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SOME REMARKS ON DISCRETE AND SEMI-DISCRETE
TRANSPARENT BOUNDARY CONDITIONS FOR SOLVING THE
TIME-DEPENDENT SCHRODINGER EQUATION ON THE
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Abstract

We consider the generalized time-dependent Schrédinger equation on the half-axis and a
broad family of finite-difference schemes with the discrete transparent boundary conditions
(TBCs) to solve it. We first rewrite the discrete TBCs in a simplified form explicit in space
step h. Next, for a selected scheme of the family, we discover that the discrete convolution
in time in the discrete TBC does not depend on h and, moreover, it coincides with the
corresponding convolution in the semi-discrete TBC rewritten similarly. This allows us to
prove the bound for the difference between the kernels of the discrete convolutions in the
discrete and semi-discrete TBCs (for the first time). Numerical experiments on replacing
the discrete TBC convolutions by the semi-discrete one exhibit truly small absolute errors
though not relative ones in general. The suitable discretization in space of the semi-discrete
TBC for the higher-order Numerov scheme is also discussed.

MSC classification: 65M06, 35Q40
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1 Introduction

The time-dependent Schrédinger equation is crucial in quantum mechanics and electronics,
atomic and nuclear physics, wave physics, etc. It should be often solved in unbounded space
domains. Several approaches were developed and investigated for solving problems of such
kind in 1D, see review [I]. Among them one exploits the so-called discrete (both in space and
time) transparent boundary conditions (DTBCs) at artificial boundaries, see |3} 9], 4. 12} [15] and
[6, [7, 8, [18]. Their advantages are the complete absence of spurious reflections in practice as well
as the rigorous mathematical background and relevant stability results in theory. Earlier the
semi-discrete (continuous in space and discrete in time) TBCs were also constructed and studied
[13, 14, [16], 2]; they are simpler in constructing and thus have wider range of applications.

In this paper, we consider the generalized time-dependent Schrodinger equation on the
half-axis and a broad family of finite-difference schemes with the DTBCs to solve it studied
previously in [8]. The schemes are two-level symmetric (of the Crank-Nicolson type) in time
and with a parametric average in space that allows to include into consideration a number of
particular schemes of various origin. We first rewrite the DTBCs in a simplified form explicit in
space step h. Next, for a selected scheme in the family, we discover that the discrete convolution
in time in the DTBC does not depend on h and, moreover, it coincides with the corresponding
one in the semi-discrete TBC (SDTBC) rewritten preliminarily in the similar form. The latter
unexpected fact allows us to prove the bound for the difference between the kernels of the
discrete convolutions representing discrete and semi-discrete TBCs (what is done for the first
time).

!Department of Higher Mathematics at Faculty of Economics, National Research University Higher School
of Economics, Myasnitskaya 20, 101000 Moscow, Russia.
2Settlement Depository Company, 2-oi Verkhnii Mikhailovskii proezd 9, building 2, 115419 Moscow, Russia.

1



The results of numerical experiments on replacing the DTBCs by the semi-discrete one are
also presented. In general, they exhibit that the corresponding absolute errors are truly small,
uniformly in time and both in L? and C space mesh norms, though this can be not the case for
the relative ones. We also discuss the suitable discretization in space of the semi-discrete TBC
for the higher-order Numerov scheme.

2 Theoretical results

We consider the initial-boundary value problem for a generalized 1D time-dependent Schro-
dinger equation on the half-axis

2
ihpDyp = —%D(BDw) + Ve for x>0 and t >0, (2.1)
]z=0 =0 and / [, t)* de < oo for t > 0, (2.2)

0
Y],_o = ¢°(x) for x> 0. (2.3)

Hereafter the unknown wave function ¢ = ¢(x,t) is complex-valued, i is the imaginary unit,
h > 0 is a physical constant and p(z), B(z) and V(z) are the given real-valued coefficients such
that p > p>0and B > B > 0. Also D; = % and D = 5% are the partial derivatives.

