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Outline:

• 数値相対論に適したEinstein方程式の定式化が，さまざまに提案されてきたが，それらを統一的に理解する方法を提唱．

•「時間発展と共に系が拘束面に漸近的に収束してゆく」発展システムが，既知の発展方程式に拘束条件を用いて
Lagrange乗数補正することに得られることを示す．

• アイデアの中核となるのは，拘束条件式の発展を事前に計算し，Fourierモードに直して，固有値解析を行うこと．

• これまでに広く使われているADMや，Nakamura et alの方程式が，更に良い安定性を持つことを，数値的に実証．

Refs:
Ashtekar variables PRL 82 (1999) 263, PRD 60 (1999) 101502, IJMPD 9 (2000) 13,

CQG 17 (2000) 4799, CQG 18 (2001) 441
ADM variables PRD 63 (2001) 120419, CQG 19 (2002) 1027
BSSN variables gr-qc/0204002 (PRD in print)
general gr-qc/0209106
general gr-qc/0209111 (review article, to be published from Nove Science Publ.)

早稲田大数理　米田元　との共同研究，科研費 No. 14740179 (2002-2005) + 理研基礎科学特別研究員研究費



strategy 0 The standard approach :: Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM) formulation (1962)

3+1 decomposition of the spacetime.

Evolve 12 variables (γij, Kij)

with a choice of gauge condition.
coordinate constant line

surface normal linesurface normal line
Ni

lapse function, N

shift vector, Nshift vector, Ni

t = constant hypersurfacet = constant hypersurface

Maxwell eqs. ADM Einstein eq.

constraints
div E = 4πρ

div B = 0

(3)R + (trK)2 − KijK
ij = 2κρH + 2Λ

DjK
j
i − DitrK = κJi

evolution eqs.

1

c
∂tE = rot B − 4π

c
j

1

c
∂tB = −rot E

∂tγij = −2NKij + DjNi + DiNj,

∂tKij = N( (3)Rij + trKKij) − 2NKilK
l
j − DiDjN

+ (DjN
m)Kmi + (DiN

m)Kmj + NmDmKij − NγijΛ

− κα{Sij + 1
2γij(ρH − trS)}



Best formulation of the Einstein eqs. for long-term stable & accurate simulation?

Many (too many) trials and errors, not yet a definit recipe.
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Mathematically equivalent formulations, but differ in its stability!

strategy 0: Arnowitt-Deser-Misner formulation

strategy 1: Shibata-Nakamura’s (Baumgarte-Shapiro’s) modifications to the standard ADM

strategy 2: Apply a formulation which reveals a hyperbolicity explicitly

strategy 3: Formulate a system which is “asymptotically constrained” against a violation of constraints

By adding constraints in RHS, we can kill error-growing modes
⇒ How can we understand the features systematically?
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strategy 3 Formulate a system which is “asymptotically constrained” against a violation of constraints

“Asymptotically Constrained System”– Constraint Surface as an Attractor

t=0 

Constrained  Surface
(satisfies  Einstein's constraints)

timetime
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Stabilize?Stabilize?

?

method 1: λ-system (Brodbeck et al, 2000)

– Add aritificial force to reduce the violation of con-

straints

– To be guaranteed if we apply the idea to a sym-

metric hyperbolic system.

method 2: Adjusted system (Yoneda HS, 2000, 2001)

– We can control the violation of constraints by ad-

justing constraints to EoM.

– Eigenvalue analysis of constraint propagation

equations may prodict the violation of error.

– This idea is applicable even if the system is not

symmetric hyperbolic. ⇒
for the ADM/BSSN formulation, too!!



Idea of “Adjusted system” and Our Conjecture

CQG18 (2001) 441, PRD 63 (2001) 120419, CQG 19 (2002) 1027

General Procedure

1. prepare a set of evolution eqs. ∂tu
a = f (ua, ∂bu

a, · · ·)

2. add constraints in RHS ∂tu
a = f (ua, ∂bu

a, · · ·) +F (Ca, ∂bC
a, · · ·)︸ ︷︷ ︸

3. choose appropriate F (Ca, ∂bC
a, · · ·)

to make the system stable evolution

How to specify F (Ca, ∂bC
a, · · ·) ?

