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ABSTRACT
The flux-based statistical theory of the non-hierarchical three-body system predicts that the chaotic outcome distribution reduces
to the chaotic emissivity function times a known function, the asymptotic flux. Here, we measure the chaotic emissivity function
(or equivalently, the absorptivity) through simulations. More precisely, we follow millions of scattering events only up to the
point when it can be decided whether the scattering is regular or chaotic. In this way, we measure a tri-variate absorptivity
function. Using it, we determine the flux-based prediction for the chaotic outcome distribution over both binary binding energy
and angular momentum, and we find good agreement with the measured distribution. This constitutes a detailed confirmation of
the flux-based theory, and demonstrates a considerable reduction in computation to determine the chaotic outcome distribution.
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1 INTRODUCTION

TheNewtonian three-body problem is one of the richest,most-fruitful
and longest-standing open problems in physics. It is the fertile soil
that grew numerous scientific theories including perturbation theory,
the symplectic formulation of mechanics (Poisson brackets), (mani-
fold) topology and chaos.
Since Poincaré, a deterministic general solution is believed impos-

sible (Poincaré 1890). Special cases that allow for analytic treatment
are known to include the lunar limit, which displays orbit hierar-
chy, and the planetary limit that consists of a dominant mass, and
hence a mass hierarchy. However, the general, non-hierarchical, case
is believed to be non-amenable to an analytic deterministic treatment.
Beginning with Agekyan &Anosova (1967), computers were used to
simulate this system and measure its outcome distribution. A statisti-
cal theory was formulated by Monaghan (1976), and more recently,
important advances were introduced to it by Stone & Leigh (2019)
and Ginat & Perets (2020). However, this statistical theory suffers
from certain shortcomings, including the introduction of a spurious
parameter, the strong interaction region, which acts as a cutoff and a
rough separator of regular and chaotic motion.
Inspired by Stone & Leigh (2019), the flux-based statistical theory

introduced in Kol (2020) remedies this issue, and identifies probabil-
ities not with phase-space volume, as in previous theories, but rather
with phase-space flux. Its central result is the following reduction of
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the chaotic outcome distribution

𝑑Γ(𝑢) = 1
𝜎̄

E(𝑢) 𝑑𝐹 (𝑢) (1)

where 𝑢 is a collective notation for outcome parameters; 𝑑Γ(𝑢) is the
chaotic differential decay rate, namely the probability per unit time to
decay from a chaotic state into an element 𝑑𝑢 of outcome parameters,
and hence 𝑑Γ(𝑢) is proportional to the chaotic outcome distribution;
𝜎̄ is the regularized chaotic phase-volume determined in Dandekar
et al. (2022) ; E(𝑢) is the chaotic emissivity function, which is the
probability of an outgoing state with outcome parameters 𝑢 to have
originated from chaotic motion; finally, 𝑑𝐹 (𝑢) is the distribution of
asymptotic flux. This relation constitutes a reduction since 𝑑𝐹 (𝑢)
was determined in closed form, see (5) below, and 𝜎̄ is only a 𝑢-
independent normalization, thereby reducing the study of 𝑑Γ(𝑢) to
that of E(𝑢).
Parts of the flux-based statistical theory were validated through

simulations inManwadkar et al. (2020) andManwadkar et al. (2021),
hereafterMKTL21. In addition, this theory stimulated a novel formu-
lation of the three-body system, one that provides a natural dynamical
reduction (Kol 2021).
The goal of this paper is to test the main reduction (1) of the flux-

based theory, by measuring the chaotic emissivity function E(𝑢).
Through time reversal symmetry, E can be interpreted also as the
absorption function, namely the probability of an ingoing state with
income parameters 𝑢 to proceed to chaotic motion. In other words,
in analogy with Kirchhoff’s law of thermal radiation, chaotic ab-
sorptivity and emissivity are identical. Once the chaotic absorptivity
function is measured, the chaotic outcome distribution is predicted
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2 Manwadkar et al.

and compared with the its measured distribution. The road taken in
the paper is shown schematically in Fig. 1.
A measurement of chaotic absorptivity requires to simulate evolu-

tions of incoming states only until the three bodies meet (and shortly
thereafter), while the measurement of outcome distribution requires
to evolve the system until it disintegrates, which is typically much
longer. In this sense, (1) provides a meaningful computational reduc-
tion of the measurement of the chaotic outcome distribution. Future
analytic expressions or approximations for E may provide further
reduction.
This paper is organized as follows. We start in Section 2 by setting

up the problem and by reviewing the flux-based theory. Section 3
describes our method of measurement and Section 4 describes the
simulations. Data analysis an results are presented in Section 5. We
conclude with a summary and discussion in Section 6.

2 STATISTICAL THEORY

In this section, we briefly setup the problem and review the flux-
based theory introduced in Kol (2020). Then we recall and discuss
the predictions to be tested in the current paper.

Setup. The three-body problem can be defined though the Hamilto-
nian

𝐻

(
{®𝑟𝑐 , ®𝑝𝑐}3𝑐=1

)
:=

3∑︁
𝑐=1

®𝑝 2𝑐
2𝑚𝑐

−
(
𝐺 𝑚1 𝑚2

𝑟12
+ 𝑐𝑦𝑐.

