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Abstract

We investigate the utility of a constellation of four satellites in heliocentric orbit,

equipped with accurate means to measure intersatellite ranges, round-trip times

and phases of signals coherently retransmitted between members of the constel-

lation. Our goal is to reconstruct the measured trace of the gravitational gradient

tensor as accurately as possible. Intersatellite ranges alone are not sufficient for

its determination, as they do not account for any rotation of the satellite constel-

lation, which introduces fictitious forces and accelerations. However, measuring

signal round-trip time differences along clockwise and counterclockwise signal

paths in a Sagnac-type measurement among the satellites supplies the neces-

sary observables to estimate, and subtract, the effects of rotation. Utilizing, in

addition, the approximate distance and direction from the Sun, it is possible to

approach an accuracy of 10−24
s
−2 for a constellation with typical intersatellite

distances of 1,000 km in an orbit with a 1 astronomical unit semi-major axis.

This is deemed sufficient to detect the presence of a galileonic modification of the

solar gravitational field.

1 Introduction

Recently, it has been proposed (Yu et al., 2019) that an arrangement of four inter-
planetary satellites, orbiting the Sun in a tetrahedral configuration, may be used
to measure the trace of the gradient tensor of the Newtonian gravitational field at
sufficient accuracy to detect deviations from standard cosmology.

We investigated this proposal on its merits, by modeling the tetrahedral configu-
ration in heliocentric orbit both analytically and numerically, through simulation. We
find that the desired accuracy is, in fact, achievable but there are factors previously not
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considered that need to be taken into account. In particular, accounting for kinematic
sources of acceleration (intrinsic rotation of the constellation or, to be more precise,
the reference frame attached to the constellation in which relative accelerations are
quantified) and accounting for higher-order tidal terms due to the gravitational field
of the Sun are essential. We offer an analytic formulation of the desired observable,
analyzing the sources and magnitudes of modeling errors. Our results are validated
by a detailed simulation. Numerical limits are also considered as we conclude that a
final, “production quality” model will necessarily require the use of extended preci-
sion arithmetic to achieve the desired precision. Nonetheless, the current simulation
soundly confirms the feasibility of the approach as well as the analytical estimates of
modeling errors.

We begin by reviewing the fundamentals of the modeled system in Section 2. We
introduce the concept of satellite-fixed reference frames, in which actual observations
will be conducted, in Section 3. In Section 4 we estimate both modeling and numerical
errors and briefly discuss relativistic corrections. Our simulation results are presented
in Section 5. We summarize our conclusions in Section 6.

2 Fundamentals

The Newtonian gravitational field, characterized by its usual scalar potential U , obeys
the gravitational Poisson equation (Poisson, 1823). The most general form of this
equation for perfect fluids with density ρ and isotropic pressure p is given by1

∇2U = 4πG(ρ+ 3c−2p), (1)

whereG is Newton’s constant of gravitation and c is the vacuum speed of light. Usually,
the pressure term p can be ignored unless the fluid is relativistic, resulting in the more
commonly seen form ∇2U = 4πGρ.

In the vacuum, ρ = 0 hence ∇2U = 0. A perfect vacuum, of course, does not exist.
For instance, in the interplanetary medium at ∼ 5 particles per cubic centimeter in
the vicinity of the Earth, assuming these to be protons yields

∇2U ≃ 5.6× 10−31 s−2. (2)

A relativistic example is provided by p = −ρ dark energy in the standard cosmology;
assuming a critical density ρcrit ≃ 8.5× 10−27 kg/m3 and a dark energy density that
is ∼ 70% of the critical density, ΩΛ ≃ 0.7, we get

∇2UΛ ≃ −1.4× 10−35 s−2. (3)

These numbers are very small, likely unobservable by available or foreseeable means.
There are, however, proposed modifications of Newtonian gravitation in the form of
“galileon” scalar fields (Nicolis et al., 2009; Curtright et al., 2012), which yield a small,

1This form follows directly from the right-hand side of the alternate form of Einstein’s field equation in
the Newtonian approximation, specifically the term T00 −

1

2
g00T with Tµν = diag(c2ρ,−p,−p,−p) for an

isotropic perfect fluid.
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∝ r−1/2 deviation from the Newtonian gravitational acceleration. The corresponding
effective potential, Ug ∝ √

r, does not obey the vacuum Poisson equation: ∇2Ug 6= 0 in
the vacuum. In (Yu et al., 2019) the Laplacian is estimated at ∇2Ug ∼ 10−24 s−2 at 1
AU (astronomical unit) from the Sun using cosmologically sensible parameterizations
of the galileon theory. This quantity, albeit small, is presumed to be measurable by a
tetrahedral configuration.

2.1 The gravitational gradient tensor and its trace

We characterize the gravitational field at the Newtonian level of approximation by its
usual scalar potential U . The corresponding acceleration field that governs the motion
of a field of non-interacting test particles is given by

a = ∇U. (4)

The gravitational gradient tensor is defined as

T = ∇⊗∇U, (5)

where we use ⊗ for the outer product. The trace of the gradient tensor is

trT = ∇2U, (6)

and this is of course just the left-hand side of the gravitational Poisson-equation.

2.2 Dynamics in the presence of the gradient tensor

The gravitational gradient tensor can also be expressed as a function of the acceleration
field:

T = ∇⊗ a, (7)

or equivalently, formally re-expressing this equation using infinitesimals,

T · dr = da. (8)

This can be extended to finite differences if T is expected to remain constant. Specif-
ically, if we replace dr with ∆r = rj − ri = rij , with aij as the corresponding
accelerations, we have

T · rij = aij . (9)

If we have three distinct, non-parallel rij , we can arrange them in a matrix P, with
the corresponding accelerations arranged in A and write

T ·P = A, (10)
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which we can solve for T:

T = A ·P−1. (11)

If P consists of three vectors rli..rlk, the inverse of P is given by

P−1 =
1

||P||





[rlj × rlk]
T

[rlk × rli]
T

[rli × rlj ]
T



 , (12)

with the determinant of P given by

||P|| = rli · [rlj × rlk]. (13)

Thereafter, the trace of T is obtained as

trT =
∑

ijk

ali · [rlj × rlk]

rli · [rlj × rlk]
, (14)

where the summation is over all even permutations of ijk.
In addition to position vectors, we also require acceleration vectors to compute

trT. Given a time series of position vectors, the corresponding acceleration vectors
can be constructed in an inertial reference frame the usual way:

a(t) ≃ r(t−∆t) + r(t+∆t)− 2r(t)

∆t2
. (15)

In a noninertial reference frame, this construction fails, as accelerations include
the effects of fictitious forces.

