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Abstract We present a method for explicit leapfrog integration otjperable Hamiltonian
systems by means of an extended phase space. A suitablydieémeHamiltonian on the
extended phase space leads to equations of motion that camnerically integrated by
standard symplectic leapfrog (splitting) methods. Whenlé&apfrog is combined with co-
ordinate mixing transformations, the resulting algoritbinows good long term stability and
error behaviour. We extend the method to non-Hamiltoniablems as well, and investi-
gate optimal methods of projecting the extended phase dgmaieto original dimension.
Finally, we apply the methods to a Hamiltonian problem ofdgsics in a curved space, and
a non-Hamiltonian problem of a forced non-linear osciltatle compare the performance
of the methods to a general purpose differential equatibves SODE, and the implicit
midpoint method, a symplectic one-step method. We find theneled phase space meth-
ods to compare favorably to both for the Hamiltonian problamd to the implicit midpoint
method in the case of the non-linear oscillator.

Keywords Hamiltonian mechanics Numerical methods (mathematicspynamical
systems general relativity

1 Introduction

Second order leapfrog or splitting methods are a class oflwidsed time-symmetric, ex-
plicit and symplectic integration algorithms for Hamiltan systems. These characteristics
make them a standard tool for very long integrations, aspheserve the phase space struc-
ture and first integrals of the system. Being time-symmgt#zond order leapfrog algo-
rithms have an error expansion that only contains even mwkthe timestep. This fact
makes them convenient for use within extrapolation schemesh as the Gragg—Bulirsch—
Stoer (GBS) method (Gragg 1965; Bulirsch and Stoer [1966i)ctware often used when
very high accuracy is required (Deuflhard and Bornemann/R002
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The main problem with leapfrog methods is the fact that theay enly be constructed
for systems where the Hamiltonian separates into two or ipares, where the flow of each
part can be separately integrated (McLachlan and Qulisi#l)2@ solution to this problem
for partitioned systems of the type

v =1f(x,v) @)
was presented in Hellstrom and Mikkola (2010). By meanssiiery velocity coordinates,
the equations of motion were transformed into a separalsla nd thus amenable for
integration with a leapfrog method. The method, called lzaryi velocity algorithm (AVA),
can also be used for nonconservative systems as well.

In this paper we propose an improved extension of the AVA wubtlapplicable for
Hamiltonian and non-Hamiltonian cases where all equatidmsotion depend on both co-
ordinates and momenta in general. We first briefly introdeeg@frog integration methods,
and outline their properties. Next, we demonstrate how Hase space of general Hamilto-
nian systems can be extended and a new Hamiltonian corexiraotthat the equations of
motion are brought into a separated form. We then constymetetric leapfrog integrators
for the equations. These include maps that mix the extendasepspace, which we find to
be a requirement for good long term behaviour. Finally, wesstigate how the extended
phase space can be projected back to the original numbemeindions so that extra ac-
curacy can be gained in the process. We then show how the samiple can be applied
to nonconservative systems as well. We apply the obtairegafrieg methods to illustrative
example cases: Hamiltonian geodesic flow, and a forced vaRa@scillator.

2 Leapfrog integration

In many applications to classical physics, such as grémital interaction of point masses,
the Hamiltonian functiod : R" x R" — R of the system can be separated into two parts

H(d,p) =T(p) +V(), @)

whereT : R" — R is the kinetic energy, and : R" — R is the potential energy. In these
cases, the Hamiltonian equations of motion read

4= OpH(q,p) = 0pT(p) 3)
p=—0gH(q,p) = —0qV(0), (4)

wherey = (d/9%1,...,0/0%,). The equations for coordinates can then be directly inte-
grated, if the momenta are kept constant, and vice versasdlh&ons can be combined in

a time-symmetric manner to obtain the two forms of the asgiatsecond order leapfrog,
also known as the Stormer—Verlet method, or Strang s@it{Strang 1968):

h
Gy g = Cn+50pT(Pn) (5a)
Pn+1=Pn— thV(qn+%) (5b)
h
On+1 = qn+% + > OpT(Pny1) (5¢)
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and
h
pn+% =Pn— EDqV(Qn) (6a)
On+1 =0n+ thT(pn+%) (6b)
h
P+l = Ppy g — 5HaV (Gnsa), (6¢)

whereq, = q(nh), pn = p(nh), n € Z andh € R is the timestep.
Equations[(Ba) and[ (ba) can also be written as

Znt1 = (¢r?|(/T2 © ¢r)]<v © ¢r?|(/T2) (Zn)

7
= exp(gT) exp(hV) exp(gT) Zy "

and

Inyl = (‘P;(/VZ o d’r)](T © ¢r>1(/vz) (zn)

= exp<gv> exp(hT) exp(gv> Zn,

wherez = (q,p), Xt = J~10T andXy = J~10V are the Hamiltonian vector fields fand
V, ¢ : R?" — R?" is the phase space flow along the vector f%|d

)= <|(:, _(|)n> ' ©)

is the symplectic form given in local coordinatesg,is then x n identity matrix and exp :
g — Gis the exponential mapping from a Lie algelgréo the corresponding Lie group. Here
the Lie algebra is the algebra of smooth, real-valued foneton the phase space, with the
Lie product given by the Poisson brackéts g} = CgJ(00f)T. The group action (written
multiplicatively in equationd{7) anf[l(8)) on the phase spaanifold of the corresponding
Lie group is the phase space flow of the associated vector field

Now, a reverse application of the Baker—Campbell-HausdBEH) formula on equa-
tion (1) yields

exp(gT) exp(hV) exp(gT)

®)

—exp {h(T +V) 1 (f SV TLT) ¢ liz{{T,V},V}) + ﬁ(h“)} (10)
= exp(hH),
where then
H=T+V+h? (f 214{{V,T},T} + liz{{T,V},V}) +0(h?), (11)

and similarly for [8) withT < V. Equations[{7)E(T1) are of interest for a number of reasons.
First, the flows of Hamiltonian vector field§; are symplectic transformations for smooth
functionsf (Hairer et al 2006), and thus preserve the geometric stricfithe phase space,
and all first integrals. Sinc& andV are smooth, the leapfrog method has these properties
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as well. Equation[{J1) shows on the other hand that leapfneegrators exactly solve a
Hamiltonian problem that is asymptotically related to th&ioal one, with a perturbed
HamiltonianH.

