constraints, compared in the right panel of Fig. 10, manifest essentially the same
trend.

H. Head on collision of two puncture black holes

Here and in the following Section, we use the procedure initially proposed by [105, 106] to create the initial conditions corre-
sponding to two puncture black holes without excision. The initial metric and the lapse are provided by the TWOPUNCTURES
initial data code of [106]. As a first set up, we consider two non–spinning black holes, at rest with respect to each other, and at
an initial distance d = 2M . This is the so–called head–on collision. The gamma–driver is necessarily turned on, i.e. s = 1,
again with damping parameter η = 2 and µ = 0. We have evolved this configuration with the CWENO7 scheme, over a logical
computational domain Ωℓ = [−15, 15]3 covered by 1323 gridpoints, and grid-stretching activated. The parameters of the poly-
nomial stretching in the grid function of Eq. (72) are a = 0.32, b = −4.8, c = 25.0, d = −40.0, ξc = 5, producing a physical
domain of size Ω = [−335, 335]3. Also in this test case the initial condition is imposed as Dirichlet boundary condition on the
boundary of the computational domain ∂Ω.

We have stopped the evolution at t = 1000, reporting the results in Fig. 12, where we show the contour plots of the scalar
ψ = eϕ over the z = 0 plane. The two black holes merge as expected and at time t = 20 a single black hole is already formed.
The corresponding evolution of the Einstein constraints is instead visible in the left panel of Fig. 14. The constraints slightly
increase in time, but only in a very mild form.

I. Inspiralling merger of two black holes

Numerical investigations of inspiralling black hole mergers started well before the detection of gravitational waves, and a vast
literature exists about their behaviour (see, among the other, [93, 107, 108]). Using again the TWOPUNCTURES library of
[106], we place the two black holes at a distance d = 4M among each other, zero individual spins, opposite linear momenta
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FIG. 8. Solution for the TOV star obtained with the Well-Balanced CWENO5 scheme.
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FIG. 10. Solution of the single puncture black hole in a 3D calculation at t = 1000. Left: contour-plots of the lapse over the xy plane. Right:
time evolution of the Einstein constraints.

along the y direction, i.e., p1 = (0, 0.45, 0), p2 = (0,−0.45, 0), and masses of the two black holes m1 = m2 = 1. The gamma–
driver is again turned on, i.e. s = 1, with η = 2 and µ = 0. In these conditions we have evolved the system with the CWENO7
scheme over a logical computational domain Ωℓ = [−15, 15]3 covered by 1323 gridpoints, and grid-stretching activated. The
parameters of the polynomial stretching in the grid function of Eq. (72) are a = 0.32, b = −4.8, c = 25.0, d = −40.0, ξc = 5,
producing a physical domain of size Ω = [−335, 335]3. We use the initial condition as Dirichlet boundary condition on the
boundary of the computational domain ∂Ω.

We have stopped the evolution at t = 1000, reporting the results in Fig. 13, where we show the contour plots of the scalar
ψ = eϕ over the z = 0 plane. The two black holes merge after a brief inspiral phase and at time t = 40 a single black hole is
already formed. The corresponding evolution of the Einstein constraints is instead visible in the right panel of Fig. 14.
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FIG. 11. Comparison among the numerical solutions at time t = 1000 for the single puncture black hole obtained with (i) our new seventh
order CWENO finite difference scheme in the first order FO-BSSNOK system and (ii) a classical sixth order central finite difference scheme
applied to the standard second order formulation of BSSNOK (SO-BSSNOK). 1D cuts along the x1 axis are shown: lapse α (top left), shift
vector component β1 (top right), trace of the extrinsic curvature K (bottom left) and conformal factor ψ (bottom right).

V. CONCLUSIONS

The second–order BSSNOK formulation of the Einstein equations represents a sort of gold standard in NR, but it also contains
an unpleasant feature, in so far it requires quite different numerical schemes for the solution of the Einstein sector and of the
matter subsystem. More specifically, writing the Einstein equations as a second–order PDE system prevents from applying to
them the best numerical schemes developed over the last decades for hyperbolic systems of conservation laws, which have been
developed having first–order systems in mind. In this paper we propose two fundamental advancements in this respect:

• We have provided a new first–order BSSNOK formulation of the Einstein–Euler equations which is non–conservative for
the Einstein equations, while of course conservative for the matter equations. Moreover, the full PDE system is provably
strongly hyperbolic.

