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Abstract

When employing Direct Volume Rendering (DVR) for visualizing volumetric scalar fields, classification is generally
performed on a piecewise constant or piecewise linear approximation of the field on a viewing ray. Smoothed Particle
Hydrodynamics (SPH) data sets define volumetric scalar fields as the sum of individual particle contributions, at highly
varying spatial resolution. We present an approach for approximating SPH scalar fields along viewing rays with piece-
wise polynomial functions of higher order. This is done by approximating each particle contribution individually and
then efficiently summing the results, thus generating a higher-order representation of the field with a resolution adapting

to the data resolution in the volume.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Introduced by Gingold and Monaghan (Gingold and
Monaghan, 1977) and independently by Lucy (Lucy,
1977), Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics (SPH) is a
group of methods for simulating dynamic mechanical
processes, typically fluid or gas flows but also solid me-
chanics. The objective matter is modeled by means of
particles, each representing a small portion of a simu-
lated substance and attributed a specific mass, density,
and other physical measures.

These discrete and scattered particles define scalar
and vector fields on the spatial continuum through an in-
terpolation rule, determining a physical field as the sum
of the isotropic contributions of the particles, each fol-
lowing a smooth function only of the distance from the
particle position, called the kernel function. As an exam-
ple, we refer to the SPH kernel function defined by the
cubic B-spline (Rosswog, 2009)
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In this work, we assume the kernel function to have com-
pact support. We consider this to be a minor restriction
because kernel functions with compact support are ap-
preciated in the SPH community for bounding the parti-
cles’ volumes of influence. Obviously, by simply defin-
ing some cut-off value as upper bound, any kernel func-
tion can be supported. Given such a function, a particle’s
contribution to a scalar field can be expressed as

LO; W < [l —xl )

pg ¢

for the particle’s position ¥, mass g, target field value
o, density p, and smoothing radius {. While y, a, and

p serve as simple multiplicative constants, defining only
the amplitude of the contribution, { radially scales the
domain and thus defines the radius of the particle’s vol-
ume of influence.

Direct Volume Rendering (DVR) has a long-
standing tradition for visualizing scalar volumetric fields
(Drebin et al., 1988) and is commonly implemented as a
ray casting method. It builds on assigning visual charac-
teristics, representing features of the field, to the target
domain volume and then rendering it by casting viewing
rays through the volume. The color of each pixel of the
output image is the result of simulating the behavior of
light traveling through the volume along a ray in oppo-
site viewing direction.

Said visual characteristics, usually comprising light
emission and absorption, are computed from local target
field characteristics, like values or gradients, in a process
called classification (Max, 1995). It is commonly em-
ployed based on a piecewise constant or piecewise linear
approximation of the target scalar field along the ray.

Direct volume rendering of astronomical SPH data
was first performed by incorporating contributions of
both grid and particle data into the optical model (Kahler
et al., 2007). Efficient full-featured DVR applied directly
to large SPH data sets on commodity PC hardware has
first been managed by resampling the scalar fields to a
perspective grid held in a 3-d texture for each rendering
frame (Fraedrich et al., 2010). Later, DVR for large scat-
tered data was proposed to be performed on the CPU by
Knoll et al. (Knoll et al., 2014)) and mostly applied to
molecular dynamics. Although employing radial basis
function kernel (RBF) interpolation similar to the SPH
case, they focus on the very special task of rendering
a surface defined by a density field. This is in line with
more recent contributions in rendering SPH data, such as
(Hochstetter et al., 2016) or (Oliveira and Paiva, 2022),
targeting only simulated fluids.



The approaches for volume-rendering arbitrary SPH
fields employ equidistant sampling of the target field
along viewing rays and acting on a piecewise linear ap-
proximation of it, which, depending on the local par-
ticle density, may miss detailed features in regions of
high particle density, or oversample particles with large
smoothing length in sparse regions.

Thus, in this work, we explore the capabilities and
limitations of approximating SPH scalar fields with
higher-order piecewise polynomial functions, whose res-
olution adapts to the local resolution of the given parti-
cle data. The higher-order approximations may facilitate
quantitatively more accurate output images at a worth-
while cost.

2 METHOD OVERVIEW

As SPH interpolation defines the target scalar field as the
sum of particle contributions to it, our concept builds on
approximating each individual particle contribution on
a viewing ray and then employing the sum of these ap-
proximations. Although summing an indefinite number
of piecewise polynomial functions may seem like a task
of quadratic complexity not amenable to GPU process-
ing, we encode these functions in a way reducing the
summation to a simple sorting task.
Our method comprises three passes:

1. For each particle, approximate its contribution to
all relevant viewing rays.

2. For each ray, sort the contribution data assigned to
it with respect to the distance from the viewer.

3. For each ray, accumulate the contributions along
the ray, classify and composite the result.

In the remainder of this section, we declare our con-
cept of representing piecewise polynomial functions and
show how these can be processed during the composit-
ing sweep. In Section we present a way to effi-
ciently compute optimal approximations for single par-
ticle contributions during the first sweep. In Section [
we then describe a pitfall that our higher-order approxi-
mation scheme involves and develop an improvement of
our method to overcome this difficulty. Finally, in Sec-
tion 5] we analyze the approximation errors implied by
our scheme and discuss the choice of the major parame-
ters like the approximation order, before concluding our
work in Section

Localized Difference Coefficients. A real polyno-
mial function A : R — R of order D is generally repre-
sented by its coefficients, i. e., numbers a; € R such that
A(t) =YL ,ast?. They provide a direct image of how
the function and all its derivatives behave at t = 0 since
the d derivative of A at ¢+ = 0 amounts to dlag. If we
wanted to know the value or derivative of order d at some
other 7., we could compute it as
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which shows that the real numbers
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represent the order-d behavior of A at t = t, just as the
ag do att = 0. In fact, A can be expressed using these
localized coefficients as

D
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Now, a continuous piecewise polynomial function is
defined by a sequence of border arguments g < | < ...
and several polynomial functions Ag,Aq,... such that
each polynomial function Ay is applied in its respective
interval [tg, f;41].

If we were representing each polynomial A; by
its coefficients, summing several piecewise polynomial
functions would require tracking the applicable polyno-
mials for each resulting argument interval and summing
their coefficients.

Instead, we save for each border argument #; the
change that the overall function performs in all orders.
Specifically, we save the localized coefficients of the dif-
ference between the polynomials A applicable on the
right of #; and A;_| applicable on its left.