Another desirable property of the second order leapfrofelatively) easy composition
of the basic second order method to yield methods of highderdfYoshida 1990). 18y is
the numerical flow of a time-symmetric second order leapftgn

ah = ¢y5ho¢ys,1ho"'o¢y1hy 12)

can be shown to be a method of higher order for certain choicgesndy € R, with ys, 1 =
y for time-symmetric methods such as the second order legHairer et al 2006). One
particular example is the sixth order composition

y1 = Yo = 0.39216144400731413928
¥o = y8 = 0.33259913678935943860
3=y = —0.70624617255763935981 (13)
ya = ¥6 = 0.082213596293550800230
y5 = 0.79854399093482996340

from|Kahan and Lil(1997) (compositiagodréa in the paper), which we will use in Sec-
tion[5.2. The second order leapfrog is also useful when usthihvan extrapolation scheme,
such as the GBS scheme_(Mikkola and Aaiiseth 2002; HellstndainMikkola 2010). Using
an extrapolation scheme does in principle destroy the alglsiproperties of the leapfrog,
since the substeps require a change in timestep which gestymplecticity, and the final
linear combination of the symplectic maps is also not syctjen general. In practice,
the increase in accuracy per computational work spent affisets this. For a comprehen-
sive review of splitting methods in contexts not limited tarkiltonian ordinary differential
equations (ODEs), see McLachlan and Quispel (2002), fomgédc integration methods
in general, see Hairer et al (2006), and for extrapolati@hather conventional methods for
general ODEs, see Deuflhard and Bornemann (2002).

3 A splitting method for an extended insepar able Hamiltonian problem

In the general case, the Hamiltonitd{q, p) does not separate into additive parts, and the
approach of the previous section cannot be used. We calpacircumvent this problem

in the following manner. We first extend the phase sp¢essentiallyR?", when always
operating in local coordinates) by joining it with anothdemtical copy, giving an extended
phase spac& = Sx S In local coordinategq,d,p,p), the symplectic formlg on this
phase space is

_ 0 _IZn _
‘]52 - (|2n 0 > *JS®I27 (14)

whereJs is the symplectic form o and® is the Kronecker product. We then introduce a
new HamiltoniarH : & — R on this extended phase space with

H(a,d,p,p) = Hi(q,P) +Ha(, p), (15)
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where nowH; = H, = H, equal to the Hamiltonian function of the original systenantil-
ton’s equations for the two parts of this split Hamiltoniae then

4= OsH1 (16a)

p=—OgHs (16b)
and

q = UOpH2 (17a)

p=—OgHz. (17b)

We see that the derivatives gfand p depend only org andp and vice versa, and the
equations can be integrated to yield the actions ofttk) and exgtH,). We can now
apply the results from the previous section to find

exp(hH) = exp(ng) exp(hHp) exp<gH1> +0(h)

h h (18)
= exp(é Hz) exp(hHy) exp<§H2> +0(h%),
whereh € R, which gives the leapfrog algorithms
h ~
Gny 3 = An+ 5 pH2(Gn, Pn) (19a)
_ ~ h -
Pnig =Pn— EDaHZ(Qny Pn) (19b)
an+1 = an + hDﬁHl(qn+% 7ﬁn+%) (lgc)
pl’l+l - pn - thHl(anr% 7ﬁn+%) (lgd)
h _
Ont1 = qn+% + EDPHZ(qm—l» Pnt) (19¢)
_ _ h -
Pni1=Ppi 1~ EDQHZ(QML Pn+1) (19f)
(199)
and
_ ~ h _
Uniy =Gnt35 OsH1(an, Pn) (20a)
h ~
pn+% =Pn— EDqu(qna pn) (ZOb)
On+1 = On+h0pH2(Cp 1P 1) (20c)
5n+l = 6n - thHz(ﬁM% ) pn_,_%) (ZOd)
_ _ h -
On+1=0ny + ED‘ﬁHl(QML Pn+1) (20e)
h ~
Pni1= pn+% - EDq H1(Ant+1,Pns1) (20f)
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over one timestep. The leapfrog methodB (119) arid120) then exactly solve thmiltznian
flows of the related Hamiltonians

. 1 1
Ho1p=Hi +Hp +h? (—ﬂ{{sz Hi}, Hi} + 1—2{{"'17 Ho}, Hz}) +0(h%) (21)
and

Hi21 = Hy + Hp + h? <—2—14{{H1,H2},H2}+ %2{{H27H1},H1}) +0(h%). (22)

If we now consider a Hamiltonian initial value problem, wite initial values(qo, po) and
setgo = qo, Po = Po, We see that the equatiois{16) and (17) give identical ativas and
identical evolution for both pairg(t), p(t)) and(q(t),p(t)), equal to the flow of the original
Hamiltonian systentq(t),p(t)). The numerical leapfrog solutioris {19) afd](20) then solve
closely related Hamiltonian problems given byl(21) (22)

We can write the problem in the form

q UpH2 0 0 0

al | o OsHy 0 0

p| | o + 0 R S 0 (23)
B 0 0 0 ~OgHz

where the component vector fieldsare Hamiltonian. We also define operat@ysh) =
exp(hfy), Q(h) = exp(hfy), and similarly forP andP, where exphf)z = ¢g (z) is atrans-
lation along the vector field. From this we see that we can also construct split solutions
like

exp(hH) = Q(h/2)Q(h/2)P(h/2)P(h)P(h/2)Q(h/2)Q(h/2) + & (h?)

= QQPP(h) + &(h?),

where the last equality defines a shorthand notation basétessymmetry of the operator.
PairsQ, P andQ, P commute, so e.dd1(h) = exp(hHi) = Q(h)P(h) = P(h)Q(h) Original
and auxiliary variables are also interchangeable, sineg ithitially have the same values.