)
(2)

where𝑚𝑐 , 𝑐 = 1, 2, 3 denote the threemasses, ®𝑟𝑐 the bodies’ position
vectors and ®𝑝𝑐 their momenta, 𝐺 is Newton’s gravitational constant,
and 𝑟𝑐𝑑 = |®𝑟𝑐 − ®𝑟𝑑 |.
The conserved charges are the total linear momentum, the total

energy, and the total angular momentum denoted by ®𝑃, 𝐸, ®𝐿, re-
spectively. We work in the center of mass frame.
The conservation laws allow a disintegration of the system. Gener-

ally, a non-hierarchical three-body motion ends in this way. Assum-
ing negative total energy, the components of the outgoing states are
a binary and a single, also known as the escaper. When they are far
apart, the system decouples into a binary subsystem, and an effective
hierarchical system defined by replacing the binary by a fictitious
object obtained by collapsing it to its center of mass. The effective
system describes the relative motion of the binary and the single. The
outcome parameters 𝑢 are given by

𝑢 =

(
𝑠, 𝜖𝐵 , ®𝑙𝐵 , 𝜓𝐵 , 𝜖𝐹 , ®𝑙𝐹 , 𝜓𝐹

)
(3)

where 𝑠 = 1, 2, 3 is the escaper identity, 𝜖𝐵 , ®𝑙𝐵 , 𝜓𝐵 denote the energy,
angular momentum and pericenter angle (measured relative to the
line of nodes) of the decoupled binary, and 𝜖𝐹 , ®𝑙𝐹 , 𝜓𝐹 denote the
analogous quantities for the effective system. These variables obey
the obvious relations 𝜖𝐵 + 𝜖𝐹 = 𝐸, ®𝑙𝐵 + ®𝑙𝐹 = ®𝐿. Hence there are
altogether 6 independent continuous outcome parameters. Symmetry
with respect to rotations around ®𝐿, means that 𝑢-dependent quantities
depend essentially only on 5 outcome parameters.
A special role is played by the binary constant defined by

𝑘 :=
𝑚𝑎 𝑚𝑏

𝑚𝑎 + 𝑚𝑏
(𝐺𝑚𝑎𝑚𝑏)2 (4)

where 𝑚𝑎 , 𝑚𝑏 are the masses which compose the binary. 𝑘𝑠 denotes
the binary constant of the binary defined by an escaper 𝑠 = 1, 2 or 3.
For a more complete setup, see Kol (2020).

Flux-based statistical theory. The flux-based theory differs from all
past statistical treatments starting with Monaghan (1976) and up to
the review book Valtonen & Karttunen (2006) and the closed-form
determination of the outcome distribution Stone & Leigh (2019). All
previous treatments assume the micro-canonical ensemble, namely,
assign probabilities according to phase-space volume.Moreover, they
introduce the so-called strong interaction radius in order to guarantee
finite phase-space volumes and to exclude an irrelevant part of phase-
space (which correspond to causally inaccessible escape scenarios).
The use of the micro-canonical ensemble implicitly assumes a closed
system with a bounded phase space, and random (or technically,
ergodic) motion, whereas the three-body system has an unbounded
phase space, is open to disintegration, and its phase space is divided
between regular and chaotic motion. In addition, setting the value of
the strong interaction radius is somewhat arbitrary.
The flux-based theory (Kol 2020) remedies these flaws by focusing

on phase-volume flux, rather than the phase-volume itself. This is
natural for a disintegrating system. The flux is inherently finite and
independent of the location where it is measured, and in this way
infinite probabilities never appear, and a cutoff is no longer necessary.
We note that the time evolution of a three-body system can be

divided into three kinds of motion: asymptotic motion where at least
one of the bodies is far away, chaotic interaction, and finally sub-
escape excursions, which are a part of motion where the system
clearly separates into a binary and a single which fly away from each
other, yet their relative velocity is below the escape velocity, and
hence they are bound to fall back towards the center of mass, and
interact. Accordingly, the sub-escape excursions can be called quasi-
asymptotic states. This decomposition of phase space is similar, if not
identical, to ones found in the literature. In particular, this paper’s
“regular scattering” is similar to “non-resonant interaction” in the
language ofMcMillan &Hut (1996), “chaotic interaction” resembles
“democratic resonance” there, and sub-escape excursion resembles
“hierarchical resonance” there.
The first part of the flux-based theory considers the system’s prob-

ability distribution as a time-dependent variable. The probability
measure is divided between the ergodic region, the sub-escape ex-
cursions and the asymptotic states, and the latter two are further
continuously distributed over their parameters. This distribution dif-
fers from the micro-canonical ensemble of previous treatments. The
time evolution of the distribution is formulated through the system of
equations (2.35) ofKol (2020), whose solution describes the statistics
of outcome parameters and decay times.
The second part of the theory involves the differential decay rate

out of the ergodic region, which is an essential ingredient in the
equation for the above-mentioned statistical evolution of the system.
Its distribution over all the asymptotic state parameters 𝑢 is denoted
by 𝑑Γ(𝑢), and it can be shown to factorize exactly according to (1)
where the distribution of asymptotic flux, 𝑑𝐹 (𝑢) is given by

𝑑𝐹 (𝑢) = 2𝜋
√
𝑘𝑠 𝑑𝜖𝐵

(−2𝜖𝐵)3/2
1

𝑙𝐵 𝑙𝐹
𝑑3𝑙𝐵 𝑑3𝑙𝐹 𝛿 (3)

(
®𝑙𝐵 + ®𝑙𝐹 − ®𝐿

)
𝑑𝜓𝐵 𝑑𝜓𝐹

(5)

where 𝑠 = 1, 2, 3 is the escaper identity, E is the chaotic emissivity
(= absorptivity) and 𝑘𝑠 is defined in (4). The variables 𝜖𝐵 , 𝑙𝐵 range
over the domain

−2 𝜖𝐵 𝑙2𝐵 ≤ 𝑘𝑠 , 𝜖𝐵 ≤ 𝐸 . (6)

Chaotic absorptivity E(𝑢) is defined to be the probability that
a scattering of a single off a binary with a random mean anomaly
(time along orbit) will evolve into a chaotic trajectory, rather than a
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The Three-Body Problem 3

Figure 1. The figure shows the general outline of this work. (Left Panel) Description of our method to measure chaotic absorptivity from binary-single scattering
interactions in different configurations. (Center Panel) Description of procedure to predict the outcome distribution of chaotic three-body interactions that
uses the chaotic absorptivity measurement from left panel. (Right Panel) Description of procedure to independently measure the chaotic three-body outcome
distribution by means of three-body interaction simulations. The goal of the paper is to make a comparison between this measured outcome distribution and the
predicted outcome distribution to test the validity of the flux-based theory presented in Kol (2020).