• We have presented a new high order (verified up to the seventh) path-conservative central WENO finite difference scheme
that is able to account for the mixed nature of the first–order PDE system.

Concerning the new first–order formulation, our work has been inspired by [23], from which, however, we differ in the crucial
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FIG. 12. Head on collision of two black holes obtained with CWENO7.
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FIG. 13. Inspiralling merger of two black holes obtained with CWENO7.
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aspect that we carefully avoided to insert first order constraints in the equations. Such terms, we believe, introduce artificial
Jordan blocks in the overall PDE system and thus may lead to a loss of strong hyperbolicity.

Concerning the numerical scheme, our work resumes a sequence of works by [59–61], who proposed central WENO schemes
more than twenty years ago for classical gas dynamics. Much more recently, on the other hand, [64] considered a new class of
alternative finite difference WENO schemes for the non–conservative Z4 formulation of the vacuum Einstein equations, and to
their achievements we are also highly indebted.

Our new implementation can successfully solve all the standard tests of numerical relativity [92], including the long term
evolution of a black hole binary system. We believe that the NR community can benefit from this work, both regarding the
formulation of the Einstein equations, and the newly proposed numerical scheme, which, being a finite difference method,
maintains all the advantages with respect to more expensive DG or finite volume schemes, and yet it can reach any desired high
order of accuracy.

VI. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was financially supported by i) the Italian Ministry of Education, University and Research (MIUR) in the frame-
work of the PRIN 2022 project High order structure-preserving semi-implicit schemes for hyperbolic equations and via the
Departments of Excellence Initiative 2018–2027 attributed to DICAM of the University of Trento (grant L. 232/2016) and ii) by
the Departments of Excellence Initiative 2022–2027 attributed to the Department of Mathematics of the University of Roma La
Sapienza (grant L. 232/2016).
M.D. and G.P. are members of the INdAM GNCS group in Italy.
We acknowledge the CINECA award under the ISCRA initiative, for the availability of high–performance computational re-
sources and support.
We would kindly like to thank Ilya Peshkov, Luciano Rezzolla and Federico Guercilena for inspiring discussions. The authors
declare that not a single line of this paper has been written with AI. The Fortran source code of the computer software which has
generated the results shown in this paper can be obtained under CC BY-NC 4.0 license from the authors after written request.

Appendix A: Eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the new FO-BSSNOK system

The eigenstructure of the Einstein–Euler system can be studied by focusing on the Einstein block only, more specifically
by setting to zero all the hydrodynamic variables (D,S1, S2, S3, E), whose eigenvalues and eigenvectors are well known. In
addition, we assume for simplicity the case in which the gamma–driver is switched off (s = 0) and the 1+log gauge condition
is adopted, hence getting a reduced system composed of 34 variables, given by

Q̃
T

=
(
Ã11, Ã12, Ã13, Ã22, Ã23, Ã33,K, Γ̃

1, Γ̃2, Γ̃3, A1, A2, A3, D111, D112, D113, D122, D123, D133,
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D211, D212, D213, D222, D223, D233, D311, D312, D313, D322, D323, D333, P1, P2, P3

)
. (A1)

The eigenvalues of the reduced system in x1-direction are

λ1,...,5 = +αψ−2
√
γ̃11 − β1 (A2)

λ6,...,10 = −αψ−2
√
γ̃11 − β1 (A3)

λ11,...,32 = −β1 , (A4)

λ33 = +
√
2αψ−2

√
γ̃11 − β1 (A5)

λ34 = −
√
2αψ−2

√
γ̃11 − β1 (A6)

while the corresponding eigenvectors are

rT
1 =

(
−

γ̃33√
γ̃11ψ2

, 0, 0, 0, 0,

√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

γ̃33

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A7)

rT
2 =

(
− 2

γ̃23√
γ̃11ψ2

, 0, 0, 0,

√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−2

γ̃23

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A8)

rT
3 =

(
−

γ̃22√
γ̃11ψ2

, 0, 0,

√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

γ̃22

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A9)

rT
4 =

(
− 2

γ̃13√
γ̃11ψ2

, 0,

√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−2

γ̃13

γ̃11
, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A10)

rT
5 =

(
− 2

γ̃12√
γ̃11ψ2

,

√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−2

γ̃12

γ̃11
, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A11)