We also assume that, for some (sufficiently large) Xy > 0,

p(T) = poo >0, B(z) = By >0, V(z) =V, and @Zzo(x) =0 for > X, (2.4)

so that becomes the much simpler Schrodinger equation with constant coefficients

ﬁ2
ihpeo Dith = —7BOOD2¢ +Vytp for x> X, and t > 0. (2.5)

We fix some X > X and define a non-uniform mesh @ o, in = on [0, 00) with the nodes
0=29<---<xy=X <... and the steps h; := x; — x;_; supposing that h; < X — X, and
hj=h=hyfor j > J. Let Wy = Whoo \ {0} and hjjq/s := }”3& We exploit the backward
and modified forward difference quotients as well as the backward and forward averages in x

g, = Vi Win 5y Win = W5
h; i1/
_ W,.1+W; h; hj
s W= —2—— 21 5 W, .= LW+ W,
’ 2 T 2hyae T 2he 0T

We also recall the three-point averaged operator of multiplication by a real mesh function s

h; h:
ColsW; := 0 L 3;W; 1 + (1 = 260)(8056)W; + 6 2 ;1 W
P12 hji1y2

depending on the real parameter 6 [§].

We also define the uniform in time mesh w”™ with the nodes t,, = m7, m > 0, and the step
7> 0;let w”:=w"\ {0}. We exploit the backward difference quotient, the symmetric average
and the backward shift in time

Y -Y Y +Y

0,Y = , SY = . Ymi=ym L
T 2




In [§], a broad family of two-level symmetric in time (i.e., of the Crank-Nicolson type)
finite-difference schemes was studied for problem —

_ "2 . _
Zth[ph]at\If = _3 81 (BhazEt\I/) -+ Cg [Vh]Wgt\If on Wh o X (JJT, (26)
Ulico=0 on w’, V=) on . (2.7)

Here py, By, and Vj, are (real) approximations of p, B and V; we suppose that p, > p and
By, > B. In the simplest case, one can set s, 1= »#(xj_1/9) for continuous » = p, B and V.

For different values of #, the family includes a number of particular schemes: the standard
Crank-Nicolson scheme without averages (for 6 = 0) studied in [3, Ol [6, [7], the finite element
method (FEM) for linear elements (for § = %) studied in particular in [2, 4], a four-point
symmetric vector (or multi-symplectic) scheme (for § = 1) studied in equivalent forms in
[10, 11} and, in the case of constant coefficients (for 6 = é), the higher-order Numerov scheme
presented in [12, [I7] (see also the 2D case in [15]). The case § = 1 corresponds also to the linear
FEM with the numerical integration based on the midpoint rule (in the integrals containing p
and V).

The uniform in time stability in two space norms was proved in [§] for § < % that we suppose
to be valid below.

The DTBC allows to restrict rigorously the decaying solution of a scheme on the infinite
mesh to the finite in space mesh {xj} _o X w". For scheme (2)), (2)), the DTBC was derived in
[8] in the form

h2 - m_Ig

5 Bx 0002500} — sy (ihpee0 ¥ — V5, W) | = 5 BooSI oW on W', (2.8)

where s_, Wy = 0W;_1 + (— — 0) W; and ¥} = {\I/ }l L

Remark 2.1. Notice that the left-hand side of (2)) is the approzimation to %BOOD@/)(X, (m—17))
of the order O(h* + 72) for any 0 and even of the order O(h® + 72) for 6 = %

We intend to rewrite the operator S,efg in a simplified form explicit in h. Let P,,(u) be the
classical Legendre polynomials extended by P,,(1) = 0 for m < 0. We need the constants

a = ag+1ray, CZO:WT, al:TFLB >0

independent of h. Let arg z be defined up to 27k for any integer k whereas arg, z € [0, 27), for
z € C\ {0}.

