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COMPUTING SOLUTIONS OF SCHRODINGER EQUATIONS ON UNBOUNDED DOMAINS
- ON THE BRINK OF NUMERICAL ALGORITHMS

SIMON BECKER AND ANDERS C. HANSEN

ABSTRACT. We address the open problem of determining which classes of time-dependent linear Schrodinger
equations and focusing and defocusing cubic and quintic non-linear Schrodinger equations (NLS) on unbounded
domains that can be computed by an algorithm. We demonstrate how such an algorithm in general does not exist,
yielding a substantial classification theory of which problems in quantum mechanics that can be computed. More-
over, we establish classifications on which problems that can be computed with a uniform bound on the runtime,
as a function of the desired e-accuracy of the approximation. This include linear and nonlinear Schrédinger equa-
tions for which we provide positive and negative results and conditions on both the initial state and the potentials
such that there exist computational (recursive) a priori bounds that allow reduction of the IVP on an unbounded
domain to an IVP on a bounded domain, yielding an algorithm that can produce an e-approximation. In addition,
we show how no algorithm can decide, and in fact not verify nor falsify, if the focusing NLS will blow up in
finite time or not, yet, for the defocusing NLS, solutions can be computed given mild assumptions on the initial
state and the potentials. Finally, we show that solutions to discrete NLS equations (focusing and defocusing)
on an unbounded domain can always be computed with uniform bounds on the runtime of the algorithm. The
algorithms presented are not just of theoretical interest, but efficient and easy to implement in applications. Our
results have implications beyond computational quantum mechanics and are a part of the Solvability Complexity
Index (SCI) hierarchy and Smale’s program on the foundations of computational mathematics. For example our
results provide classifications of which mathematical problems may be solved by computer assisted proofs.

1. INTRODUCTION

Since the pioneering work of B. Engquist and A. Majda [EM79, EM77] on absorbing boundary conditions
(ABC), the problem of computing approximations to solutions of PDEs on unbounded domains has been
notoriously challenging. The Schrédinger equation (linear or non-linear) is not an exception. In particular,

despite more than 90 years of the Schrédinger equations, the following question is open:

For which classes of Schrodinger equations, linear and non-linear (see (2.1) or (2.2)) on
unbounded domains, will there exist an algorithm I, taking point samples of the initial state
o and the potential function V, such that for any € > 0 we have that I’ (g, V, €) is no more
than € away from the true solution in the L?(R?) sense? Moreover, for which classes will

(o, V, €) have uniformly bounded runtime for all inputs in the class?

This question has been open since mathematicians initiated research in computational PDEs on unbounded
domains in the 1970s. Although there is a vast literature and a myriad of different techniques, the foundations
of computational quantum mechanical PDEs on unbounded domains are not known. The situation is similar
to the problem of computing spectra of general operators and Schrédinger operators on unbounded domains,
where W. Arveson pointed out in the 1990s [A94] that: ”Unfortunately, there is a dearth of literature on
this basic problem, and so far as we have been able to tell, there are no proven techniques”. Indeed, there
is a vast literature providing invaluable insight into specific spectral computational cases, yet the general
computational spectral problem remained unsolved for a substantial time [H11, BCHNS20, BRH19].

1.1. Short summary of the main results. We establish impossibility results demonstrating how no algo-
rithm exists for computing solutions to large classes of linear Schrodinger PDE problems, despite that the
spectra of the operators can easily be computed. Moreover, we provide sufficient conditions for the existence

of algorithms for many classes of Schrédinger PDE, both linear and non-linear.
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(i) Our impossibility results demonstrate that the answer to the above question becomes a vast clas-
sification theory on its own. In particular, we show how it is impossible to compute solutions to
the linear Schrédinger equation on unbounded domains even locally, given smoothness and com-
putability assumptions on the initial state. Similarly, we obtain impossibility results on nonlinear
Schrodinger equations and show that it is in general impossible to numerically compute whether a
solution blows up in finite time or exists forever. However, in the linear case, there are classes of
problems on unbounded domains where the initial state blows up in any weighted Sobolev norm, yet
there do exists algorithms that can compute solutions to these problems. Such results demonstrate
how intricate and potentially surprising such a classification theory is.

(i1) The positive results initiate a program for classifying the different classes of Schrodinger PDEs that
can be computed and imply affirmative answers to the basic question above for classes of problems
on unbounded domains that before were unknown how to handle. These results are based on new
techniques that apply to both linear and nonlinear Schrodinger equations with time-dependent po-
tentials. The main ideas can be summarised as follows: By assuming sufficient smoothness and
decay on the initial state, bounds on its generalised Sobolev norm, weak growth conditions at infin-
ity of the potential as well as mild regularity, we show how one can recursively compute from € an
R > 0, such that the solution on the cube Cg, centred at zero with length R and Dirichlet boundary
conditions, is € away from the true solution (on the unbounded domain) in the L? sense. We then use
discretisation techniques for the computational problem on Cg, where all parameters needed to get
e-accuracy can be recursively determined from e. In order to tackle initial states with little smooth-
ness and decay and rough potentials, we then apply several approximation techniques in terms of
global basis approximation and mollifying of the potentials. This allows us to deal with non-smooth
potentials and almost non-smooth L? initials states ¢ that only satisfy ||S”o||z2 < C, for some
C > 0, where S = —A + |z|? is the harmonic oscillator (3.3) and v > 0 can be arbitrarily small.

(iii) The results are a direct continuation of Smale’s program [S81, S97, BSS89, S98] on the foundations
of computational mathematics initiated in the 1980s. Smale asked several fundamental questions on
the existence of algorithms for basic problems in numerical analysis and computational mathematics,
for example if there exist alternatives to Newton’s method that would always converge for polyno-
mial root finding. This led to deep and surprising results in form of impossibility results developed
by McMullen and upper bounds by Doyle & McMullen [M88, M88, DM89]. These problems are
special cases in the Solvability Complexity Index (SCI) hierarchy [BCHNS20, H11, BRH19] that
also is the basis for the solutions to the computational spectral problem that characterises the bound-
aries of computational quantum mechanics in terms of spectral computation. Our results follow in

this tradition, and many of the techniques used stem from the SCI hierarchy framework.

Remark 1.1 (Sufficient and necessary conditions for the existence of algorithms). In Theorem 3.2 we
demonstrate how it is in general impossible to compute solutions to the linear and nonlinear Schrodinger
equations. In order to characterise the boundaries of what computers can achieve in quantum mechanics,
this immediately sparks the question: which conditions are sufficient and necessary for the existence of
algorithms? The question on sufficient conditions makes perfect sense, and large part of this paper is devoted
to this question. However, the question on necessary conditions may not accurately address the issue of
determining the boundaries of what computers can achieve. Indeed, one may be tempted to think that a
necessary condition would be bounds on smoothness and/or decay of the initial state. As we show in Theorem
3.2, and discussed above in (i), this is not the case. Blow up in any weighted Sobolev norm does not hinder
the existence of algorithms for certain classes of problems. Thus, necessary conditions will be very general
(such as maybe measurability or continuity of the initial state). A different point of view to establish the
boundaries is to determine the classes for which there will exist an algorithm, and the classes for which there

will not exist algorithms. As our results suggest, this is a highly intricate task.



BILINEAR- AND NONLINEAR SCHRODINGER EQUATIONS 3

1.2. Classical approaches do not in general answer the above foundations question. Just as the long
tradition in computational spectral theory provided important knowledge in specific cases, the classical tech-
niques yield invaluable insight into many core questions on computational issues and numerical analysis
problems regarding Schrodinger PDEs on unbounded domains, however, do not in general answer the above
foundational question. Classical approaches to solving Schrodinger equations on unbounded domains typi-
cally fall into the following three categories:

(1) Truncation of the unbounded domain to a bounded domain. This includes the classical techniques
of Engquist and Majda on ABC, the many follow up variations [EM77, AES03, LZZ18, T98, YZ14,
ABKI11, Sz04, AABESO08], as well as the influential work of S. Jin, P. Markowich and C. Sparber
[JMS11] (see specifically Remark 4.2). C. Lasser and C. Lubich follow a similar approach in their
extensive survey [LLL.20] (see specifically Section 7.3).

(ii) Galerkin discretisation. This technique projects the solution to a finite set of basis functions and is
explored in Lubich’s foundational monograph [L08a] (Section III.1), where Hermite functions are
used, see also [KLY 19], and in Lasser and Lubich’s work [LLL.20] mentioned above.

(iii) Series expansion. Series expansions methods have been pioneered by A. Iserles, K. Kropielnicka,
and P. Singh [IKS18, IKS18a, IKS18b] using for example Magnus series. This approach is closely
related to the Dyson series, and can also handle time-dependent potentials using variations of the

Strang splitting scheme for the nonlinear Schrodinger equation, see also Lubich [LOS].

Considering (i), it is only in very specific cases where one knows how to set the bounded domain with
the corresponding boundary conditions so that the solution to the problem on the bounded domain is € away
from the solution to the problem on the unbounded domain. This is even reflected in the original results of
Engquist and Majda [EM79] that only guarantee that given € > 0 there exists a set of boundary conditions
with the desired properties. In particular, there is a function € — f(¢) that takes € to the parameters needed
to describe the appropriate bounded domain and the boundary conditions, however, this function may not be
recursive. That is, there may not exist an algorithm that can compute f (in fact our Theorem 3.2 immediately
implies that in general no algorithm exists for computing f). This problem is universal for all techniques of
the form “truncate the infinite domain”, and as a result such boundary conditions are typically heuristically
set. Hence, the vast literature on artificial boundary conditions does not answer the above basic question.

The approach in (ii) is fundamentally different, providing actual global error bounds on the computed
solution compared to the true solution on the unbounded domain. However, the current techniques require
assumptions also on the behaviour of the true solution and strong smoothness assumptions. Hence, the results
will only give answers to the above question for certain specific classes of problems where certain properties
of the true solution are known. In the cases [LL20] where it is used for computing in the semi-classical
regime (see (2.7) in §2.3), the error analysis is as the semiclassical parameter i+ — 0. Thus, for fixed p the
error does not tend to zero. In the semiclassical regime such a priori properties of the solution can occur in a
priori bounds on auxiliary functions such as the Herman-Kluk prefactor, cf. [LS17].

The series expansion approach in (iii) relies on a spacial discretisation, converting the problem to a system
of ODE:s, for which the solution have a a small error compared to the original solution. Although, for any
¢, there may exist such a spacial discretisation yielding an error of size ¢, the function f(¢) taking € to
the parameters describing the discretisation may not be recursive. Hence, in general, no algorithm will
exists computing f (this follows by our Theorem 3.2 similar to the issue in (i) above). Moreover, the series
expansion approach requires sufficiently high regularity on the potential, depending on the order of the
scheme, to converge [IKS18, IKS18a, IKS18b]. The situation for the nonlinear Schrodinger equation is

similar and a priori regularity of the solution is needed to obtain convergent splitting methods [LOS8].
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2. THE SCHRODINGER EQUATION

2.1. The linear Schrodinger equation. We consider the situation of a single particle described by a self-
adjoint Schrodinger operator Hy = —A + V : D(Hy) C L*(R?) — L?(R%) with static pinning potential
V. Apart from the static pinning potential, we also allow the presence of an additional control potential Vo,
with time-dependent control function v € W1, (0, T') (piecewise W'!). Thus, writing Virp (t) := u(t)Veon

for the time-dependent potential, we cover in this article time-dependent linear Schrodinger equations of the
form

i0s)(x,t) = (Ho + Vrp (2, ) (z,t), (x,t) € R? x (0,7)
7#('70) = ¥o-

The Schrodinger equation (2.1) with linear control potential appears naturally in the study of static physical

2.1)

systems, described by Schrodinger operators Hy, under the influence of a time-dependent electric field. This
includes the study of the Stark effect that is the response of an atom or molecule to an external homogeneous
constant electric field. In the so-called dipole approximation, the time-dependent control potential becomes
Vrp = (p, E(t)) where p is the dipole moment of the object and E the external (time-dependent) electric
field acting on it.

Mathematical properties of equations of the form (2.1) have been studied in various contexts and we may
only mention those that are most relevant for our analysis: In this article, we build upon a method, introduced
in [BKPO5], to prove existence of solutions to (2.1) in certain generalized Sobolev spaces. These spaces are
essential in our study of global numerical algorithms that provide solutions to (2.1) on unbounded domains.
In addition to standard Sobolev spaces, they ensure a fixed spatial decay rate as well. Let us conclude by
mentioning that it was shown in [BOS5] that the analysis of [BKPOS5] can be extended to the (nonlinear)
Hartree equation. For recent results and further reference on numerical methods for linear time-dependent
Schrodinger equations, we refer to [IKS18, IKS18a, IKS18b].

2.1.1. Algorithms sample the potential and the initial state. In order for an algorithm to access information
about the differential equation it must sample the initial state as well as the potential point-wise. Hence, we
are in need of the following definition of a function with controlled local bounded variation (CLBBV).

Definition 2.1 (Initial state with controlled local boundedness and bounded variation and (CLBBV)). Given
an initial state ¢ € BVlOC(Rd) we say that g has controlled local boundedness and bounded variation
(CLBBV) by w : N — N if for every R € N then K = w(R) is such that

||$00|CR(0)||LOO’TV(<'00|CR(O)) <K,

where Cr(0) is the closed cube of length R centered at zero.'

It is a rather obvious assumption that the functions to be sampled must be of local bounded variations.
Indeed, from a numerical perspective, to guarantee successful pointwise sampling of a function one will
need bounds on the local total variations. Functions that have unbounded local variations will either have
discontinuities that will be hard to control or arbitrary wild oscillations. Both of these issues will cause
numerical instabilities in the sampling procedure.

For potentials without singularities, we introduce the following simple definition to capture basic regular-
1ty.

IWe emphasize that bounded total variation already implies a possibly weak L estimate by lleol CR(0) [[Lee < |po(0)| +
TV(SO()'CR(O))
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Definition 2.2 (Potential with controlled W¢? norm). For ¢ > 0 and p € [1, 00|, we say that a potential
V € WiiP(R?) has controlled local WeP-norm by ® : Q4 — Q if |V ||we=r(5(0,r)) < P(r).

Any potential with singularities will be denoted by Win, where we assume that the singularities {z; };”;1 C
R? have no accumulation point. In order to sample a potential with singularities we need the concept of con-
trolled singularity-blowup.

Definition 2.3 (L? potential with controlled blow-up). Given

Wiing € LP(RT) N WiEZ7 (RT\ Uj{z;}),

loc

with singularities {z; }3”:1 C R?, we say that Wiing has controlled singularity-blowup by f : (0,€0) xR —
Q4 x Q. if forevery (e, R) € (0,€¢p) x Ry then f(e, R) = (9, K), such that for characteristic functions 1,/
of set M ||Wiing 1a —Wiing e 0y lr < € where A = A(0, R) = (ijecR(O) Cs(z;))° N Cr(0), where
Cs(z;) is the closed cube centred at z; with length §. Moreover, ||Wsing’A||Wq,oc(A) < K.

Since away from singularities, the singular potentials is locally bounded, it is natural to make the following
definition

Definition 2.4 (Potential with controlled local smoothness). Given a potential V € W[ > (R?) we say that
V has controlled local smoothness by g : Ry — N if for every R € R, then K = g(R) is such that

Ve pi0) 7= (crio)) < K-
Remark 2.5 (Input to the algorithms). We assume that
{(cpg(xk), Vo (2k,t5)) | {&k }ren, {t;}jen are dense in R? and [0,T], x, t; have coordinates € Q} ,

are accessible to the algorithm. In the Blum-Shub-Smale (BSS) model [BSS89], this means that the point
samples of the initial state g and the potential Vpp are accessed through an oracle node. In the Turing
model [Tu37] (assuming rational values) this means that the point samples are accessed through an oracle
tape.

2.2. The non-linear Schrodinger eq. (NLS): focusing/defocusing. We then show, as for the linear Schrodinger
equations, that by proving well-posedness of certain NLS on generalized Sobolev spaces, the solutions to
these equations are globally computable by restricting the dynamics to a sufficiently large bounded spatial
domain.

The nonlinear Schrédinger equations we consider are
0 (x,t) = Hop(x,t) + Voo (2, )Y (2, 1) + vF(P(x, 1)), (x,1) € Rx (0,T)
w(.’ 0) = %o

with scattering length v = 1 and nonlinearity F,,(¢(z,t)) = |[¢(x,t)|° ~14)(x,t) where we consider o = 3

(2.2)

(cubic NLS) and 0 = 5 (quintic NLS). The choice v = 1 yields a defocussing nonlinearity and v = —1 a
focussing one. For our positive global computability result, we can only consider a defocussing nonlinearity,
ie. v = 1. This choice is necessary as the focussing nonlinearity in (2.2) can lead to the existence of
blow up solutions. The numerical analysis of blow-ups is addressed separately in this paper. The spaces on
which we define our numerical methods to study (2.2) are smaller than the spaces on which (2.2) is naturally
well-posed [D16].

2.2.1. Blow-up criteria and focussing NLS. While the solution to the quintic NLS in (2.2) exists for all times
if the nonlinearity is defocussing, this is no longer the case if (2.2) has a focussing quintic nonlinearity. In
greater generality, we study whether it is possible to numerically decide whether a solution to a NLS will

blow up in finite time or not?- We show that this is impossible in great generality.



6 SIMON BECKER AND ANDERS C. HANSEN

The -at least from a physics perspective- most prominent example of a NLS with non-trivial blow-up
dichotomy is the focussing (v = —1) cubic NLS

() + Az, 1) = vlip(a, 1) *)(2,t), (t,x) € R xR,

2.3
$(0,2) = gol). 2

Choose any fixed C' > 0 and g as in Def. 2.1. Then, we define, for p, v > 1, the set of initial data as
Qpu) = {po € HI(R) | ||<p0|\H5(R) < C and g has CLBV by g}.

We consider the computational problem

_ Yes if (2.3) blows up in finite time,
Epu) : QBU@) 2 Yo . S EM, (24)
No if (2.3) does not blows up in finite time

where M = {Yes,No} = {1,0}. Next, we consider the focussing (v = —1) mass-critical NLS with
o =1+ 4/d, in particular,

0 (x,t) + Ap(a,t) = vl (z,t)|7 " (a,t), (tz) € R xRY,

2.5
$(0,2) = vole). 22

Choose any fixed C' > 0 and g as in Def. 2.1. Then, we define, for p, v > 1, the set of initial data as
Qpu(e) = {0 € HL(R?) | [0l gy ray < C and o has CLBV by g}.

We consider the computational problem

_ Yes if (2.5) blows up in finite time,
EBu(2) : BU(2) D Yo > ] . S EM (2.6)
No if (2.5) does not blows up in finite time

Our main result on the computability of blow-ups is then Theorem 3.11.

2.3. The semiclassical limit. The semiclassical formulation of the linear Schrodinger equation, with semi-

classical parameter p > 0, is

indep(x,t) = —p* A(x,t) + Vip(w,t) + Vo (t)(x, 1) 2.7)
By rescaling potentials, it suffices to analyze

(0 (x,t) = —p> Adp(x, 1) + V(1) + Vep (£)i(x, t). (2.8)

Our algorithms can handle these cases as well, although we do not specifically analyse how the runtime of the
algorithm is effected by small p. Our Theorem 7.5, however, shows that for potentials without singular part,
the size of the domain on which the evolution of (2.8) is supported up to a specified error is controlled only
by the semiclassical norm ||| 2o (defined in (3.2)) of the initial state ¢q. Indeed, since the semiclassical
norm is monotonically increasing in g > 0, this domain is uniformly bounded in the semiclassical limit. In
particular, the R > 0 describing the size of the cube Cg described §1.1 in the outline of the algorithm in Step
Ibin §5.1 is uniformly bounded in p > 0. If the singular part of the potential is non-zero, then the size of the
domain depends in addition on the constants for the relative boundedness of the singular part of the potential
and can potentially grow as u | 0.
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3. MAIN RESULTS

The main results are split in two: the linear Schrédinger and the non-linear Schrodinger equations. For
the NLS we separately analyze the computability of the solution to the defocussing equation and the com-
putability of blow-up solutions for the focussing one. To explain our results, we introduce (generalized)
Sobolev spaces for parameters p, 7 > 0

HE(RY) = {f € H?(R?); (o) f € L*(R")} with norms

, e . (3.1)
111 O] I (L]
where (z) := (1 + |z?) '/2 The semiclassical Sobolev norms are defined for a semiclassical parameter /.
as
P e IR [ ey (3.2)
Moreover, for the self-adjoint positive-definite operator
S =—A+ |z (3.3)

on L?(R%), we define the canonical norm on the domain D(S")? for any v > 0 by

[ flls = 115" L2

The space of piecewise W' functions on some interval (0,T) is denoted by W)\, (0,T) and consists
of all functions u that there exists a finite partition I; := (t;,¢;41) of (0,7") such that |[[u|y,1,1 o1 =
i (0,
Yimt lullwra -

Universality of results and model of computation. All our lower bounds and impossibility results are
universal, independent of the computational model i.e. the Blum-Shub-Smale (BSS) model, the Turing
model, the Von Neumann (Princeton) model etc.. However, all our positive results are done in in the BSS
model. As this is a paper written for numerical analysts and analysts working in mathematical physics we
have deliberately chosen the BSS model as this is the standard model used by numerical analysts, i.e. one
assumes basic arithmetic operations and comparisons with real numbers. It is evident from our methods that
with minor changes, our approach will hold in the Turing model as well, however, as this is not a paper in
logic nor computer science our focus is on the BSS model in order to serve the targeted numerical analysis
and mathematical analysis community.