rT
6 =

(
2

γ̃13√
γ̃11ψ2

, 0,−
√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−2

γ̃13

γ̃11
, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A12)

rT
7 =

(
2

γ̃12√
γ̃11ψ2

,−
√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−2

γ̃12

γ̃11
, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A13)

rT
8 =

( γ̃33√
γ̃11ψ2

, 0, 0, 0, 0,−
√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

γ̃33

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A14)

rT
9 =

(
2

γ̃23√
γ̃11ψ2

, 0, 0, 0,−
√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−2

γ̃23

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A15)

rT
10 =

( γ̃22√
γ̃11ψ2

, 0, 0,−
√
γ̃11

ψ2
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

γ̃22

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A16)

rT
11 =

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

γ̃13

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A17)

rT
12 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2 γ̃11, 2 γ̃12, 2 γ̃13, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0

)
(A18)

rT
13 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2 γ̃13,−2

γ̃23 − γ̃12 γ̃13

γ̃11
,−2

Λ1

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1

)
(A19)

rT
14 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,

γ̃33

γ̃11
,−

γ̃23

γ̃11
,−

γ̃12

γ̃11
, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A20)

rT
15 =

( γ̃11
γ̃33

,
γ̃12

γ̃33
,
γ̃13

γ̃33
,
γ̃22

γ̃33
,
γ̃23

γ̃33
, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A21)

rT
16 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2 γ̃12, 2

(γ̃12)2 + γ̃33

γ̃11
,−2

γ̃23 − γ̃12 γ̃13

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0

)
(A22)

rT
17 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

γ̃23

γ̃11
,
γ̃22

γ̃11
,−

γ̃13

γ̃11
, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A23)

rT
18 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, (γ̃11)2, γ̃11 γ̃12, γ̃11 γ̃13, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A24)

rT
19 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2 γ̃11 γ̃13, 2

Λ2

γ̃33 γ̃11
,−2

Λ3

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A25)

rT
20 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2 γ̃11 γ̃12, 2 (γ̃12)2 + 2 γ̃33, 2

Λ2

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A26)

rT
21 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

γ̃12 γ̃11 γ̃12 − γ̃23 γ̃12 γ̃13 − γ̃33 (γ̃13)2 + γ̃11

γ̃33
,−

Λ5

γ̃33 γ̃11
,−

Λ6

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,

γ̃22

γ̃33
,
γ̃23

γ̃33
, 1,
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0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0
)

(A27)

rT
22 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, γ̃11 γ̃12, (γ̃12)2,

Λ7

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A28)

rT
23 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 ,−2

γ̃12
(
γ̃23 − γ̃12 γ̃13

)
γ̃11

,−2
Λ8

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1,

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0
)

(A29)

rT
24 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2 (γ̃12)2,−2

Λ9

γ̃11
,−2

γ̃12
(
γ̃23 − γ̃12 γ̃13

)
γ̃11

, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0
)

(A30)

rT
25 =

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

γ̃12

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A31)

rT
26 =

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

γ̃12

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A32)

rT
27 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

Λ10

γ̃33
,−

Λ11

γ̃33 γ̃11
,−

Λ12

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

γ̃12 (γ̃23)2 − γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃23 + γ̃12 γ̃11

γ̃33 γ̃11
,
γ̃23 γ̃12

γ̃33 γ̃11
,

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0
)

(A33)

rT
28 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2 γ̃12 γ̃13,−2

Λ13

γ̃33 γ̃11
,−2

Λ14

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0
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(A34)

rT
29 =

(
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Λ15

γ̃33 γ̃11
,−

Λ16
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, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A35)

rT
30 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−2

Λ17

γ̃33
,−2

Λ14

γ̃33 γ̃11
,−2

Λ19

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A36)

rT
31 =

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

γ̃13

γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0

)
(A37)

rT
32 =

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

Λ20

γ̃33
,−

Λ21

γ̃33 γ̃11
,−

Λ22

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,

γ̃22 γ̃13

γ̃33 γ̃11
,
γ̃23 γ̃13

γ̃33 γ̃11
, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0

)
(A38)