Proposition 2.1. The operator in the DTBC @ has the discrete convolution form
Sero®™ = cop(B(5¢9, p19) = Cop Z "5, p1g) * @™ (2.9)

or any ®: W™ — C such that ®° = 0, where
for any

%m

R (36, 1) 1= =5 [P(y0) = Pua()] for m >0, (2.10)
with the parameters
~ 12 R o )
Cop = — |y efz(argoae)/{ sy = —! 80— & € (—1,1), (2.11)
2 ||
Qp =20+ (1 —40)R2G2 £ 0, By = 2dy + (1 — 40)R2[a]. (2.12)
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Proof. The presented formulas follow from respective ones in [8] (refined from misprints) by
inserting there a = h?a excepting formula (2.1]) for cpg, where the sign minus should be replaced
by (—1)% with the integer ko such that

Ag = 2argy(1 — 20h% @) — arg, Ay € (2o, 2(ko + 1)7)

(the left arg, could be replaced by arg).
Let us prove that always (—1)* = —1 for < § (note that for # > I this is not the case in
general). For 6 < 0, we rewrite

1 1
Ay = 2arg, (p — arg, KC@ - m) (C(’ 200 (1 —|—4|9D)} ’

with (p := h*a + ﬁ. Since arg, ¢y € (0,7), we get arg,((yp — 0) € (arg (p, m) for 6 > 0 and then
Ay € (—27,0). Obviously Ay € (—2m,0) for 6 = 0, too.
For 0 < 0 < }1, we write down

2000w [ (6 ) (6 gy )]

with ( := 55 — h?@. Since now arg, ¢y € (7,2m), we get argy((y — 8) € (7, arg () for 6 > 0 and
thus Ay € (2, 4m).

Finally, for 0 = %, we get Ay = 2arg,(y — arg, (2 — (p) with (p := 2 — h?a. We have
arg, (g € (m,2m) and arg, (2 — (y) € (0,arg(yp — m), thus Ay € (27, 4m) too. ]

Note that the fixed sign in formula (2.1)) for cgg is essential to study asymptotic behavior as
h — 0 below.
We also rewrite (2.1)) and (2.1 in a form similar to [I8]. Let ay := 2 + (1 — 40)h? @, then

Qg = aqyp, arg,dy = arg,a + arg, ay € (0,2m) (2.13)
since 0 < arg, ay < argya < .
Corollary 2.1. Formulas (2.1) can be rewritten as
ng = —exp {i(arga + argay)}, g = cos(arga — argay) . (2.14)
Proof. 1t suffices to note that

By Re(aa)

= i — Re ei(argafarg ay)
@] [a gl

In addition, to make the derivation in [8] closer to the FEM case [18], notice that, for the
involved linear-fractional function

az + a*

ith b=1—20
b+ br %

vo(z) =1+

one can write down

(22 +1) (3o +1)

(Zz+ 1)2

78 (2) = 1= (70(2) — 1)(70(2) + 1) = (%5(0) — 1)



The numerator of the fraction can be rewritten as

<%z + 1) <aaj:—32z + 1) = (#8024 1) (8% 2 + 1) = (5692)” — 2pup2092 + 1
according to [8], and since

(e2712 + 1) (€722 + 1) = (e H92)2)% — 2 cos(p1 — o) (—€'P1F92)) 2 + 1

for any real ¢, and y, formulas appear once again

O
The next result is a direct consequence (see [9,8]) of the classical Laplace asymptotic formula
for the Legendre polynomials and the last corollary.

Corollary 2.2. The following asymptotic formula holds

R™ (5, o) = m\/2

5\ sin(arga — arg ay)

1 ~ ~ 3m 1
xcos | (m—g (arg,a — arg, ag) + T + Os —n
as m — oo provided that ||

1 — 6 with some d >0

6im(aurg a+arg o)

This corollary is important to guarantee stable computations using R™
imposed on g in it can be specified as follows
Corollary 2.3. Let A

The condition
1 be a parameter. The following conditions

[aol _ 7[Veol poo I?
9l _ Tl 4 (146 <A 2.15
ay hpso ( )hBoo T ( )
are sufficient for validity of |ug| < 1 — 6(A) with some 6(A) > 0. The right condition is also
necessary.
Proof. We have
. _ Im(aas 2
sin(arga — arg ag) = mA(fO‘9> T
| 9| ) |CY0|
Furthermore
|Aa—‘ (2 + (1 - 49)51h2|/\i’) , 1< @ Jao] +1, (1—40)a,h? < lag] <2+ (1 - 49)61112[1’.
aq aq aq a1 aq
According to Corollary 2.1} this implies the result O
Notice that if |2+ (1 — 49)h2a0| g0 > 0 (in particular, if = 1, or Voo > 0, or h is small
enough), then conditions are necessary and sufficient
In practice, it is more effective to compute R™ = R™(¢, u) by the recurrence relations [9, §]
2m —3 -3
RO=1, R'= sy, Rm="""2, gn1t_ "1