2.3 Second-order acceleration terms

The method of computing trT, in particular switching from the infinitesimal rep-
resentation used in (8) to the finite differences captured in (9), implies that we are
accounting for acceleration field only to the first order with respect to its spatial gra-
dient. In actuality, an acceleration field such as that of the Sun, includes higher-order
components, which are not necessarily negligible.

To assess these contributions, let us consider the difference in acceleration for
satellite i vs. j due to a central gravitating body such as the Sun:

ai = −GM

|ri|3
ri, (16)

aj = −GM

|rj |3
rj . (17)
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Using

rij = rj − ri, (18)

we can calculate

|rj |2 = |ri|2 + 2ri · rij + |rij |2 = |ri|2
[

1 +
2

|ri|2
ri · rij +

|rij |2
|ri|2

]

, (19)

|rj |−3 ≃ |ri|−3

[

1− 3

|ri|2
ri · rij +

15

2

(ri · rij)2
|ri|4

− 3

2

|rij |2
|ri|2

]

, (20)

aj = −GM

|ri|3
[

1− 3

|ri|2
ri · rij +

15

2

(ri · rij)2
|ri|4

− 3

2

|rij |2
|ri|2

]

rj ,

= −GM

|ri|3
[

ri + rij −
3

|ri|2
(ri · rij)(ri + rij) +

15

2

(ri · rij)2
|ri|4

(ri + rij)−
3

2

|rij |2
|ri|2

(ri + rij)

]

≃ −GM

|ri|3
[

ri + rij −
3

|ri|2
(ri · rij)(ri + rij) +

15

2

(ri · rij)2
|ri|4

ri −
3

2

|rij |2
|ri|2

ri

]

.

(21)

Using the identities,

(ri · rij)ri = |ri|2rij − ri × (rij × ri), (22)

(ri · rij)rij = |rij |2ri + rij × (rij × ri), (23)

we can simplify this expression:

aj = −GM

|ri|3
{

ri + rij −
3

|ri|2
[

|ri|2rij − ri × (rij × ri) + |rij |2ri + rij × (rij × ri)
]

+
15

2

(ri · rij)2
|ri|4

ri −
3

2

|rij |2
|ri|2

ri

}

(24)

= −GM

|ri|3
[

ri − 2rij +
3

|ri|2
ri × (rij × ri)−

9

2

|rij |2
|ri|2

ri +
15

2

(ri · rij)2
|ri|4

ri −
3

|ri|2
rij × (rij × ri)

]

,

(25)

allowing us to express the differential acceleration to second order as

aij = −GM

|ri|3
[

−2rij +
3

|ri|2
ri × (rij × ri)−

9

2

|rij |2
|ri|2

ri +
15

2

(ri · rij)2
|ri|4

ri −
3

|ri|2
rij × (rij × ri)

]

(26)

The first two terms in square brackets in this expression are accounted for when we
estimate acceleration using finite distances between satellites in accordance with (9).
The remaining terms are not.
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Let us assume that we know the approximate Sun-to-constellation direction as n
and the Sun-to-constellation distance as r. The difference, then, is

δaij ≃ −3GM

r4

[

3

2
|rij |2n− 5

2
(n · rij)2n+ rij × (rij × n)

]

. (27)

Using this term to correct the estimated acceleration term when computing trT
amounts to the recognition that the method of computing trT using (14) is accurate
only to first order, so rather than resulting in trT = 0, it results in a residual trace
that corresponds to second-order contributions to the gravitational field. In the solar
system, in a heliocentric orbit, these second-order contributions are expected to be
dominated by solar gravity. This we can estimate at the required level accuracy using
only the approximate direction to, and distance from, the Sun as seen from the con-
stellation. As this removes any possible contribution due to the Sun, a nonzero trT
is therefore indicative of a perturbation of the gravitational field due to some other
origin.

3 Reference frames and observables

Our goal is to recover the gravitational gradient tensor using a constellation of
four satellites forming a tetrahedron, using only observables that are available
in-constellation, without relying on precision astrometry or radio-navigation.

To this effect, we assume that the system of satellites is configured with sufficiently
accurate (e.g., laser) intersatellite ranging capabilities, which produce a time series of
hextuplets of measurements: the lengths of the six tetrahedron edges. As we shall see,
coherent retransmission and timing/phase measurements will also play an important
role.

Apart from a chiral ambiguity, a tetrahedron can be reconstructed from the six
range measurements. This can be seen easily if we consider that the four vertices of
the tetrahedron can be represented by three coordinates each, for a total of twelve
independent degrees of freedom; however, six of these degrees of freedom are absorbed
into the choice of an arbitrary origin and orientation of a “satellite-fixed” coordinate
reference frame. The remaining six degrees of freedom can be solved for from the six
intersatellite ranges.

However, the resulting coordinate frame will not be inertial. The six intersatellite
measurements do yield an accurate determination of the shape of the tetrahedron but
not its motion or orientation relative to the “fixed stars”. Nor is it guaranteed that
the tetrahedron will move at uniform velocity or that its orientation remains constant
in relation to the fixed stars. Any acceleration measurements made relative to the
satellite-fixed reference frame, therefore, will include fictitious accelerations due to the
pseudoforces present in a noninertial reference frame. It is necessary to identify and
account for these fictitious accelerations before the tetrahedral configuration can be
employed as a reliable instrument to measure the trace of the gravitational gradient
tensor.
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Fig. 1 The satellite-fixed coordinate system.

3.1 Establishing a coordinate reference frame

The discussion up to this point was generic: we made no assumption on the nature of
the coordinate reference frame in which the relative satellite positions rij are expressed,
other than noting that in general, this reference frame may be noninertial, and its rate
of rotation must be accounted for.