4. prepare constraint propagation eqs. ∂tC
a = g(Ca, ∂bC

a, · · ·)

5. and its adjusted version ∂tC
a = g(Ca, ∂bC

a, · · ·) +G(Ca, ∂bC
a, · · ·)︸ ︷︷ ︸

6. Fourier transform and evaluate eigenvalues ∂tĈ
k = A(Ĉa)︸ ︷︷ ︸ Ĉk

Conjecture: Evaluate eigenvalues of (Fourier-transformed) constraint propagation eqs.

If their (1) real part is non-positive, or (2) imaginary part is non-zero, then the system is more stable.



Example: the Maxwell equations

Yoneda HS, CQG 18 (2001) 441

Maxwell evolution equations.

∂tEi = cεi
jk∂jBk + Pi CE + Qi CB,

∂tBi = −cεi
jk∂jEk + Ri CE + Si CB,

CE = ∂iE
i ≈ 0, CB = ∂iB

i ≈ 0,





sym. hyp ⇔ Pi = Qi = Ri = Si = 0,

strongly hyp ⇔ (Pi − Si)
2 + 4RiQi > 0,

weakly hyp ⇔ (Pi − Si)
2 + 4RiQi ≥ 0

Constraint propagation equations

∂tCE = (∂iP
i)CE + P i(∂iCE) + (∂iQ

i)CB + Qi(∂iCB),

∂tCB = (∂iR
i)CE + Ri(∂iCE) + (∂iS

i)CB + Si(∂iCB),



sym. hyp ⇔ Qi = Ri,

strongly hyp ⇔ (Pi − Si)
2 + 4RiQi > 0,

weakly hyp ⇔ (Pi − Si)
2 + 4RiQi ≥ 0

CAFs?

∂t


 ĈE

ĈB


 =


 ∂iP

i + P iki ∂iQ
i + Qiki

∂iR
i + Riki ∂iS

i + Siki


 ∂l


 ĈE

ĈB


 ≈


 P iki Qiki

Riki Siki





 ĈE

ĈB


 =: T


 ĈE

ĈB




⇒ CAFs = (P iki + Siki ±
√
(P iki + Siki)2 + 4(QikiRjkj − P ikiSjkj))/2

Therefore CAFs become negative-real when

P iki + Siki < 0, and QikiR
jkj − P ikiS

jkj < 0



HS original GR code (2002/October)

Use the Cactus-code base structure (http://cactuscode.org) 

-- parallelize, parameter control, I/O, PUGH, elliptic solvers, ...

-- original module for all GR part (initial data/ADMevolution)
Cactus/arrangements/GR/

PC cluster with 4 (2002/September)

Pentium 4, 2.53GHz, 2GB each, 80 GHD each, gigabit ether

-- about  1.2 x 10^6 yen for total parts

-- TurboLinux 7, Intel Fortran compiler, MPICH, ... all free

-- possible up to 120^3 grid full GR simulation

Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research Fund of JSPS, No.14740179 (2002-2005)



3 Adjusted ADM systems

We adjust the standard ADM system using constraints as:

∂tγij = −2αKij + ∇iβj + ∇jβi, (1)

+PijH + Qk
ijMk + pk

ij(∇kH) + qkl
ij(∇kMl), (2)

∂tKij = αR
(3)
ij + αKKij − 2αKikK

k
j −∇i∇jα + (∇iβ

k)Kkj + (∇jβ
k)Kki + βk∇kKij,(3)

+RijH + Sk
ijMk + rk

ij(∇kH) + skl
ij(∇kMl), (4)

with constraint equations

H := R(3) + K2 − KijK
ij, (5)

Mi := ∇jK
j
i −∇iK. (6)

We can write the adjusted constraint propagation equations as

∂tH = (original terms) + Hmn
1 [(2)] + Himn

2 ∂i[(2)] + Hijmn
3 ∂i∂j[(2)] + Hmn

4 [(4)], (7)

∂tMi = (original terms) + M1i
mn[(2)] + M2i

jmn∂j[(2)] + M3i
mn[(4)] + M4i

jmn∂j[(4)]. (8)



Example 1: standard ADM vs original ADM (in Schwarzschild coordinate)
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Figure 1: Amplification factors (AFs, eigenvalues of homogenized constraint propagation equations) are shown for the standard
Schwarzschild coordinate, with (a) no adjustments, i.e., standard ADM, (b) original ADM (κF = −1/4). The solid lines and
the dotted lines with circles are real parts and imaginary parts, respectively. They are four lines each, but actually the two
eigenvalues are zero for all cases. Plotting range is 2 < r ≤ 20 using Schwarzschild radial coordinate. We set k = 1, l = 2, and
m = 2 throughout the article.