regular scattering such as a flyby or a regular exchange, which leads
to prompt ejection. Clearly, E(𝑢) serves to account for the division
of phase space into regions of regular and chaotic motion. We shall
often omit the adjective “chaotic” since we do not discuss other types
of emissivity.
The asymptotic flux 𝑑𝐹 (𝑢) reflects the fact that this theory is based

on the framework of an open, rather than closed, chaotic system,
where the flux of phase-space volume replaces the volume itself as
a measure of probability. Hence, it is called the flux-based theory.
To have some insight into the form of the flux factor, note that
2𝜋

√
𝑘𝑠/(−2𝜖𝐵)3/2 is the binary period, and the denominator factors

𝑙𝐵 , 𝑙𝐹 each originate in the central force nature of the respective
systems.
By definition, E(𝑢) is bounded to the range 0 ≤ E(𝑢) ≤ 1. Other-

wise, so far, it is an unknown function of the asymptotic parameters
𝑢. In this way, (1) factors out the outgoing flux and reduces the deter-
mination of 𝑑Γ(𝑢) to that of E(𝑢). For derivations, see Kol (2020).

3 MEASUREMENT METHOD

In this section, we describe several aspects of the measurement
method: marginalization, the criterion for absorption, and the pa-
rameter values that we chose.

Marginalization. The differential decay rate (1) is distributed over
the 6d space of outcome parameters 𝑢. In practice, we measure its
distribution over a smaller set of parameters 𝑣, so that

𝑢 = (𝑣, 𝑤) (7)

where 𝑤 denotes the remaining outcome parameters.

The marginalized decay rate is defined by

𝑑Γ

𝑑𝑣
(𝑣) :=

∫
𝑑Γ

𝑑𝑣𝑑𝑤
(𝑣, 𝑤) 𝑑𝑤 (8)

The reduction (1) implies that it can be written as

𝑑Γ

𝑑𝑣
(𝑣) =

1
𝜎̄

∫
E(𝑣, 𝑤) 𝑑𝐹

𝑑𝑣𝑑𝑤
(𝑣, 𝑤) 𝑑𝑤

=
1
𝜎̄

E(𝑣) 𝑑𝐹
𝑑𝑣

(𝑣) (9)

where the marginalized asymptotic flux and absorptivity are defined
by

𝑑𝐹

𝑑𝑣
(𝑣) :=

∫
𝑑𝐹

𝑑𝑣𝑑𝑤
(𝑣, 𝑤) 𝑑𝑤 (10a)

E(𝑣) := 1
𝑑𝐹/𝑑𝑣

∫
E(𝑣, 𝑤) 𝑑𝐹

𝑑𝑣𝑑𝑤
(𝑣, 𝑤) 𝑑𝑤 (10b)

The last relation will be used in the next section to define the
marginalized, or averaged absorptivity. In words, it means that this
averaging of E is weighted according to asymptotic flux. Note that
in addition to the above mentioned marginalization, by definition,
a measurement of E requires an average over binary phase (more
precisely, over the mean anomaly) (Kol 2020).
In practice, we consider two specific marginalizations. The first

marginalization is is over the pericenter angles 𝑤 = (𝜓𝐵 , 𝜓𝐹 ). In
this case, the flux weighting amounts to

∫
𝑑𝜓𝐵/(2𝜋) 𝑑𝜓𝐹 /(2𝜋),

namely, uniform weight. The remaining outcome parameters are 𝑣 =

(𝜖𝐵 , ®𝑙𝐵).
In the second marginalization, we further marginalize over the

angle 𝜎 between ®𝑙𝐵 and ®𝐿, so that the E is distributed only over the
magnitude 𝑙𝐵 , namely 𝑣 = (𝜖𝐵 , 𝑙𝐵). The integration measure over

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2021)



4 Manwadkar et al.

𝜎 is given by

𝑑 cos𝜎
𝑙𝐹

≡ − 𝑑𝑙𝐹

𝐿 𝑙𝐵
(11)

where 𝑙2
𝐹
(𝜎) = 𝐿2 + 𝑙2

𝐵
− 2 𝐿 𝑙𝐵 cos𝜎. In particular, we record for

later use an explicit expression for the general marginalized flux (10a)

𝑑𝐹

𝑑𝜖𝐵 𝑑𝑙𝐵
∝ 𝑙𝐵

(−𝜖𝐵)3/2
. (12)

This is gotten as follows 𝑑𝐹 ∝ 𝑑𝜖𝐵/(−𝜖𝐵)3/2 𝑑3𝑙𝐵/(𝑙𝐵 𝑙𝐹 ) =

𝑑𝜖𝐵/(−𝜖𝐵)3/2 𝑙𝐵 𝑑𝑙𝐵
∫
𝑑2Ω/𝑙𝐹 = 𝑑𝜖𝐵/(−𝜖𝐵)3/2 𝑙𝐵 𝑑𝑙𝐵4𝜋/𝐿 ∝

𝑑𝜖𝐵 𝑙𝐵 𝑑𝑙𝐵/(−𝜖𝐵)3/2. The second to last expression is gotten by
Newton’s shell theorem (related to the identity (11)), which relies on
the inequality 𝑙𝐵 ≤ 𝐿, valid for the parameter values of the case at
hand (detailed later in this section).

