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Almost all real linear second order ordinary
differential equations are solved by geodesic
curves in two dimensional Riemannian
hyperbolic geometry

By LUukASszZ RUDNICKI

Abstract

I show that a real linear second order ordinary differential equation
" (z)+h (z)u(z) = 0, with differentiable h(z), locally admits two linearly
independent solutions which exist on an open interval around any xo € R:

o () = exp [ / " o) T O VIO =2 OF + [0/
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where ®(x) is any geodesic curve in a two dimensional hyperbolic geometry
of a Riemannian manifold M, which is non-vertical at xo. I define Ml;, to be
an upper half plane {(z,®) € R?|® > 0}, with points in which ¢* = h(x)
being removed, equipped with metric g, = [(h(:c) — 452)2 dz? + d@z] /P>,
A non-trivial character of the presented result stems from the fact that gy,
is solely defined in terms of the function h(z).

I also show that a local diffeomorphism between M, and Poincaré upper
half plane H is induced by any pair of linearly independent solutions of
uw”’(z)+h(x)u(x) = 0. If this pair is selected to be utop () and upot (), the
associate geodesic curve ®(z) is mapped to a vertical geodesic curve on H.

With these results, supported by complementary remarks and exam-
ples, I establish a fundamental link between linear second order ordinary
differential equations and two dimensional hyperbolic geometry, adding to
textbook knowledge about these profound subareas of mathematics.

Keywords: Linear second order ordinary differential equation, Ricatti equation, Hyper-
bolic two dimensional Riemannian geometry, Poincaré upper half plane, Geodesic equation
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1. Introduction

We start with a general linear second order ordinary differential equation

(1) (a(®)u' (1)) +0()u(t) =c(t).

We assume the independent variable ¢ is real and the functions a (¢), b(t) and
¢ (t) are real-valued, therefore, we develop a real theory. However, even if two
special solutions of (1) are taken as real, a general solution can be complex
due to linearity. From now on we skip the adjective real. The above three
functions are defined on R, or on an interval, though, for the sake of clarity we
assume the former case (if need be, one can always restrict the domain).

Definition 1 (Almost all linear-2"%-order-ODEs). The subject of our study
are Eqs. (1) with a(t), b(t) and c(t) continuous (of class C°), a(¢) # 0 and
a (t) b (t) differentiable (of class C1).

Since continuity of all three functions and positivity or negativity of a (¢)
are minimal assumptions to assure existence and uniqueness of initial value
problem associated with (1), the adjective almost refers to an additional dif-
ferentiability requirement imposed on the product a (t) b (¢).

When ¢ (t) = 0, Eq. (1) is called homogeneous. If two linearly independent
solutions of the homogeneous equation are known, the general solution of (1)
can be expressed by quadratures. Therefore, without loss of generality we
consider the homogeneous equation only.

The homogeneous variant of Eq. (1), subject to continuity assumptions
collected in Definition 1, can be reduced to the form [Har(02]

(2) u” (z) + h(z)u(x) =0,
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where a differentiable function h(x) and a solution u(x) are defined as

(3) h(z) = a(t(@))b(t(z)),  ul@)=u(t(z)),
and t(x) is the inverse of x(t) = j:;dT a~'(7), for some tq. This transformation
also holds without differentiability assumption, i.e. in general for all well-
behaved equations, however, then h(z) is only guaranteed to be of class C°.
For further convenience, let us now make a notation remark.

Notation (Solutions of Eq. (2)). With u;(x) and ug(z) we denote a pair of
arbitrary (unspecified) linearly independent solutions of (2). By W we denote
the Wronskian of these solutions. The most important result of this paper — a
pair of solutions which is locally represented in terms of a geodesic curve in two
dimensional hyperbolic geometry — will be denoted as utop(2) and upot ().
The subscripts "top/bot” refer to "top” /”bottom”. A reason for that choice
is given below Theorem 3. The Wronskian of these special solutions will be
denoted as Wy _p. Any specific pair of solutions and their Wronskian, relevant
for a particular choice of h(x), will be distinguished by an additional subscript
following the number of the solution (1 or 2), or the subscript "top/bot”.

The properties of Eq. (2) and its solutions seem extremely deeply ex-
plored. Textbooks [Har02, Ama90] rather concordantly cover: existence and
uniqueness, the case of one special solution being known, reduction to Ricatti
equation, Liouville substitution, Prifer transformations, Sturm comparison
and separation theorems, Sturm Liouville theory, oscillation criteria, distribu-
tions of zeros, asymptotic expansions, monotones and more specialized results.

In this contribution I show in Sec. 2 that this equation, for any differen-
tiable h (z) can be solved by geodesic curves in the same hyperbolic geometry
in two dimensions, just expressed in different coordinates. In particular, these
curves solve a geodesic equation on a Riemannian manifold My, also introduced
now, which is shown to be locally diffeomorphic to the paramount Poincaré
upper half plane model of hyperbolic two dimensional geometry. The diffeo-
morphism can be built from any pair of linearly independent solutions of (2),
and in fact works for any continuous h (z). The main result, presented as
Theorem 3, could be termed reduction of (2) to the geodesic equation, in a
similar way one often refers to interrelation between (2) and the Ricatti equa-
tion. However, despite an already quite non-trivial character of this assertion,
the gist is in the surprising discovery that all h-dependent manifolds My, on
which the geodesic curves are to be found, always model the same, and at
the same time very distinguished hyperbolic geometry, and this is true without
conformal equivalence assured by Uniformization Theorem.
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Already at the beginning it is good to stress that, solely due to the very
nature of the presented results, the discussion is going to be conducted locally
and in a coordinate-dependent fashion (e.g. referring to explicit Christoffel
symbols). While differential geometry usually looks at coordinate-independent
features of a manifold, we follow that path when showing that hyperbolic
two dimensional geometry (a coordinate-independent feature) at once covers
all differential equations specified by Definition 1. This is true because the
latter differ between each other exactly by what is a coordinate transformation
between different representations of the same hyperbolic geometry.

Following a supplementary discussion in Sec. 3, proofs of all results and
details of presented examples are collected in Sec. 4 and Sec. 5 respectively.

As the last step, before moving to the main part, I recall a definition of
the Poincaré upper half plane.