Thus, when saving a piecewise polynomial approxi-
mation of order D along a viewing ray, we encode it as a
sequence of knots

(te, ko, - akp), k=0,1,...

consisting of a ray parameter f; defining the knot po-
sition on the ray and localized difference coefficients
ago, - - - ,xp, such that

D
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Summing several piecewise polynomials encoded this
way amounts to nothing more than sorting their joint
knots for increasing knot positions. The resulting ap-
proximation can then be processed piece by piece, re-
trieving the localized coefficients ayy,...,axp of each
piece polynomial A, at its left boundary argument #;
from the ones of the last piece according to the updat-
ing rule

D/ A
arg = G+ Y <Zl) ag_n; —1n-1)""" @
=

for d = 0,...,D, which is a computation of constant
complexity per piece, irrespective of the number of par-
ticles contributing.

3 APPROXIMATING SIN-
GLE PARTICLE CONTRI-
BUTIONS

3.1 Deduction from Unit Particle

Since the same SPH kernel function is applied for all
particles, their contributions to the volume differ in only
a few scaling and translation parameters, namely their
position ¥, mass u, density p, smoothing radius £, and
applicable scalar field attribute o.



Figure 1: Sketch of measures involved in the po-
sitional relationship between viewing ray and par-
ticle. The volume of influence of a particle with
smoothing length { is intersected by a viewing ray,
defined by base point b and unit direction vector v.
The particle’s contribution on the ray at a point x(7)
is determined by its distance to the particle position
Xx. We denote by g the upper bound of the kernel
function’s support, such that ¢ is the radius of the
particle’s volume of influence.

To model a viewing ray, we fix a straight line with
vector equation x(¢) = b+ v for some base point b € R3,
unit direction vector v € R3, and parameter € R. We
consider a normalized particle, i.e., one of unit mass,
unit density, unit field attribute, and unit smoothing ra-
dius. Assuming the base point b on the ray is the one
closest to the particle position, the normalized particle’s
contribution to this line is

BA(1) :w(x/Az +t2>,

where A is the distance between the particle’s position
and the line. Then, the contribution of a specific data par-
ticle on a ray at distance AL from its position  amounts

to
oL l—tx>
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where 1, is the parameter of the point on the ray clos-
est to the particle position and A = é Hx —x(tx) H The
situation is depicted in Figure[T}

Finding optimal piecewise polynomial approxima-
tions for By for all A within the SPH kernel’s support
suffices to generate optimal approximations for any par-
ticle by just translating and scaling it in the same way.
For quick access, we thus prepare a look-up table con-
taining the localized difference coefficients of order-D
approximations of B, for many equidistant values of A.
In the remainder of this section, we show how we can
find these optimal approximations.

3.2 Optimization Problem Definition

Before we can find optimal approximations, we need to
define what optimality shall mean in this context. Specif-
ically, we have to settle on:

1. The space of eligible candidates, i.e., the condi-
tion of what we want to consider a feasible approx-
imation.

2. The error measure defining whether one approxi-
mation is better than another.

The main restriction on the space of eligible approxima-
tion candidates is the imposition of a maximum poly-
nomial degree D, i.e, the order of approximation, and
the number K of non-trivial polynomial pieces per par-
ticle, i. e., the number of non-zero polynomials defining
the approximation of a single particle. We dedicate Sec-
tion [] to evaluating choices of D and K but leave them
unspecified for now. Beyond that, we demand that our
approximations shall be continuous and even functions
with compact support. This seems reasonable, as our ap-
proximation target B also has these properties.

For measuring the approximating quality of any
piecewise polynomial function candidate S : R — R, we
apply its L2 distance to By, i. €., we seek to minimize the
approximation error
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In contrast to the supremum norm, often used in approx-
imation theory, this error measure punishes not only the
maximum pointwise deviation from the target, but also
the length of segments of high deviation. Moreover, an-
other advantage of the L? norm is its associated inner
product, which allows us to generate a closed-form solu-
tion of the optimal approximation and its error value as
a function only of the knot positions, as shown in Sec-
tion [3.3] We then find optimal knot positions through
standard non-linear optimization as explained in Sec-

tion[3.4]

3.3 Solution for Fixed Knot Positions

As a prerequisite for finding truly optimal approxima-
tions, we first handle the case of arbitrary fixed knot
positions. Due to our evenness requirement, the nega-
tive knot positions are determined from the positive ones.
Hence, our optimization domain is the set of even contin-
uous piecewise polynomial functions with compact sup-
port, maximal degree D, maximal number of non-trivial
pieces K, and positive knot positions 6y,...,0x;). We
denote this set by S.

Consider the vector space L? (R) of square-integrable
functions R — R, which by the Riesz-Fischer theorem
is complete with respect to the L? norm and therefore a
Hilbert space when equipped with the inner product

(A,B) = /A(t)B(t)dt for A,BeL*(R),
R

which induces the L norm ||A||, = \/(A,A). The ap-
proximation target By is clearly an element of L>(R) as
it is continuous and has compact support.

For any A,B € L*>(R), B # 0, we denote by

(A,B)
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the orthogonal projection of A on B.

As we will see shortly, $ is a subspace of L?(R) of
finite dimension LKTDJ , for which we can compute an or-
thogonal basis A4, which in turn we can use to calculate
the orthogonal projection of Bp on § as

Sa=Y projs(By). 4)
AeAa



It is easy to show that S, is the unique error-optimal
approximation of By among the elements of S (proof in
Appendix, Section 2). Therefore, all we need for com-
puting the optimal approximation for fixed knot posi-
tions is a suitable orthogonal basis.

We specify a non-orthogonal basis as a starting point
here: Let 7 be the set of pairs (k,d) of positive in-
tegers k < [K/2] and d < D but excluding elements
(1,d) for uneven d if K is uneven. Then the set 4 =
{Aga : (k,d) € 7} of functions

1 if [r] < 651

~ d

Aa)=121- (gk\;%) if 0,1 < |r] < O
0 if ‘t| >0

is a basis of § (proof in Appendix, Section [I}).

Given A4, we convert it into an orthogonal basis
A={Apq : (k,d) € 7} by employing the Gram-Schmidt
process. Specifically, we recursively set

Ak*d* :A~d*k* — Z
(kd)eg
k<k*V(k=knd<d")
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in lexicographical order of pairs (k*,d*) € 7.

3.4 Optimal Knot Positions

While we can directly compute optimal approximations
for given knot positions as shown above, finding error-
optimal knot positions is a nonlinear optimization prob-
lem over the variables 81, ...,0x/,.

The objective function EA is continuous within the
interior of the feasible domain defined by the constraints
0 <0 <+ <Bkp), due to the continuity of the in-
ner product and of the constructed basis with respect to
the 6, which would even hold for a discontinuous SPH
kernel function. Also, we can expect to find a global op-
timizer within the interior of the feasible domain, i.e.,
without any of the constraints being active, because an
equality of any two variables would be equivalent to a
reduction of the number of non-zero pieces, diminishing
the freedom for approximating and therefore resulting in
higher or equal error. Hence, if a local optimum was at-
tained at the feasible domain border, it could not be iso-
lated because shifting one of the colliding 6; and defin-
ing the polynomials on both of its sides to be equal would
result in the same approximation function and therefore
in the same error value.