Criterion for chaotic absorption. This criterion in described in full
in Section 4 (in the second paragraph of Section 4.2.1 and below Eq.
15). Here we include motivation and an informal description.
On general grounds, the mapping of incoming states to outgoing

states defined by a three-body system contains both regularity islands
and chaotic regions. A study of the phase portraits of the three-body
system, such as Fig. 3 of Manwadkar et al. (2020) revealed to us two
kinds of islands: one associated with a single close encounter, and
another associated with a sequence of two close encounters.
We define a close encounter as a state where two of the bodies

are near each other, so there exists a hierarchy of distances, while at
the same time, the energy of the two in their center of mass frame is
positive, namely, the two are unbound.
This observation suggests to identify a time evolution as a chaotic

absorption if it is followed by 3 or more close encounters before
one of the bodies is ejected. However, we found the number of suffi-
ciently equilateral, or democratic, configurations, to be a more robust
observable than the number of close encounters. Generally, the num-
ber of democratic configurations before ejection is the successor of
the number of close encounters (since every time evolution starts
with a democratic configuration, and after it, close encounters and
democratic configurations generally alternate). Therefore, we have
identified a time evolution as a chaotic absorption if it results in 4 or
more democratic configurations before one of the bodies is ejected
into either an escape or an excursion. This can be summarized infor-
mally by

no. of democratic config’s before 1st ejection ≥ 4
=⇒ chaotic absorption (13)

Parameter values. We choose the mass parameters to be equal,
which is the most symmetric choice, and hence a good place to start
at. The masses are set to 𝑚1 = 𝑚2 = 𝑚3 = 15 in M� units, or
equivalently, in 𝑁-body mass units.
The conserved charges correspond to a class of states composed of

a circular binary and a far away tertiary at rest. These are the initial
conditions used in Manwadkar et al. (2020, 2021) to measure the
outcome distribution. In 𝑁-body units, where Newton’s constant is
set to unity 𝐺 = 1, we have 𝐸 = −27, 𝐿 = 75

√︁
3/2 ' 91.86. This

correspond to a circular binary with radius 5 simulation length units,
whose center of mass is at a distance of approximately 100 from the
tertiary. The binary constants, 𝑘𝑠 (4), are 𝑠-independent here, namely
𝑘𝑠 = 𝑘 , and the conserved charges define a dimensionless parameter
2|𝐸 |𝐿2/𝑘 = 1.2.

4 SIMULATIONS

4.1 TSUNAMI 𝑁-Body code

As in MKTL21, we run the three-body simulations with the regular-
ized 𝑁-body code tsunami (Trani et al. 2019; Trani & Spera 2022).
Themain advantage of tsunami over other integrators is that it imple-
ments the algorithmic regularization scheme ofMikkola & Tanikawa
(1999a,b). This scheme increases the dramatically the accuracy of
the integration, making sure that the simulations do not stall or lose
accuracy during close encounters. Together with the Bulirsch-Stoer
extrapolation scheme (Stoer et al. 1980) and the chain-coordinate sys-
tem (Mikkola & Aarseth 1993), it makes tsunami especially suited
to model few-body interactions. For more details on the code, we
refer to MKTL21 and (Trani & Spera 2022). Because here we focus
only on Newtonian dynamics of point-masses, we disable additional
forces like post-Newtonian corrections (Blanchet 2014) and tides
(Hut 1981; Samsing et al. 2018). Likewise, we neglect collisions
between particles.
To determine the state of the three-body system, we adopt a similar

classification scheme as that employed in Manwadkar et al. (2020)
and MKTL21. The hierarchy state of the triple is checked at every
timestep by selecting the most bound pair and checking its relative
energy with respect to the third body. If the third body is bound to the
binary, the triple might be undergoing an excursion, during which
the binary is relatively unperturbed by the single which was ejected
with a speed below the escape velocity. To determine this, we first
check whether the binary is perturbed by the single. We do this by
comparing the relative force of the binary and the tidal force from
the single using the following dimensionless quantity:

𝑓tid =
𝐹tid
𝐹rel

=
2𝑚bin𝑚3
𝑚1𝑚2

(
𝑎bin (1 + 𝑒bin)

𝑅

)3
, (14)

where 𝑚bin = 𝑚1 + 𝑚2 is the total mass of the binary, 𝑚3 is the
mass of the single, 𝑅 is the distance of the single from the binary
center-of-mass, and 𝑎bin, 𝑒bin are semimajor axis and eccentricity
of the binary, respectively. When 𝑓tid ≥ 1, the tidal force is greater
than the relative force of the binary at apocenter, and we deem the
interaction as non-hierarchical. Conversely, if 𝑓tid < 1, we label the
interaction as a candidate hierarchical excursion, which concludes
when 𝑓tid ≥ 1 again. We then compare the excursion duration 𝑡ex
with the median binary period 〈𝑃in〉 during the candidate excursion,
and label the interaction as an excursion only if the former is longer
than the latter (𝑡ex > 〈𝑃in〉).
We also monitor the hierarchy of the system by using a modified

version of the homology radius 𝑅H used inManwadkar et al. (2020):

𝑅̃H =
3𝑟2min∑
𝑖≠ 𝑗 𝑟

2
𝑖, 𝑗

(15)

for 𝑖, 𝑗 = 1, 2, 3, and where 𝑟𝑖, 𝑗 is the relative distance between par-
ticle 𝑖 and 𝑗 , and 𝑟min is the minimum interparticle distance, i.e.
𝑟min = min {𝑟𝑖, 𝑗 }. This quantity runs in the range 0 ≤ 𝑅̃H ≤ 1: the
limit 𝑅̃H = 1 corresponds to equidistant configurations (equilateral),
while 𝑅̃H = 0 corresponds to hierarchical configurations. The modi-
fied homology radius 𝑅̃H has the advantage of being a more smooth
function of the triangle geometry as compared with 𝑅H , since it does
not contain the max function in the denominator (this means that 𝑅̃H
is smooth at hierarchical isosceles configurations.)
Each time the value of 𝑅̃H grows above a threshold chosen as

𝑅̃H,D = 0.33 and goes back below 𝑅̃H,D again is counted as a
sufficiently equilateral (or Lagrangian) configuration, or in short a
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The Three-Body Problem 5

democratic configuration. We denote by 𝑁D the total number of
democratic configurations occurring over an interaction.