∂tγij = −2αKij + ∇iβj + ∇jβi,

∂tKij = αR
(3)
ij + αKKij − 2αKikK

k
j −∇i∇jα + (∇iβ

k)Kkj + (∇jβ
k)Kki + βk∇kKij + κFαγijH,



Example 2: Detweiler-type adjusted (in Schwarzschild coord.)
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Figure 2: Amplification factors of the standard Schwarzschild coordinate, with Detweiler type adjustments. Multipliers used in
the plot are (b) κL = +1/2, and (c) κL = −1/2.

∂tγij = (original terms) + PijH,

∂tKij = (original terms) + RijH + Sk
ijMk + skl

ij(∇kMl),

where Pij = −κLα3γij, Rij = κLα3(Kij − (1/3)Kγij),

Sk
ij = κLα2[3(∂(iα)δk

j) − (∂lα)γijγ
kl], skl

ij = κLα3[δk
(iδ

l
j) − (1/3)γijγ

kl],



Comparisons of Adjusted ADM systems (Teukolsky wave)

3-dim, harmonic slice, periodic BC HS original Cactus/GR code
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Figure 1: Violation of Hamiltonian constraints versus time: Adjusted ADM systems applied for Teukolsky wave initial data evolution
with harmonic slicing, and with periodic boundary condition. Cactus/GR/evolveADMeq code was used. Grid = 243, ∆x = 0.25, iterative
Crank-Nicholson method.



strategy 1 Shibata-Nakamura’s (Baumgarte-Shapiro’s) modifications to the standard ADM

– define new variables (φ, γ̃ij,K,Ãij,Γ̃
i), instead of the ADM’s (γij,Kij) where

γ̃ij ≡ e−4φγij, Ãij ≡ e−4φ(Kij − (1/3)γijK), Γ̃i ≡ Γ̃i
jkγ̃

jk,

use momentum constraint in Γi-eq., and impose detγ̃ij = 1 during the evolutions.

– The set of evolution equations become

(∂t − Lβ)φ = −(1/6)αK,

(∂t − Lβ)γ̃ij = −2αÃij,

(∂t − Lβ)K = αÃijÃ
ij + (1/3)αK2 − γij(∇i∇jα),

(∂t − Lβ)Ãij = −e−4φ(∇i∇jα)TF + e−4φαR
(3)
ij − e−4φα(1/3)γijR

(3) + α(KÃij − 2ÃikÃ
k
j)

∂tΓ̃
i = −2(∂jα)Ãij − (4/3)α(∂jK)γ̃ij + 12αÃji(∂jφ) − 2αÃk

j(∂jγ̃
ik) − 2αΓ̃k

ljÃ
j
kγ̃

il

−∂j

(
βk∂kγ̃

ij − γ̃kj(∂kβ
i) − γ̃ki(∂kβ

j) + (2/3)γ̃ij(∂kβ
k)

)

Rij = ∂kΓ
k
ij − ∂iΓ

k
kj + Γm

ijΓ
k
mk − Γm

kjΓ
k
mi =: R̃ij + Rφ

ij

Rφ
ij = −2D̃iD̃jφ − 2g̃ijD̃

lD̃lφ + 4(D̃iφ)(D̃jφ) − 4g̃ij(D̃
lφ)(D̃lφ)

R̃ij = −(1/2)g̃lm∂lmg̃ij + g̃k(i∂j)Γ̃
k + Γ̃kΓ̃(ij)k + 2g̃lmΓ̃k

l(iΓ̃j)km + g̃lmΓ̃k
imΓ̃klj

– No explicit explanations why this formulation works better.

AEI group (2000): the replacement by momentum constraint is essential.



Constraint Amplification Factors with each adjustment

adjustment CAFs diag? effect of the adjustment

∂tφ κφH αH (0, 0,±
√
−k2(∗3), 8κφHk2) no κφH < 0 makes 1 Neg.

∂tφ κφG αD̃kGk (0, 0,±
√
−k2(∗2), long expressions) yes κφG < 0 makes 2 Neg. 1 Pos.

∂tγ̃ij κSD αγ̃ijH (0, 0,±
√
−k2(∗3), (3/2)κSDk2) yes κSD < 0 makes 1 Neg. Case (B)

∂tγ̃ij κγ̃G1 αγ̃ijD̃kGk (0, 0,±
√
−k2(∗2), long expressions) yes κγ̃G1 > 0 makes 1 Neg.