Remark 3.1 (Runtime of an algorithm). We define the runtime of an algorithm to be the total number of
arithmetic operations and comparisons done to execute the algorithm. This is equivalent to the definition of

the runtime of a BSS machine.

3.1. Computing solutions to the linear Schrodinger equation. We establish both upper and lower bounds
on the existence of algorithms for computing the solutions to the linear Schrodinger equation. The first result
establishes that it is in general impossible to compute even a local solution regardless of the potential.

Theorem 3.2 (Impossibility results and paradoxes). Let C' > 0 and p > 0. Choose any T' > 0 and any open
set O C R and define domains
Q%ree = {(P € D( ) | ”(pHLZ(R) < C ¥ is computable}

9 (3.4
eree - {(P € D( ) | ||<p||Hp(R < C7(p LS computable}

2 et (An, ©n) be the tuple of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions (counting multiplicity), then ¢ € L?(R%) is in D(SY) if and only if
Zn A%V|<LP7 <P77«>‘2 < oo.
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where SP is defined in (3.3), as well as the mapping
E%ree : Qflree 2 Yo u(.vT)|O € LQ(O)v

- (3.5)
:?ree : Qf21ree S o u(.vT) € LQ(R)a

where u is the solution to the free Schridinger equation (i0; + A)u = 0, u(e,0) = po. Then we have the
following:

1

(I) (Not even a local solution can be computed on €2;,

). There does not exist any algorithm I" such

1
free*

that |T(€, o) — ELee(@0)| 22(0) < € for all sufficiently small € > 0 and o € Q

2
free

(II) (No global solution can be computed on €2 ). There does not exist any algorithm T" such that

2
free*

IT(e,0) — Edee(0)ll L2(r) < € for all sufficiently small € > 0 and o € Q

() (Certain cases can be computed despite no bounds in ||-|| He ). There exists a domain Qgree C
L?(R) where sup{ ||| g | ¢ € Qrec} = 00 for all (p,n) € RT\{(0,0)}, and an algorithm T such
that |T'(¢, 0) — Efree(00) || L2(®) < € Where Egree : Qfree 3 o — u(e,T) € L?(R).

Remark 3.3 (Universality of the computational model). Statement (I) is independent of the computational
model. Statement (II) is true for any reasonable model of computation for example the Turing model or the
BSS model.

Remark 3.4 (Computable function). The term computable function refers to the standard definition in the
literature. The reader unfamiliar with the term may think of a computable function as a function for which
there exists an algorithm that can output an approximation to the function to arbitrary precision. For example,
the functions exp, cos, sin are obviously computable, and there are a myriad of different ways to compute
these functions.

Remark 3.5 (Consequences of Theorem 3.2). Theorem 3.2 demonstrates that the Schrodinger equation
evolution operator, regardless of potential, takes computable initial conditions to non-computable functions
even in the L? sense. Moreover, one cannot even compute a local approximation on any open set. This
means that there is only a limited collection of Schrodinger equations for which there will exist algorithms
that can compute the corresponding solutions. The question is: which such equations will have algorithms

that allow for accurate computations?

With the lower bounds in Theorem 3.2 established, the discussion of the assumptions needed to ensure
existence of algorithms for the problem.

Assumption 3.6 (Initial states and potentials). Let C' > 0 and € > 0. Choose any 7" > 0 and define 21,
and Qs to be the collection of inputs (g, V' + Vrp(t), C) such that we have the following. In the case of
QLin we let k = 2 and for Qnp,g we let k = 3.
1) po € H§+5 has controlled local boundedness and bounded variation by w : Ry — N (recall
Definition 2.1), and H<,00||H§+a <C.
(i) Vrp(t) = u(t)Veon + V and V' = Wiing + Wi, such that for p < oo and (z;); a sequence that is
nowhere dense
Waing € LP N Wi (R \ Uj{z;}), and
[Weingl 2o, 1(8) "> Wregll . [|(8) ™ *Veon || L < C; as well as

1,1 .
u € Wik (0,7) with [[ully1.1 (o 7y < C-

pcw

(iii) Moreover, Wi has controlled blowup by f and both Wiege, Veon € WIIZ’COO have controlled local

smoothness by g.

Note that the only difference between the assumptions needed in the linear versus the non-linear case is
the extra degree of smoothness. In particular, 1. §’+E and lez,coo are needed in the non-linear case as opposed
to H3™ and Wli"coo in the linear case.
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We also consider the following alternative set of weaker assumptions on the initial state which we shall
use for a more restrictive class of Schrodinger equations®

Assumption 3.7. Let C' > 0 and £ > 0 and consider the Schrodinger operator S = —A + |z|?. Choose any
T > 0 and define Q2 and QN2 to be the collection of inputs (@g, V + Vrp(t), C') such that we have the
following
() ||S®pollzz < C and g has controlled local boundedness and bounded variation by w : R, — N
(recall Definition 2.1).
() Vrp(t) = u(t)Veon + V where ||Veon| Lo,||V ]| < C and Veop, V' have controlled local TWeP-
norm by ® : Q1 — Q., as in Definition 2.2 with p as in Remark 3.8, and controlled local bounded
variation by w : Ry — N.

We recall that an operator 7' with domain D(T') is called infinitesimally bounded with respect to an
operator S with domain D(S) if D(S) C D(T') and for every € > 0 there is C. > 0 such that for all
x € D(S)

[Tz < el Szl + Cell]-
In particular, for the singular part of the potential, we require this one to be infinitesimally bounded with
respect to the negative Laplacian. Sufficient conditions for this are summarized in the following remark:

Remark 3.8. [RS75, X.20] A potential V € LP(R?) is infinitesimally bounded with respect to the negative
Laplacian —A if p > 2ford € {1,2,3}andp > %ford > 4. In particular, for any € > 0 there exists a
constants C. such that for all 1 € H?(R%)

IVl < el A2 + Celll| 2. (3.6)
We can now present the main theorem on how to compute solutions to the linear Schrédinger equation.

Theorem 3.9 (Upper bounds: global solution - linear Schrodinger equation). Let C and T' > 0, and consider
the linear Schrodinger equation (2.1).
() Define, for ¢ > 0, Quin as in Assumption 3.6 and Zri, : Quin 2 (00, V) + (e, T) € L*(RY),
where 1 satisfies (2.1) and (e, 0) = .
(ii) Define also Qyin as in Assumption 3.7 and Zyno : Quine > (G0, V) = (e, T) € L?(R?), where
1[) satisfies (2.1) with initial value QZ(O, 0) = @o.
Then there exist algorithms I'1 and I's with the following properties.
(I) ForT'y we have that

IT1(¢0, V;€) = ELin(po, V)|lL2®e) < €, Ve >0, (vo,V) € Quin.

If there are no singularities in the potential Wing then algorithm I'y can be made so that it will have
for each € > 0 uniformly bounded runtime for all (o, V') € Qpin.
(D) ForT's we have that

IT2(0, V; €) — Evinz(@o, V) 12 (ra) < €, Ve >0, (o, V) € Quina.
Moreover, for each € > 0, T'y will have uniformly bounded runtime for all (9o, V') € Qpin.

Remark 3.10 (The boundaries of computational quantum mechanics). Theorem 3.9 demonstrates upper
bounds on the boundaries of what computers can achieve in computational quantum mechanics. They are,
to the best of our knowledge, the most general conditions known. However, Theorem 3.9 immediately begs

the question about necessity of the assumptions on the potentials and the initial state.

3At least for static potentials, this assumptions can be additionally weakened to also cover potentials with quadratic growth.
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3.2. Computing solutions to the NLS equation. In the linear Schrodinger case one can guarantee the
existence of a unique solution for any time 7" > 0. This is not the case when considering focusing NLS.
From a computational point of view it becomes crucial to determine whether an algorithm can determine if
the solution will blow up in finite time or not. As the following theorem reveals, this is not just impossible,

but impossible to verify and falsify.

Theorem 3.11 (Blow up cannot be decided, in fact not verified nor falsified). Consider the decision problems
{EBuqn), MBU(1) } and {Epu(2), QBu(2) } defined in (2.4) and (2.6) concerning the blow up of the NLS. Then,
there do not exist sequences of algorithms {T'+}, {2}, with T'}. : Qpu)y — M and 2. Qpu) -+ M
such that

klijgo i (v0) = Eguq) (o), such that T}, (¢o) = No = Egy1) (o) = No,

khj& T2 (v0) = Epu(z) (o), such that T'}(¢o) = Yes = Epy(a)(po) = Yes.

These statements are universal independent of the computational model.

Remark 3.12 (Consequences of Theorem 3.11). Theorem 3.11 demonstrates that regardless of how smooth

and rapidly decaying the initial state  is, in particular,

@0l g7 (ray < C for arbitrary p and v, one cannot
determine blow up from point samples of ¢y. Moreover, one cannot even verify or falsify whether one has
blow up or not by making an algorithm run forever. Hence, there is very little point of numerical computation
of the focusing NLS unless one has extra knowledge of lack of blow-up.

However, for the defocusing NLS it is possible, subject to assumptions on the potential and initial state,
to compute approximations to the solution.

Theorem 3.13 (Upper bounds: global solution - NLS). Let C and T > 0 and consider the NLS (2.2) with
either 0 = 3 (cubic NLS) or 0 = 5 (quintic NLS) and a defocussing nonlinearity, i.e. u = 1.
() Define, for ¢ > 0, QNLs as in Assumption 3.6 and Exvs : OnLs 2 (¢o, V) + ¥(e,T) € L2(RY),
where 1 satisfies (2.2) and (e, 0) = .
(ii) Define also Qnis2 as in Assumption 3.7 and ZExrs2 : OnvLs2 2 (Po, V) + (e, T) € L*(RY),
where 1/; satisfies (2.1) with initial value 1/;(0, 0) = @o.
Then there exist two algorithms 'y and T'y with the following properties.
(I) ForT'y we have that

IT1(p0,V,€) — Enus(po, V)|l L2me) < ¢, Ve>0, (¢o,V) € Onws.

If there are no singularities in the potential Wiyng then algorithm I'y can be made so that it will have
for each € > 0 uniformly bounded runtime for all (o, V') € QnLs.
(II) ForI's we have that

IT2(@o, V,€) — Envs2(@o, V)|l L2 (ray < €, Ve>0, (¢o,V) € Onws2-

Moreover, for each € > 0, T'y will have uniformly bounded runtime for all (po, V') € .

For discrete (nonlinear) Schrodinger equations on ¢2(Z?) with both focussing and defocussing nonlinear-
ity pp € {£1}
i0pv(k,t) = —A%(k,t) + vF, (v(k,t)), k € Z°
R 3.7
v(0) = vy € £5(Z%),

with discrete nearest-neighbor Laplacian A the analysis simplifies dramatically and it is possible to consider
input data up to (and not including) the critical space ¢? such that for some 7, C' > 0 the input space is

Qaisents = {vo € (Z%); [|vollez < C}

and Zgisenrs : Onws D (vo, C,e) — v(e, T) € £2(Z4), where v satisfies (3.7) and v (s, 0) = vo.
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Theorem 3.14 (Upper bounds: Global solution can be computed for discrete NLS). Let C' > 0 and T > 0.

Let QqisenLs and ZqiseNLs be as above. Then there exists an algorithm T such that
IT(e,v0) — EnLs(vo, V)|lez < e, Ve >0,
and all vy € Qnis and any given C e, > 0.

3.3. Connection to previous work and future directions. Based on the ideas first introduced by Engquist
and Majda [EM77], a special case of the Schrédinger equation (2.1) on the full domain has been studied,
by restricting the analysis to a region of interest of finite measure, using non-reflecting boundary conditions
in [AESO3, LZZ18, T98, YZ14]. A similar idea for nonlinear Schrédinger equations has been discussed in
[ABKI11, Sz04], see also the review article [AABES08]. Global numerical discretization schemes, based
on Strang’s splitting method [L08, DT12, ESS16, IMS17], exponential integrators [ORS19, KOS19, OS18],
and their convergence rates are well studied both in the linear and nonlinear setting. Yet, these convergence
rates are usually limited to time discretizations [L08, OS18] and an analysis justifying the reduction from a
full discretization of R¢ to a bounded domain has not been addressed to our knowledge. Attempts to reduce
this to a finite basis expansion, usually rely on additional a priori information on the solutions, cf. Chapter
3 in Lubich’s monograph [L08a]. We provide a comprehensive answer to this issue in our Section 7. In
particular, our analysis allows us also to obtain-under quite general assumptions-, see Section 2.3 uniform
estimates in the semiclassical parameter- of the Schrodinger equation, justifying some considerations in the
recent comprehensive article by Lasser and Lubich [LLL.20], and also Jin, Markowich, Sparber [JMS11].

It would be interesting to perform a similar analysis for Schrodinger equations with magnetic fields, as
considered in [HLW?20, HL20]. Moreover, it would be desirable to consider Schrédinger equations with non-
local (+non-linear) potentials such as the Hartree equation [LOS]. Finally, a detailed analysis of the scaling
for multi-particle systems would be desirable.

4. PRELIMINARIES FOR THE PROOFS - THE SCI HIERARCHY

The SCI hierarchy is a framework for establishing the boundaries of computational mathematics that
allows for proving universal lower bounds and impossibility results independent of the model of computation.
It is also flexible enough to encompass any model of computation for proving positive results and upper

bounds. We will review some of the basic concepts starting with a computational problem.

(i) Q is some set, called the domain.

(i1) A is a set of complex valued functions on €, called the evaluation set.
(iii) M is a metric space.
(iv) Z:Q — M is called the problem function.

Definition 4.1 (Computational problem). Given a domain €2, an evaluation set A, a metric space M and a

problem function Z : Q — M, we call the collection {Z, 2, M, A} a computational problem.

A simple example of a computational problem would be the problem of computing the solution to the
Schrodinger equation (2.1) at some time 7" > 0. In particular, 2 would be a family of initial states and
potentials. A would be the collection of functions providing point samples of elements in €2, i.e. for ¢ € €2
and f, € A we have f,(po) = @o(x). In particular, the input to the algorithm will be point samples of the
initial state and the potential. In this paper

A= {fz,t

We could have M = L?(R%) or M could for example be Hp (R?) with appropriately chosen p, 7 > 0.
Finally, we could have

fat(©0, Vip) = (wo(2), ¢o, Vrp(2,t)), (x,t) have rational coordinates}.

Z(po, Vrp) = (e, T), 1 satisfies (2.1), (e,0) = .
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Note that = will depend on the actual PDE we are considering (linear or non-linear).
In order to compute approximate solutions to computational problems we need to define the concept of
an algorithm. The mainstay is the general algorithm that allows universal lower bounds and impossibility

results.

Definition 4.2 (General Algorithm). Given a computational problem {Z, 2, M, A}, a general algorithm is
a mapping I' : Q — M such that for each A €

(i) there exists a finite subset of evaluations Ap(A) C A,
(ii) the action of I" on A only depends on {Af} rca . (a) Where Ay := f(A),
(ili) for every B € 2 such that By = A/ for every f € Ap(A), it holds that Ap(B) = Ar(A).

Remark 4.3 (The purpose of a general algorithm). The purpose of a general algorithm is to have a definition
that will encompass any model of computation, and that will allow lower bounds and impossibility results to
become universal. Given that there are several non equivalent models of computation, lower bounds will be
shown with a general definition of an algorithm. Upper bounds will always be done with more structure on

the algorithms for example using a Turing machine or a Blum—Shub—Smale (BSS) machine.

The concept of a general algorithm, however, is not enough to describe the world of computational prob-

lems. For that we need the concept of rowers of algorithms.

Definition 4.4 (Tower of Algorithms). Given a computational problem {=, Q, M, A}, a tower of algorithms
of height k for {=,Q, M, A} is a family of sequences of functions

pp Q=M Ty, Q=M Ty Q=2 M,

where ny,...,n; € Nand the functions I'y,, .. ,,, at the “lowest level” of the tower are general algorithms
in the sense of Definition 4.2. Moreover, for every A € (),

E(A) = lim T, (A), Ta.m(A)= lim Ty 4 (A) j=k—-1,... 1

Nk —>00 T j — 00

In this paper we will discuss two types of towers: General towers, when there is no extra structure on
the functions at the lowest level in the tower, and Arithmetic towers, that restricts the algorithm to arithmetic
operations and comparisons. A general tower will refer to the very general definition in Definition 4.4
specifying that there are no further restrictions as will be the case for the other towers. All our lower bounds
and impossibility results are with respect to general towers, whereas all upper bounds and positive results
are with respect to arithmetic towers defined as follows.

Definition 4.5 (Arithmetic towers). Given a computational problem {=Z, 2, M, A}, where A is countable,
we define the following: An Arithmetic tower of algorithms of height k for {Z,Q, M, A} is a tower of
algorithms where the lowest functions I' = Iy, ,, : @ — M satisty the following: For each A € Q
the mapping (ng,...,n1) = Tny o ny (A) =Thy 0y ({Af}sen) is recursive, and 'y, |, (A) is a finite

string of complex numbers that can be identified with an element in M. For arithmetic towers we let « = A

Remark 4.6 (Recursiveness). By recursive we mean the following. If f(A) € Qforall f € A, A € Q,and A

is countable, thenT',, ., ({As}sen) can be executed by a Turing machine [Tu37], that takes (ng, ..., n1)

as input, and that has an oracle tape consisting of {Af}sca. If f(A) € R (or C) for all f € A, then
Th.....ni ({Af} rea) can be executed by a Blum-Shub-Smale (BSS) machine [S98] that takes (ng, ..., n1),

as input, and that has an oracle that can access any Ay for f € A.

The model of recursiveness in this paper will be the BSS machine, as this is the model closest to the
standard tradition in numerical analysis. We do note, however, that with minor modifications, all our results
will hold in the Turing model.
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Definition 4.7 (Runtime). Given an arithmetic tower of algorithms, the runtime of ', ., (A4), A € Qs
sum of the number of arithmetic operations and comparisons done by the BSS machine executing the output
Loponi (A) plus sup{m € N| f, € Ap,, . (A)}.

In any realistic model of computation there is a cost associated to accessing the information { f,,(A) | fm €
A[‘nk _____ - (A)}. Our results do not address the actual complexity, and hence, for simplicity we only add
K =sup{m e N| f,, € Ar,, .
should of course use g(K) for some specified function g : N — N.

(A)} to the cost of the computation. If a specified model is given, one

,n

Given the definitions above we can now define the key concept, namely, the Solvability Complexity Index:

Definition 4.8 (Solvability Complexity Index). A computational problem {Z, 2, M, A} is said to have Solv-
ability Complexity Index SCI(Z,Q), M, A),, = k, with respect to a tower of algorithms of type «, if k is the
smallest integer for which there exists a tower of algorithms of type « of height k. If no such tower exists
then SCI(Z, Q, M, A),, = oo. If there exists a tower {I'), },en of type a and height one such that = =T,
for some n; < oo, then we define SCI(Z,Q, M, A), = 0. The type @ may be General, or Arithmetic,
denoted respectively G and A. We may sometimes write SCI(Z, 2),, to simplify notation when M and A

are obvious.

We will let SCI(Z, ) o and SCI(Z, )¢ denote the SCI with respect to an arithmetic tower and a general
tower, respectively. Note that a general tower means just a tower of algorithms as in Definition 4.4, where
there are no restrictions on the mathematical operations. Thus, clearly SCI(Z,Q)s > SCI(E,Q)g. The
definition of the SCI immediately induces the SCI hierarchy:

Definition 4.9 (The Solvability Complexity Index Hierarchy). Consider a collection C of computational
problems and let 7 be the collection of all towers of algorithms of type « for the computational problems in
C. Define
Af = {{E,Q} € C|SCI(E,Q), =0}
Ay ={{E,Q} e C|SCI(E, Q)q <m}, m e N,
as well as
AY:={{E,Q} €C|I{Th}nen € T s.t. VAI(T,(A),ZE(A)) < 27"}
For problems, such as decision problems, that have extra structure on the metric space one can extend the

SCI hierarchy.