4.2 Initial setup and decision schemes

In order to compare the measurement of the chaotic absorptivity
with the differential decay rate, we perform two different kinds of
simulations, using different initial setup and stopping conditions.

4.2.1 Measurement of chaotic absorptivity

For the chaotic absorptivity, the initial configuration is a hyperbolic
encounter between a binary and a single body. For every set of
simulations, we keep the total energy 𝐸 and angular momentum
𝐿 constant to the values mentioned at the last part of Section 3,
and we probe the parameter space of binary energy 𝜖𝐵 and an-
gular momentum 𝑙𝐵 in a grid-like fashion. We sample 100 val-
ues of 𝜖𝐵 on a regular spacing between −30 and −150, and se-
lect 𝑙𝐵 = 1.5, 2.5, 7.5, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70. Note that the 𝜖𝐵–𝑙𝐵
space has a forbidden region whose boundary corresponds to circular
orbits (see Figure 2) , for which

𝑙𝐵,max (𝜖𝐵) =

√︄
−𝑘
2𝜖𝐵

(16)

(see also Eq. 6). We sample this boundary region by including sets of
simulations with 𝑙𝐵,max for each of the 𝜖𝐵 considered. Our choice of
initial conditions is summarized in Table 1. In our chosen reference
frame, the binary lies on the 𝑥-𝑦 plane, with the pericenter along the 𝑥
axis. Therefore, we set the argument of pericenter 𝜓𝐵 , the inclination
𝑖𝐵 of the binary orbit to zero. We randomize the mean anomaly of
binary𝑀𝑏 , the argument of the pericenter of the hyperbolic orbit𝜓𝐹 ,
and the angular momentum ®𝑙𝐹 of the hyperbolic orbit. Specifically,
the magnitude 𝑙𝐹 is drawn uniformly in the interval [𝐿 − 𝑙𝐵 , 𝐿 + 𝑙𝐵]
according to (11), while the inclination of the hyperbolic orbit is
determined so to conserve 𝑙𝐵 and 𝐿. The longitude of the ascending
node of the hyperbolic orbit is then drawn uniformly in [0, 2𝜋]. The
initial position of the single with respect to the center of mass of the
binary is set to 20 times the initial binary semi-major axis.
To determine whether an interaction was chaotically absorbed

or not, we run the simulations until an excursion occurs. We then
count the number of democratic configurations 𝑁D, according to our
criterion described above. If 𝑁D ≥ 4, we consider the interaction
absorbed.
The sets described above are designed to measure the bi-variate

chaotic absorptivity in the 𝑙B-𝜖B space. In addition, we also run a
grid of simulation sets by fixing also the angular momentum of the
hyperbolic orbit 𝑙𝐹 . This can be also interpreted as fixing the angle
between ®𝑙𝐵 and ®𝑙𝐹 (see Section 5.2). In this way, we can perform
a measurement of the tri-variate absorptivity in terms of 𝑙B,x, 𝑙B,y,
and 𝜖B. For this set, we select 𝜖𝐵 in between −30 and −160 in equal
spacing of 10, and from −160 to −300 in equal spacing of 20. For
each value 𝜖𝐵 we sample a grid in 𝑙𝐵,𝑥–𝑙𝐵,𝑦 space, where 𝑙𝐵,𝑥 is
the component of ®𝑙𝐵 aligned with ®𝐿. Using the angle between ®𝑙𝐵 ®𝐿,
which we call 𝜎 (see Section 3), the components of 𝑙𝐵 can be written
as 𝑙𝐵,𝑥 = 𝑙𝐵 cos𝜎 and 𝑙𝐵,𝑦 = 𝑙𝐵 sin𝜎. The grid in 𝑙𝐵,𝑥–𝑙𝐵,𝑦 is
constructed using Chebyshev nodes with a super-imposed uniform
grid of smaller radius (see Figure 3). The motivation for using two
super-imposed grids is to get a better accuracy in grid interpolation
at both the center and edges of disk. This choice of grid was found to
be efficient for interpolation on a disk while considering the number
of grid points needed and the corresponding accuracy. Inspired by
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Figure 2.A 3D schematic representation of the outcome distribution of three-
body interactions. Each semi-circular slice in this figure corresponds to a slice
with constant binary energy |𝜖B |. These slices are equivalent to the slices in
Figure 5.

−lB,max 0 lB,max
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Figure 3. The grid in 𝑙B,x − 𝑙B,y space (at a fixed 𝜖B) we use for measuring
chaotic absorptivity. At each of these grid points, we run an ensemble of
binary-single scattering experiments to measure the chaotic absorptivity at
that given grid point. We use two super-imposed grids for better interpolation
across grid. The Chebyshev grid is denoted by black circles (and with grid
lines for reference). The smaller, uniform grid is denoted by grey circles.
Refer to Section 4.2.1 for details on the grid.

the 1D Chebyshev grid, we define the 2D Chebyshev-like grid by
first considering points on a semi-circle (𝑥𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖) defined below and
then constructing the grid by connecting all these points in a grid-
like fashion as illustrated in Figure 3. The points on the semi-circle
(𝑥𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖) are defined as

(𝑥𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖) ∈
{(

𝑙B,max · cos
(
2𝑖 − 1
2𝑁

𝜋

)
, 𝑙B,max · sin

(
2𝑖 − 1
2𝑁

𝜋

))}
(17)

+
{
(−𝑙B,max, 0), (𝑙B,max, 0)

}
(18)

for 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, · · · 𝑁} for an even integer 𝑁 . The smaller uniform grid
is over a disk of radius 𝑟 = 0.4 · 𝑙B,max. We choose a value of 𝑁 = 28
for our 2D Chebyshev grid.
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Figure 4. The 2D histogram distribution of interactions with a chaotic escape
in 𝜖B− 𝑙B space. Refer to Section 4.2.2 for details on the cuts used to consider
interactions with chaotic escapes.