For practical calculations it is important to offer an explicit implementation of
a practical reference frame. Given a tetrahedral constellation of satellites, if the six
intersatellite ranges can be determined from measurement, it is possible to establish
precisely (up to a chiral ambiguity, as we shall see later) the shape of the tetrahedron
that the four satellites form and affix a corresponding Cartesian coordinate system
that is convenient to use.

Our construction, shown in Figure 1, is simple. We attach the origin of the coor-
dinate system to one of the satellites, say, satellite k. We set the x axis to correspond
to the direction from satellite k to satellite i. the y axis, in turn, will be set to ensure
that satellite j remains in the xy-plane. The resulting basis vectors of our coordinate
system are

ex =
rki

|rki|
, (28)

ez =
rki × rkj

|rki × rkj |
(29)

ey = ez × ex. (30)

With this construction, expressing the intersatellite vectors in component form
using only the six intersatellite range observables is reduced to a bit of straightforward
algebra, leading to
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rk = [0, 0, 0], (31)

ri = [rki, 0, 0], (32)

rj =







r2ki + r2kj − r2ij
2rki

,

√

√

√

√r2kj −
(

r2ki + r2kj − r2ij
2rki

)2

, 0






, (33)

rl =























































r2ki + r2kl − r2il
2rki

,

r2kj + r2kl − r2jl −
(r2ki + r2kl − r2il)(r

2
ki + r2kj − r2ij)

2r2ki

2

√

√

√

√r2kj −
(

r2ki + r2kj − r2ij
2rki

)2
,

±

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

r2kl −
(

r2ki + r2kl − r2il
2rki

)2

−

















r2kj + r2kl − r2jl −
(r2ki + r2kl − r2il)(r

2
ki + r2kj − r2ij)

2r2ki

2

√

√

√

√r2kj −
(

r2ki + r2kj − r2ij
2rki

)2

















2























































.

(34)

We emphasize that our results do not in any way depend on the choice of this
coordinate system. In particular, it does not matter which satellite we designate
as satellite k. Other coordinate systems are also possible, including non-Cartesian
coordinates, albeit in that case, care must be taken to ensure that expressions are
evaluated properly; specifically, that cross-products are formed using the appropri-
ate combination of the corresponding 3D metric tensor and Levi-Civita symbols (e.g.,
u× v = gκλǫµνκu

µuν .)

3.2 Dealing with a rotating reference frame

Given a tetrahedral constellation of four satellites, the six intersatellite ranges allow
us to reconstruct the relative positions of the satellites. Picking a coordinate reference
frame that is affixed to the satellite system, we can therefore construct position vectors
ri in component form. However, a satellite-fixed coordinate system is, in general,
noninertial. Any accelerations measured in a noninertial frame will include fictitious
accelerations, which must be removed. The relationship between an inertial and a
noninertial system is characterized by the transformation

r′ = R(t) · r+ x(t), (35)
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where R(t) is a time-dependent, unitary rotation matrix and x(t) is a time-dependent
vector. For differenced quantities, x(t) cancels:

r′ij = r′j − r′i = R(t)(rj − ri) = R(t)rij . (36)

For inner products of differenced quantities, R also cancels:

r′ij · r′kl = (rij ·RT ) · (R · rkl) = rij · rkl. (37)

Therefore, we can form inner products (and triple products) of such differenced vectors
in any reference frame, including noninertial frames. However, the acceleration term
in the numerator of trT in (14) is a problem, because the acceleration term requires
knowledge of R:

a′ij = r̈′ij = R · r̈ij + 2Ṙ · ṙij + R̈ · rij . (38)

We know, however, that Ṙ = R · ΩT , where the angular velocity tensor Ω,
characterizing the rate of change of R, is given by

Ω =





ω × e1
ω × e2
ω × e3



 , (39)

where ei are the moving basis vectors of the coordinate frame. In a Cartesian frame

it can be expressed using the components of the angular velocity ω:

Ω =





0 −ωz ωy

ωz 0 −ωx

−ωy ωx 0



 . (40)

We can thus write

a′

ij = R · (r̈ij + 2ΩT · ṙij + (ΩT )2 · rij + Ω̇
T · rij), (41)

and in the inner product between aij and rkl, R cancels:

r′kl · a′ij = (rkl ·RT ) · a′

ij = rkl · (r̈ij + 2ΩT · ṙij + (ΩT )2 · rij + Ω̇ · rij). (42)

We can always assume that the angular velocity is approximately constant, Ω̇ = 0,
by selecting a sufficiently small integration step in the time domain when numerically
evaluating the system. With this assumption, we can extend the formalism above to
compute the rotation of a vector x over a finite time interval ∆t using Rodrigues’
formula (Rodrigues, 1840):

x′ = (I+ (sin θ)K+ (1− cos θ)K2) · x, (43)

9



where K = |ω|−1Ω and θ = |ω|∆t. When ∆t is very small, this expression reduces to
x′ = (I+∆tΩ) · x.

We solve for Ω using a Sagnac-type (Sagnac, 1913a,b) observable of the time (or
phase) difference between two signals sent around a triplet of satellites kij in the
clockwise vs. counterclockwise direction. In an nonrotating reference frame affixed to
satellite k, the travel times of the three legs that this signal travels are given by

ctki = |rki + tkivki|, (44)

ctij = |rkj + (tki + tij)vkj − (rki + tkivki)|, (45)

ctjk = |rkj + (tki + tij)vkj |, (46)

with vij = ṙij . This system of equation is easily solvable for tki, tij and tjk:

c2t2ki = r2ki + 2rki · vkitki + v2kit
2
ki, (47)

tki =
vki · rki +

√

(vki · rki)2 + (c2 − v2ki)r
2
ki

c2 − v2ki
, (48)

c2t2ij = [rkj − rki + tki(vkj − vki)]
2 + 2[rkj − rki + tki(vkj − vki)] · vkjtij + v2kjt