Definition 2 (Poincaré upper half plane). Aset H = {(X,Y) € R?|Y > 0}
is called the upper half plane. It is a smooth manifold. Let

dX? +dY?
(4) gH = vz
be a Riemannian metric on H. Poincaré upper half plane H = (#, gp) is the
manifold H equipped with the metric gg.

The pair H = (H, gi) is a complete simply connected Riemannian mani-
fold with constant sectional curvature equal to —1.

2. Main results
Let us now introduce a different geometry on the upper half plane H.

Definition 3 (Linear-2"4-order-ODE upper half plane). Let us express up-
per half plane in different coordinates as H = {(z,®) € R?|® > 0} and let
(h(z) — @)% da? + dP>
(5) gh = 52 :
be a metric on H. As detg, = 0 if #* = h(z), this metric is degenerate.
Therefore, let Hy = {(2,D) € H|P? # h(x)}. A pair M, = (Ho,gn) is a
Riemannian manifold called the Linear-2"4-order-ODE upper half plane.

Remark 1. Observe that M, does not need to be connected. For certain
choices of h(x), for example h(z) = sin z, this manifold is composed of infinitely
many disjoint pieces.

I call M, ”Linear-2"4-order-ODE upper half plane” despite the fact that
a sole inclusion of an arbitrary function h(xz) does not yet bring a relation
between g and (2). However, the presented results will justify that choice.
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2.1. Curvature of g,. We start with:

LEMMA 1. Let h(z) be of class C?, so that the Riemann tensor of g
can be defined. The metric gy in the whole domain Hy has constant sectional
curvature equal to —1. Therefore, it everywhere describes hyperbolic geometry.

Remark 2. In Lemma 1 the function h(z) is customarily assumed to be of
class C?, since the Riemann tensor involves second derivatives of the metric.
However, in the case of gp all terms involving first and second derivatives
of h(x) disappear due to antisymmetry of the Riemann tensor. Therefore,
treating antisymmetrization like a regularization procedure removing potential
singularities of h'(z) and h”(z), we can extend the validity of Lemma 1 to
functions h(x) which are absolutely continuous. Moreover, since the Riemann
tensor of g, is regular when ®> = h(z), the degeneracy of g, happening in
this case stems from the choice of the coordinates. This is very similar to the
degeneracy of polar coordinates in R?, which occurs in the origin.

As a consequence of Lemma 1, we know there shall exist a local dif-
feomorphism from My, to H. I will later prove (see Lemma 6) that such a
diffeomorphism can be constructed from the solutions of (2). In relation to
Remark 2, indeed it will turn out that the Jacobian of this map is continuous
if h € CY (R), on the other hand, it vanishes for ®* = h(z).

2.2. Geodesic curves on Mj. With the dot we denote derivatives with
respect to a parameter ”s” while, as before, the prime is reserved for the
derivative with respect to the variable ”z”. In local coordinates ¢*, the geodesic
equation [Bes87] ¢/V ;¢! = 0 reads ¢ + I i () ¢I¢F = 0, where V denotes the
unique Levi-Civita connection and Einstein summation convention is used. We
proceed with a definition specific to M, substituting Christoffel symbols I'* ik
explicitly given in the proof of Lemma 1.

Definition 4. A curve R 3 s — (z(s),P(s)) € Ho parametrized by an affine
parameter s is a geodesic curve on My, if it satisfies differential equations:

e WEE) e B hEE)
O 2O = E g new T @ e - hee P

o (s) — h? (2 (s))

(6b) P (s) = 5(5)

with some generic initial conditions: z(0) = xg, ©(0) = &g, ¢(0) = g, ¢(0) =
®y. We assume that h(z) is of class C?.

From (6a) we can see that My, similarly to H, admits vertical geodesic
curves z(s) = xo = const and #(s) = &9 = 0, which are of the form @ (s) =
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Ppers where \ = & /®g. From this solution we conclude that if H # Hg, then
M, is not complete.

If within the initial conditions we chose o # 0, a geodesic curve pass-
ing through (xg,®g) is not vertical. Standard existence theorems for ordinary
differential equations assure [Har02] that for fixed initial conditions a unique
geodesic curve of that kind exists in a neighborhood of s = 0. In this neigh-
borhood, let s_ < 0 < s4 be such that

(7) v @(s) #£0.

s€ls_,s4|

Then z(s) is injective and consequently invertible on |s_, s;[. We define:

Definition 5 (Geodesic curve on My, in explicit form). If a geodesic curve
on My, R> s+ (z(s),@(s)) € Ho, is such that the condition (7) holds, then
we re-express the geodesic curve through a substitution @(s) = ® (z(s)) and
call the function ® (z) a geodesic curve on M}, represented in explicit form.
It exists on |x_, x|, where z_ < xp < z4. If 9 > 0, then z_ = x(s_) and
x4 = x(s4), while if &9 < 0, then x_ = z(s4) and x4 = z(s_).

Remark 3. Since with the choice of the initial conditions we can assure
that #o # 0, the above construction always works at least locally. It is also
important to emphasize that the notion of the geodesic curve in explicit form
is secondary with respect to solutions of (6). We first and foremost redefine
&(s) := @ (z(s)) and then utilize invertibility of x(s) to write ® (x) = @ (s(x)).

Notation (Coordinates and geodesic curves in explicit form). With italic
font I denote the coordinate ¢ and its s-dependent variant ¢(s) (which is the
coordinate of the geodesic curve), while functions of the variable  representing
geodesic curves in explicit form ®(x) are denoted with upright ®.

Before moving to the main result we need to establish the evolution equa-
tion for geodesic curves in explicit form.

PROPOSITION 2. A geodesic curve on My, in explicit form ®(z) obeys

w302 () +h(z) [@ @) W(@)P (@) P (x) -k (2)
® @ =T ohw ®@) 32 k) k() o)

We note in passing that Eq. (8) can equivalently be written as
(9) " (2) = Az, (@) [®(2)]" + T,y (2, 2(2)) ' (2) — Ty, (2, 2(x)),

where A (2, ®(x)) = 207, (2, 8(x)) — T4y (2, B(2).
It is a peculiar feature of the geodesic equation, stemming from the fact

that an acceleration depends only on a quadratic form in velocities, that the
equation locally governing ®(z) decouples from the equation for z(s). It follows
from the proof of Proposition 2 that this remains true only when &(s) # 0.
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2.3. Solutions of u" (x) 4+ h (z)u(x) =0 from geodesic curves on My. We
are ready to establish the major result of this paper.