Definition 4.10 (The SCI Hierarchy (totally ordered set)). Given the set-up in Definition 4.9 and suppose in
addition that M is a totally ordered set. Define

¥y = 1§ = Ag,
P={{E Qe Ay |I{[} e Tst. T, (A) "E(A) VA € Q},
Iy = {{E,Q} e AT | I{T,} € Tst. Th(A) \(E(A) VA € O},
where  and \, denotes convergence from below and above respectively, as well as, for m € N,
Yo =HE QY e o3 {Th i, €T st Ty (A) S E(A) VA€ Q},
oy ={{E, Qe Ay o [ I {Th, iy €T st Ty (A) \(E(A) VA € Q}.

Schematically the general SCI hierarchy can be viewed as follows.

I1g ¢ I1g
I G < G < G
Af ¢ AY ¢ DPUIY ¢ A ¢ BFUIS C AY ¢ - @.1)
I < &3 < & <

=g =g g
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Note that the ¢ and II{ classes become crucial in computer-assisted proofs.
Finally, we define A{', C Af! to be the set of A{' problems for which there exists algorithms with
bounded runtime. In particular,

A‘ﬁb ={{&,Q} e Ay |3I{,} € T s.t. supd(T',(A),ZE(A)) <27", sup runtime(l',,(A)) < oo}.
AEQ AEQ

4.1. The main theorems in the SCI hierarchy language. Our theorems are deliberately written in layman
terms, thus, in order to make the statements absolutely precise we specify what the statements are in the
language of the SCI hierarchy. In all of the computational problems the domain 2 will consist of functions
and the collection A is defined as follows:

A={fs : Q— C]| fs(¢) = (), z has rational entries}.

It is implicitly assumed that there is an ordering of the countable elements in A, hence, we will always have
that A = {fm}mGN-
(1) Local solution of the free Schrodinger equation: Theorem 3.2. The statements of Theorem 3.2 in the

- My =L*O)and 23 : Q2 —

SCI hierarchy language are as follows. Define 2, : 2. Q2

free
My = HF(R) asin (3.4) and (3.5). Then
E%ree? Q%reev Mlv A} ¢ A?

Moreover, when considering {Z%. ., Q2 ., M2, A}, then any sequence of general algorithms {I",, }
withT,, : Q2 — My and d(T,(A), 22 (A) < 27" will have

free » —free

sup sup{m S N | fm S Al—‘n (A)} = 00,
AeQ?

free

in particular, the runtime is not uniformly bounded.

(i) Global solution of the linear Schrodinger equation: Theorem 3.9. The statements of Theorem 3.9
in the SCI hierarchy language are as follows. Define =, : Qpin — M = LQ(Rd) and 2o :
QLing — M as in Theorem 3.9. Then

— A
ELin * Quin, M, A} € AT,
{ELin2 : QLin2, M, A} € A{‘Jy

(iii) Blow up of focusing NLS cannot be decided: Theorem 3.11. Consider the decision problems

{Esua): QBU)},  {EBUER): CBUER)}

defined in (2.4) and (2.6). Then

{Zsu), Qo) €07, {Zsua), Qo } ¢ 57

(iv) Upper bounds: global solution - NLS: Theorem 3.13. The statements of Theorem 3.13 in the SCI
hierarchy language are as follows. Define Zxps : s — M = L2(R?) and Enps2 : OnLs2 —
M as in Theorem 3.13. Then

{E’Lina QLin7 Ma A} € A{‘,ba
{ELin2, Qinz, M, A} € Aiq,b-

(v) Upper bounds: The discrete NLS: Theorem 3.14. The statements of Theorem 3.14 in the SCI hier-
archy language are as follows. Define Zgisenrs @ OnLs — M = £2(Z?). Then

{Edisenrs, Onrs, M, A} € Afb-
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4.2. The SCI hierarchy and computer-assisted proofs. Note that A{' is the class of problems that are
computable according to Turing’s definition of computability [Tu37]. In particular, there exists an algorithm
such that for any € > 0, the algorithm can produce an e-accurate output. Most infinite-dimensional spectral
problems, unlike the finite-dimensional case, are ¢ Af'. The simplest way to see this is to consider the
problem of computing spectra of infinite diagonal matrices. Since this problem is the simplest of the infinite
computational spectral problems and does not lie in A¢', very few interesting infinite-dimensional spectral
problems are actually in A{'. This is why most of the literature on spectral computations provides algorithms
that yield A4' classification results. In particular, an algorithm will converge, but error control may not be
possible.

Problems that are not in Af' are computed daily in the sciences, simply because numerical simulations
may be suggestive rather than providing a rock-solid truth. Moreover, the lack of error control may be
compensated for by comparing with experiments. However, this is not possible in computer-assisted proofs,
where 100% rigour is the only approach accepted. It may, therefore, be surprising that there are examples
of famous conjectures that have been proven with numerical calculations of problems that are not in A{},
i.e. problems that are non-computable according to Turing. A striking example is the proof of Kepler’s
conjecture [HO5, H18], where the decision problems computed are not in A4, The decision problems are of
the form of deciding feasibility of linear programs given irrational inputs, shown in [BHV 18] to not lie in

A#'. Similarly, the problem of obtaining the asymptotic of the ground state of the operator

d
Hiz =Y (Do = Zlzi ™+ Y oy — 2|,
k=1 1<j<k<d
as Z — oo was obtained by a computer-assisted proof [FS90, FS92, FS93, FS94a, FS94b, FS95, FS96a,
FS96b, FS94] by Fefferman and Seco, proving the Dirac-Schwinger conjecture, that relied on problems that
were not in A4, The SCT hierarchy can describe these paradoxical phenomena.

4.2.1. The ¥4 and TI{! classes. The key to the paradoxical phenomena lies in the ¥4' and II{* classes.
These classes of problems are larger than A7, but can still be used in computer-assisted proofs. Indeed,
if we consider computational spectral problems that are in 3¢!, then there is an algorithm that will never
provide incorrect output. The output may not include the whole spectrum, but it is always sound. Thus,
conjectures about operators never having spectra in a certain area could be disproved by a computer-assisted
proof. Similarly, TI{' problems would always be approximated from above, and thus conjectures on the
spectrum being in a certain area could be disproved by computer simulations.

In both of the above examples (the proof of the Dirac-Schwinger conjecture and Kepler’s conjecture), one
implicitly shows that the relevant computational problems in the computer-assisted proofs are in 21,

5. ROADMAP TO THE PROOFS

5.1. Outline of the algorithm. For the linear and nonlinear Schrédinger equation as studied under Assump-
tion 3.7 in Theorems 3.9 and 3.13 it is enough to assume that the initial state satisfies for some explicit C' > 0
and some fixed € > 0

I(=A+|2[*)*poll 2 < C

and for the linear Schrodinger equation, and some potentially different but arbitrary ¢ > 0, the potentials
V, Veon € L=®(RY) N WP (RY) satisty ||V || Lo, ||Veon|| 2= < C. Moreover, there exists a map

loc
Q4 — Q such that | V[ywer(B(0,r), | Veonlwer(B(0,r)) < (7).

It is then possible, as discussed in the proof of Theorems 3.9 and 3.13 to numerically approximate the initial
state and potentials with smooth ones satisfying, among others, all of the following assumptions so that the
algorithms of Theorems 3.9 and 3.13 apply:



16 SIMON BECKER AND ANDERS C. HANSEN

o Assumption on the input data for initial length scale estimate: We assume to have the following a
priori estimates on the input data available to the algorithm: Three explicit constants C7, Cy, C's > 0:
(1) For an initial state oy € HZ(R?) we require that lpollzz < Ch-
(2) For a control function u € W, ((0,T)) we require that ||u||W;é1v((O’T)) < Cs.
(3) For static and control potentials V' = Wy eg + Wiing, Veon satisfying a standard order condition

(Assumption 6.1) we require that
[Weing || e » ||<°>_2WregHL°°7 ||<'>_2VCOHHL°° < Cs.

o Step la - Initial length scale estimate: In the first step, we assume the algorithm is given constants
C1 to Cs and a final time 7, only. It follows then from Lemmas 6.4 and 6.7 that the solution to the
(nonlinear) Schrodinger equation can be estimated, by a recursively defined constant C'c, ¢,,c5,7 >
0, as

HwnLOO((O,T),Hg(Rd)) < C0y,0,05.1-

e Step 1b - Restriction of the domain: Given an error threshold € > 0, our Theorem 7.5, see also the
preliminary discussion stated just before Theorem 7.5, then yields explicit estimates to identify a
domain € or radius R of bounded size such that using the a priori estimate Cc, ¢,,cs, 7, the time-
evolution in this bounded domain coincides with the true solution on the entire space up to an error
e > 0in L? norm.

e Step 2 - Discretization of input data: We assume the algorithm is able to evaluate the above input
data on €2, which we can now freely modify outside 2. In particular, we can assume without loss
of generality that our potentials are bounded at infinity. For our numerical scheme, we now impose

slightly stronger assumptions to provide explicit rates of convergence in our numerical methods.

Linear Schrodinger equation: The algorithm samples (g, V') € Qpin with Qpin as in Assumption
3.6.

Nonlinear Schrodinger equation: The algorithm samples (g, V) € Qnpg with Qnps as in As-

sumption 3.6.

The algorithm then computes the cubic discretization, by numerically evaluating the integral
stated in Definition 8.2, using quasi MC methods [MC95], of the preceding objects with explicit
error bounds, see Proposition 8.9. The required cube size of the cubic discretization is determined
by bearing in mind the additional error in the numerical schemes used in the subsequent step:

o Step 3- Numerical methods: For the solution to the linear Schrodinger equation with time indepen-
dent Schrodinger operator, we use the Crank-Nicholson method (8.6) and the Strang splitting scheme
(8.10) to include the defocussing NLS or time-dependent control potential with explicit convergence
rates. The convergence of the Crank-Nicholson scheme, with error bounds, is shown in Subsec. 8.2
and the convergence of the splitting scheme in Subsec. 8.3.2.

Remark 5.1. Our assumptions on the singular potentials include standard examples of singular potentials
such as the Coulomb potential Wying(z) := 1/|z| in R3, which has the property that for a smooth cut-off
function x_(o) supported away from B.(0) such that xz_(o)(2) = 1 for 2 ¢ B.(0) we can define a smooth
approximation potential AW/Sing(a, ) := x3.(0)()/|x| € C°>°(R?) with the property that

1/2
— 1
[Wsing — Weing(€) |22 < / T dx = /8re.
Ba<(0) |z

Notation. We introduce (generalized) Sobolev spaces for parameters p, 7 > 0
HO(R?) == {f € H’(R"); (o)" f € L*(R?)} with norms

(5.1)
(0)¢]] ()" e

2
1 Vg (may ==

2
e
L2(R%)
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where (x) := (1 + |x|2) 1/2 .Fora; > as > 0and $; > f2 > 0 the inclusion of generalized Sobolev spaces
Hg! (RY) — Hg? (R9) is compact [DZ18, Theorem B.3]. Moreover, for the self-adjoint positive-definite
operator S = —A + |x|? on L?(R?), we define the canonical norm on the domain D(S") for any v > 0 by

[fllse == 115" fllz2-

The space of piecewise W' functions on some interval (0,7 is denoted by W} (0,T) and consists
of all functions u that there exists a finite partition I; := (¢;,t,11) of (0,7 such that ||u||W;C,1 o1 =
i lullwrary.-

We frequently omit the domain of functions in function spaces to shorten the notation. The ball centred

at zo with radius r is denoted as B,.(zo). We denote the spatially averaged integral as

frw =g [ s

where |[A| = [, dx. The space of functions of bounded variation is denoted by BV (R?). The norm on the

intersection X N'Y > z of two normed spaces is ||z|| xny = max{||z| x, ||z]y}.

We also introduce discrete weighted spaces

G2 = { (@a)nezas I2f = D ()*Maal® < ooy (5.2)
nezd
Throughout the text, we denote the standard mollifier by 7, (x) := t~n(t~1x) with n € C*(R<, [0, o))
where |[7[[ ;1 (gay = 1. We denote subsequences of sequences (z,) again by () and time differentiation of
a space-time dependent function f is denoted by f”.
For a weakly, to some state 1), convergent sequence (v,,) we write ¥, — 1 and weak*-convergence is

denoted by 1/, = ). If there is a constant C' > 0, independent of y, such that |z| < C'|y| we also write
|z S [yl or z = O(Jyl).

Remark 5.2. In Lemmas 6.4 and 6.8 we establish existence of uniformly (in time) bounded solutions to the
linear and nonlinear Schrédinger equation, respectively, in certain generalized Sobolev spaces Hf (R%) on

compact time intervals. Such bounds allow us to identify bounded domains on which the solution is localized

up to arbitrary small L2-error. For any R > 0 we have

ety < el gy (1 B2 < g

Y (5.3)

| 180y

: 1

such that by choosing R > (||g0||Hn(Rd) /€) ®e) <€
We refer to both linear and nonlinear Schrodinger equations in this text as Schrodinger equations and
write R in estimates that hold true for both the linear and nonlinear Schrodinger equations. However, in

case of nonlinear Schrodinger equations we restrict us henceforth to the cubic and quintic NLS in d = 1.

6. EXISTENCE OF SOLUTIONS IN GENERALIZED SOBOLEV SPACES

To show existence of solutions, we assume that the singular part of the pinning potential is zero-bounded
with respect to the negative Laplacian. Sufficient conditions in any dimension for this to hold are summarized
in the following Remark 3.8. Henceforth, we assume that u € WI}C}N(O T'). For both potentials in (2.1) we

impose the following integer k-parameterized assumption:
Assumption 6.1 (Potentials). Consider a decomposition of the pinning potential V' = Wging + Wiee. The
pinning potential V" and control potential V., satisfy a standard condition if Wyee and Vo

Weing € LP(R?), with p < 0o as in Remark 3.8, and both

6.1
() "2Wyeq and (8) " 2Veo, € L®(RY). ©D
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We want to think of W as the localized singular part of the pinning potential V, that is relatively
bounded with respect to the Laplacian, whereas W¢, describes the regular part of the pinning potential that
is allowed to be unbounded as |x| — oo, but should, in the above sense, not grow faster than the harmonic
potential ~ |z|*.

We will now start by discussing the existence of solutions to the linear Schrodinger equation and then
extend this result to the NLS afterwards.

6.1. The linear Schrodinger equation. The solution to (2.8) can be constructed by a limiting procedure:

For an approximate identity (7)), we consider the family of approximate Schrodinger equations

iatwn(-ra t) = (_MQA + (Wsing + Wreg ]an(())) * My, + (VTD(t) Ian(O)) * nn) wn(% t>7

6.2)
Yn(e,0) = po € HF (RY).

In the sequel, we use the notation Vi, := Wiing * 0, Vo, 1= (Wieg 15, (0))) * 1> Vi = Vi, + Vo,
and Vrp, (t) := (Vop(t) 15, (0)) * nn- We then take a suitable limit n — co and show that this provides a
solution to the Schrédinger equation (2.8).

The existence of unique solutions to the mollified equation (6.2) follows from fixed-point arguments
[LY95, §5.2]. There are, of course, more restrictive conditions on the potentials such that the limiting

construction is redundant. We summarize some of them in the following remark:

Remark 6.2 (Essentially bounded potentials). Let Wreg, Veon be bounded multiplication operators on L? (Rd)
andu € L'((0,T),R) then (2.8) possesses a unique mild solution in C'((0, T); L?(R?)) for any initial datum
po € L*(RY).
Extending this to solutions of higher spatial regularity is immediate: Let V, Vo, € W (R?) and u €
L'((0,T),R). Equation (2.8) possesses a unique mild solution in C'((0,T); H*(R%)) for any initial datum
po € H"(RY).

We start by explaining that smoothness of the initial state is necessary to ensure that the Schrodinger
evolution preserves the decay of the initial state, cf. [BKP05, Lemma 3]. We illustrate this by the following
explicit initial state that is compactly supported, of low-regularity, and disperses immediately under the free

Schrodinger dynamics:

Example 6.3 (Spatial regularity and decay). The indicator function g := 1 is in any HJ(R) for

11
[—3,3]
p < 5 (low regularity) and any 1 > 0 (rapid decay). Its Fourier transform is o (p) = sinc(p). Under the free
evolution i’ (t) = (—Awp)(t), the solution satisfies then ¢(p, t) = e’i“"%@(p). Thus, although the initial
state is compactly supported one finds that already the first moment is not square integrable (#)(t) ¢ L*(R)

for t # 0, since

Flo o —iwglt,2))(p) = 0,3(p, 1) = e~ Pt (Coi@ _ Si;gp) 9t sin(p)) ¢ I2(R)

which implies ()¢ (t) ¢ L?(R). In other words, initial states of low spatial regularity but compact support
can strongly disperse under the Schrédinger dynamics.

We then define the Dirichlet and Neumann spaces for p > 2

XP(Q) == H(Q) N Hy(Q) and XY (Q) := H?(Q) N {45 (Vp, n)|aq = 0} . (6.3)

In the following we denote either space in (6.3) just by X ,. The next Lemma, that relies on energy estimates,
introduced in [BKPOS, Theorem 1], yields the existence of solutions to (2.8) in X,(€2) and is established
by showing that solutions to (6.2) possess a weak*-convergent subsequence that converges to the (unique)
solution of (2.8) in generalized Sobolev spaces.
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Lemma 6.4 (Existence of solutions to linear Schrodiger eq.). Let @g be an initial state in Xo(2) 1o (2.1)
and ) = BB,.(0) or Q = R% We consider control functions u € Wk (0, T) and potentials V, Veon satisfying

pcw

a standard condition with p as in Assumption 6.1. Then, there exists a solution ¢p € L*>((0,T), X2(f2))
with ' € L>((0,T), L?(Q)) to (2.8) such that for Q' = R% or if Q was a ball B,.(0) then for Q' = B, (0)

uniformly in v’' > r, we have for a recursively defined function
C = O, Jullyr 0.1 | Weing 17 1108) 2 Wreg L=, 148)~2Veonll e, G o),
where C,;2 /5 is defined in (3.6), that

||’L/}HLoo((O,T),H;’Sem(Q/)) + ||1//||L°°((07T)’L2(Q/)) S C ||SD()HH22.sem(Q,) . (6.4)

Moreover; as functions in L>((0,T); X2(Q)), with time-derivative in L>((0,T); L?(Q)), there exists a
subsequence of solutions to (6.2) such that both

Y =, in L((0,T), X2()) and 4, = 4" in L=((0,T); L*(22)). (6.5)
Finally, the solution 1 to (2.1) is unique in Xo(2).

Proof. By multiplying (6.2) with |33|4 )y, integrating by parts, and taking the imaginary part it follows that
d
G el (e 0P do s [ 2 al? (960,007 do -+ 100, - (6.6)

To obtain a bound on the first term on the right-hand side of (6.6), we multiply (6.2) by |nc|2 1), and integrate
this time the real part over {2 such that by the assumption on the potentials

2
/QMQ 2 [V (@, )7 dae S p® [ Vbn(B)]172(0) + 190 (D1 0y + 180 )220 - (6.7)

Finally, to obtain a bound on the gradient appearing on the right-hand side of (6.7) we multiply (6.2) by 1,
and integrate the equation (6.2) over the entire space. Then, for the real part of that expression we obtain, by

the zero-boundedness of the singular part of the potential, the desired bound

2
V(1) 22y S I (032 + Crtz I (O, -

Combining this estimate on the gradient with (6.7) yields, by invoking (6.6) and the preservation of the

L? norm for solutions to (6.2),

d d 2
7 19 Ol 0) = /Q (U J*) [n (2, ) dar S 1160 (D 20) + Cpr 2 1 ()71, 0 -

Integrating this bound over a compact time interval [0, ¢] shows that

t
970y S 100 (0) 170 +/O (Hw'In(S)HiZ(Q) +Ch2y2 ||7/’n(3)||§{2(9)) ds. (6.8)

We now want to bound |1/, (s) ||iz () on the right-hand side of (6.8). This term is the only missing ingredient
to control the H? norm of the solution to the Schrodinger equation, since directly from the Schrodinger
equation (6.2) we conclude that

00 (O 2.y S 1 02y + I Ol 1z - 6.9)

To bound the time derivative appearing on the right-hand side of (6.9) we write x.,,(¢t) := 4/, (t) and
observe that this function satisfies a PDE

iX;’l (t) = 7,u2AXn(t) + Van (t) + V’l/“Dn (t)¢71 (t) + VTDn (t)Xn(t) (610)
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for some initial value ||x;,(0)[| 720y < ll¢ol| H2"em (o) Where this bound follows from the Schrodinger equa-
tion at zero. Multiplying the PDE (6.10) by *,, and integrating in space yields by taking the imaginary part
of that expression

1d 2
5 7 ”Xn (t) HLZ(Q) = Im <V”£‘Dn (t)wn(t)a Xn (t)>L2(Q)

2 dt
< [V, (/8| o ey 110 D 13001 T D] 20y -

Integrating this bound in time shows that

Vq/“Dn(S)
()2

t
2 2 2 2
194 ()13 < I@oll3z.0m gy + / | ey O @) + 19, 5) 720y ) ds.
Thus, combining this estimate with (6.9) and adding (6.8) to it, implies by Grénwall’s lemma that

2 2 2
Hwn||Loo((o’T),H§=sem(Q)) + H/(/);L”Lw((O,T),L?(Q)) S ||<100HH22758“‘(Q) : (6.11)
By Alaoglu’s theorem, there is a subsequence of
U, €W = {u € L=((0,T); X3°™(Q));u' € L>((0,T); L*(2)) }
such that both ¢, = t in L®((0,T); Xo(Q) N HZS™(Q)) and ¢/, = ¢’ in L>((0,T); L*(2)). We
note that since Wing € LP (R9) it follows that limy, 00 (Weing 1ov) * 1 = Wing 1o in LP(§2) and in the
HO,__(R%) sense we have the limits

(Wreg 167,(0)) * M — Wreg and (Vcon ]IB"(O)) * N — Veon-

The lower semicontinuity together with the continuity of the trace operator imply that in case of Dirichlet
boundary conditions

[l 2200y < B lvalle=o.r).2200) =0

and similarly for the Neumann boundary condition.
Thus, taking the limit in the weak formulation of the linear Schrodinger equation for arbitrary ¢ € .%(R%)

t t
0u(8):6) = 0O+ [ (0,9.0) ds = () =i [ {(Ho+ Vin(s), ¥u(s). ) ds
implies the existence of a distributional solution

Y € L*((0,T), X2(Q)) with o' € L>=((0,T), L*(R2))

(W(6),) = (90, Q) + / (W(5), ) ds = (9o, ) — i / ((Ho + Vip()) (s), C) ds.