As such, the only unigue symmetric second order leapfrogoositions are (with the above
shorthand)

(24)

QPQP = Hy(h/2)Hz(h)H1(h/2) (25a)
QQPP (25b)
QQPP (25¢)
PPQQ (25d)
PPQQ (25€)

up to a reordering of commuting operators, and switci@gP) «+ (QE’).

From the leapfrogd(25), the only one symplectic in the edéeinphase space [s(25a),
as well as its conjugate methdth(h/2)H1(h)H2(h/2). It is not, however symplectic as
a mappingM 3 (q,p) — (d’,p’) € M within the original phase space if the fin@',p’)
are obtained fron@PQf’(h)(q,qp,'ﬁ) by any pairwise choice. However, operating in the
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extended phase space and projecting only to obtain outpittgut altering the state in the
extended phase space, leads to an algorithm that presbevesdinal Hamiltonian with no
secular growth in the error. This is not entirely surprisismce the algorithmg (25) have
similarities with partitioned multistep methods, whiclaxhibit good long term behaviour
despite a formal lack of symplecticity (Hairer €f al 2006Y. Brtue of being leapfrogs, the
algorithms are also explicit, time-symmetric, have ernguansions that contain only even
powers of the timestep and can be sequentially applied o Fogher order methods.

The idea behind equatioh {15) can be generalised furthieadincing yet another copy
of the phase space with coordinatésp) leads to a Hamiltonian of the form

H(q,8,,p,p,P) = % [H(a,p) +H(a,p) +H(@,p) +H(@,p) +H(@.p) +H(@.p)]. (26)

The Hamiltonian[(Z2B) gives three sets of separable equatibmotion that can be inte-
grated with a leapfrog method. As with the leapfrdgd (25)y time leapfrogs obtained from
sequential applications of the flows of the different Haarmilans in equatior(26) give a
method symplectic in the extended phase space. Again, naesipairwise choice of the
extended phase space variables leads to a method that i¢esyimm the original phase
space.
In general, using\ > 1 sets of variables in total, with a phase sp&ece MN, one can

use a Hamiltonian of the form

I:i((ql7'"qN7pl7"'7pN): . H(q'?p])
#i @7)

where

z

Hi(a",...q"%,pt....pY) = 3 H(a!,paD). (28)
j=1
whereq;(j) = (j+i—1 modN)+1is a cyclic permutation of the indexes of the momenta.
The equations of motion of arly; can be integrated with a leapfrog, as is the case for their
symmetric combinatiofd. However, we will not investigate this general case in thespa

3.1 Phase space mixing and projection

While equationd (116) anf (1L.7) can be integrated with a legpfhe fact that they are coupled
only through the derivatives is a problem. The Hamiltoniaeter field of one solution at
a point depends on the other and vice versa, but not on thémoitself. Since the two
numerical flows will not in general agree with each other @r ¢xact flow, the derivative
function for one numerical flow at one point will end up depegdn a different point of the
other solution, and both solutions may diverge with timdsTmoblem is quickly confirmed
by numerical experiments.

An seemingly straightforward solution for this problem Wbbe to introduce feedback
between the two solutions, in the formmixing mapM; : £ £,i=1,2. We now amend
the leapfrogs[(25) to obtain, e.g.

QPQPM (h) =

. - - - 29
QUh/2)B(h/20(h/2P(2MP( 2R 2P 2QN Mz
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so that the resulting algorithm is still symmetric, sincéhat last stepivi, can be subsumed
into the projection map described belowMf; are symplectic, then the leapfrogs that are
symplectic on the extended phase space[i.€] (25a), réiainttaracter. There is no need to
restrictM; to strictly symplectic maps, however, since the extendeabplspace leapfrogs
are not symplectic when restricted to the original phaseespaany case. Without this re-
striction, potentially attractive candidates might steonf e.g. symmetries of the extended
Hamiltonian [I5) and its exact solution. For example, [fd)(permutations of coordinates,
g < @, or momentap < p, do not change the exact solution for given (equal) initgadi-
tions. Permuting both switches the component Hamiltonibassince they are equal, this
has no effect for the exact solution. We will find that for themerical method, the permu-
tations can be beneficial.

A related problem is how to project a vector in extended pkpsee back to the dimen-
sion of the original. This should be done in a manner thatmizes the error in the obtained
coordinates, momenta and original Hamiltonian. In additibe final algorithm should be
symplectic, or as close to symplectic as possible. To this ee introduce @rojection map
P: S — <. In principle, the projection map could be used in two diéferways. The first is
to obtain formal outputs at desired intervals, while the&dtgm always runs in the extended
phase space. The second is to use the projection map aftesteg; and then copy the pro-
jected values to create the extended set of variables farakiestep. The final algorithny
overk steps would then be either of

YK =Po (QPQPM)*oC (30)
YK = (PoQPQPM o C)X, (31)

whereo is function composition, an€ : S— < is the cloning mai€(q,p) = (q,4d,p,p).

It should be emphasized that in equatibnl (30), the projeatiap is included only to
obtain the formal output aftérsteps, while the current stafex, Gk, Pk, Px) is preserved, and
used to continue the integration. In contrast, the algorifB1) can evidently be considered
as a mappindS — S in the original phase space, and as such represents a comant
method such as a partitioned Runge—Kutta method, as seegtio$3.3. Unfortunately, for
Hamiltonian problems, it leads to secular increase of therén the original Hamiltonian.
In the Hamiltonian case, it seems that operating in the ee®mphase space is necessary,
and as such[(30) is to be used.

To take a first stab at determining a suitable choiceMprandP, we turn to analyzing
the error in the Hamiltonian function and deviations frormgjecticity.