THEOREM 3. Solutions of all linear second order ordinary differential
equations (2), with any h(z) of class C1, can be locally expressed through geo-
desic curves in hyperbolic two dimensional geometry.

More precisely, let h(z) be of class C1, let g € R and let ®(x) be of class
C? on some interval Jx_, x|, such that x_ < xog < x4 and h(z) # ®%*(z) on
this interval. If

T / o &2 2 ) 2
(108)  tgop() = exp /xodf 5o YO %V;l((ég))_iﬂ((%] HE QP |

(10b)  upot(x) = exp

(&) —®2(¢) ’

I T / _ d2 2 / 2
[ <s>+¢vz<s> 22 ()] + [ ()

then for two arbitrary constants A and B
(11) u(x) = Atgop(x) + Bpot (),

is a general solution of (2) on |x_,x1] if and only if ®(x) is a solution of (8)
on this interval.

We observe that if ®?(z) lays on top/bottom of h(z), the function uep ()
is increasing/decreasing. Based on Theorem 3 we immediately get a corollary.

COROLLARY 4. Functions

' () — \/[h (z) — ®2 (2)]* + [@ (2)]
I (z) — 92 (2) ’

(120)  Oueple) = 2 _ ()

Ugop ()

® () + \/[h (z) — ®2 (2))* + [@ (2))’

(12b)  Opon(a) = “el® _ g ()

Upot () h(z) — 92 () ’
are two distinct solutions of a Ricatti equation
(13) Q' (z) + 6% (x) + h(x) =0,

if and only if ®(x) is a solution of (8) on |r_,xy[. Moreover, the relations
(10) and (12) can be uniquely inverted

(19 b(a) = \/ L ) g 0O 1)

Since ®(x) > 0, the last formula can also be rewritten to the form

(15) 2 (@) ts0p (1) ot (2) + pop (@)t () = 0.




8 LUKASZ RUDNICKI

Eq. (14) turns out to have a more universal character, while looked at from a
perspective of a rather obvious statement.

Fact 1. For every xg € R, using the freedom of choice of initial con-
ditions, one can specify two linearly independent solutions of (2), such that
uy (x0) # 0, uz (zg) # 0 and uf (zo) uh (x0) / [u1 (z0) ug (x0)] < 0. Then, there
exists |x_, x4 | such that xg € |z_, x4 [ and the solutions uy(z) and ua(x) fulfill
these conditions on |x_, x4 |.

We observe that wgep(2) and upet(2) provide an example of such a con-
struction. Moreover, we can prove uniqueness of this choice with respect to
®(x), up to multiplicative constants which specify initial conditions at xg.

PROPOSITION 5. Let xg € R, and let ui(x) and uz(x) be a pair which on
x_, x| meets the requirements collected in Fact 1. Then
_l’_

(16) @(m) — _ul(x)ué(x)

is a solution of Eq. (8) and

(17) u1(z) = u1 (20) Ugopbot (), u2(7) = uz (20) Upot /top(T)-

The opening assertion of Theorem 3, even though stated in a slightly bold
fashion, refers to the fact that all two dimensional manifolds M, are models
of the same hyperbolic geometry (see Lemma 1), just expressed in different
coordinates specific to h(x) (see Lemma 6 below). In other words, while the
explicit form of the solutions of Eq. (2) can tremendously depend on the choice
of h(x), its geometric interpretation in terms of geodesic curves is independent
of this choice.

Let us stress that, for any given h(x), special solutions of both (2) and (8),
provided that both exist, can always be functionally related with each other
(at least locally). With a different choice of h(x) such a relation is generally
expected to be of a completely different form. The same is true for a single
choice of h(z) and distinct parts of the domain. However, as Theorem 3 shows,
the relations (10) have a universal character. This is a very peculiar and
unexpected result, which uncovers a fundamental connection between linear
second order ordinary differential equations and hyperbolic geometry in two
dimensions.

It is also clear that the formulas (10) cannot in a general case provide
global solutions, i.e. we do not get x4+ = =+oo. For example, if h(x) is a
positive constant, it is well known that every solution wu(z) reaches negative
values. On the other hand, all solutions in (10) are positive. In fact, the same
is true while reducing (2) to the Ricatti equation (13) with the help of the
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substitution u’' () = O (z)u(x). We examine that feature while describing
intuitive examples in Sec. 2.5.

2.4. Diffeomorphism between My, and Poincaré upper half plane. After the
major result we move back to geometric aspects of the Riemannian manifold
My, previously discussed in Sec. 2.1 and Sec. 2.2.

LEMMA 6. For any pair ui(x) and uz(x) of real-valued linearly indepen-

dent solutions of (2) with h(z) of class C°, the map H — H:
452 / /
(18a) X (2,0) = XgxW! w (@) up (xg i ul/(x) u22 (z)
B Juy ()] + [u) (2)]
B P
D2 [uy ()] + [} ()]

is a local diffeomorphism M, — H. Both Xy € R and the = sign in (18a) are

arbitrary. The Wronskian W = u)(x)uz(x) — uy(z)ul(z) is a normalization
constant which, by assumption of linear independence, is different than zero.

)

(18b) Y (z, )

The Jacobian of this coordinate transformation vanishes only when &2 =
h(x), so only outside of Ho. Let us stress that since & > 0, while wu;(x)
and ) (z) cannot vanish simultaneously, the denominator in (18a) and (18b)
is never zero. Looking at (18b) we observe that only the solution u;(x) has
been used to define Y (z,®). Though, this is just a mere choice of convention.
In fact, since the result works for an arbitrary pair of linearly independent
solutions, we get:

COROLLARY 7. Group GL(2,R) acting on the vector space spanned by lin-
early independent solutions of (2) induces a local isomorphism of H. Moreover,
Y (z,®) defined in (18b) with ui(z) replaced by a general solution of (2), in
the form u(x) = Auy(x) + Bus(x) with arbitrary real constants A and B, is a
complete integral of a nonlinear and non-separable partial differential equation

(19) (LEY (z 45))2 + (@iy (z 45))2 =Y?(x,P)
h(z) — &2 0z ’ 0P ’ B Y
involving an arbitrary continuous function h(x).