rT
33 =

(
2

√
2
(
γ̃12 γ̃12 + γ̃13 γ̃13 + 2

)
ψ2

√
α γ̃11

,−2
γ̃12

√
2γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

, 2

√
2
(
γ̃23 γ̃12 + γ̃33 γ̃13

)
ψ2

√
α γ̃11

,−2

√
2γ̃22 γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

,−2

√
2γ̃23 γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

,

−2

√
2γ̃33 γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

, 6

√
2γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

, 8 γ̃11, 8 γ̃12, 8 γ̃13, 12α−1, 0, 0, 2
γ̃12 γ̃12 + γ̃13 γ̃13 + 2

γ̃11
,−2 γ̃12,−2 γ̃13,−2 γ̃22,

−2 γ̃23,−2 γ̃33, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0
)

(A39)

rT
34 =

(
− 2

√
2
(
γ̃12 γ̃12 + γ̃13 γ̃13 + 2

)
ψ2

√
α γ̃11

, 2
γ̃12

√
2γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

,−2

√
2
(
γ̃23 γ̃12 + γ̃33 γ̃13

)
ψ2

√
α γ̃11

, 2

√
2γ̃22 γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

, 2

√
2γ̃23 γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

,

2

√
2γ̃33 γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

,−6

√
2γ̃11

ψ2
√
α γ̃11

, 8 γ̃11, 8 γ̃12, 8 γ̃13, 12 (α)−1, 0, 0, 2
γ̃12 γ̃12 + γ̃13 γ̃13 + 2

γ̃11
,−2 γ̃12,−2 γ̃13,−2 γ̃22,

−2 γ̃23,−2 γ̃33, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0
)

(A40)

where we have defined

Λ1 = 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 (γ̃23)
3 − 2 (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2 + 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃

11 − (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 γ̃

11 + γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃
12 − γ̃13 (γ̃23)

2γ̃13 +

γ̃23 γ̃
12 γ̃13 − (γ̃23)

2 − γ̃11 (A41)

Λ2 = (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

3γ̃11 + γ̃13 (γ̃23)
4γ̃12 + γ̃13 (γ̃23)

3γ̃33 γ̃
13 − 2 γ̃13 (γ̃23)

2γ̃11 γ̃12 − 2 (γ̃23)
3(γ̃12)2 − 2 γ̃223γ̃33 γ̃

12 γ̃13

−γ̃13 (γ̃11)2γ̃12 − γ̃23 γ̃
11 (γ̃12)2 − γ̃23 γ̃33 γ̃

11 (A42)

Λ3 = 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 (γ̃23)
3γ̃11 − (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2γ̃11 + γ̃13 γ̃22 (γ̃23)

3γ̃12 + γ̃13 γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2γ̃33 γ̃

13 + 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃23 (γ̃
11)2

−(γ̃13)
2γ̃22 (γ̃

11)2 − γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2(γ̃12)2 − γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃33 γ̃

12 γ̃13 + (γ̃23)
3γ̃12 γ̃13 + (γ̃23)

2γ̃33 (γ̃
13)2 + γ̃23 γ̃

11 γ̃12 γ̃13

−(γ̃23)
2γ̃11 − (γ̃11)2 (A43)

Λ5 = 3 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

2γ̃11 + 3 (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 (γ̃23)

2γ̃12 + 3 γ̃213γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃33 γ̃
13 + γ̃12 (γ̃13)

2(γ̃11)2 − γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃23 (γ̃
12)2

−γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃33 γ̃12 γ̃13 + 2 γ̃13 (γ̃23)
2γ̃12 γ̃13 + 2 γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃33 (γ̃

13)2 + γ̃12 γ̃
11 (γ̃12)2 − γ̃23 (γ̃

12)2γ̃13 − γ̃33 γ̃
12 (γ̃13)2

−γ̃11 γ̃12 (A44)

Λ6 = 3 γ̃212γ̃13 (γ̃23)
2γ̃11 + 3 (γ̃13)

2γ̃222γ̃23 γ̃
12 + 3 (γ̃13)

2(γ̃22)
2γ̃33 γ̃

13 + (γ̃12)
2γ̃13 (γ̃

11)2 − γ̃12 γ̃22 γ̃23 (γ̃
12)2

−γ̃12 γ̃22 γ̃33 γ̃12 γ̃13 + 5 γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃
12 γ̃13 + 5 γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃33 (γ̃