0
The uniqueness of the solution follows then for example from Gronwall’s lemma. Estimate (6.4) follows

from (6.11) applied to . (]

The time-evolution operator defined by the linear Schrodinger equation (2.1) will be denoted by (¢s (¢, s))o<s<t<T-
We continue by showing that the assumptions of Lemma 6.4 allow for both very dispersive and localized
time-evolution. In particular, the following example shows that without further assumptions on the potentials,
the exponential dispersion of the state cannot be improved.

Example 6.5 ((Inverted) harmonic oscillator). Let ¢q(z) = 7~ /% exp(—22/2) and consider the Schrodinger
equation

) 1 .

O0(1) =~ (62 +22) (1) with 10) = 0.

The solution to this equation satisfies then

1
2t a2 2
9O = 7 4y P2 AW?)
where A(t)? = cosh(2t). In particular, the variance of the state increases exponentially fast. This is consis-

tent with the Gronwall estimates in the proof of Lemma 6.4.
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On the other hand, the initial state (o in the above example is an eigenstate to the operator H = —02 + 22
and is therefore fixed under the time evolution of the Schrodinger equation.

These two examples illustrate that the time-evolution by the Schrédinger equation, satisfying the condi-
tions of Lemma 6.4, is highly model-dependent but, as shown in the previous Lemma 6.4, always confined
to a bounded domain. To derive estimates for practical applications it is therefore desirable to use a bound

that is more tailored to the potential configuration.

6.2. The nonlinear defocusing Schrodinger equation. We now turn to the existence of solutions in gener-
alized Sobolev spaces for the defocusing NLS. We start with a technical lemma to deal with the nonlineari-
ties: In the following we write F' for the nonlinear term in the respective Schrodinger equation. In particular,
Fs := 0 for the linear Schrodinger equation and F, (u) := |u|”~1u for the defocusing nonlinearity.

Lemma 6.6 (Local Lipschitz conditions). The cubic ¢ = 3 and quintic o = 5 nonlinearity satisfy for every

natural number n > 0 the weighted estimate

™ (Fy () = Fo )2y S (Iullrsiy + ol ey ) ™ (e = ) oy -
Moreover, for any k > 0
1o () ey S all gy Nall 5 Gy (6.12)
Proof. The weighted estimate follows immediately from

O o 1 e [ e R | N [ (e L T
o—1 o—1
< (Il =ey + 1ol my ) Nl (e = )l oy

o—1 o—1 n
S (el + 0157t ) Nzl (= 0)ll ey
To show the estimate (6.12) on the derivatives, one can for example use the Fourier representation of the
Sobolev spaces such that for u, v € H™>{1*}(R)

(€) v ()| < <§>k/R|ﬂ(€ — n)v(n)ldn

S [ (6= Tats = wamldn-+ [ (e —nitnlan
< (I(o)*al = [0] + [l = [(e)*3]) (¢)-
Squaring and integrating this estimate and applying Young’s convolution inequality then shows that (||7]| 1 <
[lv||g: in dimension one)
lwv|l e S llull e vl =+ ol m vl
which shows that we can iteratively peal off individual factors from the nonlinearity such that a single H* (IR)

norm remains. The H'(R)-norm satisfies by Sobolev’s embedding theorem in one dimension ||uv|| g1 (g) <
llwll z () 0] 52 (m) Which yields (6.12). O

By Banach’s fixed point theorem and the previous Lemma the solution to the NLS (2.2) exists for short
times ¢ € [0, 7] and initial states 1/(0) = ¢o € H3(R) and satisfies the variation of constant formula

t
0lt) = d5(t. 000 — i | os(t5)Eu((5)) . (6.13)
0
We now show that such solutions must indeed be global in time.

Lemma 6.7 (Global existence of solutions to defoc. NLS). Let ¢y € H3(R) with u € Wy, (0,T) and

potentials V, Vo satisfying a standard condition (Assumption 6.1). The solution to the defocussing NLS

exists on every compact time interval and satisfies for a recursively defined function

C = C(T, |lullyrs,, |Wingll e, [1(9) 7 Vieglloe, [1() ™ Veonl L)

pcw
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such that

2 - 2 4
(10 o.ry,m12 ) + 1 Fo @Bl 0.y 2y ) < € (I3 + lpoltny) - (614)

Moreover, we have

91l oo 0.1y, 52 @) < C Pl 2wy - (6.15)

Proof. Let 7 > 0 be the time of existence as in the fixed-point argument (6.13) and consider any time
€ (0, 7). Multiplying the NLS by ¢ and taking the real part yields after rearranging

d 1 1 — 1
G [ (BIT0a 0P & P 0008+ (V + Vi (0) [0, O ) d o

— / W () Veon (@), ) da S [/ ()] [9(8)|,

which implies the dependence of C' on ||u|| w2, On the other hand, by multiplying the NLS with (1+|e 12)y
we obtain for the imaginary part integrated over R that

d

g O 0P de < 10Ol 6.17)

Consider then the energy

E(t) = [V (Ol g2z + M) (072 + /]R Fo(¢(2,1)(x,t) dx

for some A\ > 0. From the above bounds (6.16) and (6.17) we conclude that

d
E'(t) S ﬁ/ (V(@) + Vap(2,1)) [$(@, O)* dx + (1 + [u'(s) N E(2).
R
By a sufficiently large choice of )\, we can absorb < & [ (V(x) + Vo (2, 1)) [¢(2, 1) da in the derivative

of the energy on the left-hand side, using the control on the norm of the potential. Thus, we have shown that
(6.14) holds with E(t) < [|¢ol? H®) T llpollz #1(r) - The bound on the H3 norm follows then immediately
from applying Gronwall’s inequality to (6.13) and the estimates in Lemma 6.6 together with the boundedness
of the H{ norm. O

We discuss in the subsequent lemma sufficient conditions for the solution to (2.1) to be in Sobolev spaces
of order larger than two. This is because we require slightly higher regularity for the discretization of the
Laplacian to converge to the numerical approximation.

Lemma 6.8 (37 regularity:). Let Q = R? or Q and consider an initial state o € Ha (), satisfying
Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions, for some ¢ € (0,1) U (1, 2). For potentials V,Veon € W7 ()
with vy € (2d,00), for some v =1, ife € (0,1) and v = 2 if e € (1,2), the solution i) to (2.1) and (2.2) is
in L®((0,T); H3"(2)) and satisfies for a recursively defined function

C=C(T, lullwr o,y IV Ilwers [ Veonllwer,s [|@s@oll L 0,1),x2(2))
where ¢g is the linear Schrodinger flow, the estimate
||¢HLOC<(0$T)}H22+E Q) = <cC ||800||H2+6(Q (6.18)

Proof. We start with the linear Schrodinger equation and start by establishing H22+€ regularity, for which
we use Lemmas 6.4 and 6.7. Applying the fractional Laplacian (—A)® /2 to the linear Schrodinger equation
yields

i(=A) 2 () = (=) () + (A (D (HV (1)) (6.19)

We then find by rearranging this equation, using
I(=2)2@ @OV ED ez < V@O Siveyiy 19@)]a fore € (0,1) and

A)E/2 (6.20)
(=AW @OV )z < IVOYOla> Siveyye, 10@)] a2 fore € (1,2).
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Here, we used in the first inequality that

VOVED Iz < VOl V@) 2 S NIV lwrs @)l

(6.21)
I(VV(@)e@)ll2 < [VOlwra YOl rre-0 S IV @ w1 @)
and similar arguments for the second inequality. Hence, we have from (6.19) that
(=220 2 S I(=2)2¢ (Bl 2 + [[]] 2. (6.22)

Since t + ||¢(t)||g= is a.e. uniformly bounded on compact time intervals by Lemma 6.4, it suffices
to analyze the term ||(—A)s/24/(t)||z>. For this purpose, we introduce the auxiliary function x(t) :=
(—A)=/24)/(t). We then have from differentiating (6.19) in time

i0x(t) = =Ax(t) + (A) 2 (W OV (1) + (~A) 2 (p (V' (1)) (6.23)

Using Sobolev embeddings H*%/7 — L 377 and W1 < L°°, we have the following product estimates
[BMOI, Lem. 6] on Sobolev spaces with v € (2d, co) arbitrary for € € (0, 1)

(=)@ OV ED e S 19" OV (E)
WO, g VOIS V@l
S Ol IV ()]l (6.24)
1 Ol zear IV O 54 IV Ol

SIVOlze + VOl VO ()] e

and for v € (2d, oo) arbitrary for ¢ € (1,2)

I(=2) 2@ OV )2 S ') lm= |V ()] =

O 2 VO Vo1 (6.25)

SUVO o= + VOIS VO ()] 6 -

Then, multiplying equation (6.23) by x(¢), integrating over €2, and taking the imaginary part yields

1 d 12 / € —€
5 77 X2 < 19 Ol IV @)l + 10" O [V O s [V 1 (6.26)

11 Ol pzer2 19 @z [ @) Veon [l wrv-a-

Applying Gronwall’s inequality to (6.26) yields then the Gronwall estimate in (6.18) with a constant depend-
ing on the specified objects, only.

To extend the preceding bounds to the nonlinear Schrodinger equations, we estimate the H3 " (£2) norm
using the local Lipschitz conditions from Lemma 6.6, the boundedness of the H'(£2) norm that we estab-
lished in Lemma 6.7, and the boundedness of the linear Schrédinger dynamics in H22+5(Q) that we just

verified, as follows

t
9@ azse S leollgzre + [ IF@EN gzre ds
’ 6.27)

t
o—1
Slheollagee + [ I 1606) e do

which by Gronwall’s lemma yields the claim. (|
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7. REDUCTION TO BOUNDED DOMAINS

The aim of this section is to show (global) convergence of a (cubic)-discretization of the Schrédinger
equation to its actual solution with an explicit rate of convergence. Sufficiently high regularity of the solution
and potentials is also required for the finite-difference scheme to converge to the actual solution (with a fixed

rate implying uniform runtime).

In applications however, the potentials and the initial state may a priori not be as regular as necessary for
a numerical implementation. However, since smoothness is a local property it can be recovered for instance

by mollification.

To control the error of this approximation, we decompose the full approximation into several steps. We
start by introducing the prerequisites of our finite-difference schemes:

7.1. Reduction of Schrodinger equation. Our next Lemma shows that it suffices to replace the singular
part, Wiing, of the potential V' and the initial state by an approximation thereof. This implies in particular,
that even though we cannot use singular potentials directly in our numerical method, we can always use a

smooth approximation thereof and capture all dynamical features with error control:

Lemma 7.1 (Perturbation of singular potentials & initial states). Consider two singular potentials Wsing, Weing,
one regular potential Wi.eg, and one control potential V.., satisfying a standard condition (Assumption 6.1)
with a control u € WL (0, T). Let g, 0o € H2(R?) be two initial conditions. Then the solution to

pcw

i0D(@,8) = (=2 + (Waing + Wreg + Vin (1)) ) 9la.8) + F(i(x, 1)), (2,1) € R x (0,00)
¥(s,0) = o
converges uniformly in time L?(R?) to the solution of
i0(@,1) = (=2 + Waing + Wreg + Vin() ¥, 1) + F((a 1), (@,) € R x (0,00)
¥(e,0) = ¢o

as Wsing =10 Weing and o — 12 @o. Moreover, there exists a recursive function

C = C(T, |9l o= (0,1, 2 (R s 1P| oo (0,7, 2 (R4Y))

such that

Le=((0,7),L2(R))

— <C HWSin _Wsin
Hd} 1/1H - ( & &l L (ra)

oo Bollin) - D)
In particular, if in addition we have two different control potentials XN/COH, Veon € LP (Rd) in either equation,

then also for a recursive function

C = C(T, |9l o= (0,1, 2 R 5 1PNl oo (0,7, 52 (RY) > |2l 2.1 )

pcw

we find

H¢ - {Z;H <C< HVVsing - W/sing ‘/con - ‘Zon

Le=((0,1),L2(RY))

|

’ Lr(R4) Lr(R4)

(7.2)
+[lvo — ol L2 (ra) )

Proof. By subtracting the two equations from each other and introducing the auxiliary function & := 1) — zZ
one finds that £ satisfies the perturbed Schrodinger equation

Zat§ - (*A + /W/sing + Wreg + VTD(t))§ + (VVsing - Wsing)w + F(%//) - F(,l:[;)
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with initial condition £(0) = ¢y — @o. Multiplying the above equation by ¢, integrating over R?, and taking
the imaginary part yields

%% g €@z, t)|° dz = Im (/R (((Wsing — Weing)¥ + F(3) — F(J)) g) (z,%) dw)
< €@ gy (H(Wsing ~ Watng) (1) oy + [P - p)| LW)) ,

Integrating in time, using that b € L>((0,T), H?(R?)), which follows from Lemma 6.4 or Lemma 6.7, and
the local Lipschitz condition in Lemma 6.6, shows that for ¢t € (0,T")

2 t
2
sy 1 ey s

2 2
IO 2 gty S IEONT2 gty + |[Weing — Waing

t
+Amwﬁm@w

) _
S 1€ 3oy + ¢ [ Waing — Wing

2 t
2
Lr(R4) +A ||€<s>||L2(Rd) ds.

Gronwall’s inequality shows then that on any finite time interval (0, T")

€l oy, 2y S [|Woing = Wi, o+ 10 = Boll e

Lr(R
Estimate (7.2) can be obtained analogously. U
Lemma 7.2 (Perturbation of regular potentials). Let ¢o € H2(R?) be an initial state and consider potentials
V and Vo, satisfying a standard condition (Assumption 6.1). Let ¢ be the solution, to the same initial value
o, but for possibly different Wcg, Veon satisfying a standard condition as well. Then, the solutions satisfy

for a recursive function C' = C(T, Hw”LN((O,T),Hz(Rd))v H"F/;HLOO((O,T),HQ(Rd)))

< C ! H Wreg"t‘VTD(s)_Wreg_{}TD(s)
RD) ~ o ®r

ds. (7.3)

Hw B ZZJHLQC((O,T),LQ( Lo (RY)

Proof. Let 1 be the solution to the unperturbed problem and zz the solution of the Schrédinger equation with
potentials 17, ‘N/Con, then the difference & = 1) — 1) satisfies the equation

04§ = (—Ars +V + Vin(t)) € + F(¥) = F(@) + (V + Voo () = (V + Van (1)) ¥

with initial condition zero. Multiplying this equation by E, integrating over R?, taking the imaginary part
and applying Gronwall’s inequality together with Lemmas 6.4, 6.7 yields together with the local Lipschitz

condition in Lemma 6.6 equation (7.3). O

We now show that the Schrédinger equation is Lipschitz continuous with respect to control functions.
This Lemma allow us to assume that the controls are locally constant in time.

Lemma 7.3 (Perturbation of controls). Let g be an initial state in H3 (]Rd) to either (2.1) or (2.2). We con-

sider control functions u,v € Wplé},V(O, T) and potentials V, V.o satisfying a standard condition (Assump-

tion 6.1). By Lemma 6.4 for the Schrodinger equation and Lemma 6.7 for the NLS there are two solutions
Yy, ¥y in L2((0,T), H2(RY)) for each of the two control functions. Then, the solutions satisfy a Lipschitz
condition in terms of a recursively defined function C = C (T, |[tpu| Lo ((0,1); 1)+ |¥0 || Lo ((0,7): 1))

1w = Yoll g 0,1y, mE ey < C llu =0l 10,7y -
Proof. We first subtract the Schrodinger equations (2.1) of the two solutions 1, ¥, from each other and
obtain for the function £(t) = ¥, (t) — ¥, (t)

(iat +A-V - U(t)‘/con)g(t) - F(q/}u) + F(¢U)
+ (v(t) = u(t))Veonthu(t) = 0 (7.4)
£(0) =0.
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By multiplying the above Schridinger equation with (¢, — b, )(1 + |z|®), integrating it over R%, and taking
the imaginary part, we obtain a bound on the difference of the two solutions in H; (R?) norm

t
IE@N, ety < / (g gy + () = w(5) P 100 (3) ) s

+/0 1E(Yu(s)) = F (o) a1, may () 1, ety + (), ety s

< (”"l)u (S)|‘(;I_11]Rd>+‘|w'v(5)H;;sz)) ”E(S)HHl (Rd)

where we applied Lemma 6.6 in the last step. To bound the H'(R?) norm, we multiply the above equation
(7.4) by 1!, — !, integrate over R and take the real part. Then, by the zero-boundedness of the potentials,
there is an € > 0 such that by Lemma 6.6

€O sy S 2 IO sy + 1EE I, ey
+ [ (1005) = P Ny + 1€ 6 )

+/0 1F(uls)) = F (o () 2Ry 1€" ()| L2y ds-

< (1w N3 by 1Yo (1577w JIEE Ly et

Adding together the two preceding estimates, using the boundedness of the solution in H2 norm as obtained
in Lemmas 6.4 and 6.7, an application of Gronwall’s inequality on the H{ (R?) norm shows [|€]| ;oo (o 7. HIRY) S

lw—=vllp10r) - O

Our next theorem, Theorem 7.5, provides error bounds for reducing the Schrodiger equation on R? to
a boundary-value problem (BVP) on a bounded domain Br(0). We emphasize that this theorem therefore
implies the reducibility of the PDE on R? to an equation on a finite domain B (0) with full a priori error
control. The theorem assumes initial states in H2(R?) for which the solution to the Schrodinger equation
is bounded in HZ(R?) as well. Since the regular and control potentials grow at most quadratically, (7.3)
implies that one can replace unbounded potentials by bounded ones with full error control.