The requirement of non-vanishing determinant, defining the GL (2,R)
group, assures linear independence of all new linear combinations of the so-
lutions. Partial differential equation (19) means that a gradient of InY (x, ®)
has a unit norm in My, the same way as it is trivially true in H. Even though
solving (19) has only been a step on a way to arrive at Lemma 6, this solution
by itself might turn out to be useful elsewhere.

It is well known that geodesic curves on H are either vertical straight lines,
or semi circles. From (15) and (18a) we can immediately observe that if we
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pick a geodesic curve ®(x) and set w1 () = Ugop(x) and uz(x) = upot (x) (or the
other way around), then this curve is mapped to X = X. This is a vertical line.
In fact, all geodesic curves on H can be solved to give explicit relations between
®(x), uy(z), and uz(x). Even though, for the current purpose, such results do
not bring more insight in comparison with the above vertical solution related
with the formulas (10), I sketch a less tedious way leading in that direction.
To this end, we recall that H possesses three Killing vectors (the maximal set):
k1 = (X2 - Y2) Ox +2XY 0y, ke = X0x + YOy and ks = Jx, so that there
exist three constants of motion A;, i = 1,2,3, associated with each Killing
vector k;. With the help of Lemma 6, after finding the Jacobian matrix J of
(18), we can immediately get three Killing vectors in My,, which are J~1k;.
It is then straightforward to write down three conserved quantities associated
with these Killing vectors and equal to A;. One can algebraically solve any
two of them, getting 4(s) and &(s) as functions of z(s) and ®(s). The third
constant of motion then leads to the relation

AW [uf ()] — 245 Wl () uh (2) + As [uh (2))

2
R0 @) e T ) = 2 AW (2) 1 (2) + A (2)

= 0.

Our major result is associated with the special choice A1 = 0 = Az and As # 0.

2.5. Ezxamples. At the beginning of the chapter about linear second order
ODEs, Hartman lists three simplest cases [Har02]: h(x) = 0, h(z) = —w? and
h(z) = 4w?, with w # 0 being a constant. Without loss of generality we may
take w > 0. In order to illustrate Theorem 3 and Lemma 6 let us examine
solutions for these three cases in detail. Special attention will be put on the
domain where the solutions are positive. Even in such a basic setting we will be
able to observe interesting aspects of the developed formalism. For simplicity
we set Xo = 0 in (18a). Details of the examples can be found in Sec. 5

Notation (Labeling inside examples). The Riemannian manifold M, for
specific choices of h(z) listed above, will be denoted as: M for h(x) = 0, M_
for h(z) = —w? and M for h(z) = +w?. In the same vein, we denote: ®g(z),

ul,o(l‘), u2,0($)7 W, utop/bot,O(x)v @top/bot,(](:p)’ Wt—b,Oa etc.
Ezample 1. For h(x) = 0, the general nonnegative solution of (8) is
1

21 dg (x
20 0= VC2 — (x4 Cy)?

where C4, Cy are arbitrary real integration constants and |z + Cs| < |Cy|. From
this inequality we can reconstruct the values x4 = + |Cy| — C. Varying both
integration constants we are able to establish solutions in any desired interval
on a real line.
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Consistently with standard results, the solutions (10) are linear functions

(22)
T —T_ T — Ty
U r)=—— u )= """ Wi v =
tOp,O( ) Ty — ,:U_, bOt,O( ) T — x+7 t—b,0 ($+ N IEO) (,:UO . ,:U_)’
However, knowing that both z,xy € |x_,z[, we observe that numerator and
denominator in ugepo(x) are both positive, while in upet,0(z) they are both

negative. Consequently, both solutions are positive and linearly independent

Ty — T—

since they represent lines with positive and negative ”velocity” respectively.
The latter also means that ug, o(2)upey o(2) < 0 on Jz—, 24 .

The above solutions can be used to establish a local diffeomorphism be-
tween M and H, however, for finite values of C; and Cs it will never be global.
Still, the manifold My is so simple that we recognize there is a basic global
diffeomorphism X (x,®) = z, Y (z,®) = &~ 1. It can trivially be realized by
Lemma 6, letting u; o(z) = 1 and ugg(x) = z, for which Wy = —1, and taking
the minus sign in (18a).

Ezample 2. For h(z) = —w? we can check that ®_(r) = w is a solution
of (8) which exists for all z € R. From Theorem 3, consistently with standard
results, we then find

(23) Ugop,— () = €7 Upor,—(x) = 7“7,

where for simplicity we took zy = 0. These solutions are global.
We observe that the metric (5) is nondegenerate on H, so that Ho = H.

In Lemma 6 we can use (23), for which Wy_p — = 2w, getting the map
—2wzx H2 2 —2wx
e P —w e
24 Xx,d)=————, Y (2,9)=0—.
( a‘) (.Z', ) 2% P2 +w27 (‘Ta ) P2 +w2

We took plus sign in (18a). This map is bijective in the whole domain H, and
remains such even if extended to a map R? — R2. Its global inverse is

In (20VXZ+77?) X 4+ VXZ V2

2w Y ’
We can see that (24) is a global diffeomorphism between H and M_. Note
that, even in this rather simple case, the diffeomorphism is not elementary.

(24b) 2 (X,Y)=-—

. P(X,)Y)=w

FEzample 3. In the former examples we started from a solution of the geo-
desic equation (8) in order to construct special linearly independent solutions
of (2), which are given by (10a) and (10b). Now, we start with two preselected
solutions of (2) and will construct the solution (16) of the geodesic equation
which, as also showed in Proposition 5, is the same as (14).

We consider harmonic oscillator given by h(z) = +w? This model is
somehow special, because standard solutions

(25)  wuiy(z) =coslw(z—17)], usy(z)=sinfw(x—z)], Wi=-uw,
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with an arbitrary shift , even though for k € Z and = + kn/(2w) < zo(k) <
T+ (k 4+ 1)7/(2w) meet the requirements listed in Fact 1, give &, (z) = w
while plugged into (16). This is obviously singular (does not belong to Hj).
A resolution of that problem is to consider the solutions (25) with a relative
phase shift 0 < Z < 7/(2w):

(26) u (), uyo(x —z), Wi (%)= —wcos(wi).
From (16) we then get the solution of (8)

(27) o, () = wy/cot [w (z — & — @) tan [w (z — 7)),

while due to periodicity of trigonometric functions we read out infinitely many
domains of existence |x_(k), x4 (k)[ with

(28) x_(k):];—z+i+:i, :17#1@)2%4—%, keZ.