3.2 Error analysis

We start the search of suitable candidatesMgrandP from symmetric linear maps of the

form _
/ am, Owm, 0 O

qa a P q
q am; O q
, = = I 32
P 0 0 By Bu | p (32)
p’ 0 0 Bu Bw p

and

q\_(aramr O NO) q
<p’>‘<o 0 B |p] 5=
b
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wherei = 1,2, and all matrix elements are real. We then look for the odefits that give
the best results according to conservation of Hamiltonigxection or symplecticity. We can
thus use, say,

Yk = (QPQPM)¥oC, (34)

take two steps to makd , andP independent, and expand
AH =H (¢ (h)(z0)) — H(C(20)) (35)
AH =H ((Poy?(h)(20)) —H(z0) (36)

in terms ofh, wherezg = (qo, po), and look at the coefficients. In this example case, the
zeroth order coefficient of (36) reads

h’: H(C1do,C2Po) —H(do. Po), (37)
with
C1 = (awm, + G, ) (i, + Gu, ) ?(ap + Op) (38)
Co = (B, + Ps) (B, + B )*(Be + o). (39)
To make the cofficient identically zero, we need to have
Gy =1—aw, Bu=1-Pu (40)

for all the mapsvl; andP, which makes them linear interpolations between the caigand
auxiliary coordinates and momenta. With the substituti@®¥, also the first order coeffi-
cient of [36) becomes identically zero. The same subsiituteroes the coefficients &f (35)
up to and including the second order. The third order coefficof [3%) becomes indepen-
dent of the map matrix elements, and as such we will focus eexpansion of (36).

The second order coefficient is

h?: f% [CLO3H (OgH)? + Colg OpH OgHOpH + C3O03H (OpH)?] (41)
where
Ci=(1-2ap)(1—am,)(1—2am,)(1—am, — am, +20m, Amy) (42)
Cz = 2aw, +3am, — af, — 70w, aw, — 207,
+ 40, aw, + 6am, oF, — 4ad, af,
+2ap(1—am,)(1—2am,)(1— am, — Om, + 20, Ow,)
— 2Pty — 3P, + B, + 7By B, + 285,
— 4B%, Bw, — 68w, B, +4B%, B,
—2Bp(1— Bmy) (1~ 20w, ) (1~ Bm, — By + 2B, Bwi,)
Cs=(1—2Bp)(1— Bu,) (1 —2Bw,) (1 — Bw, — Bu, + 2Bu, Bu,) (44)

and the derivativeS 0, H : R<)" — R arek +I-linear operators

(43)

DIC(]DIpH(Vl7'"7Vk7Vk+17"'7Vk+|):

K+

g H VLt Ly
(?qil-”dqikdpjl-'-dqj' 1 k Yk+1 k+1>

(45)

[T PR P %
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wherein € {1,...,k}, jn €{1,...,1}, and juxtaposition in{41) implies contraction.

From here, there are several choices available. We willidensome interesting com-
binations. Choosingv, = Bu, = am, = Bv, = 1 makes the second order term identically
zero. Takingap = 1/3 and 3 = 2/3 then makes also the third order term be identically
zero, and as such apparently gives an additional order ofacg compared to the standard
leaprog. However, despite this, these choices lead to pogy term behaviour, which nu-
merically is quickly apparent. lfry, = 1 andBy, = 0, so that the momenta are permuted,
then choosing3y, = 1 will also identically zero the second order coefficientthiis case,
the third order coefficient can’t be brought to zero, but thenarical long term behaviour
found in the problem of Sectidn 5.1 is good,difs, = 0 is chosen so that there is a per-
mutation symmetry between coordinates and momenta. Noallgrithe best results were
obtained with a choiceny, = am, = 1, Bu, = Bu, = 0 andap = 1, Bp = 0. This necessitates
B = 1/2 to zero the second order coefficient. We conclude that thg term behaviour of
the method is not evident from considering the conservaifaghe Hamiltonian alone.

In addition to the conservation of the Hamiltonian, we arter@sted in the conserva-
tion of the symplectic form, or the symplecticity of the madth In local coordinates, the
condition for symplecticity of an integration meth@g : S— Sover one stefn is

(Dgn)"3(D¢n) —I =0, (46)

whereD¢y, is the Jacobian of the maf, (Hairer et al 2006).

We consider first symplecticity in the extended phase sp&deis clear that ifM ; and
M, are identity maps, then the method is symplectic. Howeverkmow that this does not
lead to good numerical results in the long term. To investigdher possibilities, we again
apply the method_(34) for two steps and expand the left sidjoation[(4b) in terms di.
The first order term gives two independent conditions

4~ (am, (1—2am,)?) + af, (1—2am,)% + (—1+ aw,) u,
< [ (Buy (1= 2Bw,)?) + B, (1= 2Bw,)* + (—1+ Bu,) B,

(47)
+ [1— 20, (1— 2aw,)? + 20, (1 2am,)* — 20, + 207, |
x [1—2Bw, (1 - 2Bu,)* + 2B, (1 2Bu,)* — 2Bu, + 255, ] = 1
2[1—2awm, (1 2am,)* + 20, (1— 2awm,)? — 20, + 20, |
< [=(Bwy (1= 2Bw,)?) + B, (1— 2Bu,)* + (—1+ Bw,) B, 48)

+2[—(am, (1—2awm,)?) + af, (1—2am,)? + (=14 aw,) aw, |
% [1— 2B, (1—2Bw,)? + 25, (1— 2Bw,)* — 2Bu, + 2B5,] =0.

Solving any coefficient from these requires that none of thers is 2. As such, simply
averaging the extended variable pairs leads to destruofisgmplecticity in the extended
phase space already in the zeroth order. On the other haypdperbination ofaw,, Bu, €
{0,1} makes equationE (#7) aid{48) identically true. Of thesmbinations withoy, = Bu;
are exactly symplectic, since the corresponding mépsre. Other combinations give a
non-zero cofficient at second order.

To investigate symplecticity in the original phase sp&oge append the projection map
P. In this case, the zeroth and first order terms are zero imdighe of the coefficients of
the mapaM; andP. The second order term is a cumbersomely lengthy functidgheofnap
components and derivatives of the Hamiltonian. Howeveis rieduced to zero by those
substitutions fromaw,, Bv, € {0,1} that haveay, # am, or Bu, # Bum,. In this case, if
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we also putap = fp = 1/2, the first non-zero term is of the fifth order. In the case that
am, = Om, OF Bu, = PBm,, settingap = Bp = 1/2 does zero out the second order term, as
well as the third order term, but not the fourth. The comborabf identity mapsv; with

ap =1/3 andBp = 2/3, shown above to conserve Hamiltonian to an extra orderafracy,
leads to a non-zero error already in the third order. The atgtiwhich gives the best results
for the application in Sectidn 3.1 in both accuracy and largitbehaviour, is the one with
am, = am, =1, Bu, = Bu, = 0 andap = Bp = 1. Interestingly, these choices give a non-zero
contribution already at second order, and this is not affittty subsituting in the specific
choice of Hamiltonian for the problem.