While evaluating E5 could be done following the
steps above for every set of fixed 8y,...,07x,, it is
worthwhile to only fix K and D and perform the process
in a symbolic manner, generating an explicit formula of
the objective error function, which can later be evaluated
for any knot positions and distance parameter A. The
generation of a closed-form representation of an orthog-
onal basis for variable knot positions and A has to be
done only once as it does not depend on the SPH kernel
used. However, the explicit expression of the approxima-
tion error following (@) requires closed-form solutions of
the integrals defining the inner products (A,Bp) for or-
thogonal basis functions A. In the case of an SPH kernel
defined by a continuous piecewise polynomial function
such as the cubic B-spline kernel (I, this can clearly be
achieved. In any case, as the symbolic computations are
rather involved, computer algebra systems are of great
help during this preparatory process.

We have conducted this process for the cubic B-
spline kernel, going to considerable length to find a
global optimizer for many discrete A. For A close to
the upper bound ¢, however, we have found the evalu-
ation of some of the formulae to become instable. To
obtain reliable results, we employed the GNU MPFR li-
brary to perform the computations in multiple precision
arithmetic. Since we have not encountered any severe
problems during these optimizations, we have reason to
hope they are manageable for any piecewise polynomial
SPH kernel function.

4 QUANTIZATION TO PRE-
VENT  HIGHER-ORDER
ERRORS

4.1 Higher-order
Propagation

Rounding Error

For the stated efficiency reasons, the recursive compu-
tation of polynomial coefficients according to (2)) is an
integral component to our particle-wise approximation
approach. However, it comes at a substantial price which
may not be obvious at first glance. Directly applying ()
during the compositing sweep using floating-point num-
bers is problematic because rounding errors are propa-
gated at higher order from front to back along the view-
ing ray, resulting in unreliable coefficients especially for
higher 7.

To illustrate the issue, consider a piecewise polyno-
mial function modeling the contribution of a small num-
ber of particles. Clearly, the last piece polynomial of
this approximation should be the zero polynomial. How-
ever at its starting knot, its value is most probably not
computed to be zero but some value close to zero, due
to rounding errors in the computation. Although this
zeroth-order distortion may be negligible by itself, small
rounding errors in higher-order terms cause large errors
further down the ray. We may thus find the polynomial’s
value to have grown far from zero for larger 7.

The direct effect of these errors is an unstable result:
When using a transfer function with focus on lower at-
tribute values typically reached just before leaving the
volumes of influence of the last contributing particles,
the resulting pixel colors are highly unstable and the
generated images show strong “sprinkling” artifacts, as
shown in Figure2](a). Hence, solving this problem is in-
dispensable if we want our higher-order ray casting con-
cept to be of any use.

There are several conceivable measures for allevia-
tion. One is to limit the maximum distance on the ray
that the error may use to grow by introducing a num-
ber of special reinitialization knots at predetermined ¢ on
all rays, as performed for the rendering of Figure 2] (b).
When processing a particle during the first sweep, in ad-
dition to the knots encoding its higher-order approxima-
tion as difference coefficients, we also add to all cov-
ered reinitialization knots the localized coefficients of
this particle’s contributions. Later when processing the
sorted sequence of knots, whenever we encounter a reini-
tialization knot, we directly take the coefficients attached
to it instead of computing the coefficients following the
update rule (2), thus eliminating the effect of past errors
for future pieces. However, this approach not only in-



(b)

Figure 2: Extracts of sample renderings of the temperature field of an SPH data set using our higher-order SPH field
approximation scheme and a transfer function emphasizing three rather low temperature value regions by mapping them
to an emission of blue, yellow, and red light. All computations are performed in single precision on the GPU.

(a) clearly shows “sprinkling” artifacts caused by higher-order rounding error propagation, which “randomly” cause the
field approximation on the ray to stay within one of the highlighted temperature regions far “behind” the particle cluster.

(b) shows the result of employing 10 slices of reinitialization to mitigate the problem.

troduces the complexity of two different kinds of knots
but also can only partially solve the problem. Besides,
defining how many reinitialization knots to utilize is non-
trivial.

Clearly, an alternative would be to avoid the cause
of higher-order error propagation altogether and proceed
to a direct, possibly localized, coefficient representation
of the polynomials, considering for the computation of
each result piece only the contributions with overlapping
support. While this would most probably facilitate sta-
ble results, it would mean accepting the expense of de-
termining for each piece the set of relevant contributions.

4.2 Exact Arithmetic Through Quan-
tization

‘We propose yet another approach to fully avoid rounding
errors during the computation of (2), namely by transfer-
ring all involved quantities from floating-point to fixed-
point numbers, which allow an exact arithmetic. More
precisely, we slightly shift all numbers encoding the in-
dividual contribution approximations into integer multi-
ples of some quantum values, a process we call quanti-
zation. While this increases the approximation errors for
the individual contributions, the update operations in (2)
are reduced to exact integer manipulations.

Adhering to the notation used in (), the values to be
quantized are the elements of the knots (,dxg, .- ,dkp)
and the localized coefficients ai;. We thus seek to fix
real quantum values T > 0 and ¢; > 0 ford =0,...,D
such that #; ~ ;T for some #; € N and dyy ~ Gy,
arg ~ drgGq for integers dyy and dai;. The quantized
knots can then be encoded as the integer components
(T, k0, - -, akp) -

Written in these terms, () becomes
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which we have to guarantee to result in an integer for ar-
bitrary integer values of previously computed (7 —fx—1)
and @) ;. This can only be accomplished by requiring
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by simply setting ¢; = T% for all d, where we abbreviate
G = Go. This leaves us with only two quantum values:
one length quantum 7 and one field value quantum ¢. We
show our strategy of choosing the two in Section[4.4]

However, we first specify in Section [#.3]how we set
up the quantized knot positions 7; and difference coeffi-
cients dyy, which later form the input of the coefficients
update rule (Z), now reduced to the integer-only repre-
sentation

D / .
arg = ra+ Y, ((JJ) ag1y; G—i-1)’" ()
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4.3 Setting Quantized Knots

In order to not introduce higher-order errors through the
back door after all, we have to ensure that the input to
the integer computations does not contain such errors
already. Each individual particle approximation has to
have compact support, i. e., its knots have to exactly neu-
tralize each other. This guides us to compute the knots
of single particle contributions according to the follow-
ing rules (derivation in Appendix, Section [3).

Given a particle with attributes y, p, {, and o, posi-
tioned at distance AL from the ray with closest point pa-
rameter £y, we select from the look-up table the optimal
normalized positive knot positions 6; and localized dif-
ference coefficients §;4 corresponding to the normalized
distance closest to A, all in floating-point representation.