We observe that z_ (k) increased by Z in comparison with the domain for (25).

Interestingly, the singularity ®4(z) = w never occurs because @4 (z) > w
in the selected domain for even values of k, while for odd values of k£ we get
the case 0 < @4 (z) < w. This boils down to one of the cases in (17).

Even though basic, this example is topologically non-trivial since M, is a
disjoint union of a strip {(z,®) € R?|0 < & < w} and a half plane {(z,®) €
R?| ¢ > w}. In Lemma 6 we will use (25), getting the transformation
(29)

(w? — %) @) (1= C@) s
S e Cy R (e ) I R ORI )Y
where ¢ (z) = cos? [w (z — #)]. Again we took plus sign in (18a).

If 2 € |2+ kn/(2w), T+ (k+ 1)/ (2w)], for k € Z, injectivity of that
map will be assured. Without loss of generality we set & = 0. Despite a
more complicated form than in the previous example, this map is tractable
because for fixed ¢ < w its image turns out to be (see Sec. 5 for details) a right
semicircle (X > 0) of

P2 + w? 2 P2 — 2 2
¥ (G ) = ()
(30) + 2Pw? 2Pw? ’

while the left part X < 0 furnishes @ > w. Moreover, again for fixed @, the
function Y (z,®) from (29) is monotonic in the selected open-interval domain

of x and with its values covers the entire semicircle corresponding to ¢. In
other words, for any = € R we get a single diffeomorphism

(31) My NRs —HNQy, M, NRZ — HN Oy,

where RS = |2,z + 7/ (2w)[ % |0,w[ and RZ = ]Z,Z + 7/ (2w)[ X Jw, 0o[, and
Qu, for k = 1,...,4 are standard quadrants of the plane R? taken without
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the ordinate (for example Q; = ]0,00[ x R). We note that all involved sets:
HNRS, HNRZ, HN Qy and H N Qs are open.

3. Discussion

Let me summarize the main message of this contribution. While it would
not be astonishing that the second order ODE (2) with a fixed choice of h(z)
is equivalent to a geodesic equation for some specific metric, it shall be con-
sidered remarkable that such a metric can be chosen in a universal way (5),
being a basic function of hA(z). Even more remarkably, for any h(z) the metric
(5) describes the same profound case of hyperbolic geometry, modulo topolog-
ical peculiarities. Conjunction of these two properties gives a meaning to the
presented results.

While pondering on the above statement, as an exercise, consider a flat
geometry with metric dv?+du?. It admits a unit-speed geodesic line (in explicit
form) u (v) = v. By a coordinate transformation v = v (x), with an arbitrary
invertible function v(z), the metric transforms to [V (z)]? dz? 4 du?, where
V(z) = v'(z), while the geodesic line becomes u (z) = v (x). In this way, one
can convince themselves that freedom of coordinate transformations might be
enough to let the geodesic curve become an arbitrary function, at least locally.
We can also see that the geodesic curve in question fulfills the most basic
differential equation u/(x) = V(z). Solutions to this equation, which using
a substitution u(x) = Ina(x) becomes equivalent to a linear homogeneous
first order ODE @/(z) = V(z)a(x), locally are equal to geodesic curves in flat
space. However, if we wish to go one step further, and let this in fact arbitrary
function u(x) obey (2), we simply get v”(z) + h(x)v(x) = 0. So, to use the
above approach to propose a flat two dimensional metric for which its geodesic
curve is a solution of (2), given an input function h(z), we would first need
to solve (2) itself. As a consequence, V(z) cannot in general be an explicit
function (or even functional) of h(z). Surprisingly, if flat geometry is replaced
by hyperbolic geometry, an analogous result holds.

In other words, the above flat geometry and solutions of the differential
equation (2) are not independent entities which ”unify to our surprise”, since
both a priori require solving (2). On the other hand, in our hyperbolic sce-
nario, geometry of the Riemannian manifold My has independence. One can
study its properties, for example a number of disjoint pieces, without at all
referring to (2). Only a posteriori we discover a deep mutual connection be-
tween M, and Eq. (2). Therefore, the results derived in this paper contribute
to the very center of the theory of linear second order ODEs, a field, which
otherwise is customarily assumed to be very well-explored. In a way, we sup-
plement the theory of ODEs at a level perhaps more suited for the turn of the
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20st century. In that regard, it is fair to say that the original motivation be-
hind the current study comes from theory of Shabat-Zakharov systems [ZS73].
With some adjustments, I have initially reinterpreted an upper bound on the
reflection coefficient [Vis99] in geometric terms, recognizing it is a function of
an arc length of a (non-geodesic) curve on a plane equipped with metric gj,.
Without this observation I would neither define Ml;, nor explore its geometry
looking for strict relations with solutions of (2).

To recapitulate the technical findings of this manuscript, equivalence be-
tween real nonsingular linear second order ordinary differential equations and a
geodesic equation in two dimensional hyperbolic geometry shall be understood
by means of two major results proved here. Theorem 3 shows that a solution
of the geodesic equation in M, determines two linearly independent solutions
of (2), while due to Proposition 5 any two linearly independent solutions of
(2) determine a solution of the geodesic equation on an interval in which both
aforementioned solutions of (2) are positive and growing in opposite directions.
Lemma 6 shows that the Riemannian manifold My, is locally diffeomorphic to
the Poincaré upper half plane.

Let me also list a few directions of potential technical extensions. First
of all, the question remains about types of singularities, discontinuities, zeros,
non-differentiability, etc. in the original equation (1), which allow to keep the
geometric link established in this paper. Clearly, if there is a subdomain on
the real line in which none of these issues occur, the formalism works locally.
Also, the case of removable singularities shall not pose a fundamental problem.

Being more precise, of relevance is a careful study of minimal required
continuity assumptions about the function h(z). Formally speaking, for h(z)
being of class C? everything works well, however, geometric properties of the
metric (5) are intact even if h(z) is only absolutely continuous. On the other
hand, to consider the geodesic equation we generically need h(z) to be of class
C'. Moreover, what happens when required continuity property of h(x) only
fails at a point  in which u(x) = 07?