4.2.2 Measurement of outcome distribution

For the outcome distribution, we adopt the same initial conditions
as MKTL21. Namely, we simulate binary–single encounters where
the single is initially at rest with respect to the binary center of
mass (hence an impact parameter is undefined). The only two free
parameters that we allow in this setup are the orbital phase of the
binary and the inclination of the binary with respect to the line
joining the binary center of mass and the single. The orbital phase
is uniformly sampled between 0 and 2𝜋, while the inclination is
uniformly sampled in the cosine between −1 and 1. We simulate a
total of 107 realizations. Unlike in the numerical experiments for
the measurement of the chaotic absorption, we run the simulations
until the final breakup occurs. Our initial conditions for this set of
simulation is summarized in Table 2.
As we concern ourselves with the chaotic outcome distribution in

this paper, we have to apply appropriate cuts to this ensemble of 107
realizations to isolate the chaotic escapes. In line with analysis done
in Manwadkar et al. (2020) and MKTL21, we first apply a cut on the
lifetime of the total three-body interaction to remove the short-lived,
regular interactions. Such cuts help in removing the regular islands
in phase space (see Figure 3 of Manwadkar et al. 2020). Specifically
in this work, we apply a cut of 𝜏lifetime > 50 yrs. Furthermore, to
ensure a chaotic escape, we apply a cut to only consider interactions
which have ≥ 4 number of democratic configurations right before
ejection (but after last excursion). The definition of a democratic
configurations is the same as the one used in the binary-single scat-
tering experiments described in Section 4.1.With these cuts to isolate
chaotic escapes, we are left with ∼ 11% of the total 107 realizations.
Figure 4 shows the 2D histogram distribution of binary energy 𝜖B
and angular momentum 𝑙B of these interactions with chaotic escapes.
To check that our sample of chaotic escapes is reasonable, we look
at the ejection likelihoods for the 3 equal masses. In the chaotic es-
cape limit, the ejection probabilities for the 3 equal masses should
be equal, that is, 1/3. With these cuts, we find ejection probabilities
of 0.332, 0.334, and 0.333 for the 3 masses.

Bi-variate E (𝑙B, 𝜖B) Tri-variate E
(
𝑙B,x, 𝑙B,y, 𝜖B

)
𝜖𝐵 U[−30, −150] Spaced in [−30, −300]
𝑙𝐵 Spaced in [1.5, 70] Sampled in [0, 𝑙𝐵,max ]
𝑙𝐹 U(𝐿 − 𝑙𝐵 , 𝐿 + 𝑙𝐵) Chebyshev grid in 𝑙𝐵,𝑥–𝑙𝐵,𝑦

Table 1. Initial conditions of our sets of simulations for the measurement
of the chaotic absorptivity. 𝜖𝐵 : energy of the binary in 𝑁 -body units. 𝑙𝐵 :
angular momentum of the binary in 𝑁 -body units. 𝑙𝐹 : angular momentum
of the binary-single hyperbolic orbit in 𝑁 -body units. U(𝑎, 𝑏): random
uniform distribution between 𝑎 and 𝑏. For each set we run a total of 105
realizations. See Section 4.2.1 for more details.

𝑚 [M�] 𝑎bin [au] 𝜆 [rad] cos 𝑖
15 5 U(0, 2𝜋) U(1, −1)

Table 2. Initial conditions of our set of simulations for the measurement of
the outcome distribution. 𝑚: mass of the three bodies. 𝑎bin: semimajor axis
of the binary. 𝜆: true longitude of the binary. 𝑖: inclination of the binary with
respect to the line joining the center of mass of the binary and the single.
U: random uniform distribution between 𝑎 and 𝑏. We run a total of 107
realizations. See Section 4.2.2 for more details.

5 ABSORPTIVITY RESULTS

In this section, we discuss the direct measurements of chaotic absorp-
tivity E using simulations (as described in Section 4.2.1) and com-
parisons between the theoretically predicted and measured chaotic
outcome distribution.

5.1 Tri-variate absorption

The tri-variate absorptivity is the absorptivity E as a function of three
variables, namely, the binary energy 𝜖B, and the two components of
the binary angular momentum along the total angular momentum
vector (𝑙B,x and 𝑙B,y), where 𝑙B,x is aligned with ®𝐿. A visualization
of this three-dimensional space is provided in Figure 2.
To study the tri-variate absorption, wemake variousmeasurements

of E on a three dimensional grid as described in Section 4.2.1. We
then interpolate on the grid across disks (a disk corresponds to a
slice of constant 𝜖B) to compute a map of E values for various binary
energies 𝜖B. Figure 5 shows these maps at various binary energies
ranging from 𝜖B = −40 to 𝜖B = −300. The darker colors correspond
to regions of low absorptivity, while brighter colors correspond to
regions of high absorptivity. Note that the color range for each panel
has been adjusted so that the brightest color corresponds to the max-
imum value of absorptivity (Emax) in that panel. The color-bar has
linear scaling in absorptivity in the range [0, Emax]. For reference,
the maximum value of absorptivity in each panel is denoted in the
top right corner of respective panel. The binary energy value corre-
sponding to the disk in each panel is denoted in the top left corner of
respective panel.
Looking at Figure 5, we observe a few patterns. The binary energy,

not only influences the maximum value of E, but also the overall
distribution of E values on the disk.
Firstly, as we go from high binary energy values (𝜖B = −40) to low

binary energy values (𝜖B = −300), a larger and larger fraction of the
disk is not absorbed into chaotic motion (that is, low absorptivity).
This is because as the binary pair gets tighter (smaller 𝜖B), it becomes
increasingly difficult for the incoming single particle to disrupt it into

1 On YouTube search for “Measured three-body chaotic absorptivity”, or
download video from http://phys.huji.ac.il/~barak_kol/resrch_
supp/3body/3d_calE.mp4.
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Figure 5. Chaotic absorptivity E measured as function of 𝑙B,x, 𝑙B,y and 𝜖B. Note that 𝑙B,x, 𝑙B,y are the components of the binary angular momentum, and 𝜖B is
the binary energy. E