3.3 Relation to partitioned Runge—Kutta methods

Many common integration methods can be written in some gérfiermulation as well,
which can give additional insight to the numerical behawigfiithe algorithm. Here, we will
consider partitioned Runge-Kutta (PRK) methods. PRK nutHorm a very general class
of algorithms for solving a partitioned system of differi@hequations

x=f(x,y)
y=9a(xY),

wherex, y, f andg may be vector valued. A partitioned Runge—Kutta algoritiomsfystem
(49) can be written as

(49)

S S
k=fo+hy alk.yo+h a?l))
2,35 KYoth 2 &7
() e
i=gx+hy ai’kj,yo+h$ ai’lj) (50)
| 2,3 e g &l
S (D > 2
Xx1=%+ Y b7k yi=Yo+ ) b7,
2,° 2,0

wherea,-(jl), bfl) anda,-(jz), bi(z) are the coefficients of two (possibly different) Runge—Eutt
methods, respectively.

The second order leapfrog can be written as a PRK algorithngubke coefficients
in Table[d. If f(x,y) andg(x,y) are functions of onlyy andx, respectively, the resulting
algorithm is explicit. In the extended phase space the ansof motion[[I6) and(17) can

be written as
(51)

with x = (9,p), y = (G,p) andf(x) = J"'OH(x). If the mapsM; are identity maps, the
leapfrogs[(IP) and{20) can be written as PRK algorithms wadihificients from TablE]l1 as
well. If this is not the case, the final result fioy will involve both xg andyg, and similarly
for y1, but in general during the integratiaxy # yo at the beginning of any given step. The
resultingxy andys will both also involve a mix oiki(l) and kfz), as well. This cannot be
obtained with a PRK scheme. If, howevgg, = ay;, we can write a PRK scheme for the

first step, wherexg = yo, and alsd<i(1> = k§2>. The resulting coefficients are listed in Table 2.
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Table 1 The Butcher tableaus for the second order leapfrog as dipaeidl Runge—Kutta system.

0] 0 o 2|12 o
1012 12 12|12 0
[ 12 12 [ 12 12

Table 2 The Butcher tableaus for the extended phase space leapftiognixing as a partitioned Runge—
Kutta system. Hererp = ay, andaz = aw,.

0 0 0 0 0
1/2 1/2 0 0 0
1/2 a1/2 (1-a1)/2 0 0
1/2 a1/2 (1-—0)/2 0 0

[0201+(l—02)(1—01)]/2 [02(1—01)+(1—02)C{1]/2 1-0a2)/2 ay/2

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
1/2 (1—01)/2 ay/2 0 0

1 (1—a1)/2 ay/2 0 0

[a2(l—a1)+(1—az)a1]/2 (o014 (1—a2)(1—a1)]/2  a2/2 (1—a2)/2

In this light, the algorithm[{31) could be written as a PRK huat on the original phase
space if bothBy, = am, and Bp = ap. In this case, due to the continuous application of
the cloning and projection majis andP, the conditionsg; = y; and bfl) = bfz) hold at the
beginning of each step. This method is unfortunately noy ueteresting for Hamiltonian
systems, since it leads to secular growth in the energy.énrprinciple, the algorithn{30)
could be written as a PRK method as well, but due to the poiatdenabove, we would need
4k stages fok steps, effectively producing one huge and convoluted PRK. sthis is due
to the fact that the propagation needs to start from thealmptint wherexg = yo.

4 Application to non-Hamiltonian systems

The idea of the previous section can be extended to genarplembsystems of time depen-
dent differential equations that can be reduced to a form

= (%), (52)

wherex € R", f : R" x R — R" andx = dx/dt. The requirement is not severe, since all high
order systems of differential equations, where the higbegstr derivatives can be explicitly
solved for, can be written in this form.

In general, the equatioR (52) cannot be solved in closed,foatnif f(x,t) = 5; f'(x,t),
where the flowsp' of the partsf' can be solved separately, a scheme equivalent to the
operator splitting in[(10) can be usedflf= f1+ f2, then in this scheme our numerical flow
is either of

05 = o 0F o by (53)
or

0% = 92,0 bto ol (54)
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a method known as Strang splitting (Striang 1968). Unfotilgathis approach does not
work when eitherf cannot be split into additive parts, or the flows of the congmarparts
cannot be solved.

However, having an equation of forin {52), we can apply tha iféhe previous chapter,
and introduce auxiliary variablés an auxiliary time, and an extended system of equations

x = f(X,T) (55a)
t=1 (55b)
X = f(x,t) (55c)
t=1, (55d)

where the derivative is now taken with respect to a new indeéget variable. In the system
of equations[(55), the original independent variable (Jilsenow relegated to the role of
another pair of coordinates. This corresponds to the usdehsion of the phase space of
a Hamiltonian system, where the canonical conjugate maneftime pg is added to the
Hamiltonian and timé considered as an additional canonical coordinate (Hair@r2006).