Through the aforementioned arc length functional there is a natural con-
nection with an old inverse problem of the calculus of variations. Even though
its solution for Eq. (2) is obvious, the current approach offers an indirect al-
ternative. In that regard it is worth a consideration if other non-linear second
(or higher) order ODEs (e.g. those stemming from variational principles) can
also be linked with particular types of geometry, and classified according to
properties such as curvature.

Next, despite a lack of a hard evidence, I anticipate a deeper link between
the current findings and a notion of the Schwarzian derivative. The latter one
is strongly linked with Mobius transformations acting on a hyperbolic plane.
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For the end of the Discussion part I leave a natural big open question,
which pertains to the complex scenario. If the real variable x is replaced by its
complex counterpart z, and all involved functions are allowed to be complex,
the real dimensionality of the problem doubles. This suggests that the hyper-
bolic pattern shall not in general hold for complex variants of (2). However,
we are still able to give a distinct geometric counterpart of the differential
equation under consideration. The sequel paper is fully devoted to this issue.

4. Proofs

Even though proofs presented below are of a rather computational type,
they were nailed down to the form in which they can be reproduced with pen
and paper. However, in the case of literally every obtained result, the road to
find settings which in an easy way show the merit, was far more involved (for
example, see Corollary 7 and discussion below). A few more results of a similar
level of technical difficulty were obtained, but are not going to be reported here
since they are not essential to understand the current paper. From now on we
start one-by-one proofs of particular statements.

Proof of Lemma 1. We are going to describe the geometry of g, by pro-
viding all non-vanishing components of associated Christoffel symbols and Rie-
mann tensor, both defined in a standard textbook way. Since conventions
might differ, for consistency I provide explicit expressions for these objects in
some coordinates (Einstein summation convention applies) [Bes87]:

. 1 .
(32a) I = §gll (Gujk + Gtk — i) »
(32b) R =T =T+ D™y =T 0™
In the chosen coordinates (x,®) the metric gy is (I skip the label h)
h(z) — ¢2)* 1
(33a) Gz = %7 9o = F3>  Yr@ = Yba = 0.
Therefore:
h' (x) %+ h(z)
b , =——-=— TI% ;=" = ——*—
h? (z) — &4 1
(33C) Fds:c:c = (277 ng@@ = _57
N N 1 h(z) — d?)
(33d) R 4po = —R' ¢ = _ﬁ7 R¢mm¢ =R g, = ( P2 ) ’
h(z) — @%)°
(336) Rxs’bm@ = _Rm<1545m = _Réxxd) = R@x@m = -
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I have only listed non-vanishing coefficients. The Ricci tensor R;; = RF ikj 18

(h(z) — @2)? 1
g Rep = g2
From the last equation we notice that the Ricci tensor is —gp. Since Trg, = 2,
we get the value of the Ricci scalar equal to —2. In two dimensions this already
sets the value of —1 for sectional curvature, equal to the Gaussian curvature.
Obviously, the same follows from the formula

(33f) Ry = — R.3 = Rg, = 0.

R
(34) K = rPxd = _1
Jrxddd — JxdJdx

Concerning the accompanying remark, we can see that R,¢,¢ does only
depend on h (z) and terms involving its derivatives are removed due to anti-
symmetry. In addition, the Riemann tensor is regular at ®* = h (x). O

Proof of Proposition 2. We start from the substitution @ (s) = ® (x (s)),
which leads to:

(35a) D (s) =@ (x(s)) i (s),

(35b) b (s) = @' (x(s)) i (s) + " (a (5)) [ ()]

From now on we drop the arguments s and z(s), recalling that ® is a function
of x while @ is a function of s, as well as that the prime denotes the derivative
with respect to « while the dot is the derivative with respect to s. We substitute
Z and @ from the geodesic equations (6) getting

ot —h? ¢2:¢,< oo, 2 —h

R
> T3 o2 nt @)t

(36)

After substituting & from (35a) we collect together two terms with [®’ ]2. After
moving all the terms to the right hand side we get
Pt — 2 W' (302 + h) [q>/]2}

(37) 0:@2{@’— 3 +(<I>2—h)_ (@7 h)

As long as @ # 0, this is the same equation as Eq. (8). By direct inspection
we can confirm that, assuming & # 0 and using the Christoffel symbols listed
in the proof of Lemma 1, Eq. (37) can be rewritten to the form
(38) Q" = —T?,, + 17,8 + (207, — %4, [¢]7

O

Proof of Theorem 3. The same way as in the former proof we omit the
dependence on the variable x. The same applies to proofs of Corollary 4 and
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Proposition 5. In order to simplify the derivation we introduce a norm of a
velocity of a geodesic curve in explicit form

(392) £=/(h— 02"+ &2,
and denote
'+ L
We find
'+ L (" + L) (h— ®?) — (@' £ L) (W — 209)
I ®
(3%) O = @ ot ,
and
'+
(39d) 0% = 2¢2¢’ﬁ + @2
We then get
(40a) L+ O0l+h=P+Q,
where
(@] 4+ 0" W — 400,
4 P="—" 9 4 B4}
(Ob) h_@2 (h—<I>2)2+ + )
'L+ DL KW —4DP
(40C) Q= h—®2 (h — q>2)2
We first rearrange
(@] + DD B — 40D,
P= - +®°+h
h — 2 (h— ®2)?
dP” o' (h— ®2) — (b — 409’
— S+ 0 ( ) 2(2 )+<I>2+h
h—@ (h — ®2)
dP” , @ (h+3®%) —on
(41a) =gz T O o) + ®% + h,
and
o 9 (h+ 30%) — Oh
(41b) Q=g gt (h— 92)? .
Next, since
h — ®%) (' — 20d") + &'d”
(422) o= =) )+

,C Y
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we observe that @/®’ is regular at ® = 0. Therefore, we can write

LQ @ LL | he + (300 —I) L2

o h— 2 P (h—®2)? @

OO B -2 O (h+302) — ok [(h-92)°
- CRAN S v 2 / +o
h—® d-1P (h — ®2) P

PP +7z\ M {h+3¢2 %h\ h+3<1>2)) @h/@,}

Th-o2 Tk b 322
>P” @' (h+ 3®%) — ®h
+h+ 0%+ P’
T h—3? (h — ®2)?
(42b) =P,

where we used
> £ [(h—®%) (K —200) 4 ¢'D"]
h—®2 & P’ (h — ®2?)
09" . B — 209’
 h— @2 19! 7
while passing from first to second line. The last equality (42b) follows from
(41a). Just to make it clear, Eq. (42b) in fact proves Q = ®'P/L, regardless
of whether a possibility ® = 0 occurs or not. We have divided by @’ only to

make the derivation slightly more compact.
By virtue of (42b) the equation (40a) becomes

(42c)

/
(43) ’i+®2i+h:<1i%>P.