We then set the knot position quantum counts to

_ t - 0 _ _
fh = ’V%J and 7, =)+ IV%J =2t — 1

fork=1,...,[K/2], where we use [-], a notation inspired
by (Hastad et al., 1989 page 860), to refer to just a usual
nearest integer rounding function. In this context it is ir-
relevant whether we round z+ % tozortoz+1forzeZ.

Then, for £ > 1, except for k = 1 and uneven d if K
is uneven, the quantized localized difference coefficients
are computed as
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In case of K being even, there is a middle knot with
possibly non-zero coefficients

x v v (N —d
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for uneven d. Otherwise, there is no middle knot, i.e.,
dog = 0 for all d, but we set
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and d;4 = (fl)dJrl 4_14 in descending order of uneven

d.

4.4 Specifying Quantum Values

Computing optimal quantum values requires the defini-
tion of a manageable error measure for minimization. In
our attempts to measure the changes to the field approx-
imation originating from quantization, we have devel-
oped the data-independent and ray-independent relative
quantization error estimate (derivation in the Appendix,
Section )

2g2d+3 2

— 1 1272 .
Op(t.6) = 7\ |77 +dZ 2d+1)(2d+3) 4’
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where ¢ is the upper bound of the kernel function’s sup-
port and we have abbreviated the constants

1
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which only depend on the SPH kernel.

QOp clearly grows with ¢, which is reasonable be-
cause the smaller we set ¢, the closer the quantized
approximations cat get to the optimal ones. However,
smaller ¢ require larger integer values Gy and .
Hence, to guard against integer overflow, we propose to
set it to the optimal lower bound

l—

Amax

5~ INT.MAX’

where INT_'MAX is the maximum representable integer
for an integer bit-length yet to be chosen, and apax an
overall upper bound of the values expected to occur in
the approximation, which can be generated by a short
analysis of the data set to be visualized.

The situation is not as straight-forward for the length
quantum T. On the one hand, large T result in large quan-
tization errors by distorted knot positions. On the other
hand, small T mean large higher-order quantum values
g, as we have seen in Section[f.2] However, given ¢, it
is easy to show that QOp(T,¢) is a convex function with
respect to T, whose minimizer can be found by common
root-finding methods (proof in Appendix, Section[5).

We have to note, though, while Qp(t,¢) estimates
the relative quantization error of a normalized particle,
the quantization error for a particle from the data set is
better represented by

of(e559)

i.e., it depends on the particle attributes. Thus, for the
purpose of determining a suitable global T, we first spec-
ify “representative” attributes Urepr, Prepr. Qrepr, and Olepr
of the data set to be visualized. These could be, for
example, average or mean values or the attributes cho-

sen from any particle in a region of interest. After-
__ MreprObrepr

= -, we set T to minimize
Prepr‘:repr

wards, abbreviating Qrepr

s
0n(g 55 )

S CHOOSING APPROXIMA-
TION DIMENSIONS

Having set forth our quantized higher-order approxima-
tion field concept, the question remains how to choose
its most fundamental parameters: the approximation or-
der D, the number of non-trivial polynomial pieces per
particle K, and the bit length defining the maximum
representable integer INT_-MAX. All three parameters
can significantly impact both approximation accuracy
and performance. While the quality of any configura-
tion (D, K,INT_-MAX) ultimately requires thorough test-
ing to be readily evaluated, we do want to provide an
overview in theory here.

5.1 Performance Implications

The method’s asymptotic complexity with respect to K
and D is easily seen: K has linear impact on the number
of knots per ray and therefore a linearithmic one on the
overall process time due to the search sweep. The over-
all time effect of D is quadratic since both the number of
coefficients to be updated and the number of operations
for each coefficient update according to (3 grow linearly
with D.

The performance implications of the integer bit
length require special attention. In spite of the focus on
floating-point performance, modern GPUs intrinsically
support calculations on integer types of 16-bit and 32-
bit lengths. For 32-bit integers, the throughput of ad-
ditions is comparable to 32-bit floating-point operations
while multiplications are commonly processed about five
times slower. 64-bit integer operations are formally
supported in some GPU programming contexts (Vulkan
API, OpenCL, CUDA, extension of GLSL) but seem to
be always emulated in software based on 32-bit opera-
tions.

Such an emulation can easily be constructed for in-
teger types of any size, which means that in theory we
can go with arbitrarily small quantum values, albeit at
a high price performance-wise. To get an impression
about the performance implications of using such long
integers, we have analysed such algorithms. Compared
to 32-bit integers, our results show a cost increase by a
factor of roughly 9 for bit-length 64, 24 for 96 bit, and 45
for 128 bit, although we expect 64-bit integers to be es-
pecially well-optimized in the implementations by GPU
vendors.

To be able to decide whether these cost factors are
worthwhile and, consequently, choose adequate quantum
values, we have to form an idea of the quality implica-
tions of smaller or larger integer sizes. In other words,
we have to relate the quantization cost to the quantization
erTor.

5.2 Combined Accuracy Measure

In order to estimate the overall accuracy implications of
D, K, and INT_MAX, we combine the error estimate
for piecewise polynomial approximation and the one for
quantization.

In Section [3.2] we have already defined the error
EA(S) for a non-quantized approximation along a ray
with normalized distance A. To become independent
from A and the screen resolution, we integrate the op-
timal per-ray error over all viewing rays in one direction.



We then divide it by the L norm ¥ of a normalized par-
ticle’s contribution to arrive at the per-particle relative
error for higher-order approximation

1
2
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where we have used S, to refer to the optimal approxi-
mation at distance A with optimal knot positions. As we
are given these approximations only implicitly through
a minimization process, we compute Ex p only approxi-
mately as a Riemann sum. It constitutes a precise relative
approximation error measure for any particle, not just for
the normalized ones.

By contrast, the quantization error is difficult to
quantify exactly, due to the statistical and rather com-
plex distortion caused by quantization. We thus content

ourselves with the rather rough estimate Op ( Cr:pr , ¢2pr)
defined in Section f.4] While this measure is already
in the form of a per-particle relative error derived from
an all-rays integration similar to the one for Eg p above,
it has the disadvantage of apparently depending on T, G,
and the particle data. Fortunately, a closer look reveals
that the only property of the data set that Qp really de-
pends on is

Amax
b
¢repr

i.e., the ratio between a “representative” particle’s fac-
tor to the SPH kernel and an upper bound of the target
field value. It is a measure for the variance of the target
scalar field. Fixing this value at, say, 10° to be robust
against integer overflow for at least some level of data

variance, we can compute % and thus the optimal ratio
repr

CL providing the error Qp.
repr

Committed on a quantization error estimate Op, we
can combine it to Ex p above to form an overall approx-
imation accuracy measure. Simply summing the two er-
rors would introduce an overestimation bias as it would
model all distortions acting in the same direction. In-
stead, we treat the two sources of error as if they were
perpendicular and take the L? norm of their sum, arriv-
ing at the overall approximation error

\/ E12<,D +05

for evaluating configurations (D, K,INT_-MAX).