2R™2 for m > 2
pendent of h since its parameters are

> 2. (2.16)
Corollary 2.4. The operator Set1/4 (defined by formulas (2.1) and . 2.1)) for 6 = 4) 1S 1nde-

a\'"* -
001/4:—(7) e_l(argoa)ﬂ, sy = —€MEY gy =

. (2.17)
5

)| &



Proof. Clearly &), = 2@ and 31 /4 = 20 that implies the result. O

Notice that, in the particular case Vo = 0, we get s/, = —i and p; /4 = 0, thus the formulas
for Syer1/4 are essentially simplified since the right formula (2.4)) and the recurrence relations

are reduced to

|a | V2 —im/4 0 21—1 o 20—3 2(1—1)
Co1/a = — 7 e and R’ = 1, R = O, R* = TR for 1 = 1, (218)
so that R? = —} and R = —&50F for 1 > 2.

Remark 2.2. The stability bounds given for the family of schemes with the DTBC in [8]

remain valid if one replaces Sierg bY Srefg, With any Oy < i, in particular, by Syef1/4.

We also consider the semi-discrete Crank-Nicolson method for problem —

— k2
that\lf = —7D(BD§t\I/) —+ Vgt\p on R+ X (.UT, (219)

Ulpeo =0, ¥’ =1 on RY, (2.20)

where W is defined on R™ x @" and U (z) — 0 as © — +oo for any m > 1.
We write down the corresponding SDTBC allowing to restrict its solution to [0, X]| x @" in

the form
(D5, 0)|,_x =Sp¥x =copRp*Vx on w’ (2.21)

similar to (2)), where R}, = 1 and Ux = ¥| _,. The SDTBCs were previously considered
in the slightly different form (DW¥)| _, = SpW¥y on w™ or in the form of the corresponding
Neumann-to-Dirichlet map in [I3], 14}, 16, 2, [I]. Note that they were presented there explicitly
only in the particular case V,, = 0 when they were simplified essentially.

The next result is somewhat unexpected.

Proposition 2.2. The operators Sp and S,ef1/4 coincide.

Proof. We derive the operator Sp by the approach from [0}, 8] to clarify the result. For brevity,
we confine ourselves by a formal derivation. We recall the reproducing function

r(z) = T[R](z) := Z R™2™, z€C,

of R: W™ — C and the inverse transform R = T ~![r] defined by R™ = %, m = 0.
For x > X, equation takes the simpler form

_ h2
ihpec O,V = —?BOODQEt\I/ + Vo5, ¥

(cp. to ) and also U9(z) = 0. Applying the operator 7 to this equation with constant
coefficients, we get the second order ODE in x with the complex parameter z

1— 2~ 1+Z(h2
+ 2

~_B.D*V — VOO\TJ> —0
T 2



for the function W(z, z) := T[¥(z)](z). We rewrite it in the canonical form

~ ~ az +a*
DU — \2)U =0 with \Mz)=2 .
()% =0 with A(z) =2

Its solution such that ¥(z, z) — 0o as & — +oc has the form

U(z,2) = U(X,z) exp{ VA2 (z — X)} for x > X,

where (3/- is the branch of /- with the negative real part. Then

~ 1 ~
(D5,0) (X, 2) = ——2 Q/N2) B(X, )
and according to consequently
1 ~ 1
SpTy =71 % VA2)¥(X, z)} — copRp * Uy with cop = T ! {% ﬁ)//\(z)} )

Similarly to [§], for z small enough, we have

1 1
; © QNG = 5 VW) K/ﬁzz 1290, 41,
a* a*

where i/ is the analytic branch of /- in the disk {|z — 1| < 1} such that ¥/1 = 1. Clearly

1 a2
Cop = 9 VA0) = - <u> e B2 = Co1/4;

2
see (2.4]), and
Rp=T"7"1 [{/(%1/42)2 — 241476147 + 1} = R(5¢1)4, t1/4)
according to [§] since % = P /4 and % = —s¢1411/4. The proof is complete. O]