∂tγ̃ij κγ̃G2 αγ̃k(iD̃j)Gk (0,0, (1/4)k2κγ̃G2 ±
√

k2(−1 + k2κγ̃G2/16)(∗2),

long expressions)
yes κγ̃G2 < 0 makes 6 Neg. 1 Pos. Case (E1)

∂tγ̃ij κγ̃S1 αγ̃ijS (0, 0,±
√
−k2(∗3), 3κγ̃S1) no κγ̃S1 < 0 makes 1 Neg.

∂tγ̃ij κγ̃S2 αD̃iD̃jS (0, 0,±
√
−k2(∗3),−κγ̃S2k

2) no κγ̃S2 > 0 makes 1 Neg.

∂tK κKM αγ̃jk(D̃jMk)
(0, 0, 0,±

√
−k2(∗2),

(1/3)κKMk2 ± (1/3)
√

k2(−9 + k2κ2
KM))

no κKM < 0 makes 2 Neg.

∂tÃij κAM1 αγ̃ij(D̃
kMk) (0, 0,±

√
−k2(∗3),−κAM1k

2) yes κAM1 > 0 makes 1 Neg.

∂tÃij κAM2 α(D̃(iMj))
(0,0, −k2κAM2/4 ±

√
k2(−1 + k2κAM2/16)(∗2) ,

long expressions)
yes κAM2 > 0 makes 7 Neg Case (D)

∂tÃij κAA1 αγ̃ijA (0, 0,±
√
−k2(∗3), 3κAA1) yes κAA1 < 0 makes 1 Neg.

∂tÃij κAA2 αD̃iD̃jA (0, 0,±
√
−k2(∗3),−κAA2k

2) yes κAA2 > 0 makes 1 Neg.

∂tΓ̃
i κΓ̃H αD̃iH (0, 0,±

√
−k2(∗3),−κAA2k

2) no κΓ̃H > 0 makes 1 Neg.

∂tΓ̃
i κΓ̃G1 αGi (0, 0, (1/2)κΓ̃G1 ±

√
−k2 + κ2

Γ̃G1(∗2) , long.) yes κΓ̃G1 < 0 makes 6 Neg. 1 Pos. Case (E2)

∂tΓ̃
i κΓ̃G2 αD̃jD̃jGi (0, 0,−(1/2)κΓ̃G2 ±

√
−k2 + κ2

Γ̃G2(∗2) , long.) yes κΓ̃G2 > 0 makes 2 Neg. 1 Pos.

∂tΓ̃
i κΓ̃G3 αD̃iD̃jGj (0, 0,−(1/2)κΓ̃G3 ±

√
−k2 + κ2

Γ̃G3(∗2) , long.) yes κΓ̃G3 > 0 makes 2 Neg. 1 Pos.

gr-qc/0204002 (PRD in print)



An Evolution of Adjusted BSSN Formulation

by Yo-Baumgarte-Shapiro, PRD 66 (2002) 084026
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∂tΓ̃
i = (· · ·) +

2

3
Γ̃iβi

,j − (χ +
2

3
)Giβj

,j χ = 2/3 for (A4)-(A8)

∂tγ̃ij = (· · ·) − καγ̃ijH κ = 0.1 ∼ 0.2 for (A5), (A6) and (A8)



Summary

Towards a stable and accurate formulation for numerical relativity

• Several reports say numerical stabilities depend on the formulations to apply,

although they are mathematically equivalent.

• status = chaotic, many trials and errors

We tried to understand the background in an unified way.

• Our proposal = “Evaluate eigenvalues of constraint propagation eqns”

We give satisfactory conditions for stable evolutions.

Fourier transformation allows to discuss lower-order terms.

• Our Observation = “Stability will change by adding constraints in RHS”

We named “Adjusted System”.

Numerically confirmed in the Maxwell system and Ashtekar system.

• Our Observation 2= The idea works even for the ADM formulation

We explain the effective parameter range of Detweiler’s system (1987).

We proposed variety of adjustments. Several numerical confirmations.

• Our Observation 3= The idea works also for the BSSN formulation

We explain why adjusting momentum constraints improves the stability.

We proposed variety of adjustments. Several numerical confirmations.

Evaluation of CAFs may be an alternative guideline to hyperbolization of the system.