To finalize the proof we observe that 1 + ®'/L cannot vanish. Moreover

/

_> P Utop/bot

(44) u::/op/bot + " Ugop /oot = (6% + @gF + h) Utop/bot = <1 + I

so that both uep and uper are solutions of (2) if and only if P = 0. Conse-
quently, u = Augop + Bupot, with arbitrary constants A and B, is the general
solution of (2) if and only if P = 0. In the final step we make a simple
rearrangement

>P” P’ (h+3®%) — o
pP= ! >+ h
— + e + 0%+
) P (h+302) — ®h' ot — 12
4 — @// _ (P/ o
(45) h— &2 O (92— h) o

to recognize that P = 0 if and only if (8) holds. O
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Proof of Corollary 4. By comparison between (12) and (39b) we recognize
that ©_ = O¢op and O = Oyer. Therefore, the first assertion of Corollary 4
follows directly from (44) and Theorem 3. The second assertion given as Eq.
(14) follows immediately from multiplication of (12a) and (12b). O

Proof of Proposition 5. Since, according to the setting framed in Fact 1,
both w; and wse are non-vanishing on |z_,x[, and are solutions of (2), the
functions ©1 = u}/u; and ©y = u)/uy are solutions of the Ricatti equation
(13). Since ® > 0, without loss of generality we can square (16) getting

(46) P? = —0,0,.
We first differentiate this equation

209" = — (010, + 0,0}) = (h+ 67) 2+ (h + 03) O,
(47) = (h + @1@2) (@1 + @2) .
While replacing ©) and ©) we used the Ricatti equation (13). With the help
of (46) we rewrite this result to the form
h — ®2
2P

Yet another differentiation, together with the Ricatti equation (13) and (48)
leads to

(48) P’ = (01 + O)

®d' d [(h—®2 h — ®2
(49) @”:h_@2%< 5 )—(2h+@%+@§) o
Since
209"
(50) 0?2 + 02 = (01 + 0,)* — 20,0, = (m) + 232,
and
(51) OO d h—-d* O (W —200) [P

h—®2dx & h-02 92’
Eq. (49) boils down to (37) proving the first assertion of Proposition 5.

The second assertion of Proposition 5 follows directly from the fact that
(46) and (48) are equivalent to the Vieta’s formulas for roots of a quadratic
equation

B 209’
h — ®2
The roots of (52) are easily found to be O¢op and Oy, given by (12a) and (12b)

respectively. Finally, Eqs. (17) follow from integration of u) /u; = Oy /oot and
ub/ug = Oy /top With assumed initial conditions. O

0 —d2=0.

(52) e?
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Proof of Lemma 6. While working with the map (18) we can follow two
routes. Kither treat the Wronskian as a constant and, if need be, use it to
eliminate a derivative of one solution, or plug its functional form directly into
the map. We will follow the second one. While calculating the Jacobian matrix
of this map we know that the second derivatives v} and uj shall appear. Since
both u; and ug are solutions of (2), we will just use this equation to eliminate
the second derivatives. With this single step, and a bit of algebra, we get

| Ixz Ixe
(53a) J = < T Ty ) ,
where:
2(x
Gan) = o = O (g ) ([ (0)? - 2 ()
2 (x

(53¢) Ixe = g—g = i2¥u’l () up (),

2(x
(53q) Jya = % _ 4% (@ — h(2)) ) (2)ws (),

2(x
(53e) Jye = g_;: = % ([u’l (a;)]z — %2 (az)) )
Consequently
(53f) det J = + & —hix)

(@202 (2) + [} (2))?)"

It becomes clear that det J # 0in Hy, so (18) is a local diffeomorphism Hy — H
between spaces. We notice the relations between the components of J:

(54) Ixe =+ (B = h (@) Jye, Jxe =T (@ —h(z)) " Jya,

so that Jx,Jx¢ + Jy.Jys = 0.
To finalize the proof, we need to check if

(55) gn = J guJ =Y 2J7 ],

with Y inside the diagonal components of gy replaced by Y (z,®) according
to (18b). Alternatively, we can transform differential forms in gy as follows

(56) dX = Jxzdx + Jxed®, dY = Jydx + Jyedd,
and replace Y — Y (z,®). Both methods render

1 J%e + I, IxzIxo + Jyztye
(57 9= 2 2 ;
Y2 (2,®) \ Ixzdxo + Jyzdyve e T+ Jyve
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giving the desired result after completing the square

2 2 2 P2
(58) ([u’l (2)]” — %3 (a:)) + (20u) (z)uy (x))” = V2@ 9)
followed by a reduction of the fractions. The result is independent of the +
sign of X, as well as of the parameter Xy which neither enters J nor Y. U

Proof of Corollary 7. First assertion follows immediately from the sole
assumption of Lemma 6, referring to the fact that both ui(x) and ug(x) are
arbitrary linearly independent solutions. The requirement of non-vanishing
determinant, defining the group GL (2,R), preserves linear independence of all
new linear combinations of the solutions.

Nonlinear partial differential equation (19), in notation from the proof of
Lemma 6, can be rewritten as

o >2 2 2
———Jyvs b =Y (z,9).
(59) (h (@) — P2 Jy + (DJye) (x,P)
If we substitute Jy, and Jyg according to (53), we immediately get the left
hand side of (58) multiplied by Y* (x, ®) /®2. Consequently, Eq. (59) becomes
equivalent to (58). O

5. Details of examples

In this supplementary section we collect some details of the presented
examples, which are not essential to follow the main body of the paper. In
particular, the following claims were provided in Section 2.5 without substan-
tiation. In Example 1:

(1i) ®g(x) in Eq. (21) as a general solution of (8) for h(z) = 0.
(1ii) Solutions (22) of Eq. (2) for h(x) = 0, stemming from (21).
In Example 2:

(2i) ®_(x) = w as a unique constant solution of (8) for h(z) = —w?.