Now we can study closeness for the kernels of the operators S,er9 and Sp.
Proposition 2.3. The following bound holds

3\/§+ 1
@l 12m — 1] (|ae|* + V2)

lcos R™ (529, p19) — cop R < ( ) (1 —40)h? [a]*? (2.22)

form =0 (recall that &g = 2+ (1 — 40)h*@). In particular
h? h?
sup |cog R™ (329, po) — copR| = O ((1 — 40)3—/2) as (1—40)— — 0 and 7 <79. (2.23)

Proof. Clearly

cooR™ (549, o) = /22080 [P (119) — P a(pg)] -



Therefore

m

m m m P
ry = |coaR™ (509, p1g) — co1/aR™ (3614, pr174)| < 79 | Pr(pt0) — Pra—2(f10)]
\@1/4|1/2 1 1
Pm - Pm_ - Pm - Pm_
9 om — 1 [P (16) 2(116)] om — 1 [ (M1/4) 2(,&1/4)]
with 1
m 1/2 ellm— arg, a ~ 1/2 i(m— arg, a
= e ‘,a |2 gitm=1/2)migoBo _ |5, ,|1/2 gilm=1/2) angoByyal

The Legendre polynomlals have the properties

1
max | Pu(p1)] < 1,

—1,1] om — 1 [Prn(p) — Prn—a(p)]" = Pr1(p) for m >0,

for example, see [5]. Consequently

m m 1/4
To S pp t u |19 — 11174] (2.24)
Notice that owing to (2)) and &,y = 2a we get
1 - i(m— argg & ~ ~
,031 < m <|2a|1/2 ‘6( 1/2)argg cg __ 1| + ‘|a9|1/2 . |2a|1/2‘> ‘

Exploiting the relations

, A
et — 1| =2 sin§ , |sinkA| < |k|[sin A] for real A and integer k,
we further obtain
fa”? argo g |lae| — [2|
Py < 2v/2 |2m — 1]sin + —
o = 2m —1| 4 |ao|'? + V2

N 1 —40)h?|a
<falt? (Vefermsm g UL,
2 — 1] (5l + V)

Next we have

_ 2\
}eiargag N 1| _ g - 1' < 2(1 flv&)h |CL|
| o] | o]
o — | = [@0(2 — as|) + (1 = 40)R* [al’] _ (1 — 40)1*([ao] + al)
T [l | N @l
Using the last three bounds in and recalling Proposition , we derive bound (2.3). Also
@ =0(%) and ap =2+ o(1) as (1 —40)= — 0 and T < 71 that implies (2 O

According to (2.3)), in particular, sup,,-q |cos R™ (3, f19) — cop R} is of order O(h?) for fixed
7 and h — 0, or tends to 0 as 7 — 0 and h = o(7%/?).

Remark 2.3. Notice that bound (2.3) is exact enough even for m = 0 since

1—4
912 as (1 — 40)h2[a) — 0

Cop — Cop ™~ CoD

(recall that |cop| = (%)1/2).



3 Numerical experiments

In this section we present the interesting results of numerical experiments on replacing
the discrete convolution in time in the DTBC by the corresponding one from the SDTBC.
We consider the initial-boundary value problem - for the Schrodinger equation with the
constant coefficients p(z) =1, B(z) = 2, V(x) = 0 and the scaled h = 1.

We also exploit the finite uniform meshes z; = jh, 0 < j < J, with h = § and t,, = mr,
0<m< M, with 7 = % To apply the SDTBC, we discretize mainly similarly to (2]
replacing Syerp by Sp. But according to Remark [2.1], this reduces the total approximation order
of the Numerov scheme, i.e., for 6 = %, so, in this case, below we also exploit the improved
SDTBC (ISDTBC) combining the left-hand side of (2)) for § = § together with its right-hand
one for 0 = %. Looking ahead, we will see that this change really improves the accuracy.

We rely upon the well-known exact solution

1
{1+it

(the Gaussian wave package), with the real parameters k (the wave number), a > 0 and 2(®.