In essence, the equatidn[52) splits to

z2=fY(2) + f%(2), (56)
wherez = (x,X,t,T) € R?"*2, f1(z) = ((x,1),0,1,0), f?(z) = (0, f (X,t),0,1) and the deriva-

tive is taken with respect to a new independent variable flbhes of fi’s can now be directly
integrated, and Strang splitting can be used to derive ansemaler leapfrog of a form

Xnid =Xn+ g f (Xn, tn) (57a)
th 1 =tat g (57b)
§n+1:§n+hf(xn+%,tn+%) (57¢c)
thri=th+h (57d)
Xni1 =Xy + 0 (et o) (57e)
ti1 =ty 1 + g (579)

or its adjoint, by exchanging the flows used for propagation.
Moreover, the probleni (52) can also be split arbitrarilpiatcoupled form

x = f(x,y,t) (58a)
y = g(X,y,t), (58b)

where nowx € R" K y e R, f = (fq,..., fo_x) andg = (fr_ks1, ..., fn), wheref; are the
component functions of the origindlin equation[(5R). The above approach could naturally
be used here as well after introducing further auxilianjalslesy. However, we can now
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mix the auxiliary and original variables as in the previoegt®n, to obtain a different
system of equations

x = f(X,y,1) (59a)
y=09(%,y.D) (59b)
t=1 (59¢)
X = f(x,¥,t) (59d)
y=09(x,y,t) (59e)
t=1 (59f)

These equations can be directly integrated as well, to pea@udifferent second order
leapfrog method with

Xnpd =Xn+ g f (Xn, Yn,tn) (60a)
Vo 3 =Vt 20 Yoo (60b)
bhyi=th+ 2 (60c)
K1 = X+ (X, 3 T3t y) (60d)
Yni1=Yn+ho0X, 1Yo, 15t 1) (60e)
thyr=th+h (60f)
X1 =Xq 1+ g f (Xnt1,Yn+1,tnr1) (609)
Ynt1 =Yn 1+ gg(§n+1,)/n+1,t~n+1) (60h)

tt =ty g+ g (60i)

In this manner, a system like_{52) can be split into as manypoorent parts as desired,
down to single variables.

The propagation can be split further by using the individwedtor fields in[(5P). Simi-
larly to SectiorB, these then give rise to propagation dpes (h) = exp(hD¢), Y (h) =
exp(hDy), T = exp(hD;) and likewise forX, Y, T, whereDth(z) = Uh(2)" f (2) is the Lie
derivative ofh on the vector fieldf, which reduces to a directional derivative in this case
(Hairer et al 2006). This then leads to various possibditésplitting the propagation, as in
(23), with several equivalent combinations due to the cotatian relations

X,Y] = [X,Y]=[T,X]=[T,Y]=[T,X] = [T,Y]=[T,T] =0, (61)

where for example
[X,Y](h)x = X(h)Y (h)x—Y (h)X(h)x, (62)

for x e R".

Similarly to the Hamiltonian case, a combination of the mepsindP is to be used here
as well. They generalize the leapfrofis](57) dnd (60), whibemvise represent known algo-
rithms. For example, if we use identity maps fdr and setrp = 1 andfp = 0, the leapfrog
(52) is equivalent to the modified midpoint method (MikkotadaMerritt|2006). However,
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the modified midpoint method and its generalization_in_Mikkand Merriit (2006) and
Mikkola and Merritt (2008) as well as the AVA method |in Hettat and Mikkola |(2010)
discard the auxiliary variables after integration. In gahethis need not be done, though
whether a measurable benefit can be obtained is harder ttifguhan in the Hamiltonian
case.

4.1 Error analysis

A backward error analysis on equatifn](56) can be done in gesimay as in the previous
section (for details, see elg. Hairer et al 2006), yieldimggrhodified differential equation

x = f(x), (63)

which the discretizatio (37) solves exactly. Here

f= f+h2{li2[02f1(f2, £2) + DFL(DF2(12))
—D2f2(1, 2) - DfZ(Dfl(fZ))}

1
24
—D2fL(£2, £ - Dfl(DfZ(fl))} } Lo,

(64)
[D22(2, %) + DF2(D (1Y)

whereDXf : Rk — R" is thek'th order derivative off , written as &-linear operator in the
usual way, so that

S B 65
Zi Oxi1...gxik 1 ke (65)
ik

DK (vq,..., Vi) =
i1

whereij € {1,2,...,k}. Equation[[64) is essentially the same as equalich (22)yhtten
with vector fields.

The problem of how to choose the mixing and projection mdpsand P remains. In
the context of general problems we have no invariants toeguslin choosing a suitable
transformation. Numerical experiments indicate that agirg the auxiliary and original
variables @, = Bw, = 1/2, and similarly forP) leads to good results, but this matter should
be investigated more thoroughly in a future work.

5 Applications

In the following, we call the methods of the two previous &aw by the common name
extended phase space methdlisrudimentarily explore their numerical behaviour, wette
them with physically relevant non-linear and inseparabtdbfems, both of Hamiltonian and
non-Hamiltonian type.
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5.1 Geodesic equation

The equation of a geodesic of a massive test particle in adpsRiemannian spacetime with
a metricgyy (x), wherex are the coordinates and v € {0, 1,2, 3} index the components of
the metric, can be written in a Hamiltonian form (Lanczos€)96

1 1
H =g (X)papp = 517, (66)

gtV is the inverse of the metrimis the mass of the test particle, and the Einstein summation
convection is used. The generalized momepta.are

Py = Gua (X)Xay (67)

wherex® = dx? /dt, andt is the parametrization of the geodesic.
For our test scenario, we take the Schwarzschild metricr(its whereG =c = 1)

-1
Gupdx? P = (1_ ZTM) dt? — (1— ZTM) dr? —r? (sir? 6dg? +d6?),  (68)

whereM is the central mass, so that Schwarzschild radgis 2M, andx = (t,r, ¢, 6).
We setf = 11/2 so that the motion is constrained to the equatorial plamigiwleads to a
Hamiltonian of the form

-1
H= (1—@) pf—(l—@) prz—rzpé:%mz, (69)
where we have used the variable names in place of the com@isgpnumerical subscript.
The Hamiltonian[(6B) evidently does not separate into addiparts dependent only on
coordinates or momenta.

For the initial values, we seh=M = 1,ty = 0 and@ = 0. To draw parallels with a
classical Keplerian situation, we take=t (i.e. the coordinate time), and demand that
corresponds to the apocentre of the orbit so tigat 0 andrg = ap(1+ €), whereag =
14-2M is the semi-major axis anelthe eccentricity of the (classical) orbit, which we set to
e=0.5. From this the initial velocityp = v/(1—e)/[a(1+€)] = \/(1—€)/rg~ 0.109 and
@ = Vo/ro ~ 2.60- 10~3. For the momenta we have theno = 0, pyo = —I’g@ ~ —4.58.
The conjugate momentum of time must then be solved from theligH = m/2 in (€39),
to getpr o ~ 0.982. The final initial conditions are then= (0,42,0), p ~ (0.982 0, —4.58).