(
𝑙B,x, 𝑙B,y, 𝜖B

)
is presented as a sequence of colored contour plots, with each 2D slice corresponding to a fixed value of 𝜖B, shown on the

top-left corner of each panel. To be able to resolve the absorptivity structures in each panel, the color scaling for each panel is scaled relative to its maximum
absorptivity value, Emax, shown in top-right corner of each panel. To better see how these absorptivity structures evolve as a function of 𝜖B, we prepared a video
out of the sequence of such slices. See YouTube or the following link.1

a state of rough equipartition, that is, into chaotic motion. Also, as
the binary gets tighter, it carries less angular momentum 𝑙B. Thus,
the single carries a larger fraction of the total angular momentum and
hence will have a larger impact parameter, resulting in a higher prob-
ability of non-chaotic interaction. These non-chaotic interactions are
either fly-bys or prompt exchanges.

Secondly, as the binary gets tighter, the regions of zero absorptivity
(dark color) increase in size from negative to positive 𝑙B,x (from right
to left). This is due to the retrograde (counter-rotating) and prograde
(co-rotating) motion of the single relative to the motion of the binary.
For 𝜖B & −120, both prograde and retrograde encounters appear to
have positive absorptivity, albeit only in the slightly misalligned case
(𝜎 ≈ 20◦), because the coplanar case (𝜎 ≈ 0◦ or 180◦) mostly
consists of regular motion. For binaries with the smallest energies
(e.g., 𝜖B . −200), the absorptivity is generally very small and is only
non-zero in the case of prograde motion (positive 𝑙B,x). In general,

the plot seems to show that chaotic scattering is more likely to occur
in cases when motion of single is prograde relative to binary motion.
Thirdly, the overall structure of the E space is quite complex as

seen in Figure 5. For instance, one observes these two loci of high
absorptivity in 𝜖B,x = −40 and these loci move through the 𝑙B,x =

𝑙B,y = 0 point with decreasing 𝜖𝐵 . Note that the 𝑙B,x = 𝑙B,y = 0
point is the case where the binary has zero angular momentum and
the single has all the angular momentum. It is beyond the scope
of this paper to physically interpret the origin of these absorptivity
structures and their evolution with 𝜖B.

5.2 Bi-variate absorption and predicted outcome distribution

The bi-variate absorptivity is the absorptivity E as a function of the
binary energy 𝜖B and binary angular momentum 𝑙B. As described in
Figure 1, the motivation for measuring the bi-variate absorptivity is
to be able to predict the outcome distribution for chaotic three-body

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2021)
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Figure 6.Acontour plot showing themeasured bi-variate chaotic absorptivity
E as a function of binary energy 𝜖B and binary angular momentum 𝑙B. Note
that the contours are logarithmically spaced in E.

interactions and thus compare directly to simulations. In this section,
we describe our measurement of the bi-variate absorptivity and the
resulting prediction of the outcome distribution.
The bi-variate absorptivity distribution can be visualized by con-

densing the concentric disks of equal 𝜖B along lines of constant
𝑙B =

√︃
𝑙2B,x + 𝑙2B,y in tri-variate absorptivity space (see Figure 2). As

described in Section 4.2.1, to compute bi-variate absorptivity maps,
we run ensembles of simulations on a two-dimensional grid in 𝜖B -
𝑙B space. For a consistency check on our simulations, we confirmed
that the bi-variate absorptivitymeasurements on this two dimensional
grid are consistent with the bi-variate absorptivity measurement by
marginalizing over the tri-variate absorptivity we measured in Sec-
tion 5.1. After performing a 2D interpolation across this grid, we
show the bi-variate absorptivity map in Figure 6. Note that the con-
tours are logarithmically spaced, however, the corresponding color
bar labels are shown in linear values for reading convenience. As
observed in the tri-variate absorptivity map (see Section 5.1), the ab-
sorptivity decreases with decreasing binary energy 𝜖B (or increasing
|𝜖B |). At a fixed 𝜖B, a dependency on the binary angular momentum
magnitude is also observed, which is reflective of the complicated
structures seen in Figure 5.
Given the absorptivity function E(𝜖𝐵 , 𝑙𝐵), the flux-based statisti-

cal theory predicts the following outcome distribution

𝑑Γ𝑠 (𝜖𝐵 , 𝑙𝐵)pred. ∝ E(𝜖𝐵 , 𝑙𝐵) ·
𝑑𝐹

𝑑𝜖𝐵 𝑑𝑙𝐵
𝑑𝜖𝐵 𝑑𝑙𝐵 (19)

where the marginalized flux is given by (12).
Thus, we compute the predicted outcome distribution by: i) Tak-

ing the absorptivity grid in Figure 6 and multiplying the absorptivity
value at each grid point by the factor 𝑙B/(−𝜖B)3/2 and then ii) per-
forming a 2D spline approximation across this grid to obtain our
prediction for the outcome distribution. Note that in multiplying the
absorptivity distribution by this factor, the resulting outcome distri-
butionwill not be normalized andwewill have to explicitly normalize
it by a constant. However, in this scenario we cannot normalize this
distribution the way we normalize any probability distribution by
ensuring the total area under curve is one. That is because our 𝜖B

- 𝑙B grid over which we compute the absorptivity (and hence the
outcome distribution) is limited to only a certain part of the space :
𝜖B ∈ [−150,−30] and 𝑙B = [1.5, 70]. To enable a comparison with
the measured outcome distribution, which is properly normalized,
we scale our predicted outcome distribution such that its median
value in the above region matches the median value of the measured
outcome distribution in the same region. Note that the precise value
of normalization is not of importance here, but rather a comparison
of the relative structures/probabilities in the outcome distribution.
Following these steps, the left panel in Figure 7 shows our predicted
outcome distribution.