Exp \ /EIZ(A’D + 03

B (U S —
= —1072f —=— —
—— 03 ——7F
1074
1073
1 23 456 123456
D — D —
K= K=2 K=3 K=4

Figure 3: Plot of error values in the example case
of the cubic B-Spline SPH kernel (]I[) for D <6
and K < 4. The horizontal colored marks show the
polynomial approximation error component Ex p

on the left and the combined error 4 /E,% p+03on

the right. The grey bars on the right-hand side de-
pict the quantization error component Qp, which
has been computed assuming an integer bit length
of 64 and a data variance factor @max/¢epr = 10°.

The overall error clearly falls with growing K and
INT_-MAX as these two parameters only effect one of
the two components. However, the effect of D is more
interesting because higher D cause Ex p to fall but Qp
to grow. Thus, for any fixed K and INT_-MAX, there
is one error-minimizing D, such that raising the approx-
imation order further will not be worthwhile as it will
reduce the accuracy at even higher cost. Figure 3] shows
a plot of Ex p and Qp, as well as the combined error,
for the cubic B-spline kernel (I). It covers values for ap-
proximation order D up to 6 and per-particle non-trivial
pieces count K up to 4, assuming an integer bit length of
64 and a data variance ratio of dmax/¢rp = 10%. One can
see that for, e. g., K = 3 and K = 4, raising D above 4 is
clearly not worthwhile.

While it is hard to select one universal configuration
from the analysis presented here, a visualization tool us-
ing our method can implement a single one or several,
and even more than one SPH kernel function. For each
configuration, Ex p can be computed at compile time.
Also Qp, being a one-dimensional function of @max/¢repr
for each D and INT_-MAX after all, can quickly be ob-
tained from a look-up table, facilitating an efficient com-
putation of the combined error estimate when loading a
data set. Thus, although choosing an ideal configura-
tion depends on user preferences for balancing quality
and speed, a visualization tool may restrict a set of im-
plemented configurations to a preselection of worthwhile
configurations in view of the target data set for the user
to choose from.



6 CONCLUSION

Seeking a new level of quantitative accuracy in scien-
tific visualization, we have presented a novel approach
to approximating SPH scalar fields on viewing rays dur-
ing volume ray casting. It features a locally adaptive
spatial resolution and efficient summation scheme. We
have shown how to efficiently compute the best possible
higher-order approximations of particle contributions of
any given order and resolution, and provided a thorough
theoretic analysis of the approximation errors involved.
Conveying these error estimates to the user, could meet a
field expert’s need for quantitatively assessing the errors
involved in the visualization process.

While we have confined our explanations on repre-
senting field values, the procedure for gradients or other
field features is analogous, as long as these are additively
generated from particle contributions. Also, despite our
focus on SPH data, our concepts may very well be appli-
cable to direct volume renderings of scattered data.

Clearly, our findings have yet to prove their competi-
tiveness in practise. However, we are confident that they
will help in advancing scientific visualization of scat-
tered data in terms of quantitative accuracy.
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APPENDIX

1 Basis of the Set of Eligible Approx-
imation Candidates for Fixed Knot
Positions

Let
* K and D be positive integers,

* 0=09 <8 <--- <8k agrowing real sequence,

S the set of even continuous piecewise polynomial
functions with compact support, maximal degree
D, maximal number of non-trivial pieces K, and
positive knot positions 01, ..., 8k,

* g the set of pairs (k,d) of positive integers k <
[K/2] and d < D but excluding elements (1,d) for
uneven d if K is uneven.

Then the set

A01,.. 01 ) = {Aa: (k.d) € 9}

of functions
1 if ‘t| < Gk,l
N d
A0 =11-(5502)" if6 1 <l <6
0 if |¢] > 6

isabasis0f5<6],...,9[,</ﬂ>.
To illustrate the structure of this basis, Fig-

ure [] shows plots of the graphs of the elements of
4(01,0,,03) for [K/2] =3 and D =4.

Proof. By construction, all Ay, are clearly even contin-
uous polynomial functions with compact support, max-
imal degree D and positive knot positions 01y, ..., 6("/21'
They comprise not more than K non-trivial pieces, in-
cluding for uneven K, because then there is no change of
the polynomial at # = 69 since, for even d and because

It therefore suffices to show that 57{(91 been ’eWﬂ) is lin-

early independent and generates the entire vector space.
For this proof, we use the indexed bracket notation

] 4

k

for a piecewise polynomial A with positive knot posi-
tions 91,...,6@/2], d >0, and k < [K/2], to denote the
coefficient of order d of the polynomial corresponding to
the subdomain [0;_1, 6].

‘We start off with two simple observations about some
of the coefficients of the basis functions Ay, firstly,

d
dl 7 d lt] — 61
Arg = 1—( ———
{t ]k kd [t }k (Gk—ek,1
= — (=6 1) ©6)
for all (k,d) € J and, secondly,

K#£kvd >d = {tw]k*z&kd =0. (7)

Now, to show linear independence, let a;; € R for all
(k,d) € 7 and Y(kd)es argAra = 0. For a proof by con-
tradiction, suppose there is a non-empty subset ' C 7
such that agy # 0 for all (k,d) € J'. Since 7’ is fi-
nite, it contains one maximal element (k*,d*) with re-
spect to lexicographical order, i. e., such that all (k,d) €
IIN\{(k*,d*)} satisfy k <k* V (k=k* A d <d*). The
above observations (6) and (7) then imply

[td*} Y @A = g <[’d*} k}k*d*)

(kd)eg
+ L (] A)

I\ k1))
= —apq (B —Bp 1)
#0,

which proves that the linear combination cannot be zero.
To prove the generator property, let S €

S (91 yeen ’GWﬂ ) We now show how to generate multi-

69 =0, pliers ay,4 such that the corresponding linear combination
d d D -
1_(\f|—90> _,_ D ’dzl_ﬁ_ A=Y agAu
61 — 6o 6¢ 6¢ (kd)es
k=1 k=2 k=3

1 F T T T T T T T ] 1 F T T T T T T T ]

d=1 _/—\_ e N
0 L L L L L L L 0 L L L L L L L
83 6, -8, 0 6, 6, 63 —63 -6, -6, 0 6, 6 03

1 F T T T T T ] 1 F T T T T T T ] 1 F T T T T T T T ]
a=2 | /N /2 S s N\
0 L L L L L L L 0 L L L L L L L 0 L L L L L L L
03 6, -8 0 8 6 03 03 6, -8 0 08 6y 03 ~03 6y -8 0 8 6y 03

1 F T T T T T T T ] 1 E T T T T T T T ]
d=3 I W e \
0 L L L L L L L 0 L L L L L L L
—63 -6, -6, 0 0] 6 03 —63 -0, -6, 0 8 6 03