It should be noted that for these choices the first order estifior pericenter precessidiw
is (Lanczos 1966)

Aw=61M/[(1—€?)a] = 11/2. (70)

We simulate the system with three metho@PQP, implicit midpoint method, and
the LSODE solver (Hindmarsh 1980) used from the SciPy Pyédmtironment|(Jones ef al
2001). The LSODE solver internally uses either a high ordéarAs—Moulton method or
a backwards differentiation formula, and automaticallytshes between them. It also in-
cludes a timestep control scheme (Radhakrishnan and Histini®93). For the method
QPQP, we use the mixing maps witly, = am, = 1 andBy, = Bv, = 0. These values
were chosen after numerous experiments, since they yi#hgelest results for this partic-
ular problem by a wide margin. During the propagation, weatgd the physical outputs
after each step using two different projection maps, eityithr ap, = 1 andfBp, = 0, which
yielded the best results, and withs, = 1 andfp, = 0 for comparison.
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Fig. 1 Left: The orbits(rcoq@),rsin(¢)) of the QPQP method withP; (solid line) andP, (dotted line),
implicit midpoint method (dashed line), and the LSODE meéitlaash-dotted line)Right: The errors in the
coordinateg, r and ¢ with respect to the LSODE solution, relative to the orbitatipd P, maximum radius
(1+e)aand 21, respectively. The line styles are the same as in the figutbeleft.

The implicit midpoint method was chosen for comparison siitds symplectic and
well-behaved (Hairer etlal 2006). For a differential eqoiti

x =f(x), (71)

the method is given by

Mﬂzh+m(ﬁ%;ﬁ). (72)
We applied the method to the equations of motion in the cgigiase space, and at each
step solved the implicit equatiofi {[72) iteratively until @lative error of less than 1@°
was achieved. As a truth model, we used the LSODE solver,hwhizcs run with a relative
accuracy parameter of 18 and absolute accuracy parameter of 0 The simulations
were first run for 10 orbital periods, with a timestep sef te 0.02P, whereP = 271y/a3/M

is the orbital period. The LSODE method has internal stepsimtrol, so for this methok
controlled only the initial trial timestep and output samgl

Figurel shows the resulting orbits shownircoordinates, witlix, y) = (r cosg, r sing),
as well as the relative errors in the coordinates when coedgarthe LSODE result. Tadlé 3
shows the amount of vector field evaluations for the differeethods, which is a rough esti-
mate of the computing power required for each solution. Befdld symmetry of the orbit
is evident from the figure, as well as the fact that the mettsbdsv some precession. This
precession is worst for the implicit midpoint method andl&s the extended phase space
method withP,. The method withP; is nearly indistinguishable from the LSODE solution.
From the figure we also see that the errors are mainly acctreautear the pericenter, as
expected. For all the methods, there is a secular drift imthan error fot and ¢ coordi-
nates, with the implicit midpoint method having the worshéeour, followed byP, and
P;1. The drift in @ causes the observed precession. It should be noted thair#tisssion is
not reflected in the conservation of the Hamiltonian, sinéginvariant for translations df
andg. In this manner, the situation is analogous to the Kepleggiablem.

To assess the long term behaviour of the methods, we did emiotiegration for 3000
orbital periods, and investigated the error in the congemvaf the Hamiltonian. Figurgl2
shows the absolute error for the first 10 orbits and the maxireror up to a given time
during the integration for the whole run. While the LSODE hwet is very accurate, we see
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Table 3 The total number of evaluations of vector fielggndp, incIudingf:i and"b' for the extended phase
space methods.

Integration timgP Evaluations

QE’QP Implicit midpoint LSODE
10 39x10° 11x10" 62x10°
3000 12x 10° 27x10°  2.6x107

10?2
10°
10*
10°
10°
107
10°
10°
107
107"
10712
10"
10 :
107 —2“”“}‘» 0 T 2 3 4

10 10 10 10 10 10 10

t/P

1A H|

Fig. 2 The error inH for the QIE(NQP method withP; (solid line) andP, (dotted line), implicit midpoint
method (dashed line), and the LSODE method (dash-dotte). lieft: Absolute error, for 10 first orbits.
Right: Maximum absolute error up to given time during integratiNiote the differenk-axis scaling.

that it eventually displays a secular power law increasd@maximum error with time,
typical for nonsymplectic algorithms. The symplectic imsjtlmidpoint method shows no
secular growth in the error, and neither does the met@BQP with either projectiorP;.
This result is not completely unexpected, since symmettesymplectic methods can also
display behaviour similar to symplectic ones, particyldor quadratic Hamiltonians, such
as in this case (Hairer etlal 2006). -

For this particular problem, the meth@PQP with P; produces excellent results. The
resulting orbit is much more closely aligned with the LSO@EIson than the orbit given by
a basic symplectic integrator, the implicit midpoint methand there is no secular growth in
the error of the Hamiltonian. It is notable also that sinaentethod is explicit, the number
of vector field evaluations required and thereby the compguiime used is much less than
for the implicit midpoint method, or the LSODE method. AslspuiheQPQP could be used
with a smaller timestep to obtain even better results reddt the other methods.

5.2 Forced van der Pol oscillator

We test the extended phase space method also on a non-@diveesystem, the forced van
der Pol oscillator/(van der Pol 1927)

%— u(1—x%) 4+ x= Acog 27t /P), (73)
which can be written in the equivalent form
X=y

Y= H(1—x%) —x+Acog2mt/P), (74)
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whereu € R parametrizes the non-linearity of the system, anB € R are the amplitude
and period of the sinusoidal forcing. The van der Pol odoitléas essentially a damped
non-linear oscillator that exhibits a limit cycle. For owst, we seiu =5, A=5 and
P = 2m/2.463; a choice for which the oscillator is known to exhibit i@ behaviour
(Parlitz and Lauterborin 1987). As initial conditions, wkda =y = 2.