The estimate (7.10) in Theorem 7.5 below implies then the convergence of the solution to the Schrédinger

equation on a bounded domain to the solution on the full domain by the following argument:

Lemma 7.4. There is C > 0 such that for all ¥ > 1 and f in generalized Sobolev spaces Hy ™ (R%), we

have
2
CIf12300m

r

2 / F(@)(Vof)(x) dS(z) <
8B,.(0)

Proof. Let f, g be functions in a generalized Sobolev space H; (R?), then the co-area formula

/ |d1:—/ / )2 dS(x) dr
Br(0) 0 JoB,.(0)

and Remark 5.2 imply that for any R > 0 there exists an explicit upper bound on the smallest » > R such

that f%,r(o) |f(2)[|Vnf(z)|dS(z) < e. To see this, take a partition I; := [i,4 + 1] with [1,00) = U,y Lis
then it follows by Remark 5.2 that
i+1
wf [ f@vi@las@< [ f )90 f (@) dS(x) dr
r€li JaB,.(0) B, (0
< f s, 0)e 122 [1Vn 18,0y |22 (7.5)

1 ez, 19 ) err

1

IN
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Since h(r) == [, ) |f(2)Vyf(z)| dS(x) is a continuous function of r the above infimum is attained at
some radius r; € I; such that

wf [ @V @ dS@) = [ 7@V f@)] dSG).
reli Jos,.(0) 0B, (0)
Consider now any other s; € I;

By Green’s formula and Remark 5.2 it follows that for an annulus Ay, ., = Bs, (0)\B,,(0) (if s; > r; and
vice versa otherwise), A; := R%\ B,.(0) and normal derivative V,, f := (V f, n), with unit normal n,

2 X X x
v [ L @) dse)

2 /A F@)(Af) (@) da

84474

4 /A V2V ()2 di

8isT

< 1?04 fll gz 104 Afll 2 + 6 14 V][22

< 207 | a fllpe 10a DS o + 422

/ F(@)(Vo f)() dS(z)
0B, (0)

i

2
Il

~ i
(7.6)
Here, we bounded ||14 V f ||i2 by Green’s formula and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
[ wi@tars [1ap@is@ias [ @IE.w) )
<114 fllm=ll1a fllz2 +/ : |f(@)[|(Vaf)(z)] dS(z) (1.7)

B

7

We can now use that for all » € I; : we have |1/r — 1/i| < % < dsince [r —i| < 1andi > 1. This
implies that for all s; € I;

2 — — — 2 _
2Pz (57 7 = 57 ) S ANz st (18)

p /8 o @) dS )

and since ¢ was arbitrary, the claim of Lemma 7.4 follows. In particular, for all s; € I;

2 / F@)(Vuf)(x) dS ()| < |2 / (@) (Vo) (@) dS(a)
B.,(0) OAq, rs
Hi [ @) s 79
8B,,(0)
< £ z00m 57
O

Theorem 7.5 (Reduction to bounded domains). Let g be an initial state in H2(R?) to either (2.1), (2.2)
(h = 1) or the semiclassical Schrodinger equation (2.8) (h > 0) and consider potentials V and V., satis-
fying a standard condition (Assumption 6.1). Then for control functions u € Wgé‘lﬁ(O, T) and any compact
time interval the solution of the corresponding Schrodinger equation with solution v can be approximated by
PN the solution to an auxiliary BVP, as introduced in Lemma 6.4 or Lemma 6.8, on Br(0) with R > 0,
where X, (o) is a suitably chosen smooth cut-off function supported in Br(0). In particular, the difference

€ = — YN of the two solutions then satisfies for a recursive function, in terms of C2/2 asin (3.6),

C = O(T, a0y 1Weingllzos 148) > Wregll o, 18) 2 Veonll e, Gz 2)

cw
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2
€112 (0,1, L2(Ra)) < C(T)< sup
te(0,T)

[ (0 a5 +”‘00H3““‘<W>>. .10
r(O

R2

In particular, the approximation error in (7.10) decays explicitly like O(R™'), using that the right hand side
is controlled by Lemma 7.4.

Proof. We first use (7.1) to reduce the initial state to an initial state in Bz(0). To justify this, just recall the
O(R~?) decay in the L? sense, that we obtain from the initial state being bounded in H2 by (5.3). To verify
(7.10), we may separate the dynamics of the solution 1 outside the ball Br(0), where the solution to the
BVP vanishes anyway, from inside the ball. This can be controlled by combining the estimate (5.3) with the
respective estimate from Lemmas 6.4 and 6.8 such that

sup || lBR(O)c gD(t)HHZ.sem S R_2 sup ||@(t)HH2,sem S R_QC(T)HQDOHHZ’,Sem.
te[0,7] ? te[0,T] : ’

Consider the solution 1/P*N to the BVP for the Schrodinger equation on Br(0). Taking the difference of the
true solution and the solution of the BVP yields on B(0) for ¢ := 1 — ¢P-N the differential equation

i0E(t) = (P A+ V + Vip(1) £(t) + Fo(1(t) — Fo (PN (t)) and £(0) = 0.

Then multiplying this equation by , integrating over Br(0), and taking the imaginary part shows that

Re/ h&(x,t)(x,t) dr = Im (/ (—,uQAf(x,t) + F,(¥(x,t)) — Fa(i/)D’N(x,t))) &(x,t) dx) )
Br(0) Br(0)

Using Green’s formula and Lemmas 6.4, 6.6, and 6.8 we deduce that

d 9 9
— |€(z, )" dz S p
dt Br(0)

/ (V6) (. (@ ) dS(x)
0BR(0)

+ /BR(O) |Fy (h(2,t)) — Fo (PN (2, 1)) ‘m‘ ”

<

~

+ Hf(t)||i2(sR(o)) :

/ 12(06) (2, €, 1) dS ()
9BRr(0)

Thus, Gronwall’s inequality implies

1D 5,0 S /8 o TR D) )

8. DISCRETIZATION OF THE SCHRODINGER EQUATION

We now discuss numerical methods for the analysis of the Schrodinger equation. To do so, we make
-without loss of generality- the following simplifying assumption:

Assumption 8.1 (Locally constant controls and global methods). In this section, we assume that the dynam-
ics is restricted to some cube (2 := [~ R, R]¢ with Dirichlet boundary conditions, since we already showed
in Theorem 7.5 that it suffices to analyze the dynamics on a compact domain with Dirichlet or Neumann
boundary conditions. Moreover, Lemma 7.3 allows us then to make, with full error control, the following
simplifying assumption on the controls: By choosing the time-step in our methods sufficiently small, we
assume that the control functions u are constant in every time step 7.
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8.1. Discretization. We start by defining a spatial discretization of Llloc(Rd) functions which allows us to
study low-regularity function by handling a sequence of countably many values.

Definition 8.2 (Cubic discretization). Consider a lattice of side length h and lattice points (z;);cze and a
family of cubes Q) := x4, [a:’ —h/2, 2% %+ h/2) with j € 7% that form a disjoint decomposition of R? up

to a set of measure zero. The cubic approxzmatzon of a function f € L{ (R?, C) is defined by

loc
Z s)ds 1q,, (),
YA
where
1
0. f(s)ds= 7\/01(@%.) o f(s) ds

We define the standard decomposition, with inverse side length (grid size) m € N, to be the uniform de-
composition of R< into cubes xle[ni + %, n; + ki H) with mid-points 2° = n; + 2]“2—7:1 forn € Z¢ and
ke{0,..,m—1}".

Note that we need to numerically compute fQIj f(s) ds for j € Z*. Before we embark on the numerical
approximation, the reader unfamiliar with the concept of Halton sequences may want to review this material.
An excellent reference is [N92] (see p. 29 for definition).

In order to numerically approximate the integral so we let p,; denote the canonical linear map that maps
[0,1)% to @y, and S = {t}, }xen, where t;, € [0,1]¢ is a Halton sequence (see [N92] p. 29 for definition) in
the pairwise relatively prime bases b1, ..., by (note that the particular choice of the b;s is not important).

Definition 8.3 (Numerical cubic discretization). Consider the setup in Definition 8.2 and define for f €
loc(Q (C)

fon(@):= )" + Zf (pa; (1)) 1., (@). (8.1)
.L]EQ
Also, for any any function fg n of the form (8.1) we say that fé{ N is an M approximation to fg n if
fQN*Z Zf (P, (tr) HQT()
ZJEQ
and

|fM(p$j(tk)>_f(pwj(tk}))‘ §2_M VSUj €O,k <N.

Definition 8.4. Let {t1,...tx} be a sequence in [0, 1]%. Then we define the star discrepancy of {t1,...tx}
to be

)

1 N
N > Xk (tr) — v(K)
k=1

where K denotes the family of all subsets of [0, 1] of the form HZ:I [0, br), Xk denotes the characteristic

Dy ({t1,...tn}) = sup
KeK

function on K, by, € (0,1] and v denotes the Lebesgue measure.

Theorem 8.5 ([N92]). If {ti. }ren is the Halton sequence in [0,1]? in the pairwise relatively prime bases
bi,...,bq, then

N e — 1 b +1
Dy ({t1,..-tn}) <+NH(21g log(N) + 5 ) N e N. (8.2)

For a proof of this theorem see [N92], p. 29. Note that as the right-hand side of (8.2) is somewhat

cumbersome to work with, it is convenient to define the following constant.
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Definition 8.6. Define C*(by, .. .,by) to be the smallest integer such that for all N € N

d
d 1 b — 1 b +1 log(N)4
— 4+ — —— log(NV < C*(by,....,b
N+Nkl:[1<210g(bk) og(N) + = )- (br-sba) =g
where by, ..., by are as in Theorem 8.5.

Proposition 8.7. For f € L>°(R¢,C) then

N log(N)4
||fQ — fQ’NHLoo(Rd) S (supTV (f 9 pwj)> C (bl, ey bd)%
J
and J
N log(N _
I1fo = foin @y < (su_pTV (f Opzj)> C* (b1, .. .,bd)& + N2~ M,
J
For g € L (R4, C) N L?(R%, C) then
i log(N)¢

lgq — 9.~ L2 (ray < Z(Tv(fopzj))2 C* (b1, ..., bq) N

J
and

2

HgQ_ggI,NHLQ(]Rd) < Z(Tv (fopwj))z C*(blv""bd)
J

log(N)d
log(N) N2M|{z; |z; € Q]

Proof. Note that, by the multi-dimensional Koksma—Hlawka inequality (Theorem 2.11 in [N92]) it follows
that

Iy (f) - (s) ds
Qu,

STV (fopx])D}F\/(tlvatN)

log(N)

STV(fopm7)C*(blaabd) N

O

To approximate the Laplacian of the Schrodinger operator we use the finite-difference approximation of
the derivative:

Definition 8.8 (Derivative discretization). Let (7} f)(t) := f(t — he;) be the translation by h and ¢} :=
(r%, — 7)/(2h;) the discretized symmetric derivative in direction i with step size A > 0. Then, we can
define the discretized Laplacian AP := 3> | (57)% and discretized gradient V7 := (5}),.

Let f,g € L*(RY) then (7 f,g) = (f,7%,g) and thus (6})" = —4%. Moreover, the following version
of the product rule holds (6xfg)(z) = f(z + h)(0ng)(z) + g(x — h)(dnf)(x). We record elementary
convergence properties of the finite-difference scheme in the following proposition:

Proposition 8.9. Letn € Z,, k € {1,..,d} and f € W™P(R?). Then, it follows that for p € [1, 00)
168)" f@ = O f | 1o ey = 0(1) as h L 0,

and for f € W"tLP(R?) and p € [1, 0], there is an explicit constant C > 0, independent of f and h, such
that

1(68)" fo — 6]?fHLP(Rd) < C|| fllwn+1.pwayh.
In particular, ||(68)" flle < C|fllwn.ora). Moreover, for p € (1,00), f € W"TeP(R?), and some
e € (0,1] the convergence satisfies the rate H(éﬁ)"f@ - a,ngLp(Rd) = O(|If [lwn+ep(wayh®).

Proof. The proof is stated in the appendix in Subsection A. (|
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8.2. The linear Schrodinger equation. To complete the reduction of the PDE to a discretized finite-
difference equation for the linear Schrodinger equation, we study the linear Schrodinger equation with dis-
cretized Laplacian, introduced in Definition 8.8

0" (t) = (~A" £V 4+ Vap()) "(t),  ¢"(0) = po. (8.3)

Lemma 8.10. The Schridinger equation (8.3) for potentials V, Vo, € W2°(Q), a control function u €
LY(0,T), has a unique solution in H?(Q) N H}(Q) such that for some recursive function

C = C(T, ||ullLr, [V llw2 e () [Veonllwze ()
we have that
||¢h||Loo((o,T),H2(Q)) <C ||<P0HH2(Q) ’
Proof. The free Schrodinger operator defines a linear operator
H":= A"+ Ve £ (H*(Q)NHj(Q).

Thus, the linear Schrodinger equation i9,¢" (t) = (H" + Virp(t)) " (t), with ¢(0) = @9 € H*(Q) N
H}(Q) has a unique solution in H?(Q) N H}(Q) and the flow is bounded in H?() as the variation of
constant formula, which implies

t
and Gronwall’s lemma show. O

The next Lemma allows us to relate the dynamics defined by the linear Schrédinger equation with discrete
Laplacian (8.3) to the dynamics of the actual linear Schrodinger equation (2.1) with fixed error rate. We

therefore consider norms

[lliy o= /10122 + V%0120 and [0z 2= /122 + | AR 2,

and analyze convergence of the solution to a fully discretized equation. We record that summation by parts

implies that
IV" fall?s < Ifollz=llA" foll e

Lemma 8.11. L2-convergence: For an initial state ¢ € H3*(Q) N HY(Q) with ¢ € (0,1], a control
function v € WL (0,T), and potentials V, Voo, € W2°(Q), the difference of the solution 1) to the linear

pcw

Schrodinger equation

i0p(x,t) = (A +V 4+ Vrp(0)p(t), ¥(0) = o
and the solution ! to the discretized Schrodinger equation where Un (t) := Vg + u(t) (Veon) 0

05 (1) = (A" + U (1)) (1), ¢(0) = (o) (8.4)
satisfy an error bound in terms of some recursively defined function

C=C(T, lullzr, [VIlw2.ee, Veonllw2e, 0ol gz+)
such that

H"/’ - '(/}Zo|‘Loo((0’T),L2) < C(HuHLla HV”WZ*OO? ”V;?OHHWQ*wv H(p0||H§+€)hE'

H}-convergence: For an initial state ¢y € Hjy () N H(Q) with ¢ € (0,1], a control function u €
WLl (0,T) and potentials V, Voo, € W3°°(), the difference of the solution 1 to the linear Schridinger

pcw

equation

i0(x,t) = (~A+V +Vrp()¥(t), ¥(0) = o
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and the solution ! to the discretized Schrodinger equation where Un () := Vg + u(t) (Veon) 0

105 (1) = (=AM + Use()¥0 (1), #(0) = (#0) (8.5)
satisfy an error bound in terms of some recursively defined function

C = Clllullygaes IV Il s Weonlhws s lpoll 3+<)

pcw

such that

||’l/) - 1’[}20HL°°((0,T),H,11) < C(HUHWSC‘IU ||VHW3’°°7 H‘/COHHW370°7 ||900HH§’+E)h€

Proof. We start by first replacing the Laplacian with its discretization in the above equation and then proceed
by replacing the remaining quantities. Thus, we first study the auxiliary equation

0" (t) = (A" + V + Vep (1)) (£),  1(0) = o.

Subtracting the two solutions v and 1" from each other and introducing the auxiliary function " := ) — "
shows that

0" = (=AM + V + Vap (1)) €8 + (A" — A) 4, €"(0) = 0.

Multiplying by £", integrating over 2, and taking the imaginary part implies the claim by Gronwall’s lemma,
Lemma 6.8, and Proposition 8.9.

For the H;j norm, we find analogously by applying the discretized gradient
0,V = =VIAR VM (V + Vip (1) €) + (A" = A) V™,

"(0) = 0.
Multiplying by VthL, integrating over €2, and taking the imaginary part implies
1d 2 2
S IV @[5 do S 1+ 1V + Vi O3 I€" 13 +]1(A" — &) V757

which yields the claim by Gronwall’s lemma, Lemma 6.8, and Proposition 8.9.
Finally, let " := 9" — " then we have for the differences in the L2 and H ,1 norm

@), < O+ [ (1Y + Van(s) = Ul 46
0

(g 7)) s

and similarly in H} norm
t
Ol < 1Ol + [ (105 Vin(s) = Ul [0y

U (Dl o [0l ) s
respectively. By Gronwall’s lemma this implies the claim, and in particular also the recursivity of C, as we
have Hz/h(O)HL2 , Huh(())HH}IL = O(h®) and
IV +Vrp(s) = Uso(8)ll oo » [V + Vin(s) = Uso(8)llyy 100 = O(h)
by the assumptions on the initial states and potentials, again using Proposition 8.9. (]
We now analyze the convergence of a Crank-Nicholson discretization scheme with time step 7 := t;4+1 —

ty for the linear Schrodinger equation (8.5): For the linear Schrodinger equation we use an (implicit) Crank-

Nicholson scheme

; <¢8N(tk+1) — Y (tr)

T

1
) =3 (—A" + Vg) (Ven(ter) + ¥en(te) ®6)

x(0) = (v0)a-
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Proposition 8.12. Consider the solution to the linear time-independent Schrodinger equation
05, (1) = (A" + Vo) ¥i, (), ¥5(0) = (v)e, 8.7)

with bounded potentials V € L>(Q) and initial datum po € H3 T (Q)NH{ (Q). The solution 1}y obtained
from the Crank-Nicholson method (8.6) preserves the L* norm, is H7 bounded, and convergent in both L?
and H?, such that for some recursively defined function C = C(||V || ==, ||¢0 | 72) > 0 and any k
3
||1/}<}>Lo(tk) - d)gN(tk)HLZ(Q) < ||’¢)<}>lo(t0) - ng(to)HLQ(Q + k}CZ and

(8.8)
5 (1) = Vom0 | 120y < 1|95 (t0) = o (t0) | 2. + 255

In particular; let T = o(h*/3) or T = o(h?) respectively, then the above scheme is convergent.

Proof. L?-norm preservation follows immediately from the Cayley transform representation: That is, in
terms of the self-adjoint operator H := —Ah 4+ Vg, the Crank-Nicholson method reads

, -1
Yen (1) = (1 - 2Hh> (1 + Z;-Hgo> Ven(te) =: Chotn (te)- (8.9)
Thus, it follows that
[ HEwen trsn) | 2 = [ HE YO )] -
On the other hand, we have that
1 follee < A" follee + [IVafolre < A" follre + Vo= foll > and
1A follze < 1HE follze + IVafollre < HL fallzz + Vo=l fol 2

which shows the equivalence of norms || H2 folr2 + || follre and [|A" foll 2 + || follLe-
We can decompose the solution to (8.7), into the output from the Crank-Nicholson method and an error
term " (t1,)
W (than) = ey (1) = CRl (t) + ¢ ().
Hence, we conclude by the functional calculus for the bounded self-adjoint operator H”* with spectrum
o(H") and eigenfunctions (¢") that for any Borel function f : R — R

1 oy = 0 FOIP 1m0k oy

A€o (HNL)

If we combine this with the fact that for A € R and ¢ € [0, T there is C7 > 0 such that

; 1—itA

—ith _ [ 2 "27 <O t3 B\ 3

‘e <1+i;A>’— Tt
we see that there is some constant C' > 0 independent of & and 7 such that
1"t | oy < || (7500 — 7)) whe(to)]

3 hy3yph (

<Cr | (HL )Pl (¢, HL2 )

< C(||(900)Q||H}2L)7'3/h4 and similarly
16" )] 2 ) < C7°/1°

L2(Q)

Here, we used that ||H2 || = O(h~2). In particular, this computation implies that C' is recursively defined.
We notice that since pg € H>"¢ the expression ||(0)o| gz remains uniformly bounded as h | 0. This
implies that

H"/J tk-‘rl ng(tk-‘rl)HLz(Q) < ”'(/)go(tk) - ¢8N(tk)HL2(Q) + CTS/h4
< [[¥h (to) = ¥én (to)]| (g + (k +1)C7* /A" and

qubgo(tk-i-l) - ng(tk-‘rl)HH}Zl(Q) < ngo(tO) - wéN(tO)HH}QL(Q) + (k + 1)07'3/}7’6'
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O

8.3. Time-dependent Schrodinger equation, defocusing NLS & Strang splitting scheme. We start by
first discussing how to include a time-dependent potential to the numerical analysis of linear Schrodinger
evolutions on bounded domains:

8.3.1. Time-dependent linear Schrodinger equation. Consider first the time-independent Schrodinger oper-
ator (Hy) = —Avy + V) on a bounded domain 2 C R™. The solution to the linear Schrédinger equation
(2.1) can be obtained from separating the time-dependent part from the time-homogeneous part using the
following Strang splitting scheme:

By writing ¢; := k7 and 7 for the time step, the Strang splitting scheme, corresponding to the midpoint
rule in the integral, in one time step and continuous space is given on bounded domains by

iTH

(1) w4 =2 Y (t),

k+§
L lin —
(2) w;r% = exp (Tth ) war%’and (8.10)
lin —irH
t =
(3) Ug"(thy1) :==e 2 7/fk+%
with initial condition 1d"(0) := ¢ and X} := —iVp(t)1. The approach in (8.10) is of course an

idealised setting that has to be approximated: The Strang splitting for the cubic discretization then satisfies
with C}, the Crank-Nicholson method defined in (8.6),

— 7/2 lin
(1) o, 1 =G k)

@) ¢y, 1 = opr (((XiNe) ¢ 1 and (8.11)

in T/2
(®) e (ten) =)

where g (0) := (¢0)q, (X{™)q := —iVrp(tr)q. and the function

_1 n
+ A Gl (8.12)

expg (z) = (2n+1)!

(]~
— ~—~
o |
3|
S— | —
= 3
8
(]
3

n=0

For our subsequent error analysis of the above scheme, we need the following technical Lemma:

Lemma 8.13. For everye > 0 and r € (0,00) there is a recursive map (¢,r) — K (g,7) € N such that for
all x € [—r,r] lexp(iz) — expy (iz)] < e.