Then
(z — ()2
4o } '

¢(l’,t) = ¢G<x7t) =

— 200 _ 2
exp {@'k@; — 2O _ gy — (x — 2@ — 2kt) }

A(a + it)

V(z) = Ya(x,0) = exp {zk‘(z - x(o)) —

Though ¥¢(0,t) and ¥ (z,0) are non-zero, below they both are small enough for any ¢ > 0
and x > X.

We choose the parameters k = 100 (that is rather high), o = 535 and 2(® = 0.8 together
with X = 1.5 and T = 0.006 (taken in several previous papers including [9, 8, [I8]). On
Figure we give the modulus and the real part of the initial function and L?-norm and C
(i.e., the uniform) one over [0, X] of the solution in dependence with time. The wave package
is moving to the right and, for 7" = 0.006, is almost leaving the computational domain, and

thus the norms decrease abruptly.

107

0.001 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.006

Figure 3.1: The modulus and the real part of the initial function 1g(x,0) (left) and L? and C norms
of the solution ¥ in dependence with time (right)

We compute the numerical solutions using the DTBC and the SDTBC for various J and
M as well as 0. We first take 6 = %, J =800 and M = 3000 and on Figure see that at the
initial stage of computing the behavior of both absolute and relative errors is the same in the

DTBC and the SDTBC cases. But when the wave package is leaving the domain, in the DTBC
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case, the absolute errors decrease abruptly and the relative errors decrease slightly whereas,
in the SDTBC case, the absolute errors stabilize and the relative errors increase significantly,
reaching their high maximum values at the final computation moment 7. The last behavior is
rather typical. We emphasize that though both numerical solutions have reasonable absolute
errors, the difference between the exploited discrete convolution kernels is significant that one
clearly observes from Figure where their modules are shown (notice carefully that, in the
SDTBC kernel, zero elements for odd m, see , are omitted). This means that an averaging
effect plays the important role.

Absolute error ~ Relative error
—=C
2

0.002 0.004 0.006 0.002 0.004 0.006

Absolute error Relative error

5
—C —C
0.002 0.004 0.006 0.002 0.004 0.006

Figure 3.2: The absolute and relative errors for the numerical solutions using the DTBC (upper) and
the SDTBC (lower) for § = & in dependence with time, for J = 800 and M = 3000

10°

10° |

—-0=1/4 —-0=1/4
ooy | = =1/

I I
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 50 100 150 200 250

Figure 3.3: The modules of the discrete convolution kernels |cogRp*|, for 1 < m < 50 (left) and
50 < m < 250 (right), for @ = & and  (in the latter case, zero elements for odd m are omitted), and
for J = 800 and M = 3000

For 6 = % and M = 6000, in Table we present various errors for the numerical solutions
using the DTBC (the upper table), the SDTBC (the middle table) and the ISDTBC (the lower
table): the absolute maximum in time L2-errors E;2, the absolute maximum in time C-errors
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E¢ and the associated maximum in time relative errors Fp2,q and Eg e together with their
ratios as J increases. Comparing the results in the DTBC and the SDTBC cases, the latter
absolute errors are higher but at the same level whereas the latter relative errors are much
more higher. In the DTBC case, for moderate values J = 400 and 800, we fix higher orders of
decreasing for both the absolute and relative errors (notice that Rz > 6 and Rc > 6 there)
whereas, in the case of the SDTBC, we can do that only for the absolute errors, moreover, for
J = 800, only R¢ is close to 5. Also in the DTBC case, for larger values J = 1600 and 1200,
the error decreasing orders become low because the value of M is not sufficiently large. In the
SDTBC case, the absolute L?-error decreasing order is close to 2 (since Rz ~ 4) for J = 800
and 1600, while the relative error decreasing orders are very close to 2 for any J. Notice in
addition that the absolute and relative differences of the numerical solutions using the DTBC
and the SDTBC all demonstrate the second decreasing order (we omit the corresponding table).

Passing to the ISDTBC clearly improves the absolute errors almost to their values in the
DTBC case and remarkably improves the relative errors demonstrating their higher decreasing
order close to 3 now (clearly bringing us to Remark once again).