2
ij ,

= (rij + tkivij)
2 + 2(rij + tkivij) · vkjtij + v2kjt

2
ij , (49)

tij =
(rij + tkivij) · vkj +

√

{(rij + tkivij) · vkj}2 + (c2 − v2kj)(rij + tkivij)2

c2 − v2kj
,

(50)

tjk =

√

(rkj + (tki + tij)vkj)2

c
. (51)

In a noninertial frame, however, using the fact that tij are very small so we can
treat Ω representing the angular velocity as constant, we get, instead of (44)–(46), the
following equations:

ct′ki = |r′ki + t′ki(v
′

ki −Ω · r′ki)|, (52)

ct′ij = |r′kj + (t′ki + t′ij)(v
′

kj −Ω · r′kj)− [r′ki + t′ki(v
′

ki −Ω · r′ki)]|, (53)

ct′jk = |r′kj + (t′ki + t′ij)(v
′

kj −Ω · r′kj)|. (54)

The difference between the clockwise and counterclockwise timing measurement forms
a Sagnac-type observable, which is given by

∆tkij = (tki + tij + tjk)− (tkj + tji + tik). (55)

Observations in the noninertial satellite-fixed reference frame should reproduce this
observable if the correct value of Ω is used:

∆tkij = (t′ki + t′ij + t′jk)− (t′kj + t′ji + t′ik). (56)
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At a given vertex of the tetrahedron, we have access to three such observables, cor-
responding to the three faces of the tetrahedron at that vertex. Using the resulting
three equations, we can solve numerically for the three independent components of
Ω, i.e., the angular velocity of the satellite-fixed reference frame. Using the solution
for Ω, we can obtain K. Using K, we can correctly calculate accelerations in (15) by
“derotating” the positions at t−∆t and t+∆t as appropriate:

a(t) =
K · r′(t−∆t) +K−1 · r′(t+∆t)− 2r′(t)

∆t2
. (57)

Consequently, we can compute the inner product between acceleration and position
vectors that is needed to compute trT.

3.3 Accounting for acceleration terms

The Sagnac-type observable developed in the preceding section, (52)–(54), was mod-
eled assuming that the corresponding relative satellite velocities can be treated as
constant during a signal round-trip. As it turns out, this is indeed the case as the con-
tribution of accelerations during the O(10−2 s) signal round-trip times characteristic of
a ∼1,000 km constellation are minuscule. Nonetheless, we also developed a formalism
that incorporates accelerations. These can be accounted for by the expressions

ctki = |rki + tki(vki −Ω · rki) + 1
2 t

2
ki(aki + ak)|, (58)

ctij = |rkj + (tki + tij)(vkj −Ω · rkj) + 1
2 (tki + tij)

2(akj + ak)

− [rki + tki(vki −Ω · rki) + 1
2 t

2
ki(aki + ak)]|, (59)

ctjk = |rkj + (tki + tij)(vkj −Ω · rkj) + 1
2 (tki + tij)

2(akj + ak)− 1
2 (tki + tij + tjk)

2ak|,
(60)

where, in addition to the relative accelerations aij , we also included a term representing
the absolute acceleration ak of vertex k representing the satellite that serves as the
origin of the satellite-fixed reference frame. This acceleration is not known a priori. It
turns out, however, that it is possible to solve for this acceleration if we have additional
intrinsic observables on board, namely comparative signal round-trip times between
pairs of satellites, namely the signal round-trip in the kik and iki direction between
satellites k and i. At any vertex k, three such measurements are available using the
other three satellites; this yields a set of three equations in the three components of
ak. Specifically, we have

c~τki = |rki + ~τki(vki −Ω · rki) + 1
2~τ

2
ki(aki + a)|, (61)

c~τik = |rki + tki(vki −Ω · rki) + 1
2 t

2
ki(aki + a)− 1

2 (~τki + ~τik)
2a|, (62)

c
←

τ ik = | 12
←

τ 2
ika− rik|, (63)

c
←

τ ki = |rik + (
←

τ ik +
←

τ ki)(vki −Ω · rki) + 1
2 (
←

τ ik +
←

τ ki)
2(aki + a)− 1

2

←

τ 2
ika|, (64)

∆τki = ~τki + ~τik − ←

τ ik − ←

τ ki. (65)
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The three differenced quantities ∆tkij , ∆tkjl and ∆tkli at vertex k, formed using (56),
along with the three quantities ∆τki, ∆τkj , ∆τkl, form a set of six equations in the
six unknown components of Ω and ak.

Although no closed form solutions exist to this set of equations, they can be solved
rapidly and efficiently by treating them as a pair of linked three-dimensional systems.
Each of these systems can be solved using the Newton–Raphson method (Raphson,
1697), which in these cases yields rapid and robust convergence. The two solutions
can be combined iteratively by a block Gauss–Seidel method (Seidel, 1874).

4 Estimating errors

A measurement of the type discussed here is subject to many different sources of error,
that fall broadly into two categories: Systematic errors and random errors.

Systematic errors arise due to in-principle predictable but unmodeled characteris-
tics of the system or instrument. Many sources of systematic errors exist in a realistic
experiment. Here, we consider only one: the systematic error inherent due to the lim-
itations of the mathematical model that we use to describe the four-satellite system
and the gravitational environment, i.e., our modeling error.

Random errors may include stochastic errors due to uncontrolled sources of noise
either external or intrinsic to the system, sampling noise, quantization noise, or
rounding errors. Presently we only consider this last category, as the use of a finite-
precision (standard double precision) number representation introduces a substantial
error limiting the accuracy of our simulations.

4.1 Modeling errors

Our main observable is trT, which has the dimensions of inverse time squared. This
quantity is constructed using a vector triple product of relative accelerations and
intersatellite ranges. While all measurement errors and uncertainties contribute, the
largest contribution comes from the uncertainty due to the second-order acceleration
term (27) that, as we have seen, is not fully accounted for when we reconstruct trT
in the satellite-fixed reference frame from observable quantities only.