Proof. From Taylor’s formula, we have

. (D" g
exp(ix) — ( -~ 2n)! T (2n+1)!x + )’

i[M=
L
5:
_l’_

N N (Cqye
. - 2n+1
< COS Z SIH(I) — 7; mﬁc
22N+2 22N+3
‘ 2N +2)! ’ ‘ 2N +3)!
By Stirling’s approximation N! > /2r NN +1/2¢=N it follows that % < (eN)N \/217r7N which implies the
claim. O

We then get the following convergence result:
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Proposition 8.14. Consider an initial state ¢y € H3"=(Q) N HY(Q) with ¢ € (0,1), controls u €
WLl (0,T), and potentials V, Veor, € W (Q). Then there exist recursive maps

pcw

T, llpollmzte [V [[wzoo s [[Veonlwzoe s flually

béw
= 7(T, [|@oll g2+e s [VIiw2.oe, [Veonllw2.e, by [lullypas )
and

T, ||900||H2+5> ||V||W2*°°> ”VCOHHWQ*"Q’ h, ”uHW11

pcw

= K(T, 7, [loll gz+e, IV (w20, [ Veon w200 by [lufl g, )

pcw

such that the solution pg obtained from the Strang splitting scheme (8.11) satisfies with respect to the full

solution v of (2.1) for some recursively-defined function

C = C(T, llpollmz+e, [[VIIwzoo, [[Veonllwz.oe lull )
the bound
max |9 (7k) — P& (k)| 2 < Cllpo — (v0)qllL2-

Next, we turn to the numerical analysis of nonlinear Schrodinger equations.

8.3.2. Nonlinear Schrodinger equation. We now extend the scheme to the nonlinear Schrodiger equation,
cf. also [L08]. For the NLS, we require an H}} convergent scheme on a bounded domain 2 C R to control
the nonlinearity. In the Strang splitting scheme, the dynamics due to the nonlinearity and the time-dependent
potential is separated from the linear Schrodinger dynamics that we discussed in Proposition 8.12 using the
Crank-Nicholson method:

By writing ¢;, := k7 and 7 for the time step, the Strang splitting scheme, corresponding to the midpoint

rule in the integral, in one time step and continuous space is given by

it

1) v =e TP,

Kty
- NLS [, — _
(2) 1/JZ+% = exp (Tth <¢k+é>) 1/Jk+%,and (8.13)
__iTH
(3) W& (thrr) == e 2 1/1:%.

where ¢§5(0) := o and (X" (1)) = —i(Vrp(te) + [1]7 7).
The Strang splitting scheme for the cubic discretization then satisfies with C;, being the Crank-Nicholson
method defined in (8.6)

_ T/2
D) ¢ 1= Cr/2 RS (),
2
2 T = ex —ir XNLS(,— - 8.14
() ¢k+% pK( th (¢k+%)Q <Pk+% ( )

3) 8" (tet) == C;:/Z@Z 1
+3

where ©§5(0) := (0)q, XD (¥)¢ := —i(Vrp (tk) + [#0]7 1)1, and exp defined in (8.12).
For the NLS we show convergence of the numerical scheme in H} which requires one integer higher

Sobolev exponents in the initial state and potentials than what is needed for L? convergence of the linear
Schrodinger equation, cf. Prop. 8.14.

Proposition 8.15. Consider an initial state po € Hy =(Q) N HY(Q) for some € > 0, potentials V, Vo €
W3:2°(Q), and a control function u € WL1((0,T)). Then there exist recursive maps

pew

T, ol msse, [IVIIws.oe, [ Veonllws.oes s [l

= (T ol s [[VIIws.oos [Veonllws.oe s By [lullypa1)

pcw
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and
7T, lpollma+e, IV Iws.oe s [[Veon [ws.oe, B [[ull gy,

= K(, T, [lpoll gaves [V llws.oe s [[Veonllwsoe s By llullyp,n)

e
such that the solution pg obtained from the Strang splitting scheme (8.14) satisfies with respect to the full

solution v to (2.2) for some recursively defined function

C = C(T [lgoll asve, [Vllws.s [[Veonllws.oe s [[ull )

pcw

the estimate

max [[(7k) — P52 ()l my < Cllwo = (vo)Qllm-

Proof of Prop. 8.14 and 8.15. The proof consists of the following steps:

(1) We first approximate the full solution by splitting it into an evolution of a linear Schrodinger equation
and a potential or nonlinear part (Strang splitting scheme)

(2) The time-dependent or nonlinear part is approximated by discretizing the exponential on cubes.

(3) The linear evolution is first approximated by a discrete Laplacian using Lemma 8.11 and this one is
propagated by a Crank-Nicholson method, cf. Prop. 8.12.

(4) Finally, we argue how to choose K in (8.11) and (8.14) using Lemma 8.13.

(1):.  The first part of the proof, the reduction by the Strang splitting scheme, follows along the lines of
[LO8]: It suffices to consider a single time-step as the claim then follows from summing over all time steps
in the bounded interval [0, T').

We write % (1) for the solution to ¢} = Y! with initial value ¢, = ¢. To analyze this Strang
splitting method, we then introduce the Lie derivative (£ G)(¢) = 4| oG (95 (1)) along a vector field
Y and the exponential map ('Y G) (1) := G(g}, (1)). In particular, we consider vector fields

X{™ (W) = —iVipp (t)¢ and X 25 ()1 := —iVp (L) — i|9]7 1.
The variation of constant formula reads then for ¢ € [0, tx1 — t]
t
(et‘g’””xtk G) (¥) = (etf—”’G —l—/ ()Lt xy, Zx,, esL-inQg ds) (). (8.15)
0

We then obtain from this expression a formula for the solution to the Schrddinger equation by choosing
G = id. It follows from comparing this exact expression with the Strang splitting method that the leading

order error of the splitting scheme is given by the error of the midpoint rule applied to the function
f(s) = 6(7_5)3*“’,?;(% es“g*”fwo for s € [0, T].

The midpoint rule satisfies an error estimate

1
< 72/0 |emia(8)] | £/ (7s)]|| ds, (8.16)

rr/2) - / " f(s) ds

where

—52/2 if s <1/2and
Kmid(8) = / =1 (8.17)
—(s—=1)%/2 ifs>1/2,
is the continuous Peano kernel. The error in the Strang splitting scheme is composed of the error of the
midpoint rule (8.16) and the L? /H I norm of functions 7 and ry, see [L08, 4.4] for details, where for

te€[0,7]
t t—s
. (t) B s (t—s—a)ff_i,fu-xtkg az,ng EXZ do d
1 = o o e the the Yo aoc as
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and
! ¢ 012 :
ro(t) == t2 / (1 — )ezZ-i "X, Zf{t e2 =it df.
k
0
We then have for the integrand in 7

p:ffihurx o Lx sL_;m
e tk.iﬂxtke t’“gthe ®o

» By _ (8.18)
=e ZSHDth (e WH‘P/iiHJrth (¥))e UHth (Lp/iiHJrth (®))
; —itH
and for the integrand in 7o with 7 := e =074 (?) ¢ where p = e 2 ¢
t . t tH
2 ¥ Ly, I LR, 2T gy = 7T DX, (1) (KXo, (). (8.19)

For the linear Schrodinger equation, there is a recursive function C(||Vrp (tx)| =(a)) > 0 such that
for t € [0,7] [|[r1(t)|| z2() + lI72(t)||2(2) < C72 and for the nonlinear Schrédinger equation, there is a
recursive function C'(||Vrp (tx) |lw .0 (), |90l 1 (0)) > 0 such that for ¢ € [0, 7]

1 (O 2 + Ir2 ()] 1) < CT2.
Taking the L? norm in (8.16), we find for the linear Schrodinger equation
f'(s) = e S HH, u(t)Veon] (e 7T H ). (8.20)
A computation shows then that for arbitrary 1) € H*!
[—A+ Vi u(t)Veonltp = =2u(t){VVeon, Vo) = (AV (k)¢ (8.21)
such that

I=A+ Viu(®)Veon] ¥l 12 S [u(@)][[Veon w2 @) 19| 1 (0

We may apply this estimate in our setting as the solution to linear Schrodinger equation is uniformly bounded
in H!, cf. Lemma 6.4.
Similarly, for the nonlinear Schrédinger equation a computation shows then that

[—A, XS = (=A)(V + Viep (t:))1 + [¢]7 1) — (V + Vip) (—Ay)

co+1 . o—1 6 ,_ —
— ol =AY - T (- AT)
which implies by the Sobolev embedding that
H[—A7X§\,1LS](¢)HH1(Q) S (Vw2 @) + [Vep () w2 @) ¥ s @) 1911372 (0 - (8.22)

To apply this estimate, we use that the continuous space solution is bounded in H3, cf. Lemma 6.8.

To obtain a quadratic error in 7 for a single step (and thus a linear error in the time step on the entire time
interval) from the midpoint rule (8.16), it suffices to estimate the term (8.20). For the linear Schrodinger
equation this is (8.3.2) and for the NLS this is (8.22).

(2):. Next, we compare the exponential step (2) in (8.10) and (8.13) (in continuous space) to the respective
discretized exponential steps in (8.11) or (8.14) with K = oo, first. Since the dynamics in steps (1) and (3)
for the discretized evolution is just governed by the evolution of a discretized Schrédinger operator, we can
use Lemma 8.11 and Prop. 8.12 to study the evolution in step (2). We then have that for the L? norm with
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C1, Cs two recursively defined functions

—iT X, (Y, - ) - N
’e k( k+1/2)¢k+é — exp (—ZTth <¢k+1/2)Q) ¥

k+3

L2

— —iT X, (Y, . — —
< _ ke (Yerase) _ _irX ( )
< ‘war; <Pk+% +H(e exp( T A4 \ Pry1/2 0 QPIH% L (823)
< (1 CL(||Vrp (¢ o T =9
< @t rCWan (el o,y —o |

+ 70 ([ 2 1) Vo (k) = Vep (tr) @l o -

Moreover, we conclude from the product rule of the discrete Laplacian that there are C, Cs two recursively
defined functions

X0 (i) - NLS
' - —ir X}
Vi <e k 1/)k+% exp iT ¢k+2 4,0 %
\V4 _ XNLS - _
h (exp ( 1T Xy, ‘PIH% Q¢k+% k+2 %
V}L ((eiTXi\LLS (wk_Jrl/Z) — exp <_Z7—XNLS k >> )
+3 2

<1+01<||VTD<tk>||Wm> (1+Hw-

<

(8.24)
+

S ‘

-

Y-

k+§ k+§

1
" kt+3

o’l))
Hy,

where we used that for functions ¢, that are constant on cubes, we have ||| ;. < C [|¢]| 3 for a universal

Hj,

+ 70 (1) 41 2l ) (VD (tr) — Vap (tr) el -

constant C' > 0 independent of A and .

Hence, the error propagates at most linearly in this step, as long as the H' norm of ¢ and the H} norm of
¢ remain uniformly bounded, as well. The boundedness of the H ' norm of v follows from (8.16). Since the
convergence of the scheme is in H} we can bound the H; norm of ¢ using ¢ and the local error. The H}
norm of ) however is controlled by the H* norm of v which is uniformly bounded. This is sufficient for the
global convergence of the Strang splitting scheme.

Combining the Splitting scheme (1), the convergence of the exponential function in (2), and (3) the
convergence Lemma 8.11, the error of the Crank-Nicholson method, cf. Prop. 8.12, the time-step for the
linear Schrodinger equation is a recursive function defined as

(T, [VIiwze @)s [Veon w2 @), lullw s lpoll 2)-

pcw

For the NLS, the time-step is a recursive function

(T, [VIIws.o s Veonllws. ), 1wl s llpoll s )-

pcw

(4):. As a last step, we use the convergence of the full solution to the discretized ones that we established
above. This implies that the discretized solutions are uniformly bounded on (0,7"). Thus, by Lemma 8.13

we can recursively find a K to approximate the exponential function K by exp, where K depends on

(T, 7, lpollzz+e, [V Ilw2.ee s [Veonllw2.e s by [lullyy,1)

pcw

in case of the linear Schrédinger equation and (7', 7, ||@o || g2+<, ||V |w3.0, | Veon |[w3.00 s By Hu”W]iaiv) for the
NLS. (|

We finish with a perturbation result that allows us to take also the numerical integration error for the

potentials and the initial state when approximating the cubic discretization into account.
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Proposition 8.16. Consider potentials V, V.o, and XN/, XN/COH that are constant on cubes of fixed(!) size h
contained in a bounded cube Q C R? of side length R and two initial states ©g, Py that are constant on the
same cubes. We then define the output of the numerical schemes (8.11) and (8.14) for either potential and
initial state by ) and 7,; respectively. For some fixed step size T and n := [T /7], there exists a recursively
defined function C(R, h,T) > 0 such that for

max{HV - ‘7HL 5 ‘/con - ‘7con

o lleo = Goll e p <1

we have for a recursive function C = C(R, h, T)

max
ke[n]

‘/con - ‘/con

Us(rk) — Bs(rh)|| | < Omax{ V-7 .. o lleo = oll }

Proof. In the first step, we may use that for two Hamiltonians H = —A" + Vg and H=-A"+ \7Q we
have from the resolvent identity

H(1 —TH) (14 ZH) T - (1 — %N) (1+ %f{r)_l

iy, (Jo s+
(8.25)
|1 ] s ) o 507 )
<z V—VHLOO x (2+g HH)

This shows that the approximation error in the Crank-Nicholson step (1) and (3) in (8.11) is controlled by
the potential difference.

The potential difference of the control potential and the error in the state also determines the error in step
(2) of the splitting scheme. To see this, it suffices to note that since there are only finitely many cubes in the
bounded domain 2, there exists a recursive function K = K (R, h) > 0 such that for any function f that is
constant on cubes we find || f|| = < K (R, h)||f]lz2-

Since the L? norm is preserved, up to error of order 7% by the scheme (8.11), we find for XtNkLS that
Hepr (—iTth\;LS(go_)) — expg (—iTth\;LS(ap*)) HLOC
< NLS(,—\ _ wNLS/ _ H
< || XN (e7) - XS () Lo (8.26)

S T( HVTD(tk)Q - %(tk)@” + K(R,h) (HL,O_HZZ_Z + H@‘HZ?) o™ - @_HLQ >
Combining (8.25) and (8.26) yields the existence of a recursive function C'(R, h, 7). Il

9. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.2

Proof of Theorem 3.2. To prove part I of Theorem 3.2 we show that {QL =1 1 ¢ A¢ and argue by con-

free’ —free
1 =1

o 2k} € AY. By asimple translation of variables, it suffices to assume that

tradiction and assume that {2
O is an interval centred at zero. Let 2L be the length of this interval. By the assumption that {Q} .., =} } €
A{ we can find a sequence {I',,} of general algorithms such that ||, (¢) — E}...(¢)[ 22(0) < 27" for all

© € Q... Choose ¢ to be the zero function, pick any o > 0 and choose NN large enough so that
1 L
(2mod)1/4 /, L

A= {fmtmen, fulp)=0(tn), €, 9.2)

2
dr >3-27N. 9.1)

_75”2
e oo

Recall that
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where {t,,} is an enumeration of the rational numbers. Let K = max |{t,, € R| f,, € Ar, (v0)}|. Let

o~ (@+kT)?/(doov)+ik(z+5T)

B(a) = precl@)(@), lx) = pe ,

where v = o (1 — %), PK,e is a smooth bump function that is zero outside of [— K, K] and one on
[-(K —¢€), K — €] for some ¢ > 0, and k¥ € R. Clearly, ¢ is computable and pg . can easily be made
computable and hence by any appropriate scaling we have that ¢ € Q... Now choose € small enough and
k large enough so that || — || 2r) < 27, Note that

2 .
1 6—4“°To+zkac

Ehee(V)(2) = Wy

by using the Fourier transform, [Tel4, Sec.7.3]. Hence, as time evolution of the Schrodinger equation
preserves the L? norm we claim that

1 L
(2mog)t/t [L
+ ||FN(¢) - Efree((PO)HL?(O) < 3- 2_N,

which contradicts (9.1). Indeed, the first two terms in the right and side are each bounded by 2~V by the

2
dr < ||Efree(¢) - Efree(‘ﬁ)“L"’(O) + ||Efree(§5) - FN(‘:Z)”LQ(O)

_ =2
e 4o

(9.3)

choices made above. Thus, we are only left with the last term. Note that it suffices to show that Iy (¢) =
' (o) since we have that [T (¢) — Egree ()| 12(0) < 27V, To see this, note that by the choice of K in
the definition of ¢ it follows that for any f € Ar, (po) we have f(vo) = f(@). Thus, by assumption (ii)
and (iii) in Definition 4.2 it follows that I' 5 () = T'n(¢o).-

To prove part IT of Theorem 3.2 we argue by contradiction and assume that {Q2__ Z2_} € A¥, thus we

free’ —free

can find a sequence {I',, } of general algorithms such that | T, (¢) — 28 .. ()| L2r) < 27" forall p € OF

free*
By considering shifts and slight variations of

exXp (—#) s T € (_1, 1)
v(x) = .
0, otherwise,

2

it is clear that one can find a sequence {¢r} C Qf.

of bump functions such that supp(¢x) C [k, k + 1],
okl L2y = C, for some C' > 0, where each ¢y, is computable. Choose any M € N such that 2~ < C'/4.
Let ¢ denote the zero function and consider Ar,, (). Note that for each f,, € Ar,, (¢) there is a
t,m € Q such that f,,(¢¥) = ¥(t,). Let K = max{t,, | fm(¥) = ¥(tm), fm € Ar,, (¥)}. Choose k
so large that K < k. Then, by the choice of the support of ¢, we have that f,,,(¢) = f.(¢) for all
fm € Ar,,(¢). Hence, by assumption (ii) and (iii) in Definition 4.2 it follows that T'5;(¢)) = Tar(ek)-
Thus, since ||Tas(v) — Efgrcc(w)HLQ(]R) < 2=M we have that ||FM('¢)HL2(]R) = ||FM(¢I€)||L2(]R) < CN'/él~
However, the time evolution of the Schrodinger equation preserves the L-norm, so |28 . (ox)| L2®) = C
and || a7 (¢k) — E2ee (0r)|l22r) < 27M < C /4 hence 1Tz (08) || L2 () > C'/4 establishing the contradic-
tion.
To prove part III we define Qg.cc = {©s | s € N, 5 is given by (9.4)},
e—(z+sT)2/(4u)+is(x+§)

ws(x) = (27w2)1/4 , v= (1 — ) , seN. (9.4)

Recall that

£ 72 = (o) FIIZ + o) £ 72
Thus, it follows from the basic properties of the Fourier transform that ||(e)?%;[|2, — oo as s — oo for
p >0, and ||(e)7¢p,||3. — 0o as s — oo, for 7 > 0 follows immediately from the definition of ¢,. Hence,
sup{[l¢llazs ¢ € Qree} = oo for all (p,n) € R2 \ {(0,0)}. In order to describe the algorithm we first
note that A is the same as in (9.2). Hence, we may consider f,, € A, where t,,, = 0. Define, for k,[ € N,
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Log,,; : (0,00) — R to be a recursive functions such that |Log,, ,(x) — log(z)| < 27" for z € [1/1,1].
The existence of such functions are well known (take one of the many series expansion formulas for the log
function for example). Given ¢ € Qfe0, We can access f,, () and thus compute a = (| £, (©)]*(27|v|?)) L.
Choose k, [ such that 2*’”;—22 < 1/2and a € [1/1,1]. It is clear that choosing k, ! can be done recursively
from f,,,(¢) and T. Now let p € N be such that

v?

p? — Logy j(a) 75| < 9.5)

1
T2 2
We claim that p is unique, that it can be computed recursively from f,,, () and T, and that Egee () = )
where ¢, is defined in (9.4). Indeed, note that since ¢ € Q... we have that ¢ = ¢, for some s € N where
s is defined in (9.4). Then,

(sT)?

log(a) = log (|fm(ws)|*2n|v[*)™") = T |log(a) — Logy 1 (a)] < 27",
thus
2 2
5% — Logk’l(a)‘%2 < 3 since 2_’“';—2 <1/2.