On Figure , we give the maximum in time absolute L?> and C errors for various 6 in
dependence with J = 200,400,800, 1600 and 3200, for M = 3000. For 6 = 0, ¢, 1, the results
are close in both the DTBC and the SDTBC cases, and the errors are maximal for § = %1

whereas they are very close for = 0 and # (except J = 3200). For = -, the errors are

significantly smaller than for the previous values of 6, and in the DTBC case they are smaller
compared to the SDTBC one. But passing to the ISDTBC makes the last mentioned errors
very close to the DTBC case.

(a) in L2-norm (DTBC) (b) in C-norm (DTBC)

0 =1/4
--0=1/6
-0 =1/12
-0 =1/12"
=0

200 ‘ 400 ‘ séo ‘ w00 200 200 ‘ 400 ‘ aéo ‘ 1600 3200
(¢) in L?-norm (SDTBC) (d) in C-norm (SDTBC)

Figure 3.4: The maximum in time absolute errors in L? u C' norms for the numerical solutions using

the DTBC (upper) and the SDTBC (lower) 6 = 0, 1—12, %,% and ﬁ* (corresponding to 6 = % and the

ISDTBC), in dependence with J = 200, 400, 800, 1600 and 3200, for M = 3000
On Figure [3.5] we show the corresponding maximum in time relative L? and C errors for the
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same # in dependence with the same values of J, once again for M = 3000. In the DTBC case,

the behavior of the relative errors and absolute ones is close (except the minimal J = 200).

But in the SDTBC case, the situation is different. Namely, the scheme for 6 = % loses its

advantages and is no more the best in either L?>-norm or C-one. The relative L? errors decrease

strictly as € increases. The relative C' error is the largest also for 6 = 0 but the smallest for
1 1

0= % now whereas the similar errors for § = vl and 0 = 7 are located between them and are

very close to each other for J > 400. Once again passing to the ISDTBC reduces the relative
error in L2-norm and especially in C-norm significantly and makes the scheme for 6 = % the
best one.

Clearly on both Figures and the upper and lower graphs for 6 = i are the same

since the DTBC and the SDTBC coincide in this case.

1
10 E To=1/1
=16
-0=1/12

0=0

10

m
max EJ
=
Ol

1<m<M

200 ‘ 400 ‘ séo ‘ w00 20 %20 ‘ 400 ‘ séo ‘ w00 3200
(¢) in L?-norm (SDTBC) (d) in C-norm (SDTBC)

Figure 3.5: The maximum in time relative errors in L? u C for the numerical solutions using the
DTBC (upper) and the SDTBC (lower) for § = 0, {5, &, % and %* (corresponding to § = -5 and the
ISDTBC), in dependence with J = 200, 400,800, 1600 and 3200, for M = 3000

Finally, for 0§ = % and J = 3200, in Table we present various errors for the numerical
solutions using the DTBC and the SDTBC as M increases. In the DTBC case (the upper
table), both the absolute and relative error decreasing orders are very close to 2. But in
the SDTBC case (the middle table), only the absolute error decreasing orders are close to 2
whereas the relative errors slightly decrease only for moderate values of M and then remain
almost unchanged. In the ISDTBC case (the lower table), all the errors are very close to the
DTBC one (except the last two values of E2 ).

Comparing the last results in the DTBC and the SDTBC cases, we have also found that
the maximal absolute differences between the corresponding numerical solutions are less then
4.42-107% in L?>-norm and 8.87-107% in C-norm for all values of M in the last table. Thus they
are notably smaller than the absolute errors of both solutions, i.e., the numerical solutions are
much closer to each other than to the exact one.
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In addition, for the selected .J, notice that the runtime is practically proportional to M since
the corresponding ratios of runtimes equal 1.98, 2.04, 1.92, 2.02 and 1.95, 2, 2.08, 2 respectively
in the DTBC and the SDTBC cases. Thus the total cost for single computing the DTBC kernel
and M-multiple computing the discrete convolutions in the DTBC or the SDTBC is inessential
with respect to the cost for solving the linear algebraic systems in computing the numerical
solution at all M time levels.