In particular, we can estimate the following first-order uncertainty in trT, which
would characterize this quantity if we omitted the second-order term (27) altogether:

δ[1] trT ≃ |δaij |
|rij |

= O
(

GM
d

r4

)

. (66)

where we used d to indicate the approximate scale of the satellite constellation. Using
the gravitational parameter, GM ≃ 1.3 × 1020 m3/s2 for the Sun and a d ≃ 106 m
constellation at r = 1 AU ≃ 1.5× 1011 m from the Sun, we obtain

δ[1] trT ≃
(

d

1, 000 km

)(

1 AU

a

)4

O(3 × 10−19 s−2), (67)

where a is the semi-major axis of the constellation’s orbit.
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Introducing the second-order tidal term (27) reduces the magnitude of this term
by the factor d/a:

δ[2] trT ≃
(

d

1, 000 km

)2(
1 AU

a

)5

O(2× 10−24 s−2), (68)

We also encounter another source of error in the form of the Sagnac-type observable
Ω that we use to account for the noninertial pseudo-accelerations due to the rotation of
the reference frame in which we model accelerations of the constellation. The equations
(52)–(54) do not account for the contribution of acceleration terms to Ω. The accel-
erations in question are relative (tidal) accelerations, aij = O(2GMd/a3) = O(8 ×
10−8 m/s2). Intersatellite signal travel times are tij ≃ d/c = O(3× 10−3 s). Failure to
include acceleration terms yields an uncertainty of δ(ctij) =

1
2 t

2
ijaij = O(4×10−13 m)

in the quantities ctij . This in turn implies an uncertainty in the angular velocity of
order δω = δ(ctij)/(tij |rij |) = O(10−16 s−1).

According to (41), we can estimate

δ|aij | ≃ δ|ωvij + ω2rij |. (69)

The two terms on the right-hand side are similar in magnitude. The constellation’s
intrinsic rotation is similar in magnitude to its orbital angular velocity, which implies,
by Kepler’s third law (Kepler et al., 1619), ω ∝ a−3/2, thus

δ[ω] trT ≃ |δaij |
|rij |

≃ ωδω =≃
(

d

1, 000 km

)(

1 AU

a

)4.5

O(3 × 10−23 s−2). (70)

Finally, given trT ∼ aij/rij , considering a typical baseline of 106 m at a 1 AU
heliocentric orbit, to achieve a sensitivity of δ trT ∼ 10−21 s2, intersatellite ranges
must be measured to a precision of O(10−5 m) and accelerations at O(10−15 m/s2)
or better. These precisions scale linearly with the desired sensitivity. This establishes
the minimum required measurement accuracy.

4.2 Numerical errors

In the preceding section, we computed the sensitivity limits of the proposed experi-
ment. There are, however, also practical numerical limits that affect both modeling
and data processing and will need to be addressed using appropriate numerical tech-
niques. To wit, the standard double precision floating point number representation
used on most computer hardware uses a 52-bit fractional mantissa, which offers just a
little less than 16 decimal digits of effective precision. The more complex a calculation,
the more its accuracy is reduced: multiple arithmetic operations represent a random
walk away from the perfect answer, but subtraction of quantities of like magnitude
can result in sudden significant drops in accuracy. As a general rule, for calculations
as complex as the ones we employ for our current problem, the anticipated numeri-
cal accuracy of the result is around 14 decimal digits: δnum = O(10−14). Both of the
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previously calculated magnitudes of the accuracy of our results are affected by these
limitations.

Differential (tidal) accelerations are calculated as differences of heliocentric accel-
erations. Consequently, the numerical error in our calculated result will be

δnum[a] trT ≃ δnum
GM

da2
=

(

1 AU

a

)2(
1, 000 km

d

)

O(6 × 10−23 s−2). (71)

Estimating ω runs into a more stringent numerical limitation. The Sagnac-type
observable is calculated as a set of differences of the quantities (52)–(54) and their
counterclockwise counterparts. The quantities being subtracted have a magnitude of
3tij ≃ 3d/c = O(10−2 s). The result of the subtraction, effectively the rotational
displacement of a vertex during the signal round-trip time around the constellation,
is ∆t ≃ 3tijωd/2c = 3ωd2/2c2 = O(3 × 10−12 s), which is ten orders of magni-
tude smaller. This implies the following limitation on the relative accuracy of ω when
computed using double precision arithmetic:

δω

ω
≃ δnum

3tij
∆t

= 10−14 2c

ωd
= O(3× 10−5). (72)

Consequently, we have

δnum[ω] trT ≃ ω2 δω

ω
= 10−14 2cω

d
=

(

1 AU

a

)1.5(
1, 000 km

d

)

O(1.2× 10−18 s−2). (73)

These numerical limitations can be reliably addressed using extended precision
arithmetic, at the cost of computational complexity and reduced computational speed.

4.3 Comment on relativistic corrections

The calculations that have been presented so far are all Newtonian. That is to
say, these calculations implicitly assumed absolute time and a gravitational field
adequately described by a Newtonian potential. Given a typical orbital velocity of
v ∼ 30 km/s, thus (v/c)2 ∼ 10−8, one may rightfully wonder if it is permissible to use
the nonrelativistic approximation.

How may relativity theory affect our results? First, special relativistic effects con-
cern coordinate transformations between moving reference frames. Second, general
relativistic effects contribute to the gravitational acceleration. Let us address both
these issues.

Concerning coordinate transformations, at first sight it may appear that these are
indeed relevant. The orbital motion of the constellation may introduce centimeter-
scale corrections to d ∼ 1000 km intersatellite distances, with potentially significant
impact on the results.

However, it is easy to see that this impact is readily absorbed in our formalism.
Throughout, we implicitly assumed that intersatellite distances are expressed in a
heliocentric inertial reference frame. This assumption was maintained even when we
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made use of these intersatellite distances in the satellite-fixed reference frame. This
simply means that the instantaneous satellite-fixed reference frame used in our calcu-
lation is assumed to be at rest with respect to the heliocentric frame: that is to say,
we moved the origin of the reference frame to one of the satellites, we rotated the
reference frame, but we introduced no other motion (specifically removing any effects
due to angular velocity by making use of the Sagnac-type observable).