Hence, by (9.5), since p € N, we have that p = s (thus it is unique) and

~ o= tipz

Zhee() = gy = (2
The latter follows, as above, from basic properties of the Fourier transform (see [Te 14, Sec.7.3]). The claim
about recursiveness follows from the fact that k, [ were constructed recursively and that Log,, ; is recursive.
As we have been able to recursively compute the p € N such that Zgee () = 1p, it is now easy to finally
establish the algorithm I', and we will be a bit brief regarding the details, as this part is a routine exercise. Let
I'(e, ) be the vector {ay, } of coefficients of a sum of step functions f = >, args (the gs are step functions)
where the ays are approximations to 1, (x) for different values of x € R such that ||f — ¥, ||z2@) < e
Constructing the ags is clearly recursive as 1) is recursive. Moreover, choosing the gridsize for the step

functions can be done in a recursive way from e, f,,(p5), however, we omit the details. O

10. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.9

10.1. Proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6.

Proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6. We will construct a sequence of algorithms {I",,} such that
[T (0, V) = ¥(0,T)|| 12 <277, (10.1)

where 1) is the solution to the linear Schrodinger equation
i0ph(z,t) = (=A +V + Vrp(1)¥(t),  1(0) = wo. (10.2)

Step I: (Choosing R). We begin by choosing an R > 0 to restrict our equation to the cube centred at zero
with length R. To do that we begin with Theorem 7.5 and its proof which implies that for any R > 0 there is
a smooth cut-off function vg, based on exponentials which parameters are recursive in R, that is supported
on Br(0) such that

leovrllgz+e < f1(M, R), (10.3)

where f; is recursive and ||<p0||H§+e < M. Moreover, if 1E is the solution of (10.2) on Br(0), with zero
Dirichlet boundary conditions and initial state @gyg, and & = ¢ — wg , then

. < sup
1€01 220 (0,7, £2(R2)) ooy

/ (V) DE ) dS(2)| + R2C(T) ol 2 e,
9BR(0)
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and by Lemmas 6.4, 6.8,7.4, we then have that for some D; > 0

(O] -
||§||2Loo((0,T),L2(1Rd)) <Dy sup T2 +R QC(T)||<POHH§(Rd)7
te(0.1) (10.4)
ol
< D12C(T)T2 + RizC(T)HQOO”Hg(Rd)a

where
C(T) = C(T, [ullwas, o,y Weing Lo [1(8) "*Wieg||Low, [|(#) 7 Veon|| 1<)

is a recursive function. Hence, using the fact that for (g, V) € Qpiy as in Assumption 3.6 we have that
ol zrz < C1 we can, by (5.3), choose R > 0 such that
C112 —2 —n

D12C(T)§ + R2C(THCy <277, (10.5)
and thus we can focus on computing an approximation to wg . From now on and throughout the argument
Q := Cr(0), and it is clear that the bounds above for the ball will apply for the cube. Note that, since the
parameters in g are determined recursively and g is based on the exponential function, we can evaluate
recursively point samples of pyvyr from point samples of ¢g.

Step II: (Removing singularities). We now need to deal with the singular potential W, as this potential
will have to be approximated by something bounded in order to do a discretisation. By assumption we have
that Wing € LP N Wli’cm (R4\ U;j{x,}) with singularities {z; }52. C R has controlled singularity-blowup
by f:(0,€0) x Ry — Q4 x Q. Then, let (6, L) = f(2~ "+ R). Then, ||WsingX.a — WaingXcr(0)lr <
2-(n+2) where

A=A@GR) = |J Cs(z;)°NCr0).

z;€CR(0)

Moreover, ||Wsing‘AHWq,oo(_A) < L. Hence, given (6§, L) = f(2=("*+2) R), and the fact that f is recursive,
it is easy to see that one can obtain finitely many cut-off functions based on exponentials with parameters
that are recursive in the variables n,R and {x; } N2 such that if ¢ is the sum of these functions then {(x) = 0
for x € Q2 and

HWsingC - WsingXQHLP S 27(n+1)’ HWsingCHW‘?'roo S é(L), (106)

where C' can be obtained recursively from L. Note that, since ( is a finite sum of exponentials, it can be
recursively evaluated at any rational point to any precision. Hence, by Lemma 7.1, we can replace Wing X0
by Wiing¢ and the point samples of Wi,z xo needed later in the construction of I';, can be determined
recursively from point samples of W;,,. We can therefore continue with the problem of computing 1/)11%7 . By
using the assumption that Wieg, Veon € W/lifo have controlled local smoothness by g we can now, by using

(10.6), assume that we have a potential on € of the form V + wu(t)Veon

o where

Jully IV 2o, | Veon | lw2.e o) < C, (10.7)

pcw

where the bound C can be constructed recursively from the integer n determining the accuracy, and where,
with slight abuse of notation, V' = Wgine( + Wreg|Q. To simplify the notation below we will omit the
restrictions.

Step III: (Choosing the gridsize h in the discretisation). In order to discretise the initial state ©gvygr
we recall Definition 8.2 of the function (¢oyr)¢ that is a sum of characteristic functions according to the
lattice depending on a step size h in Definition 8.2. We will simply use the (poyr)q notation keeping the
dependence of h in mind. The size of this & will be chosen at the very end. Now define the Strang splitting
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scheme with C; being the Crank-Nicholson method defined in (8.6) and (8.9), as follows:
— 7/2 lin
(1) ¢ 1 =0k (1),
2
(2) ¢f 1= expy (ZiT(X;")Q) ¢ 1,and (10.8)
2 +3
in T/2
() P (tesn) =G %0"
+3
where exp, is defined in (8.12), and

05"(0) := (vovR)Q,  (X3")q = Vrp(th)q- (10.9)
By Proposition 8.14 there are recursive maps

T, leovrllmz+e, IV Iw2, [[Veon w2, B [[ull 1,1 (10.10)
— T(T7 HSOO’YR”HZ‘*'E? ||V||W2,oo7 ||chon||W2'°°7h7 ||’U’||W11 ) '

pcw

determining the stepsize 7 in (10.8), and

T, 7, leovrllmz+e, IV w2, [ Veonllwz.e<, A, HUHWI}C&, 10.11)
= K(T, 7, [lpovrll gzves [V Iwz.es s [[Veonllwzioe s by flullyyz.) .

determining K in (10.8) such that

lin

max YR (k) — @d™(7k)|| 22 < Crllvovr — (vovr)q| L2

Note that (10.3) and (10.7) provide bounds, that are recursively defined in the input n, on the input needed
for the mappings in (10.10) and (10.11). Also, noting that by Proposition 8.9 we have that for f € W2(R9)

HfQ - f||L2(]Rd) < C/”fHWl‘?(Rd’)ha
for some constant C”, and by using (10.3), we can deduce that we can recursively compute
h (from m) such that max |08 (Tk) — o (1E)| L2 < 27 ("D, (10.12)

Step IV: (Choosing N in the integration). To finalise the proof we need to approximate the initial state
(¢0vr)q and the potentials Vi, and Virp (tx) g in (10.8) and (8.6) with the numerical integration from Defi-
nition 8.2. In particular, we replace (2) in (10.8) by

)

2/ —+ = i X]in —
(2') il expg (—iT(XiMo.N) Peil

and (10.9) gets changed to

lin

©d™(0) == (po)o.n  (XiMq,n = Vip(ti)o.N,

where we recall that for ¢ € Ll (R%, C), ¢ n defined in Definition 8.3. Let ¢i%(7k) denote the outputs

loc

of this modified scheme. Then, by Proposition 8.16, it follows that for k = [T/7|, R and h

8™ (7k) — @& (7k)|| 1. < C(n, R, ) (IV — Vvl o

(10.13)
V [Veon,@ = Veon,@n | oo V Il (0) @ — (00) .l 12 )

where the mapping n, R, h — C(n, R, h) is recursive. Note that by Proposition 8.7 we have that

Vo = Vo.nlze V [[Veon,@ = Veon,@ Nl 1
log(N)?

< (max (TV (V 0 po,) VIV (Vion opxj))) b ba) 2L

Tje
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as well as
[ (povr)Q — (@(WR)Q,NHH(W)

2
2 N log(N)¢
<Y (TV(porvrors,)) | C (bl,---,bd)%-
IjEQ
Thus, we need to bound the total variation of V, V.., and ¢yygr. Note that it is well known that for a > 0
and \ = 3% — 24+1 4 2 we have
TV _a,a2(207R) < l0ollzellVrllze + A TV(_a0ja(90) TV (g0 (YR)
+ A (TV_g a2 (o) I7rllLo + TV (Zaq2(vR) l0 | 2o ) -

Hence, it is easy to see, by using (10.3), (10.14) and (i) in Assumption 3.6 (asserting that (o has controlled

(10.14)

local bounded variation by w), as well as the standard bounds of the total variation in terms of the Jacobian,
that there is a recursive mapping N x Q4 x N 3 (R, h,K) — C(R,h,K) such that for ||V ||y V
(Veon w2 V ||@ollLe < K we have

Vo = Vo=V [Veong = Veonunll g V l(orr)Q = (PoyR)Q. N2

log(N)d (10.15)
—N

Thus, by (10.13) and (10.15) we have established a recursive way of computing /N such that

les(Th) — @s(Th)| - <27 (10.16)

Step V: (Showing recursiveness). Let I',, (o, V') = @s(T"). Then, the desired bound (10.1) follows from
(10.16), (10.12), (10.5) and (10.4). The only thing left to prove is that the mapping n — T, (¢g, V) is
recursive. Note that we have already shown how R, h and eventually N can be determined in a recursive

< C’(thaK)C*(bla e '7bd)

way from the input. Thus, we only need to show that the execution of ¢g(T") can be done with finitely
many arithmetic operations and comparisons. The numerical approximation from Definition 8.2 is requires
only arithmetic operations. Moreover, so does executing the scheme (10.8) as the Crank-Nicholson method
requires only matrix vector multiplication and solution of linear systems.

The only thing we have left out is that the numerical integration of from Definition 8.2 assumes that we can
sample Wiing¢ and gyr exactly at the points in the Halton sequence (which consists of rational numbers).
However, vr and (, that are cut-off functions based on exponentials can only be evaluated approximately to
arbitrary precision. This extra layer of approximation can easily be added using (10.13), however, we omit
this elementary and obvious exercise, thus finalising the proof.

Step VI: (Uniform runtime).The uniform runtime of the algorithm follows since all steps in the above

algorithm only depend on uniform properties of elements in the set {2y, (|
10.2. Proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.7.

Proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.7. The strategy of the proof is to convert the problem with Assump-
tion 3.7 to a problem with Assumption 3.7 and then follow the proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6
almost verbatim. In particular, to obtain {I,,} such that | T, (00, V) — 1(e,T)||z2 < 27™T! we begin
by preparing the setup so that we can use some of the steps in the proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption
3.6 verbatim. To prove the statement that the runtime of I';,, has a uniform upper bound for all inputs ¢q, V'
we will argue as follows. The final definition of I',,, may be viewed as a collection of subroutines defined
through several steps. We will argue that the runtime needed in each step is uniformly bounded for all inputs.

Step I: (Perturbation theory). Let ¢(t;¢g) denote the solution to (10.2) with initial state ¢g. For the
linear Schrodinger equation, it follows straight from the variation of constant formula

t
o(t; o) = €Aty + / A (V 4 u(8) Veontrol) (53 ¢0) ds
0



BILINEAR- AND NONLINEAR SCHRODINGER EQUATIONS 45

that there exists a recursively defined function K (C; T') such that

sup [le(t o) — @t o)z < K(C,T)|lvo — bollr2, (10.17)

t €(0,T)

where C' is the constant from Assumption 3.7 and 7" is the final time. We therefore start by smoothing out
the initial state in order to use the techniques in the proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6 that needs
smoothness.

Step II: (Smoothing out initial states). To simplify the notation we display the technique in one dimen-
sion. The multi-dimensional case follows immediately from the one-dimensional setup by using tensor prod-
ucts of one-dimensional functions. To approximate the initial state by a smoother state in L?(IR), consider
the following L?(R) orthonormal system

2
e—ft
These Schwartz functions are eigenfunctions to the quantum harmonic oscillator S = —A + |x|? to eigen-

values \,, := (2n + 1)*.

For the linear Schrodinger equation, we assume that the initial state ¢y has CLBV and is in the space
H3"¢. The condition on the Sobolev can be relaxed to the condition that [|S€p| < C for some explicit
constant C' > 0 and some ¢ > 0. To see this, we recall that since (p,,) forms an orthonormal system, it
follows that o = > ° (1, p0) £29n. Hence, we find that

15°¢0ll7> = ZA (¥, p0) 2|2

To compute an L? approximation of error at most § we have to find K > 0 such that Y~ .-|(¢y,, o) 12|* <
0. Hence,

15%@0ll72 > Z X [ (ons o) 2] > Z| ¥n, o) L2]?

n=K
which implies that Y7, |(1n, o) r2]* < )\25 < ¢ for some explicit K large enough. Hence, it is clear that
K
one can choose K recursively from C' and (rational ¢) such that

K-1

Bo:= Y (¥, 00)r2%n (10.19)

n=0
approximate the initial state ¢ up to an error ||pg — @ol| ;2 < 9.

All inner products (¢, 1) can be computed to arbitrary precision by the assumption that ¢ has con-
trolled local bounded variation by w : Ry — N the explicit decay and regularity estimates on the eigenstates
(1) in (10.18). The computations are taken care of in Step VI.

It is well-known [BDLR20, Lemm. 24] that there exist for k& € [0, co) universal constants d;, > 0 such
that ||| ot < di || S*4||. Hence, we find a new explicit estimate on the H§(R?) norm of the new initial state

8ol s < dallS*@ollzz = 4| D A2I(Whn, o) 2]
n=0
To obtain an estimate on the total variation of y, it suffices to bound the L* norm of the gradient of ©g
by

IVeollLr(Bro) < CrlV@ollLz(sr0) < Crllvollyz - (10.20)

‘In higher dimensions d, the eigenstates are just the tensor products of the 1d-eigenfunctions. Correspondingly, the eigenvalues are

just (2n + d) for n € Ng where the n-th eigenvalue is (d+27 1) -fold degenerate.
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Step III: (Choosing R ). Since the initial state is now smooth, we may choose

0,7y || <.>_2VHL°°7 || <.>_2‘/;:0n||L°°)

exactly as in Step I in the proofs of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6.

R(T, Hunl‘l

pcw

Step I'V: (Smoothing out potentials). We explain how to smoothen out potentials V, V., without increas-

ing the L°° norm such that the cut-off radius R remains still applies. Consider the Gaussian distribution
22
e 202
Xo(z) =
2o

with variance o > 0. We can then define the smooth potentials V, = V * x, and (Veon)o = Veon * Xo- BY
(7.2) in Lemma 7.1, it suffices to approximate potentials by smooth ones in L” where p is as in Remark 3.8.
In particular, we may choose o such that the error of the following expression becomes as small as required
to approximate (10.17) up to the desired accuracy with the new potentials V,, and (Vy, ), as follows: From
Minkowski’s integral inequality, we find using Proposition 8.9 for some fixed constant C' > 0, and § > 0
arbitrary

lyl>3 </Rd Ve —y) = V@)W da:) v dy

! /|y|<6 xo () </Rd V(z—y) = V(@) d:z:) v dy

|W—mms/

SZIIVIILP/ Xo (Y) dy+/ Xo(y) sup |[V(e —y) — V|1 dy (10.21)
ly|>6 ly|<s ly|<s
b

<2||V||pperfc{ —— | + sup ||[V(e —y) — V|| 1»r

Vil exte (3= ) + sup V(o =) = VI

b}
< 2|Vl |B(0, R + 1)|*/? exfc () + CO(R+1)6°.
\/QU

Moreover, for every n € Ny there are explicit estimates on the n-th derivative by Young’s inequality
IV iz < IV Iz lIx§ - (10.22)

By (7.2) in Lemma 7.1 and (10.21) it follows that we can choose o recursively fromn € Nand R € N
such that the solution to the Schrodinger equation (10.2) with initial state 5y does not differ in L% norm more
than 27" from the solution to (10.2) with the potentials V,, (Vion)o. Thus, the same holds if we restrict the
problem to the R-cube. We will denote the restricted potentials of V,, (Veon ), to the R-cube by ‘N/ ‘Zon
respectively. Given the new @, IN/, ‘Zon we now have

||UHWF}&1,’ [V Iwa.o, HVcon’QHWZm(Q), H@oHHg <C. (10.23)

Thus, we are now having the same situation as Assumption 3.6 for our Schrodinger problem on the R-cube.
Step V: (Choosing the gridsize h in the discretisation). This is done exactly as in Step III in the proofs of
Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6.
Step VI: (Choosing N and M in the integration). This part differs from the proof of Theorem 3.9 with
Assumption 3.6. To finalise the proof we need to approximate the initial state (poyr)¢q and the potentials VQ
and VTD (tk)Q in (10.8) and (8.6) with the numerical integration from Definition 8.2. However, the numerical

integration will now be slightly different. We will replace

(Povr)e, Vo, Vap(te)o (10.24)

with functions that are, as the functions in (10.24), constant on cubes as in Definition 8.2. Note that if we
could compute (ZoYr)o.n» Vo.n» and Vip (tr) o, where we recall that for ¢ € L (R, C), ¢ v is

introduced in Definition 8.3, the rest of the argument would be identical to that of Step IV in the proof of

Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6. However, we can only produce approximations to (@ovr)g,n, Vo,n
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and ‘N/TD(tk)Q’ ~ because of the smoothing approximations done in Step II and Step IV. Hence, ($oYr)Q. N
‘7@, ~, and vTD(tk)Q} ~ will be replaced by the M -approximations

introduced in Definition 8.3. We will specify how these functions are chosen at the very last stage in this
step.
From here on we can now stay close to Step IV of the proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6. In

particular, we replace (2) in (10.8) by

(2) ‘PLL ‘= eXpg ( ZT(le)Q N) @
2

b

k+%
and (10.9) gets changed to

2a(0) == (&ovR)éf,N, (Xifl)Q N = VTD(tk)g{N-
Then, by Proposition 8.16, it follows that for k = [T/7], R and h

||<p11n k) — ~lin )HL2 SC’(n,R,h) Hf/Qf

HLOO (10.25)

V([ Veona — Vo |V I@0)a — Bo)alle ).

where the mapping n, R, h — C(n, R, h) is recursive. Note that by Proposition 8.7 we have that

1V — Vaunllze V|| Veone = Vb o .

~ log(N)d u (10.26)
< ) * —_— -
< (mgg (Tv (Vop,) vy (Vp))) C* (b, o ba) =2 + N2
as well as
= = M
[(Povr)Q — (@(WR)Q,NHH(W)
2
~ . log(N)¢ e (10.27)
< [ @V @rmons)?] bn ) Na € ),

;€N

where we recall p,; and the sequence {z;} from Definition 8.3. Note that the bounds of the total variation
of V and ‘Zon, needed to bound the right hand side of (10.26), follow directly from (10.22). The bound of
the total variation of pyg, needed to bound the right hand side of (10.27) needs a little more care. Note that
(10.20) immediately implies a bound on the total variation of @y. Also, (10.19) implies a bound on ||@g||
in terms of ||po||z2 and K in (10.19). Thus, by using (10.14) we get a bound on the total variation of @yvyg.
Hence, to finish the proof it suffices to show that we can compute point samples of Qovr, V and XZOH to
arbitrary precision. To show this we start with ¢yyr. Note that by the choice of 7y it suffices to show that
we can compute recursively point samples of pg to arbitrary precision from point samples of pg. Recall
from (10.19) that g := Zfz_ol (¥, o) 121, Where the 1, are eigenfunctions to the quantum harmonic
oscillator based on exponential functions. Thus, to compute point samples of ¢ to arbitrary precision one
needs to compute the inner products (¢, @o)r2 for n < K — 1 to arbitrary precision. Indeed, by using
Proposition 8.7 this can be done as the total variation bound on v, g follows from Assumption 3.7 that ¢(
has controlled local bounded variation by w : R, — N and the uniform bounds on the total variation of ¢),,
when n < K — 1. Note also that it is immediate that this can be done with a fixed number of arithmetic

operations and comparisons as a function of the precision needed.
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Note that, by Assumption 3.7, Vi, V' have controlled local bounded variation by w : Ry — N. Thus,
since we have that forz € Rand £ > 0

Vo(z) — Ve — o dy| < ||V|| e pu d
() /N (& — 9)xo(v) dy| < V] /|y>£x () dy

= ||Vl erfe (\gg) .

Note that the complementary error function erfc is entire and strictly decreasing for positive inputs. Hence,

(10.28)

it follows that, given any rational ¢ > 0 and L € N, one can recursively determine £ € N such that the right
hand side of (10.28) is bounded by 2~ 7. Hence, we are left with the problem of computing flyl <¢ Ve —
y)Xo (y) to arbitrary precision for rational x and given o and £. However, this can be done by again using
Proposition 8.7 as long as one can bound the total variation of V (z — -)x,(-). However, this can be done by
using (10.14) and the local bounds on the total variation of y,(-) that follows immediately from bounds on
the derivatives of x(+). O

11. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.13

11.1. Proof of Theorem 3.13 with Assumption 3.6.

Proof of Theorem 3.13 with Assumption 3.6. We will construct a sequence of algorithms {I',,} such that

T (0, V) = (o, T) 2 <2777, (1L.1)
where ¢ is the solution to the NLS equation
10 (z,t) = Hop(z, t) + Vep ()Y(x, t) + vF,(¥(z,t)), (z,t) € R x (0,7)
¥(e,0) = o
Step I: Almost Identical to Step I of the proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6. We will use notation

from these steps below, and thus the reader is encouraged to read these before continuing with the other
steps. The only difference is that we replace (10.3) by

leovrllgz+e < f1(M, R), (11.2)

where f; is recursive and ||<,00||Hg+e < M.
Step II: (Removing singularities). This step is almost identical to Step II in the proof of Theorem 3.9.
The only difference is that (10.7) is replaced by

lullyrn IV lws.e [[Veon | lws < C, (11.3)

péw
where the bound C' can be constructed recursively from the integer n determining the accuracy, and where,
with slight abuse of notation, V' = Wgng( + Wreg|Q. To simplify the notation below we will omit the
restrictions.