1 F T T T T T ] 1 F T T T T T T ] 1 F T T T T ]

d=4 0 M 1 1 0 1 m 0 _\/ L I L \\_
63 -6 -6, 0 8 6 63 63 -6, -6, 0 0 6 63 63 -0, -6, 0 0 6 63

Figure 4: Plots of the basis functions Ay; fork=1,...,3,d = 1,...,4, and an arbitrary setting of positive knot positions

01, 0>, and 03. These 12 functions are the elements of the basis 4 for K =6 and D = 4. For K = 5, there are still three
positive knot positions but the elements Aj; and A3 drawn in paler colors are excluded because they feature a polynomial
change atr = 0.



is equal to S.
For all k* =2,...,[K/2], we recursively set the mul-
tipliers ay+4+ for decreasing d* = D, ..., 1 by the rule

Afex g = (ek* — ek*—l )d*

(11, £ oestee) - (9]

—d"+1

which is well-defined because the ay-y ford*+1<d <
D have already been set before. By (€) and (7)), this then
guarantees

[]r= (7] L o)

d=d*

+ ([td*} . Z ade'kd>
K jotbd nd <d*

= — g (B — O 1)

D
+ <|:l‘d} . Z ak*dAk*d>
K a1
= [td*} S
k*

for any positive d* and k* > 2.

For k* = 1 and decreasing d*, excluding uneven d* in
the case of uneven K, we adhere to the same rule, which
now amounts to

ajgc = —9[11* - [ld*} lS

*

because Az = 1 — (GLI) for € [0,01]. This guar-

antees [t"] A = [t7'] S at least for even K or even
d*. For uneven K and d*, the equality holds, too, be-
cause S may not change the polynomial at 6p = 0 and
S | —0,,01] must be even, requiring all of its uneven coef-
ficients to vanish, which is also the case for the elements
of :’4(91, . ’G(K/ﬂ) by construction.

Therefore, as the coefficients of A and S in all subdo-
mains intersecting the positive real axis match for posi-
tive order, their difference S — A must be piecewise con-
stant there. Since S — A is also even and continuous and
has compact support, due to S and A having the same
properties, it must be the zero function. O

2 Proof of Optimality of Sy

Let L be a Hilbert space with scalar product (A, B) and
induced norm ||A|| = \/(A,A) for any A,B € L. For
A,B €L, B#0, we denote by

projg(A) =

the orthogonal projection of A on B.

Further, let S be a vector subspace of L of finite di-
mension with orthogonal basis 4.

Then for any By € L, its orthogonal projection on §,

Sa =Y projs(Ba) ®)
AeAa

is the unique element in § with minimal norm
(S —Bal-

Proof. By construction, Sy is a linear combination of the
elements of basis 4, hence Sp € S.
For any other element S € §,

(BA —Sa,S—SA) =0,

due to (8) and the elements of A4 being mutually orthog-
onal. Hence, in case of S #£ Sy,

IS—BAll* = (S—Ba,S—Bj)
— (S—So+Sx—Ba,S—Sa+Sx—By)
= (S—SA,S—SA)+2(S—Sx.Sp — Ba)
+(SA — Ba,Sa — Ba)
= IS = Sall? +2-0+ S — Bal
> [|Sa —Ball*.
O

3 Derivation of Computation Rules
for Quantized Knots

Given a particle with attributes g, p, {, and o, positioned
at distance AL from the ray with closest point parameter
ty, we select from the look-up table the optimal normal-
ized positive knot positions 0; and localized difference
coefficients §y, corresponding to the normalized distance
closest to A, all in floating-point representation. They
define an optimal approximation S of By, such that the
given particle’s contribution is approximated by the (un-
quantized) piecewise polynomial function

For given quantum values T and ¢, our goal is now to
compute quantized knots

(T, ar0, - -Gk s aro = 0, for k = — [K/2] ... [K/2]
encoding the continuous contribution approximation
Af(’(/ﬂfl(t) ift < Z_,(K/ﬂ‘t
if 77 <t <417 for some

ADZAAMO e ek - 1)
Arxp (1) ift > t_(K/Z"‘C
)
through
A-rr-1 =0
and

D
At) A1 () =6 Y da (t—51)*  (10)
d=0
for k = —[K/2],...,[K/2] such that the quantized local-
ized coefficients ay, of the individual polynomial func-
tions

D
At)=¢ ¥ ag (t — )"
d=0
are recursively given by
A(-[x2)-1)a =0 an
and () for k = — [K/2],...,[K/2], or, explicitly,

) LD iy
=d+ Y, Z<d) aj(f—n)""  (12)

which follows from iteratively applying (3). Thereby, we
aim for A to come fairly close to A.



3.1 Conditions on Resulting Approximations

So far, we have already assumed any contribution ap-
proximation A to be continuous. If not, its definition @D
would be ambiguous at the knot positions 7;T.

In addition to continuity, we also adopt the other con-
ditions defining the set of eligible approximations § for
normalized particle contributions, demanding A to have
not more than K non-trivial pieces, maximal polynomial
degree D, compact support, and be shifted even, i. e., ful-
fill

Alto+1)=A(tg—1) (13)

for some fixed #p € R and all real . Together with
A_x/1—1 =0, shifted evenness clearly implies compact
support, i.e., Arx,) = 0. This is particularly impor-
tant because otherwise any non-zero coefficient dfxy, 4
would add to regions on the ray onto which the contri-
bution is not meant to have any effect. The error would
be propagated at order d even when using exact integer
arithmetic, annihilating all fruit of the quantization ef-
fort.

We don’t expect requiring all these constraints to
raise the approximation error too much because the pro-
totype A of A already fulfills them, including shifted
evenness with respect to the ray parameter #. Still, as
the quantization operation disturbs all knot positions and
coefficients, to an extend dictated by the quantum values,
we have to keep a close eye on this additional source of
error.

3.2 Setting Quantized Knot Positions

To minimize the overall shift between A and A, we set
the middle knot position quantum count to

P = FlJ (14)

T

where we use [-] to refer to just a usual nearest integer
rounding function. In this context it is irrelevant whether
we roundz—O—% tozortoz+1forzeZ.

To keep the distances as close as possible to the non-
quantized ones and fulfill shifted evenness with respect
to 9 = fyT, we continue by setting

fk =l_()+ IV%J and [_,k =[_()7 ’V%J =2f071_k (15)

for k =1,...,[K/2], thus fulfilling f — 7y = fy — 7 for
all k.

3.3 Evenness in Terms of Quantized Localized
Difference Coefficients

As we want the resulting particle contribution approxi-
mations to be shifted even as in (I3)), we want to express
this condition in terms of the quantized difference coef-
ficients.