In an actual experiment, this can be mimicked. Observations made on the satellites
are fundamentally time observables, subject to relativistic time dilation. Knowledge
of the satellite’s motion around the Sun can be used to account for time dilation. This
knowledge need not be precise: The (both special and general) relativistic effect being
of O(v2/c2), an uncertainty δv in v introduces a relative error with the magnitude
O(vδv/c2). The magnitude of this error is further mitigated by the fact that in the
end, our observables depend on not the absolute magnitude of intersatellite ranges but
their differences. For the Sagnac-type observable this suppresses the contribution by a
factor of ∼ 3ωd/2c = O(10−9) as we have seen in Sec. 4.2. For the calculation of trT,
as we can see from (14) we are scaling tidal acceleration per unit distance, GM/a3,
by vδv/c2, yielding a contribution of ∼ 1.3× 10−26 s−2 for δv = 1 m/s, which is also
negligible.

Therefore, we may conclude that as long as time observables are scaled by the
appropriate γ-factor corresponding to the approximate heliocentric velocity of the con-
stellation as well as the gravitational potential, even if it is not known to an accuracy
better than a few ten m/s, additional relativistic corrections may be ignored. This
justifies the nonrelativistic formalism used in our analysis. This is not to say that a
more accurate analysis would not benefit from a fully relativistic formulation, but the
results we present in our current study remain valid at our level of approximation.

5 Simulation

In the preceding sections, we built, from first principles, an analytical model of the
tetrahedral configuration, estimated the model’s accuracy, and explored methods by
which the model’s fidelity can be improved. Putting things into practice, we created
a prototype implementation of the model in the form of a Web-based JavaScript
application, complete with a simple user interface offering visualization by way of
animation.

5.1 Simulation code

To validate our analysis and results, we endeavored to build simulation code that
implements the calculations presented so far. The simulation code was written in
JavaScript, with a corresponding user interface in HTML5 and CSS. Source code for
this implementation is available on GitHub2. An example screenshot is shown in Fig. 2.

In this simulation, we use only the gravitational field of the Sun. Contributions
from other solar system bodies, though present, should not alter our results as the
vacuum Poisson equation ensures that ∇2U = 0; the gravitational field shapes the
orbits of the satellites, but does not directly contribute to trT except through the

2https://github.com/vttoth/TETRA
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Fig. 2 Screenshot of tetrahedral simulation of a ∼ 1 AU eccentric orbit after 100 days.
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Fig. 3 The value of trT, as simulated (left) and as reconstructed from simulated observables (right)
during one full orbit corresponding to the case shown in Fig. 2. The variable (oriented) volume of
the tetrahedron is also shown (dashed orange line), indicating that the uncertainty rises substantially
when the tetrahedron becomes degenerate, its volume collapsing.

approximations and omitted terms that we discussed. The contribution of solar system
bodies other than the Sun to these terms is negligible.

The simulation code contains several preconfigured satellite constellations. Notable
among them is an orbit with a relatively high eccentricity of ǫ = 0.59 and a perihelion
of 0.6 AU. This orbit may be representative of a feasible experiment that might be
carried out in the future. We also investigated other orbits, both near-circular and
highly elliptical, including orbits with semi-major axes as small as ∼ 0.1 AU and large
as ∼ 30 AU.

The JavaScript code performs three major functions, two of which are related to
interacting with the user: managing user inputs and displaying results, and presenting
an animated graphical representation of the four-satellite system.
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At the core of the code, however, is the simulation itself that is used to model the
four-satellite constellation at the maximum achievable accuracy using standard double
precision floating point quantities. This “physics package” has two distinct but closely
related aspects:
1. Modeling the physical behavior of the 4-satellite system;
2. Modeling the observation using only intersatellite measurements.

The first of these two steps is performed in an inertial reference frame. To maximize the
accuracy of the simulation, the origin of this reference frame is itself set to be moving
with the satellite constellation, remaining within O(1000 km) of the satellites. This
ensures that the integrated satellite positions remain accurate to ∼ 10−14×1000 km ∼
10−8 m, as opposed to the achievable accuracy using heliocentric coordinates in a
double precision representation, 10−14 × 1 AU ∼ 10−3 m.

To calculate orbits, we implemented a fourth order Runge-Kutta integrator, which
we used to propagate satellite positions and velocities around the Sun. We also use a
very tight integration step, e.g., 600 s to integrate a ∼1 AU orbit, to ensure that the
numerical integration remains as accurate as possible.

The core of the “physics package” follows tightly the logic depicted in the flowchart
shown in Fig. 4. A loop, which also controls updates to the graphical display, first
propagates the satellite orbits and the coordinate origin and then computes the trace
of the gravitational gradient tensor in the inertial frame. It also calculates the values
of the Sagnac-type observables that characterize signal round trips around all four of
the tetrahedron faces. Optionally, this computation takes into account intersatellite
accelerations.

Next comes the critical part of the code, computation of the trace of the gravita-
tional gradient tensor in the satellite-fixed reference frame. Initially, the rate at which
this reference frame rotates is not known. However, the Sagnac-type observables can
be calculated in the satellite-fixed frame. This is used to estimate the value of ω, to
ensure agreement with the same observables calculated in the inertial frame. The value
of ω is obtained using an iterative numerical approximation. Optionally, the solution is
extended by a second iteration that solves for the linear acceleration of the coordinate
system origin.

Once the parameters, including the rate of rotation of the satellite-fixed frame, are
known, the trace of the gravitational gradient tensor is recalculated.

These calculations are repeated for all four satellites. The trace of the gravitational
gradient tensor is averaged across these four results and a standard deviation is calcu-
lated. Additionally, a continuously updated temporal average is also calculated, along
with a corresponding standard deviation.

Ultimately, in addition to a visualization, the software shows a set of four values
along with a corresponding set of four standard deviations: The instantaneous value
of the trace of the gravitational gradient tensor as calculated in the inertial reference
frame and as reconstructed using observables in the satellite-fixed frame; and a running
temporal average of the same two values.

A few variables control the details of the simulation: whether or not to include
second-order tidal corrections, use the Sagnac-type observable, include acceleration
contributions to this observable, and calculate the linear acceleration of the origin
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Fig. 4 Flowchart illustrating the main computational loop in our simulation.
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Table 1 A trial simulation of a constellation in an eccentric orbit, ǫ = 0.59 with a
perihelion of 0.6 AU, with instantaneous values of trT after 100 days. Both “true”
values (calculated in the inertial frame) and “obs” values (reconstructed from
observables in the satellite-fixed frame) are shown.