(2ii) Solutions (23) of Eq. (2) for h(x) = —w?, stemming from ®_(z) = w.
(2iil) Injectivity of the map (24a).
In Example 3:
(3i) Range of the solution (27).
(3ii) Injectivity of the map (29).
(3iii) Semicircle image (30).
Below we derive the above sometimes very straightforward results one by one.
(1i). In the most trivial scenario h (z) = 0, Eq. (8) reduces to

(@ (2))”

(60) 3" (z) = 3 )

+ @3 (z).
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Upon a substitution ® (z) = F~/2(z), this equation further reduces to a
trivial linear equation F” (z) = —2. Its general solution can be represented
as F (z) = C2 — (z+ Cy)?, leading to the form (21). Note that in this way
we do not get all solutions of (60), since the equation in question is nonlinear.
For example, the same substitution with opposite sign, ® (z) = —F~1/2 (z),
renders the same form of F'(z).

(1ii). Utilizing the basic form of the solution (21) we find ®f (z) =
(z + Co) B (z), 1+ (z + Co)? @2 () = C}®2 (z) and

(61) O (@) + [@) (2)] = 83 (2) /1 + (2 + C2)? 3 () = |C1| B ().

Consequently
) () F /04 (2) + [} (2))°
Gtop/bot,o (.’L’) - s (I)((j (ﬂj) .
(62) = [£|C1] = (x4 Co)] B (2) = [+ |Ch] + (w+ Ca)] ",

where we also used @52 () = |C1|* — (z + C2)?. The integration in (10) gives
the logarithm, what immediately leads to (22).
(2i). We first notice that for ®(x) = const, Eq. (8) becomes

(63) 4 (z) — h%(z) = 0.

For h(z) = —w? we then have a single valid (real and positive) constant solution
equal to ¢_(x) = w.

(2ii). Since for ®_(r) = w we have ®_(r) = 0 and h(z) — ®2 (x) = —2uw?,
from (12) we immediately get Oiop () = w and Opet,— () = —w. Upon
integration of a constant function we obtain (23).

(2iii). Even though the two dimensional map (24a) is intuitively injective
since with little algebra it was possible to write down its well-behaved in-
verse (24b), standard methods [GN65, Coo88] do not confirm that hypothesis
because the Jacobian matrix does not meet sufficient criteria (e.g. it is not a P-
matrix). However, a technique established in [MO90] for R? — R? maps would
work after being adjusted to the domain in question. While this technique
shall also work on convex subsets of R?, instead of tailoring the proof given in
[MO90], we prefer to study injectivity from the definition. Therefore, to es-
tablish injectivity of (24a) we simply ask if equations X (x4, P,) = X (2, Dp)
and Y (24, P,) =Y (24, Pp) admit nontrivial solutions, i.e. two distinct points
(24, P,) and (z3,Dp). Finding e 2¥(*a=b) independently from each equation
we get

(64) 6_20-)(1'11_5513) _ @g — (U2 453 + w2 _ @@g + w2 '
P+ w2 P2 —w? D, B4 w?
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The rightmost equation can further be simplified to the form

Pl —w? B,

The solutions for ®; are
w2
(66) by, = D, and Dy = ~%

The second solution is not in H, while for the first solution Eq. (64) reduces
to e~ 2(@a=2) = 1 ie. x4 = 2. So the map is injective in H (it is easy to see
it as well is bijective).

Interestingly, if the map is extended to R? — R?, then the second solution
in (66) is still not valid, because then

w? @2 + w?

67 —2w(re—zp) _ X FTaTW
(67) c P2 P2 4 2

< 0.

There are no solutions for , — 3, and the map in question is injective on R2.
(3i). The solution (27) can be rewritten as

(68) D, (1) = w tan [w (z — 7)]

tan [w (x — 7 — 7)]

Since the tangent function is, depending on the integer k, either increasing
(even k) or decreasing (odd k) in the considered domain (28), and the phase
shift Z is positive, the numerator in (68) is always either bigger (even k) or
smaller (odd k) than the denominator. Consequently, either &, (z) > w for
even k, or 0 < @, (z) < w for odd k.

(3ii). We first observe that ¢ (z) = cos? [w(z — zg)] must be injective
because Y (x,®) defined in (29) depends on x only through ((z). To this end,
we need to restrict the domain as (we have already set k = 0)

(69) z €|z, T+ 7/ (2w)|.

In this domain we can use the variable { instead of z. To study injectivity
in full, as before observing that the Jacobian matrix does not fulfill require-
ments sufficient for injectivity [GN65, Coo88], we look for nontrivial solutions
of X ((uyPa) = X (G, Pp) and Y ((o, Pa) = Y (G, Py). The second equation
can be uniquely solved for

_ P2Dy( + w? [Py (1 — () — Do)
(70) G (Pa, Py, Ca) = 7. (@ — ) .

We consider values of (®,, Py, (,) for which 0 < (, < 1 as otherwise we know
there is no solution to the original problem. Since we know from (29) that
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signX = sign (w — @), without loss of generality we can study
(@a — @b) (@a@b — wz)
w2y [w? (1 — (a) + PECa]
We immediately find that the only solution of this equation is @, = &3, because
either @,, P, < w or @,, P, > w. At the end, from (70) we recover ¢, = (,.
(3iii). For fixed @ the function Y ({) is monotonic
oy w? — &2
-
since either w < @ or @ < w. We can then invert Y (¢, ®)
d—Yuw?
Y (2 — w?)’

(71) X? (Cay @a) - X? ((b (@m Dy, (a) y@b) = =0.

(72)

(73) C(2,Y) =

and plug it in (29), getting

sign (w — @) /(® — Yw?) (YP — 1)
wV®

As already pointed out, the variable X is either positive or negative, depending

(74) X (9,Y) =

on the sign of w — @.
Squaring (74) gives an equation of a circle with the center shifted towards
positive values of Y

@2+ o? w2\’
e () - ()
(75) i 2Pw? 2Pw?
Since from (29) we deduce that X = 0 for both boundary points ¢ = 0 and
¢ = 1, the entire open semicircle is covered (left semicircle if w < @ and right

semicircle in the opposite case). The summary of all the cases boils down to
Eq. (31).
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