Shifted evenness of A is clearly equivalent to

A(t) =A_ (1) (1) fork=0,...,[K/2] (16)

which, together with (I0), implies

D
¢ Y g (t— i) = A(t) — A1 (1)

4=0
=~ [A(=0) = Ay (-1)]
i d
=—GY a_ga(—t—T47)
4=0
2 d+1,, + \d
=¢Y d (1) 1 —7T)",
d=0
hence,
kg = (1" a_gy a7

foralld =0,...,Dand k=0,...,[K/2].
In the special case of k = 0, yields

D
¢ Y doat? =Ao(t) —A_1 (1)
=0
=Ao(1) —Ao(-1)
D
=Y o {td - (—t)"] :
=0

hence, essentially,

0 if d is even
0d =1 - (18)
2ag, else.

IS

We have seen that (I6) implies the simple conditions
(I7) and (T8). And the converse is true, too, because
directly provides (T6) for k = 0 as

D
Ao(t)—A_1(1) =6 Y doat’
=0

=G i aod {fd - (—f)d]

d=0
= Ao(t) _AO(_t) )
and yields

D
Ac(t) = A1 (1) =6 Y ara (1 — 0)?
d=0

D
=¢ Y d ()"t~ i)’
=0

D
=Y a g (—1—i40)?
d=0

=A_(y1)(=1) = Ay (1),

such that, by induction over k,

A(t) =A_yr) (=) Ak (=1) + A1 (1)
=A_ (k1) (1)

3.4 Setting Quantized Localized Difference
Coefficients

The above observations allows us to straightforwardly
develop rules for setting the quantized localized differ-
ence coefficients dy .

To obtain a function close to A, we simply take all co-
efficients contained in the look-up table entry, transform



them to correspond to A, and round to nearest quantized
values. Specifically, we achieve

S My
wd 4 ord+3
by setting
d A
= T 18y J
kd = | —73 (19)
Lp?;d+3

for k > 1, except for k = 1 and uneven d if K is un-
even. The corresponding inversely located coefficients
4_yq can then be simply computed as in .

The remaining coefficients are already determined by
the shifted evenness condition and thus cannot be com-
puted freely from look-up table entries. In case of K be-
ing even, there is a middle knot with possibly non-zero
coefficients which have to obey (I8). Thus, for uneven
d,

dog = 2apq

. y z()ak, Ay d}

,[K/z j=d

=2

due to (I2)), allowing us to compute them as

aOd_—Z Z Z ( )ak, to—lk) d, 20)

=—[k)2] j=d

Otherwise, there is no middle knot, i.e., oy = 0 for
all d, but we still have to fulfill 20), which is now equiv-
alent to

2 (i = i—d

Y (d) a_ij(fo—1-1)’"

j=d
© 2/ i—d

=- Y Z<d) arj (fo— i)'~
k=—Tk/2] j=d

for uneven d and thus satisfied when setting

= _ D ] = - - j—d
a_la=-— Y, 4 a_1j(fo—1-1)

j=d+1
= 2 AN j—d
7k z(:K/z] ngz (d> (o ~ i)
-2
= - Z Akd
k=—[k/2]

2 (i © - -\jd
- Y (d) Y ao—u) 1)
k=

J=d+1 ==[%/]

in decreasing order of uneven d. Afterwards, the corre-
sponding values of @} are again accessible through .

As all involved values during the computations in
{7, (20), and are integers, these operations can be
carried out exactly, which ensures the resulting approx-
imation of the particle contribution to be exactly shifted
even.

4 Derivation of Quantization Error
Estimate Op
We perform quantization for the very purpose of error

elimination but introduce with it a new source of error,
hoping it will be less severe.

The look-up table contains approximations S to nor-
malized particle contributions B, for several normalized
distance values A. These approximations are optimized
for given approximation parameters K and D. These al-
low to generate optimal particle contribution approxima-
tions A, provided that the normalized distance of the par-
ticle to the viewing ray is equal to A for a table entry.
While this is not the case in general, the error resulting
from a deviation in A is easily mitigated by providing a
large number of entries in the look-up table. We there-
fore neglect this error and assume A to be almost optimal.

Yet, we don’t utilize A directly but convert it into a
quantized version A following the steps explained in Sec-
tion 3] thereafter. This involves rounding knot positions
to full multiples of the quantum value T and setting all
localized difference coefficients to multiples of a second
quantum value ¢. This distorts the “almost optimal” ap-
proximation A in a way that we cannot ignore because
the error introduced here—which we call the quantiza-
tion error—depends primarily on the quantum values T
and ¢. Keeping the quantization error small by setting
these to arbitrarily small values is not an option as this
would increase the integers 7, dy, and dgg by the same
factor, making them costly to operate on.

To be able to balance all involved parameters, we
seek to compute the quantization error. While we can
directly compute it for a specific instance of a quantized
contribution approximation, we cannot simply general-
ize this because just a small shift on a viewing ray or
in particle parameters can change the quantization error
dramatically. The error may even vanish if quantum mul-
tiples are directly hit by chance. Therefore, we have to
tolerate our generalized quantization error measure to be
a more vague estimation. Thereby, we attempt to intro-
duce as little bias as possible, estimating the expected
error as opposed to providing an upper bound.

As with the approximation error, we start off by as-
suming the contributing particle to be normalized, i.e.,
to carry unit mass, density, smoothing radius, and field
attribute. Our quantization error estimation has two com-
ponents, one measuring the error by quantization of knot
positions, which depends on the length quantum 7, the
other one by quantization of the difference coefficients,
based on the value quantum ¢.

4.1 Positional Quantization Error

Since the knots defining A can be located at just any ray
parameter, we slightly shift them as described in Sec-
tion[3.2]to guarantee that they are multiples of the length
quantum T. The effect is similar to a slight shift of the
approximation on the ray. The shifting amount depends
on how close the original positions are to multiples of 7.
Based on the fact that the distance to the nearest multi-
ple of t is an element of the interval [0, ﬂ and assuming
a uniform probability distribution for the selection from
this interval, we simply let the shift be  to obtain a suit-
able mean error. More precisely, we expect the average
error caused by knot position quantization to be similar
to the error of shifting the contribution model A taken
from the look-up table by % along the ray. Measuring

this error by its L? norm, it amounts to

o463

R



However, we don’t compute this error directly but ap-
ply further approximations. Firstly, since we hope A to
resemble the actual normalized particle contribution By
fairly well, we can expect the above error measure to stay
approximately equal when replacing A by Bs. Thereby,
our error estimation becomes independent from the ac-
tually used piecewise polynomial approximation.