Step III: (Choosing the gridsize h). We stay close to Step III in the proof of Theorem 3.9. We recall
Definition 8.2 in order to discretise the initial state woyr via (@oYr)¢ thatis a sum of characteristic functions
according to the lattice depending on a step size h in Definition 8.2. We will simply use the (¢ovr)q keeping
the dependence of i in mind. The size of this ~ will be chosen at the very end. The difference from the linear
case is that our approximation scheme will have to be slightly altered to the following:

- ._ p7T/2 NLS
(1) ¢k+% =G s (tk),

+ i yNLS/,,— -
(2) gok+% .—epr< it Xy, (wk+é)Q> sDkJr%,and (11.4)

(3) 0§ (ths) = C;/2<P:+

=
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where exp ¢ is defined in (8.12) and

05 72(0) == (porr)Q: X0 P (¥)q =V (tk)q + [¢771, (11.5)
where we recall the definition of C;/ 2 from the Crank-Nicholson method (8.6).
By Proposition 8.15 there are recursive maps
T, llpovrllmese, IV [[ws.oo, [ Veonllws.oe, by [lufly,n 116
= 7(T, lpovrllmare, [Viiws.eo, [Veonllwa.e, by lully,1)
determining the stepsize 7 in (11.4), and
T, lovrllase, IV Ilwsoe [ Veonllwae b llull W
> K(T,7, povall oo 1V Ilws.e. [ Veonlws.oe, A, ull s )

determining K in (11.4) such that
max [ (k) — @5 () |y < Crlieo = (wo)ollm; - (11.8)

To translate this into an L? bound we use Lemma 8.9 and (11.8) and get
max VR (k) — NS (k) | o < max [VR (7h) — ¢85 (k) | 1y

< Clleovr = (povr)ell gy < Chllpovrlla:-

(11.9)

Hence, using (11.9) and (11.2) in Step I we can deduce that we can recursively compute
h (from n) such that m]?x Hz/;lg(q—k) _ ¢1§TLS(Tk)||L2 < 9=(n+1)

Step I'V: (Choosing N in the integration). To finalise the proof we need to approximate the initial state
(povr)q and the potential Virp (tx)¢ in (11.4) with the numerical integration from Definition 8.2. In partic-
ular, we replace (2) in (11.4) by

2) ¢f = —iT XS -
(2) ‘PIH% exp < LS (¢k+%)Q,N <Pk+%
and (11.5) gets replaced by
0572(0) == (po)o.ns X5 P (W)o.n = Ven(th)on + 97,

where we recall that for ¢ € Ll _(R? C), ¢ n has been introduced in Definition 8.2. Let $g(7k) denote

loc

the outputs of this modified scheme. Then, by Proposition 8.16, it follows that for k = [T/7], R and h
les(Th) = @s(Tk)ll 2 < C(n, R, h) (Vg — Vonll -

(11.10)
\ HVCOHQ - VCOH,Q,NHLOO \ H(‘PO)Q - (‘PO)Q,NHLZ ),

where the mapping n, R, h — C(n, R, h) is recursive.
Step V-VI: The rest of the proof is identical to the proof of is identical to the proof of Theorem 3.9. [

11.2. Proof of Theorem 3.13 with Assumption 3.7.

Proof of Theorem 3.13 with Assumption 3.7. We will follow the proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.7
and the proof of Theorem 3.13 with Assumption 3.6 closely. In certain cases the passages follow the above
mentioned proofs verbatim.

Step I: (Perturbation theory). This step varies slightly from Step I in the proof of Theorem 3.9 with
Assumption 3.7. Let ¢(t; o) denote the solution to (10.2) with initial state q. It follows straight from the
variation of constant formula

t
o(t;p0) = € — Z/o e 279 o(s3.00) 7 (35 00) ds
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that there exists a recursively defined function K (C; T') such that

sup |[[p(t;p0) — @(t; po)llzz < K(C,T)|lpo — @oll L2, (11.11)
t €(0,T)

where C' is the constant from Assumption 3.7 and 7 is the final time. We therefore start by smoothing out
the initial state in order to use the techniques in the proof of Theorem 3.9 with Assumption 3.6 that needs
smoothness.

Step II: (Smoothing out initial states). This is exactly as in Step II of the proof of Theorem 3.9 with
Assumption 3.7.

Step III: (Choosing R ). This is exactly as in Step III of the proof of Theorem 3.13 with Assumption 3.6.

Step IV: (Smoothing out potentials). This step is almost identical to Step IV in the proof of Theorem 3.9
with Assumption 3.7, except that (10.23) is replaced by

lullyas [V llwsce, [ Veon|g sy, IZoll g < €.

Step V: (Choosing the gridsize h in the discretisation). This is done exactly as in Step III in the proof of
Theorem 3.13 with Assumption 3.6.

Step VI: (Choosing N and M in the integration). This is exactly as in Step VI of the proof of Theorem
3.9 with Assumption 3.7. (]

12. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.11

12.1. Determining if the initial state yields blow up of the NLS. Let us consider norms | f|z2 := || f|| 2,
|flar = || flI$2 ||f|\11q_1°‘ for some fixed o € (0,1), and |f|,;, = || f|l;: a non-trivial function f. We then
let X € {Lz(Q), HY(Q), Hl(Q)} and 2 C R? a domain. Let C' > 0 be given and let Qpyx) be the set of
functions v € X NC(Q) with |v|x < C and v has controlled local bounded variation by h. We then consider

the condition
luolx < |f]x. (12.1)

To define the computational problem we define for f € Qpy(x) the set

Qpux.t) = {Uo € Qpux); luo|x # \f|X} ;M = {No, Yes} = {0,1} and

(12.2)
EBU(X,f) ((po) = Does (121) hold?.

12.1.1. Impossibility of blow-up analysis: As we saw in the introduction in Section 2.2.1, the blow-up anal-

ysis for focussing NLS can in many cases be reduced to the decision problem stated in Section 12.1.

Proposition 12.1. Given the setup as in Section 12.1, we have that
{ZBu(rx) Wu(s,x), M, A} ¢ B¢

Proof. To show that {Zgu (s, x), QBU(f,x), M, A} ¢ ¢ we argue by contradiction and assume the contrary.
Let therefore {I',,} be a sequence of general algorithms such that I',, (v0) — Egu(s,x)(¢0) as n — oo, and
with I, (¢0) = 1 = Epu(s,x)(w0) = 1. Let oo € Qpy(y,x) denote a function satisfying (12.1) and note
that, by the reasoning above Zgy s, x)(¢0) = 1. Thus, there is an N € N such that I, (o) = 1 for all
n > N. Choose any such n > N and let B C 2 be an open ball such that for all f; € Ar,(¢0) we have
w; ¢ B. Choose a ¢g € €2 such that supp(go) C B and

|@olx > [flx - (12.3)

Note that such a choice is easy to justify by using bump functions. Note that, by the choice of ¢y we have
that f;(¢o) = fi(wo) VYf; € Ar, (¢o). Hence, by assumption (iii) in (ii) in Definition 4.2 it follows that
I = I'n(wo) = T'n(@o). However, by (12.3), it follows that ZEgy (s, x)(Po) = 0, which contradicts that
I (¢0) = 1 = Egu(s,x)(Po) = 1, and we have reached the desired contradiction. O
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Proposition 12.2 (Mass critical NLS). Given the setup as in (2.5), we have that
{Epu(2), Wuz), M, A} ¢ 5§

Proof. The ground state soliton (@ satisfying
—AQ-QIQI*+Q =0

1/4
for the 1d-quintic NLS is known explicitly Q(z) = o h () and exists for all d > 1. For d > 1 and

o = 1+4/d,itis known [D15] that if ||pg||z2 < ||@|| L2 then the solution to (2.5) exists globally and scatters
whereas for |||z > ||@Q| L2 there exist solutions that exist only for finite time. The statement then follows
from Proposition 12.1. (]

Showing that {EBU(Q), QBU@),M,A} ¢ TI{ is in general more subtle. To see this, observe that by
Sobolev’s embedding in dimension one, we have ||oo||r= < ||¢ol/g:. This implies that if an algorithm
samples a sufficiently large value of @ it follows that ||g|| g is large as well.

For our next proposition we consider a bump function

2
1+—= 5
lo—zoll?—c* ]13(950,5) (33)

Xe,zo (x) =
‘We then have that
I Xe.zollz> = O(e?) and || Xe.uo [l g1 = O(7?). (12.4)

If we impose stronger conditions on X and the dimension, we obtain the following result:

Proposition 12.3. For the setup as in Section 12.1, it follows that {Egu y, x), sy (s,x), M, A} ¢ 11 under
the following conditions on the space X and the dimension d with open domain Q C R¢

e Ifd=1and X € {L*(Q)NC(Q), H* () NC(Q)} witha < 1/2.

o Ifd=2and X € {LQ(Q) NCQ), HY(Q)N C’(Q)} .

e d>3.

Proof. We argue again by contradiction. Assuming the contrary, let {I",,} be a sequence of general algo-
rithms such that I',, (90) — Epu(,x)(®0) as n — oo, and with I';,(0g) = 0 = Egy(s,x)(po) = 0. Let
w0 € Qpu(s,x) be a function that does not satisfy (12.1). In this case Egy s, x) (o) = 0 and hence there is
an N € N such that ', (o) = 0 for all n > N. Let ¢ be small enough such that B(@;, €) are disjoint.
Choose any such n and choose @g := Y @o(w;) Xe,w; such that g interpolates ¢y at the points w;, where
fi(@o) = po(@;) and f; € Ar, (o). Let € be sufficiently small, then by (12.4) it follows that |@o| < | f] -
Then, as argued as above, we have f;(¢o) = fi(wo) Vf; € Ar, ($o), and hence by by assumption (iii)
in (ii) in Definition 4.2 it follows that 0 = I',,(¢o) = I';, (o). However, since |pg|y < |f|y we have that
Eu(f,x)(Po) = 1, which contradicts that I',, (o) = 0 = Eguy(y,x)(Po) = 0. O

We continue with our result on the cubic NLS:
Proposition 12.4. Given the setup in (2.3) we have that
{EBua): Wwuay, M, A} ¢ IIY.
Proof. For (2.3) one has the following blow up dichotomy [HR08, HPR10]: Let oo € Hi (R?) be an initial
state to the focusing NLS (2.3) with ground state soliton @ satisfying
~AQ - QIQP +Q=0.

o If ol ;2 Vol 2 < Q2 IVQ 2, then the solution to (2.3) exists globally in time in the
space H'(R?).

o If [[oll 2 Vol L2 > Q|12 [|[VQIl .2 , then the solution to (2.3) blows up in finite time, i.e. the
solution to (2.3) exists only in a maximum time interval [0, Tynax ) in H*(R?). The result then follows
from Proposition 12.3.
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Proof of Theorem 3.11. Theorem 3.11 follows immediately from the analysis above. O

The phenomenon of undecidability is, for the blow-up dichotomy, not due to the unboundedness of the
domain as the following example shows:

Example 12.5 (Cubic NLS on bounded domain). Let Q C R? be a bounded and smooth domain: Consider
the cubic NLS with Dirichlet data ¢y € H2(2) N H}(Q)

O (x,t) + Ap(z,t) + (2, ) Y(x,t) =0, (x,t) € Q x (0,T),
z/)(:z:,t) =0, (:c,t) € 00 x (O,T), (12.5)
P(2,0) = po(), x € Q.

This equation has a unique positive ground state to the equation
—Q(2) + AQ(x) + Q@) Q(z) =0, = €R>.

Then, there exists a solution with the same L2 norm as @ that blows up in finite time [BGT03, Theorem 1],
whereas [BGT03, Lemma 2.3] shows that for Dirichlet initial data po € H?(Q) N Hg () with [0l 120y <
Q[ 12 (r2) the solution exists globally in time, see also [W82].

13. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.14

In this section we discuss the computability of discrete nonlinear Schrodinger equations (3.7) using the
Strang splitting problem (8.13) and prove Theorem 3.14. But unlike in the continuous case, we allow for
either sign in front of the nonlinearity.

Let the one-dimensional discrete Laplacian with Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions on I} be
denoted by Agyp, then the multi-dimensional discrete Laplacian on I;‘f is defined by

d
A(]iBVP = Z idi_l ®ABVP ® idd_i .
i1
Let I¢ := [—n,n]? N Z%, we consider now a discrete NLS with v € {£1} on the entire space ¢2(Z%
n p

i0pv(k,t) = —A%(k,t) + vE,(v(k,t)), k € Z¢
13.1
v(0) = vy € 2(Z%) (3D

and associate to it a boundary value problem on the hypercube ¢
iathVP(k, t) = _AdBVPUBVP (k, t) + F(T (’UBVP(]C, t)), ke Ig (13 2)
U(O) = U0|I,I, S 62(171,)- ’

We then have the following discrete analogue of Theorem 7.5 which allows us to estimate the difference
between (13.1) and (13.2):

Proposition 13.1. Consider the difference of solutions ¢ = v — vgyp to (13.1) and (13.2), respectively. If

the initial datum satisfies a bound ||vo||pz < A for some s > 0, then this implies

> lEE P S ()2

kel,_1

Proof. If the initial datum satisfies a fixed decay bound [[vg][;z < A for some s > 0, then this implies
[KPS09, Lemma 2] that for ¢ € (0,7") and both (13.1) and (13.2) there exists Cr > 0 such that

[o()]lez < Cr[lv(0)]|2
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and the same for vgyp. Thus, this implies that, again for both v and vgyp, just denoted by v, that if

CrA
> then [|v(t) Iga\ ga [le2 < s (13.3)

A
[0(0) Az g [le> < Ty (nyo72

forallt € (0,T).

The variation of constant formula immediately implies that the solution is given as
t
v(k,t) = e~ Ay, +/ eﬂ'(tfs)L\‘ng(v(k7 s)) ds
0

which implies by Gronwall’s inequality that the solution is Lipschitz continuous with respect to initial data
with a recursively computable bound. Hence, it suffices by (13.3) to assume that the initial state to (13.1) has
compact support in I,, up to an error O({n)—s/2).

We also have that for £(k,t) := v(k,t) — vgvp(k,t) since in the discrete case |v(k,t)|, |[vpye(k, )| <
O(1) and A, is a bounded operator,

oYy @ =Re Y 0i&(k,t) £(k, 1)

kerld keld
S Y (As) (R )ER |+ > 16k, 1) (13.4)
kerd kerd
< YT (k)P + osve(B,0) + D 16k, 1)
keId NI, kerd

By Gronwall’s inequality, we then have that }_, . [£(k,t)[* < Zk61d+2\ld,2 |v(k,t)|%. This implies by

(13.3) that uniformly on bounded sets in time >, ;4 [£(k, )[* < (n)~%/2. O

We can now give the proof to Theorem 3.13 and show that the Strang splitting scheme (8.13) provides a
convergent algorithm for the discrete NLS. Since many steps are similar and simpler in the discrete setting

to the continuous setting, we only comment on the difference to the proof of Theorem 3.13

Proof of Theo. 3.14. Step I: (Choosing n). We can restrict our equation to the cube ¢ centred at zero with
length n by Prop. 13.1.

Step II-IV: Due to the discreteness of the equation, there is no singular potential, no gridsize parameter
h, and no need for numerical integration to obtain a cubic discretization.

Step V: The recursiveness of the choice of n follows from Prop.13.1 whereas the recursiveness of the
Strang splitting and Crank-Nicholson method follows as in the proof of Theorem 3.13. ]

14. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we aim to illustrate two phenomena.

(1) The solution to a Schrédinger equation on an unbounded domain is well-approximated by a BVP on
a sufficiently large bounded domain.
(2) Blow-up of solutions to NLS can- in general- numerically not be computed.

To address the first point, we compare the explicit solution to a linear Schrodinger equation (14.1) to the
solution of a numerically computed BVP with the same potential. This is illustrated in Figure 1 with details
provided in Subsection 14.1.

To address the second point, we compare the explicit solution to a focussing NLS that blows up in finite
time (14.2) to the output of a standard finite difference scheme on a bounded domain for that equation which
suggests a singularity formation but does not capture the exact point breaking time of the solution well. This
is illustrated in Figure 2 with details provided in Subsection 14.2.
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(B) Numerical solution F'(t) = 200sin(6nt) in

(A) Numerical solution with F'(t) = 50 in (14.1). (14.1)

FIGURE 1. Numerical solution to the linear Schrodinger equation. The dynamics (14.1)
preserves spatial localization of the coherent state and can thus be studied on numerically
on a bounded domain (14.1). The color highlights the density of the state.

14.1. Linear Schrodinger equation. We consider the linear Schrodinger equation
10s)(x,t) = =y (z,t) — F(t)xtp(z,t) (14.1)

with time-dependent electric potential.
The solution to this equation is explicitly given by

Bo(z — ac(t))”

P(z,t) = M exp (z/ot p2(7) d7'> exp <22A(t) + ipc(t)x)

with average momentum p,(t) = fot F(s) ds, average position x.(t) = f(f fy F(7) dr ds, and constants
Ao, Bo such that A(t) = Ag — Bot. The density function is then

Im(Bo/Ao) |z—zc ()2
e [A(t)/Agl2

2 _
N VYT

Thus, we see that although the state disperses over time, it remains exponentially localized. This property
allows us to study the global solution in a small finite window, cf. Fig. 1.

14.2. Focusing NLS. Consider for illustrative purposes the quintic focusing 1d NLS

i0p(x,t) = —tau(a,t) — [Y|* W(x,t), (x,t) €R € (0,T),

X (14.2)
P(e,0) = g € H (R).
Then, there exists a family [Pe01, (5)] of explicit blow up solutions uz« : (0,7*) — C°(R)
. 1/2 . .2 T . 31/2
T gy T 7% —¢ Tz . _
ups(x,t) = (ﬁ) TE-TH T T =i (TLJ with p(z) = cosh(22)" (14.3)

The singularity of the blow up solution (14.3) is also numerically visible but stops to increase after some

time ¢ and thus exists for all times.

APPENDIX A. CUBIC DISCRETIZATION

In this section, we prove the rest of Proposition 8.9.
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(A) Numerical solution past blow-up time 7 = 10. (B) Exact solution on time interval [0, 1].

FIGURE 2. The numerical and exact solution to the focusing quintic NLS (14.2) with
initial state (14.3) and blow up time 7" = 10.

Proof. Let f € W™P(R%) N C>°(R%) and a cubic discretization @ of side length h be given, then we can
define

h
(63/)(@) = f (Ouf)(x + 521) ds
h
()" ) (@) =]€ (@)™ 1) + 51) ds (A1)

h h
:][ ][ (O2f)(x + (514 .. + 5,)€1) dsp... dsy
0 0

where €; = (1,0, ..,0) is the unit vector.
We then have that

h h 1
((&)”f)(x)f(a?f)(x):]i fo /0(a{‘“f)(xm(sl+..+sn)a)(sl+...+sn) du ds,... ds;

which implies that
L@@ - @p@l desw [ o) d
and [[(3)"f = 07 ]| poo S B[O ]| o -
If we then define the function g, (y) = foh foh OV f(y + (s1+ .. + sp)e1) dsp...dsy, then we see that

analyzing the convergence of (6;,)" f to (0} )™ fo is equivalent to analyzing the convergence of gp, t0 (gn)¢-
To see this, it suffices to observe that

fu+eh)d (u—eih) du
e = 3 T dl 2th ol
jEZL h - (A-2)

JEZ

and similarly for higher derivatives.
Let £(2) = Y00/ (0) L, (@) and fo(@) = ¥,e00 £, f(w)dulg,, (@) Thus

| 1r@) = fola |”dx—2/

JEZI

p

fy)dy|  da.

Tj
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We can then use Poincaré’s inequality

J

or conclude directly when p = oo that since for the curve v(s) = sz + (1 — s)y we have that f(z) — f(y) =
fol (Df(v(s)), — y) ds this implies

p

f(z) —][Q f(y)dy| dax gdphp/ |V f(x)P dz

z z;

sup (z) = f(y)dy| < hl[Dflp-.
IEQIj sz

Hence, we have that

/ (@) — fo(@) de=dhr / V()| dz and
Rd R4
(A3)

sup () = f(y)dy| S hIIDf] Lo
JELY, 2€Qq; |V Qu;

The statement for general ¢ follows then for example from interpolation: Consider the complex interpolation
spaces (W*0P(RY), W1P(RY)), = Wl—e)sotesi,p(R) then interpolation gives that the operator 7. :
W(1*8)80+6517P(Rd)_>LQ(Rd)

T.(f) == Al fo — Af
is bounded with operator norm || 7% < || T3 ||¥||To||*~¢ = O(h®).
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