The above and some other accomplished numerical experiments (involving non-zero poten-
tial V) demonstrate nice absolute error properties of the SDTBC. Moreover, they show that
the closeness of the DTBC and the SDTBC deserves to be studied in more detail.
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J Ep» Rype Ec R Erz i Rpzra Ec, e Re rel

200 1.92-1072 - 493-1072 -~ 492.1072 -~ 5.19-1072 -

400 1.29-107% 14.95 3.31-107% 14.91 3.26-1073 15.1 3.46-107% 14.99
800 1.90-107* 6.77 4.89-107* 6.76 4.81-107* 6.77 5.11-107* 6.76
1600 1.22-107* 1.56 3.14-107* 156 3.09-107* 156 3.28-107* 1.56
3200 1.17-107%* 1.04 3.03-107%* 1.04 298-107% 1.04 3.17-107% 1.04

J Epe Ryp2 Ec Rc Erz2 vel Ri2 rel Ec rel R rel
200 1.98-1072%2 - 711-1072 - 10.98 —~ 3.48 —
400 2.86-1073 6.91 8.87-1072% 8.02 2.75 4 0.84 4.16
800 7.09-107* 4.04 1.88-1072% 4.71  0.69 3.96 0.21 4.04
1600 1.77-107* 4.01 6.53-107* 288 0.17 3.97 5.16-1072 4.01
3200 1.18-107* 1.5 3.80-107%* 1.72 4.39-1072 3.98 1.29-1072 4
J EL2 RL2 EC RC’ _ELQ7 rel RL27 rel .Ewc7 rel }%C7 rel
200 1.93-1072 - 565-1072 — 3.99 - 1.26 -
400 1.30-1073% 14.8 4.30-1073 13.15 0.52 7.74 0.16 8.06

800 1.92-107* 6.79 6.12-107* 7.02 6.57-1072 7.85 1.96-1072 8.01
1600 1.22-107% 157 3.24-100% 1.89 8.30-1073% 7.92 245-1073 8
3200 1.17-107* 1.04 3.01-107%* 1.08 1.07-1073 7.75 3.15-107% 7.79

Table 3.1: Errors and their ratios for the numerical solutions using the DTBC (upper), the SDTBC
(middle) and the ISDTBC (lower) in dependence with J, for § = -5 and M = 6000

M Erpe Ry Ec Re Er2 e Rpz e E¢, ra R¢ rel
375 3.00-102 7.73-1072 7071072 — 8.18-1072 -

750 7.50-1073% 4 1.93-1072 4 1.91-1072 4.07 2.03-1072 4.03
1500 1.88-1073 4 4.83-1073 4 4.76-1073  4.02 5.06-1073  4.01
3000 4.69-107* 4 1.21-1072% 4 1.19-1072% 4 1.26-1072% 4
6000 1.17-107% 3.99 3.03-107%* 3.99 2.98-10~* 3.99 3.17-107% 3.99
M Erpe Rype Ec Re Erz e Rrz e E¢ e R¢ rel
375 3.00-102 7.73-1072 — 791-1072 - 8.17-1072 -

750 7.50-1073 4 1.93-1072 4 4.67-1072 1.69 2.02-1072 4.04
1500 1.87-1073 4 4.83-1073 4 4.40-1072 1.06 1.29-1072 1.57
3000 4.69-107% 4 1.26-107% 3.84 4.39-1072 1 1.29-1072 1
6000 1.18-10"%* 3.97 3.80-107* 3.31 4.39-1072 1 1.29-1072 1
M Erpq Ryp: Ec Re Erz et Rr2 el E¢, e Re el
375 3.00-1072 7.73-1072 7771072 8.18-1072

750 7.50-1073 4 1.93-1072 4 1.91-1072 4.07 2.03-1072 4.03
1500 1.88-1073 4 483-1073 4 4.76-1073  4.02 5.06-1073 4.01
3000 4.69-107% 4 1.21-1073 4 1.44-1073 3.31 1.26-1073 4
6000 1.17-10~* 3.99 3.01-107* 4.01 1.07-107% 1.34 3.15-10* 4.01

Table 3.2: Errors and and their ratios for the numerical solutions using the DTBC (upper), the SDTBC
(middle) and the ISDTBC (lower) in dependence with M, for § = & and J = 3200
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