Secondly, to make the error estimate easier com-
putable, we approximate the shifted kernel section by a
first-order expression, specifically

BA(1—3) ~BAW) — - SBA),

yielding the error estimate of

% R/ [%BA(I)} ’ dr

To become independent from A and the screen resolu-
tion, we integrate this per-ray measure over all viewing
rays in one direction, which results in 1, where we ab-

breviate
q d 2
K = /A/ {EBA(t)} drdA |
0 R
which for our example cubic B-spline kernel (T)) happens

to amount to
V14
K =-——=0.170.
T

2

l—

Ultimately, to obtain a relative error measure, we relate
it to the L? norm of the normalized particle contribution
itself. Abbreviating it by

-

oo

K= 4n/[tw(t)}2dz ,

t=0

which is roughly 0.352 for the cubic B-spline kernel, we
arrive at the positional quantization error component es-

timate
K

Opos (t)=—

4k

4.2 Coefficients Quantization Error

The second quantization error component is aimed at
estimating the effect of quantizing the localized differ-
ence coefficients §,. At every knot position, these dif-
ference coefficients constitute the values by which the
corresponding localized coefficients s, of the normal-
ized contribution approximation ‘“jump”. Therefore, a
small shift of the difference coefficients §y; as if follow-
ing (T9) for a normalized particle causes the exact same
shift on the localized coefficients sy, at the knot position
for the same order d. Given the quantum value ¢; = %
the shift when rounding to a nearest full quantum mul-
tiple is within the interval [0,G,], selected at a uniform
probability distribution. We follow the same strategy as
for the positional quantization case, assuming the shift
to amount to %gd to obtain a suitable mean error value.
When applied to the localized difference coefficient of
order d at knot positions 6, this causes the approxima-
tion to differ by

(Skd + %) (1 —60)" — 53 (1 — 61)"

- % (r—6;)" (22)

for t > 0. Consequently, the error of coefficient quan-
tization is independent from the coefficient themselves,
only depending on the order 4. It is thus independent
from the model to be quantized and, in fact, from the
SPH kernel function used.

Further, shows an error of order d, analogous
to the higher-order errors caused by rounding, which we
are trying to eliminate in the first place. For d > 0, these
distortions grow along the ray, until the next knot at posi-
tion 61 is reached and the new difference coefficient is
added to the coefficient localized there. This difference
coefficient is also distorted by quantization but this dis-
tortion has the same probability of adding to the original
error as of subtracting from it. To obtain a suitable mean
estimate of the error to be expected, we assume the error
to stay the same, i. e., the difference to the original model
to be
%d (t—6¢)"
also for t > 6 1. Consequently, for our error estimate
we ignore intermediate knots and only consider the im-
pact of coefficient quantization in the first knot modeling
a particle contribution.

In contrast to the situation for the higher-order errors
through rounding localized floating-point coefficients,
the distance upon which the higher-order quantization
errors can operate on is restricted. As we set the in-
nermost difference coordinates guaranteeing the quan-
tized particle contribution approximation to be shifted-
even (see Section 3], they only act on the distance from
an outermost knot position to the center of the contribu-
tion approximation on the viewing ray. In other words,
the error has a bounded support of length 268[x/,) and is

thus L? measurable, its norm being
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Assuming the outermost knot positions to approximate
the boundaries of the particle volume of influence, i. e.,

Ori) 2 \/@* = A%,

allows us to become independent from any aspects of
the contribution approximation S, except for maximal
degree D, expecting an error of

u |2 Z !

4 2d+1

for quantizing the difference coefficients of order d < D.
Here, g denotes the upper bound of the SPH kernel func-
tion’s support.



Integrating over all viewing rays and relating the re-
sult to the L2 norm x of the normalized particle contribu-
tion in analogy to the positional quantization error com-
ponent estimate Qpos, we define the coefficient quantiza-

tion error estimate of order d to be
1

q
Ca 2 / 5 22d-4—1
== |——[Ag"—A dA
Qvald(gd) ax \ 241 / q

1
q 2

o [[LavE—R
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Ca 2q2d+3

4k (2d+1)(2d +3)’
amounting to
29¢,
Ky/(2d+1)(2d +3)
for ¢ = 2, such as in the case of the cubic kernel (I).

Ovara(Ga) =

4.3 Combined Quantization Error Estimate

Now we want to generate a combined quantization
error estimate, integrating the components Qpos and
Oval 0s- - - s Oval p- We could simply sum up all of these
but this would introduce an overestimation bias as it
would model all field distortions acting in the same di-
rection. Each error component is the L norm of an L2-
measurable field R? — R modeling the alteration of the
SPH attribute field by the respective quantization step.
An ideal combination of the error components would be
the L2 norm of the sum of these alterations. We therefore
combine the components as if the underlying difference
fields were orthogonal with respect to the inner product
inducing the L% norm, i.e., as if

(A,B) = /A(x)B(x)dx ~0
R?

for any two such difference fields A and B measured by
different error components. While we do not assume this
to be the case, we still expect the resulting error measure
to be much more realistic. Instead of summing the com-
ponents, this model demands to sum their squares and
take the square root afterwards. Employing ¢; = T% we
therefore propose the quantization error estimate

2 S
00(0.9) = || Oon(®)+ Y. O ()
d=0

D 2q2d+3 C_,2
=\ ¥4 ) S
4% L 2dr1)(2d+3) =

While Op(7,G) can only be a rough estimate of the
error to be expected, its basic properties are plausible.
For fixed length quantum 7, it grows with ¢ asymptot-
ically linearly because the positional quantization com-
ponent Qpos is invariant in ¢ and all other components are
linear in ¢. The exact quantization error can be expected
to show a very similar behavior. After all, smaller value
quantum values can only reduce the discrepancy of the
quantized model from its original version, albeit at the
cost of increasing the involved integers representing the
multiples.

The behavior with respect to 7 is reasonable, as well.
While the positional quantization component grows lin-
early with T as expected, the value quantization compo-
nents of order d > 0 decrease and even approach zero.
This is easily explained by the fact that a larger length
quantum 7 directly means a smaller value quantum ¢; =
r—%, for positive order d. This correlation also accounts
for the value quantization errors to approach infinity for
T—0.

5 Minimization of Qp

In case of D > 0 and for fixed ¢ and , ... ,, the combined
quantization error estimate Qp(T,¢), T € (0,e0) for a nor-
malized particle satisfies

. : S

> . =] =0
lim Op(t.¢) *%%le(r) ;
lim Op(t,6) > 1im Qpos(T) = eo.

This proves that the first partial derivative of the square
of Op(t,g) with respect to T,

d
a Q%) (T7 C.))
_ K/Z‘C D dq2d+3 (;2

T *d; 42 (2d+1)(2d +3) 12d+1°

attains both negative and positive values within T €
(0,00). Moreover, %Q%(’c,g) is strictly growing with T
because

&2 K2 D g Q2
50h(1) =5+ Y 15 " 2d+2
dt 8k* = 4P (2d+3) 1

>0

for all positive ¢ and T.

In consequence, Op(T,¢) attains one global mini-
mum at the optimal length quantum, which can be com-
puted numerically by running a root-finding method on

L£03(1.9).
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