Description trTtrue(s−2) trTobs(s−2)

Baseline run (−3.3369 ± 0.0051) × 10−19 (−1.0696 ± 0.8423) × 10−14

Baseline & Sagnac (−3.3369 ± 0.0051) × 10−19 (−0.3153 ± 1.4796) × 10−20

With 2nd tidal (1.2429 ± 0.5105) × 10−21 (−1.0696 ± 0.8423) × 10−14

2nd tidal & Sagnac (1.2429 ± 0.5105) × 10−21 (3.5240 ± 3.9616) × 10−20

2nd tidal, Sagnac+a (1.2429 ± 0.5105) × 10−21 (2.6560 ± 5.4441) × 10−20

2nd tid., Sgn.+a, lin.a (1.2429 ± 0.5105) × 10−21 (3.0230 ± 3.5768) × 10−20

Table 2 The same trial simulation shown in Table 1, with time-averaged values of trT
after 100 days in orbit.

Description 〈trTtrue〉 (s−2) 〈trTobs〉 (s−2)

Baseline run (−0.9968 ± 1.8672) × 10−18 (−0.4078 ± 1.3471) × 10−12

Baseline & Sagnac (−0.9968 ± 1.8672) × 10−21 (−1.1553 ± 1.2070) × 10−18

With 2nd tidal (0.0192 ± 1.0956) × 10−20 (−0.4078 ± 1.4371) × 10−12

2nd tidal & Sagnac (0.0192 ± 1.0956) × 10−20 (1.1637 ± 9.3199) × 10−19

2nd tidal, Sagnac+a (0.0192 ± 1.0956) × 10−20 (1.1416 ± 9.3817) × 10−19

2nd tid., Sgn.+a, lin.a (0.0192 ± 1.0956) × 10−20 (1.0551 ± 8.6592) × 10−19

of the satellite-fixed frame. Additionally, as a test case to validate the software, we
implemented a Yukawa-type modification of the Newtonian gravitational potential,
with a nonzero trT.

5.2 Results

A snapshot of a representative case is shown in Fig. 2, with characteristics of a full
orbit in Fig. 3. This image shows a snapshot of the simulation of the representative
eccentric O(1 AU) orbit that corresponds to a realistic observing scenario. Simulation
results that correspond to this scenario after 100 days of elapsed simulation time are
summarized in Table 1. A companion table, Table 2, shows the same scenario with
results time-averaged over the first 100 days.

In this table, we present the results of our simulation progressively turning on var-
ious simulation terms. First, a “baseline” case: The trace of the gravitational gradient
tensor is computed in the inertial reference frame without second-order tidal terms,
and in the satellite-fixed frame, without accounting for the rotation of the frame.
We can see that the result in the inertial reference frame has reduced accuracy, as
expected: Second-order tidal terms are important. As for the satellite-fixed frame, fail-
ure to account for that frame’s rotation yields values that are effectively useless, up
to ten orders of magnitude worse than the hoped-for accuracy of this experiment.

It is also interesting to note that although the value of the trace of the gravitational
gradient tensor is nonzero, the standard deviation (calculated by iterating over the
four satellites, using each as the origin of the satellite-fixed reference frame) is very
tight. This suggests that the deviation from zero is not some random error: Rather, we
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Table 3 Results for a set of additional orbits, identified by their orbital period T , eccentricity ǫ

and average initial intersatellite range 〈d〉, after one full orbit.

T ǫ 〈d〉 trTtrue trTobs

(days) (×103 km) (s−2) (s−2)

373.35 0.0145 5.1 (−1.0346 ± 0.0323) × 10−20 (0.3964 ± 2.3749) × 10−20

749.70 0.3808 3.7 (−2.3199 ± 0.5746) × 10−21 (−1.4625 ± 2.3958) × 10−19

648.80 0.5909 1.4 (−1.7436 ± 0.0271) × 10−20 (−8.7312 ± 5.1166) × 10−20

648.80 0.5909 0.14 (7.0714 ± 0.0154) × 10−20 (0.8805 ± 1.0846) × 10−17

7989.33 0.2786 5.1 (6.8411 ± 0.5730) × 10−25 (−1.0703 ± 6.7502) × 10−22

48377.88 0.1546 5.1 (−9.9706 ± 0.0791) × 10−25 (−1.9817 ± 1.9040) × 10−23

Table 4 As in Table 3, but time averaged over one full orbit.

T ǫ 〈d〉 〈trTtrue〉 〈trTobs〉
(days) (×103 km) (s−2) (s−2)

373.35 0.0145 5.1 (−0.1156 ± 3.8421) × 10−21 (−0.2032 ± 1.4454) × 10−20

749.70 0.3808 3.7 (−0.1237 ± 7.7005) × 10−21 (0.2773 ± 3.9310) × 10−19

648.80 0.5909 1.4 (−0.0857 ± 6.0919) × 10−21 (−0.0423 ± 4.0115) × 10−19

648.80 0.5909 0.14 (−0.0106 ± 5.3436) × 10−20 (−0.0034 ± 1.4380) × 10−17

7989.33 0.2786 5.1 (−2.3773 ± 5.8368) × 10−23 (−1.8261 ± 9.2527) × 10−22

48377.88 0.1546 5.1 (−0.0782 ± 3.4742) × 10−24 (−0.0386 ± 1.0766) × 10−22

are actually modeling the unaccounted-for contribution to the gravitational gradient
tensor by those second-order tidal terms.

Turning on these terms dramatically changes the result in the inertial frame, taking
trT much closer to zero. There is, however, little improvement in the value of the
trace calculated in the satellite-fixed reference frame.

That changes when we introduce the Sagnac-type measurement from which the
rotation rate of the satellite-fixed reference frame is estimated. As a result, the estimate
of trT is now much closer to zero, approaching the numerical limitations of double
precision arithmetic that we discussed previously.