13)2 + γ̃12 γ̃
11 γ̃12 γ̃13 − γ̃13 γ̃

11 (γ̃13)2 − γ̃11 γ̃13 (A45)

Λ7 = Λ2 + γ̃23 γ̃33 γ̃
11 (A46)

Λ8 = 3 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

4 − 3 (γ̃13)
3γ̃22 (γ̃23)

3 + 4 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

2γ̃11 + 3 γ̃12 γ̃13 (γ̃23)
3γ̃12 − 3 γ̃313γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃

11

−2 (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 (γ̃23)

2γ̃12 − 2 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

3γ̃13 + γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃11)2 + 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃

11 γ̃12 − 2 (γ̃13)
2γ̃23 γ̃

11 γ̃13

+γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃23 (γ̃
12)2 − 2 γ̃13 (γ̃23)

2γ̃12 γ̃13 + γ̃23 (γ̃
12)2γ̃13 − (γ̃23)

2γ̃12 − γ̃11 γ̃12 (A47)
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Λ9 = 3 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

2γ̃33 − 3 (γ̃13)
3(γ̃23)

3 + 3 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

2γ̃12 + γ̃12 (γ̃33)
2 − γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃33 − (γ̃12)3 (A48)

Λ10 = 3 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

2 − 3 γ̃23 γ̃22 (γ̃13)
3 + γ̃12 (γ̃13)

2γ̃11 + (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 γ̃

12 − 2 (γ̃13)
2γ̃23 γ̃

13 + γ̃12 (γ̃
12)2 + γ̃13 γ̃

12 γ̃13 + γ̃12 (A49)

Λ11 = 4 γ̃12 γ̃
3
13(γ̃23)

3 − 4 (γ̃13)
4γ̃22 (γ̃23)

2 + 2 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
3γ̃23 γ̃

11 + 6 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

2γ̃12 − (γ̃13)
4γ̃22 γ̃

11 − 5 (γ̃13)
3γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃

12

−3 (γ̃13)
3(γ̃23)

2γ̃13 + γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2γ̃11 γ̃12 − (γ̃13)

3γ̃11 γ̃13 + (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 (γ̃

12)2 − 5 (γ̃13)
2γ̃23 γ̃

12 γ̃13 + γ̃12 (γ̃
12)3

+γ̃13 (γ̃
12)2γ̃13 − (γ̃12)2 (A50)

Λ12 = 6 (γ̃12)
2(γ̃13)

2(γ̃23)
3 − 8 γ̃12 (γ̃13)

3γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2 + 2 (γ̃13)

4(γ̃22)
2γ̃23 + 4 (γ̃12)

2(γ̃13)
2γ̃23 γ̃

11 + 4 (γ̃12)
2γ̃13 (γ̃23)

2γ̃12

−2 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
3γ̃22 γ̃

11 − 4 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

2γ̃13 − 2 (γ̃13)
3(γ̃22)

2γ̃12 + 2 (γ̃13)
3γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃

13 + (γ̃12)
2γ̃13 γ̃

11 γ̃12

−γ̃12 (γ̃13)2γ̃11 γ̃13 + γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃22 (γ̃
12)2 − 4 (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 γ̃
12 γ̃13 + (γ̃13)

2γ̃23 (γ̃
13)2 − 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 (γ̃23)

2 + γ̃12 (γ̃
12)2γ̃13

+2 (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 γ̃23 − 2 γ̃13 γ̃

12 (γ̃13)2 − γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃
11 − γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃

12 + γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃
13 − γ̃12 γ̃13 (A51)

Λ13 = γ̃13 γ̃
11 (γ̃12)2 + γ̃23 (γ̃

12)3 + γ̃13 γ̃33 γ̃
11 + γ̃23 γ̃33 γ̃

12 (A52)

Λ14 = 3 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

4 − 3 (γ̃13)
3γ̃22 (γ̃23)

3 + 4 γ̃12 γ̃
2
13(γ̃23)

2γ̃11 + 3 γ̃12 γ̃13 (γ̃23)
3γ̃12 − 3 (γ̃13)

3γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃
11

−2 (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 (γ̃23)

2γ̃12 − 2 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

3γ̃13 + γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃11)2 + 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃

11 γ̃12 − 2 γ̃213γ̃23 γ̃
11 γ̃13

+γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃23 (γ̃
12)2 − 2 γ̃13 (γ̃23)