To integrate the system, we use split systems of typ¥3 XYT (Method 1 in the
following) XTXYTY (Method 2), in the same symmetric shorthand as in equat@bs (
Method 1 is of type[(57) while Method 2 is of type (60). For botiethods, we employ
the 6th order composition coefficients from{13) to yield b 6tder method. In this case,
we use the metho@(B1), and set= B = 1/2 so that after one composited step, the orig-
inal and auxiliary variables are averaged. For the mixingsnave takeay, = Bu, =1
andam, = Bu, = 0. As in the previous section, we compare these methods tinthieeit
midpoint method[{72), iterated to & precision in relative error, and the LSODE solver
with a relative accuracy parameter of 48 and absolute accuracy parameter of 0 We
propagate the system untit= 500 using a timestep= 0.02.

Figure[3 shows the numerical orbits of the four methods inpthese spacéx,y). The
behaviour of the system is characterized by slow dwell neartpx ~ +1, and quick pro-
gression along the curved paths when not. In Figlire 4 we Hatteghthe maximum absolute
errors inx andy up to given time with respect to the LSODE method. We find tiiahe
methods display a secular growth in the coordinate erraith, Method 1 performing best,
followed by Method 2 and the implicit midpoint method. Metlsol and 2 show similar
qualitative behaviour as the LSODE solution, while the midp method shows a clear di-
vergence. These results needs to be contrasted with thendésrmfwvector field evaluations,
which are 07 x 16° (Method 1), 13 x 10° (Method 2), 13 x 10° (implicit midpoint) and
1.4 x 10° (LSODE). The number of evaluations is roughly similar fockeanethod, and
as such Method 1 is rather clearly the best of the constaeistep methods, with LSODE
likely the best overall.

6 Discussion

Perhaps the most obvious benefit of splitting methods isttieftre explicit, which elim-
inates all problems inherent in having to find iterative §ohs. Specifically, if evaluating
the vector field, or parts of it, is very computationally ins&ve, then explicit methods are to
be preferred, as they only require a single evaluation ofidfutor field for each step of the
algorithm. Leapfrog methods can also be composited witielaiegrees of freedom, mak-
ing it possible to optimize the method used for the specifk & hand. More subtly, when
the problem separates to asymmetric kinetic and poteraids pdifferent algorithmic reg-
ularization schemes can be used to yield very powerful (exact), yet simple integrators
(Mikkola and Tanikawa 1999a,b; Preto and Tremaine 1999).

However, for the case when the Hamiltonian remains unspegiéilgorithmic regular-
ization seems to yield little benefit, since both parts ofrtee Hamiltonian[(Ib) are essen-
tially identical. This is problematic, since the leapfrogeigration of an inseparable Hamil-
tonian typically leads to wrong results only when the sysieim “difficult” regions of the
phase space, such as near the Schwarzschild radius forgbenc&ection 5]1, where the
derivatives have very large numerical values and the expan$21){22) may not converge
for the chosen value of timestep. This is exactly the proties algorithmic regularization
solves, and it would be greatly beneficial if such a scheméddoei employed even for the
artificial splitting of the Hamiltonian i (15).



20 Pauli Pihajoki

05T 01 3

Fig. 3 Numerical orbits of the van der Pol systeim](74) with='5, A= 5 andP = 271/2.463, integrated
until t = 500, with Method 1 (solid line, top left), Method 2 (dottedidi top right), the LSODE method
(dash-dotted line, bottom left), and the implicit midpanéthod (dashed line, bottom right).

1075 100 200 300 200 500 107¢ 100 200 300 200 500
t t

Fig.4 Maximum absolute errors andy up to given time, for Method 1 (solid line), Method 2 (dott@uk)
and the implicit midpoint method (dashed line), comparethéoL SODE method along orbit in Figuré 3.

Despite the lack of algorithmic regularization, the exithghase space methods seem
promising. The results in Sectifn 5.1 demonstrate that ttended phase space methods
can give results comparable to an established differesjahtion solver, LSODE, but with
less computational work. More importantly, the resultssrgerior to a known symplectic
method, the implicit midpoint method. The results in SedBd are less conclusive with re-
spect to the LSODE method, but clear superiority versustipdi¢it midpoint method is still
evident. We find this encouraging, and believe that the elegphase space methods should
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be investigated further. Obvious candidate for furtheeaesh is the best possible form and
use of the mixing and projection maps. The optimal resulkedy problem dependent. An-
other issue that would benefit from investigation is how tal flgorithmic regularization
schemes for the spliE(15), preferably with as loose coimgiran the form of the original
Hamiltonian as possible. Finally, whether useful integrgcan be obtained from the splits
of types [26)1(ZB) should be investigated.

7 Conclusions

We have presented a way to construct splitting method iategs for Hamiltonian problems
where the Hamiltonian is inseparable, by introducing a aufgire original phase space, and
a new Hamiltonian which leads to equations of motion thatlwauwlirectly integrated. We
have also shown how the phase space extension can be usatstaucbsimilar leapfrogs
for general problems that can be reduced to a system of fidstr alifferential equations.
We have then implemented various examples of the new leggfiocluding a higher order
composition. These methods have then been applied to théepr@f geodesics in a curved
space and a non-linear, non-conservative forced osaillatdth these examples, we have
demonstrated that utilizing both the auxiliary and origimariables in deriving the final
result, via the mixing and projection maps, instead of didiog one pair as is done in
Mikkola and Merritt (2006) and Hellstrom and Mikkola (2()18an yield better results than
established methods, such as the implicit midpoint method.

The new methods share some of the benefits of the standafdoigapethods in that
they're explicit, time-symmetric and only depend on theestdf the system during the pre-
vious step. For a Hamiltonian problem of the type in SedfidhtBey also have no secular
growth in the error in the Hamiltonian. However, the extahgbase space methods leave
large degrees of freedom in how to mix the variables in thereded phase space, and how
to project them back to the original dimension. As such,glgtikely room for further im-
provement in this direction, as well as in the possibilitydefiving a working algorithmic
regularization scheme for these methods. In conclusiorfimiethe extended phase space
methods to be an interesting class of numerical integragéspecially for Hamiltonian prob-
lems.

Acknowledgements | am grateful to the anonymous reviewers for suggestionscamiments that have
greatly improved this article.
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