Additional, marginal changes are achieved when we introduce acceleration-
dependent terms in the model of the Sagnac-type observable, and when we account for
the linear acceleration of the coordinate system origin. However, these changes amount
to little more than numerical noise at the level of accuracy that can be achieved using
the double precision representation.

We also investigated a variety of different orbits. These are shown in Table 3,
with results after one full orbit; time-averaged results over that same full orbit are
in Table 4. These cases are notable in that they include both circular and eccentric
orbits, as well as orbits much larger than 1 AU. These latter cases, in particular,
explicitly demonstrate how the anticipated accuracy with which trT ≃ 0 can be
verified increases as larger orbits are chosen. We recognize, of course, that orbits with
very large heliocentric distances are not practical.

Though the actual results depend on many factors (e.g., the intersatellite ranges
vary considerably during a full orbit, time averaging includes outliers, results with
degraded accuracy when the tetrahedron volume briefly collapses) by and large these
tables show that numerical results match our expected accuracy. Moreover, in all cases
the primary limitation is due to the double precision floating point representation in
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Fig. 5 Screenshot of tetrahedral simulation with Yukawa-modified gravity. The large deviation cho-
sen (γ = 0.2, µ = (1 AU)−1) yields a visible precession after a full orbit. The orbital period shown
in the user interface reflects the Keplerian value, not Yukawa gravity.

this software implementation. A more accurate model using extended precision arith-
metic is therefore called for to truly explore the limits of the utility of the tetrahedral
configuration and find optimal orbits.

5.3 Sanity check with Yukawa-gravity

How do we know the validity of our calculations? In particular, how well does the
reconstructed measurement follow the modeled value of trT?

To answer these questions, we implemented a modification of Newtonian gravity
by incorporating a Yukawa term:

a = −GM

r3
r ⇒ a = −GM

r3
{

1 + γ
[

1− (1 + µr)e−µr
]}

r. (74)

An example run with Yukawa parameters γ = 0.2, µ = (1 AU)−1, is shown in
Figure 5. These parameters are not intended to model any realistic modifications of
gravity; they were used simply to validate the simulation code. As this screenshot
illustrates, the reconstructed observable (marked trW in the user interface) closely
follows the value modeled in the inertial reference frame. Temporal averaging is less
well correlated but this has to do with outliers: over the course of more than a full
orbit, the system went through stages of degeneracy when the tetrahedral volume was
reduced to near zero, resulting in outliers that affected these averages.
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6 Conclusions

We investigated the use of a set of four satellites in near identical heliocentric orbits,
forming a tetrahedral constellation, to be used as a means to measure deviations from
Newtonian gravity. Such deviations are predicted by a variety of modified gravity
theories, including galileon theories.

Specifically, the goal is to perform a local measurement of the trace of the grav-
itational gradient tensor, which is to say, the expression on the left-hand side of the
gravitational Poisson equation ∇2U = 4πGρ. In the vacuum, ρ = 0, this trace should
also be zero. The trace is measurable in principle by observing the dynamics of the
system, since ∇U = a forms an acceleration field, and ∇2U = ∇·a at any point within
the field.

We obtained a compact expression for the trace of the gravitational gradient tensor
expressed using only the relative positions and relative accelerations of the satellites
in the constellation. Inner products and triple products of relative position vectors are
independent of the coordinate system in which these vectors are represented, therefore
it is possible to compute them in a coordinate reference frame attached to the satellite
constellation, without relying on any external references.

However, accelerations cannot be treated with such simplicity. Any reference frame
attached to a moving constellation of satellites necessarily rotates. Relative accelera-
tions, i.e., the second time derivatives of relative positions, can only be calculated in a
rotating frame of reference if the frame’s rate of rotation is known and accounted for.
We realized that this rate of rotation can, in fact, be determined using measurements
intrinsic to the constellation: Sagnac-type roundtrip timing measurements performed
both in the clockwise and in the counterclockwise direction along any of the tetrahe-
dron faces (i.e., any triplets of satellites). Together, three such measurements can be
used to establish the rate of rotation of a coordinate frame in three-dimensional space.

The same equipment that is used for intersatellite range measurements (e.g., preci-
sion laser ranging) may be reused for the purpose of these Sagnac-type measurements.
Thus, the rate of rotation of a satellite-fixed reference frame can be established with-
out the need to rely on external references (be it astrometric measurements or the
use of radio signals from ground stations) at accuracies that may not be practically
achievable.

We also explored the limitations of the formalism to express the trace of the grav-
itational gradient tensor, and quickly recognized that second-order tidal effects, not
directly accounted for by this formalism, are significant. The presence of these effects
can substantially reduce the accuracy of the experiment. However, if we assume that
such second-order tidal effects are due predominantly to the Sun, even approximate
knowledge of the direction and distance towards the Sun, as expressed in the satellite-
fixed reference frame, can be used to remove this contribution, substantially increasing
the accuracy of the experiment.

We also looked at relativistic corrections and concluded that at the level of accuracy
required for this experiment, moderately precise knowledge of the speed of the constel-
lation relative to a heliocentric inertial reference frame is sufficient to correct on-board
clock rates and obtain accurate results. We assumed that all on-board measurements
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include these corrections. Apart from these corrections, the use of a nonrelativistic
model is fully justified.

Finally, we evaluated numerical limits. We found that the desired accuracy of mea-
suring the trace of the gravitational gradient tensor up to O(10−24 s−2) is achievable.
However, to reach this level of accuracy, models and simulations need to incorporate
extended precision arithmetic, as double precision numbers are not sufficient.

To validate our effort, we implemented a simulation using the JavaScript program-
ming language and a simple interactive user interface in HTML. Even though this
model relied on double precision arithmetic only, thus it was limited in accuracy, it
was used successfully to explore the parameter space. We found some satellite con-
figurations that remained in a relatively stable tetrahedral configuration for one or
several full orbits. Through these configurations, we were able to validate our predic-
tions, demonstrate the fundamental feasibility of the experiment, and also validate our
numerical expectations. We also validated the software by using it to model Yukawa-
modified gravity, ascertaining that the system model and the modeled observable
remain in good agreement.

The software model that we developed has been released as open source: https://
github.com/vttoth/TETRA.
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