2γ̃12 γ̃13 + γ̃23 (γ̃
12)2γ̃13 − γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃

11 − (γ̃23)
2γ̃12 (A53)

Λ15 = (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

3γ̃11 + γ̃13 (γ̃23)
4γ̃12 + γ̃13 (γ̃23)

3γ̃33 γ̃
13 − 2 γ̃13 (γ̃23)

2γ̃11 γ̃12 − 2 (γ̃23)
3(γ̃12)2 − 2 (γ̃23)

2γ̃33 γ̃
12 γ̃13

−γ̃13 (γ̃11)2γ̃12 − γ̃23 γ̃
11 (γ̃12)2 (A54)

Λ16 = Λ3 + (γ̃23)
2γ̃11 + (γ̃11)2 (A55)

Λ17 = 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 (γ̃23)
3 − 2 (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2 + 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃

11 − (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 γ̃

11 + γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃
12 − γ̃13 (γ̃23)

2γ̃13 + γ̃23 γ̃
12 γ̃13 (A56)

Λ19 = 3 (γ̃12)
2γ̃13 (γ̃23)

4 − 3 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2γ̃22 (γ̃23)

3 + 3 γ̃212γ̃13 (γ̃23)
2γ̃11 − 3 γ̃12 (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃
11 + (γ̃13)

3(γ̃22)
2γ̃11

+(γ̃13)
2(γ̃22)

2γ̃23 γ̃
12 − 2 (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2γ̃13 + 2 γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃

12 γ̃13 − γ̃13 (γ̃23)
2(γ̃13)2 − γ̃12 (γ̃23)

3 + γ̃13 γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2

+γ̃23 γ̃
12 (γ̃13)2 − γ̃12 γ̃23 γ̃

11 + γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃
11 (A57)

Λ20 = 3 (γ̃23)
2γ̃13 (γ̃12)

2 − 3 (γ̃22)
2(γ̃13)

3 + (γ̃12)
2γ̃13 γ̃

11 + γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃
12 − 5 (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 γ̃
13 + γ̃12 γ̃

12 γ̃13 − γ̃13 (γ̃
13)2 + γ̃13 (A58)

Λ21 = 6 (γ̃12)
2γ̃213(γ̃23)

3 − 8 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
3γ̃22 (γ̃23)

2 + 2 (γ̃13)
4(γ̃22)

2γ̃23 + 4 (γ̃12)
2(γ̃13)

2γ̃23 γ̃
11 + 4 (γ̃12)

2γ̃13 (γ̃23)
2γ̃12

−2 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
3γ̃22 γ̃

11 − 4 γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃23)

2γ̃13 − 2 γ̃313(γ̃22)
2γ̃12 + 2 (γ̃13)

3γ̃22 γ̃23 γ̃
13 + (γ̃12)

2γ̃13 γ̃
11 γ̃12

−γ̃12 (γ̃13)2γ̃11 γ̃13 + γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃22 (γ̃
12)2 − 4 (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 γ̃
12 γ̃13 + (γ̃13)

2γ̃23 (γ̃
13)2

−2 γ̃12 γ̃13 (γ̃23)
2 + γ̃12 (γ̃

12)2γ̃13 + 2 γ̃213γ̃22 γ̃23 − 2 γ̃13 γ̃
12 (γ̃13)2 − γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃

11 − γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃
12 + γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃

13 − γ̃12 γ̃13 (A59)

Λ22 = 4 (γ̃12)
3γ̃13 (γ̃23)

3 − 6 (γ̃12)
2(γ̃13)

2γ̃22 (γ̃23)
2 + 2 γ̃413(γ̃22)

3 + 2 (γ̃12)
3γ̃13 γ̃23 γ̃

11 − (γ̃12)
2(γ̃13)

2γ̃22 γ̃
11

+γ̃12 (γ̃13)
2(γ̃22)

2γ̃12 + (γ̃13)
3(γ̃22)

2γ̃13 + 2 γ̃12 γ̃13 γ̃22 γ̃
12 γ̃13 − 3 (γ̃13)

2γ̃22 (γ̃
13)2 + γ̃12 γ̃

12 (γ̃13)2

−γ̃13 (γ̃13)3 − (γ̃13)2 (A60)
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