5.3 Comparison with measured outcome distribution

As described in Section 4.2.2, we measure the chaotic outcome dis-
tribution by first running an ensemble of 107 three-body interactions
and then applying appropriate cuts to isolate the chaotic escapes.
The right panel in Figure 7 shows the contour plot for our mea-
sured outcome distribution. We obtain that plot by first binning the
measured outcome distribution into a normalized 2D histogram (see
Figure 4). One notices that in Figure 4, bins along the boundary of
the histogram have anomalously low probabilities relative to their
immediate neighbors not located on the boundary. As a reminder,
the boundary occurs due to a forbidden region in 𝜖B − 𝑙B space (see
Equation 16). The reason for this boundary effect in the 2D histogram
is that the rectangular binning of our histogram is not compatiblewith
the shape of the boundary. Hence, when computing the probability
density in each bin, the bin area goes outside the boundary, while the
bin events/counts are purely located within the boundary, resulting in
the anonymously low probability density relative to its non-boundary
neighbors. We account for this effect by recomputing the density in
each bin by considering only the bin area that is within the boundary.
Note that this is not a perfect solution, however, it helps reduce the
impact of the boundary. After accounting for this, we then smooth
this histogram by 2D interpolation to get the contour plot shown in
the right panel in Figure 7.
Figure 7 shows a side-by-side comparison between our predicted

outcome distribution (left panel) and the measured outcome distri-
bution from simulations (right panel). Our predictions look quite
similar to the measurement from simulations. For a direct compar-
ison, the left panel in Figure 8 shows the contours from these two
distributions overlaid on top of each other. Overall good agreement
is seen between the two, however with agreement deteriorating in
regions with low statistics like high |𝜖B | and low 𝑙B. This is most
likely due to our measured outcome distribution being impacted by
a lack of robust interpolation in low statistics regions. Another way
to compare the two is to look at the residual ratios of these two dis-
tributions. The right panel of Figure 8 shows the contour plot for the
ratio of our predicted outcome distribution to the measured outcome
distribution (𝑃pred./𝑃meas.). If the flux-based theory is valid, then
throughout the 𝜖B − 𝑙B space, this ratio should be close to 1. As the
plot shows, there is good agreement (∼10% around 1) over most of
the plane except for areas where we are impacted by low statistics in
the 𝑃meas. . The 16th and 84th percentile range of this contour plot is
[0.94, 1.05] yielding a ∼ 6% error estimate .
In conclusion, in regions with good statistics, we find good agree-

ment between the flux-based theory predictions for the chaotic out-
come distribution and the corresponding measurement from simula-
tions.
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Figure 7. Predicted (left) andmeasured (right) chaotic outcome distributions as a function of binary energy 𝜖B and binary angular momentum 𝑙B. The measured
outcome distribution (𝑃meas.) is obtained by running an ensemble of three-body interactions and filtering for chaotic escapes. The predicted outcome distribution
(𝑃pred.) is obtained by computing the chaotic absorptivity E (through our binary-single scattering experiments described in Section 5) and then multiplying it
by the flux factor (5) to get the above prediction. The predicted distribution has been scaled by a normalization factor so that the the median probability value in
above region is same as measured distribution. Refer to Section 5.2 for more details on this normalization. There is a striking resemblance between the measured
and theoretically predicted chaotic outcome distribution.

6 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Summary of results.

• We have performed a first measurement of E, the chaotic ab-
sorptivity function defined in Kol (2020). For concreteness, we fixed
the masses to be equal, and measured E as a function of those of its
variables that are asymptotically conserved quantities, thereby aver-
aging over the two pericenter angles. The values are presented in Fig.
5. Our working criterion for chaotic absorption is detailed in Sect. 3.

• We obtained the outcome distribution predicted by the flux-
based theory through (1,5,12).

• We improved the measurement of the chaotic outcome distri-
bution performed in MKTL21 in two ways : i) increased the number
of three-body equal mass systems from a million to 10 million real-
izations, and ii) adjusted the criterion for a chaotic escape, detailed
in Sect. 5, to match the criterion used in the direct measurement of
chaotic absorptivity in this paper.

• Finally, we compared the predicted and measured chaotic out-
come distributions, and found them to be in good agreement, see
figures 7,8.

Discussion. The agreement of predicted and measured outcome dis-
tributions was found to hold up to a ∼ 6% error estimate throughout
the 2d parameter space. We consider this to be a detailed and pre-
cise agreement. This is more so given that this agreement is based
on two rather different measured quantities: the absorptivity and the

outcome distribution. We believe that the residuals arise from errors
introduced by the smoothing procedure of the outcome distribution,
especially near the boundary of parameter space and by lower out-
come statistics at large |𝜖B | and low 𝑙B.

Open questions.

• Formulate analytic models of the chaotic absorptivity function.
Such models could partially replace the measurement that we per-
formed. Inspection of Fig. 5 suggests that it would not be an easy
task. On the other hand, the agreement with outcome distributions
found in Ginat & Perets (2020) should be interpreted in the current
context as a proposal for such an analytic model of E. An analytic
model of E would open the way to improve analytical models of
binary-single scattering, see ?? for recent results on this topic.

• Extend the measurement of outcome statistics to be tri-variate
and thereby match the measurement of E.

• Extend themeasurement ofE. It could bemeasured as a function
of one or two of the pericenter angles. In addition, it could be extended
to unequal masses.

In summary, we have demonstrated the validity of the reduction
of the three-body outcome statistics introduced by the flux-based
statistical theory Kol (2020).
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Figure 8. Direct comparisons between the predicted (𝑃pred.) and measured (𝑃meas.) outcome distributions. (Left Panel) Overlaid contour plot of 𝑃pred. and
𝑃meas. . Note that the contours are the same as the ones shown in Figure 7. (Right Panel) Colored contour plot of the ratio 𝑃pred./𝑃meas. . The top right corner
shows the 16th and 84th percentile ranges of the ratio values in the shown region.
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