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Abstract

This paper addresses the numerical approximation of linear, steady,
one-dimensional, constant coefficient singular perturbation problems of
reaction-diffusion type which exhibit boundary layers. Since the diffu-
sion and reaction terms are of opposite sign, this is a special case of the
linear source problem [1]. Herein, an original derivation of the hyper-
bolically fitted discretization [8], second-order accurate uniformly in the
small parameter, due to Miller [7] is presented. It is then shown how to
apply the Mehrstellenverfahren technique of L. Collatz [2] to produce
formal fourth-order accuracy. This is then the springboard to schemes
of uniform fourth-order and formal sixth-order accuracy.
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1 Introduction

A singular perturbation problem is said to be of reaction-diffusion type if
the order of the problem is reduced by two when the small parameter is set
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to zero [10]. This is to be distinguished from a convection-diffusion problem
[9] where the corresponding reduction in order is only one. Depending on
the relative signs of the diffusion and reaction terms, the solution to such a
reaction-diffusion equation may exhibit either boundary layer behavior (the
subject of the present paper) or become highly oscillatory [6].

While the most general of such problems are nonlinear, transient and mul-
tidimensional, this paper focuses on the linear, steady-state, one-dimensional
version with constant coefficients. The variable coefficient problem is the sub-
ject of [5]. Within these confines, we present new methods of numerical ap-
proximation that are uniformly fourth-order accurate and formally sixth-order
accurate. This will be achieved by coupling the method of exponential fitting
[3] with the Mehrstellenverfahren technique of L. Collatz [2].

In the development that follows, the focus will be on the boundary layer
case. We begin by examining the local truncation error of central differencing
as applied to this problem as well as that of Miller’s scheme [7]. It is then
shown how to apply the Mehrstellenverfahren technique (Hermitian method)
of L. Collatz [2] to produce formal fourth-order accuracy. These considerations
reveal that the respective local truncation errors predict the known asymptotic
behaviors of these varied methods.

Motivated by this observation, we next provide a new derivation of Miller’s
scheme for the case of constant coefficients. The approach taken herein amounts
to the annihilation of all objectionable terms (i.e. terms that misbehave in the
boundary layer) in the local truncation error. Moreover, this approach indi-
cates how to achieve uniform fourth-order accuracy in the small parameter ε
for constant coefficients by combining exponential fitting with Mehrstellenver-
fahren. This then provides the springboard to a scheme of formal sixth-order
accuracy.

Finally, we turn to a comparison of central differencing, Miller’s scheme,
Mehrstellenverfahren as well as our new schemes on a constant coefficient
boundary layer problem with known exact solution. These results are indeed
very encouraging.

2 Reaction-Diffusion Equation

The subject of our investigation is the steady, one-dimensional, reaction-
diffusion equation with constant coefficients. The corresponding self-adjoint
two-point boundary value problem may be cast in the form

−ε · u′′(x) + c · u(x) = f(x); u(0) = uL, u(1) = uR, (1)

where we assume that 0 < |ε| � 1 and c > 0. Physically, ε is the diffusion
coefficient while c is the reaction coefficient. Since ε is a small parameter, we
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have here a singular perturbation problem. When (as herein) ε > 0, boundary
layers may develop while, for ε < 0, the solution may be highly oscillatory [6].

In what follows, all functions appearing (especially, the source term f(x))
are assumed to possess sufficient smoothness to justify any operations to which

we may subject them. Also, we define the parameter z := h
√
c/ε, which

measures the strength of reaction relative to diffusion when scaled by the
mesh width h := 1/N of Figure 1. For the problems of primary interest in
this study, we have |z| � 1. Lastly, in the ensuing derivations, we will restrict
ourselves to ε > 0 (boundary layer case) where singular perturbation theory
[8] reveals that the boundary layers may be as thin as O(

√
ε) and that in such

a boundary layer u = O(1), u′ = O(1/
√
ε), and u′′ = O(1/ε).

Figure 1: Computational Grid

3 The Central Difference Scheme

If we discretize the two-point boundary value problem, Equation (1), using
central differences, we obtain

−ε · ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1
h2

+ c · ui = fi. (2)

The local truncation error of this scheme, which is easily established using
Taylor series, is given by

L.T.E. =
h2

12
· [ f ′′i︸︷︷︸
O(1)

− ciu
′′
i︸︷︷︸

O(1/ε)

] +O(h4). (3)
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In order to numerically resolve any boundary layers that arise, we require
that h ∼

√
ε (boundary layer width). Perusal of the above local truncation

error then reveals that it is effectively O(1) due to the presence of the term con-
taining u′′i . Thus, in spite of the fact that this scheme is formally second-order
accurate, it is not uniformly accurate to any degree in the small parameter ε.

4 The Miller Scheme

Miller [7] has developed a scheme for Equation (1) which is second-order
uniformly accurate for constant c. This scheme is defined as follows:

−ε · z2

2[cosh z − 1]
· ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1

h2
+ c · ui = fi. (4)

The appearance of hyperbolic functions in this context is referred to as expo-
nential fitting [8].

The local truncation error of this scheme is given by

L.T.E. =
h2

12
· [ f ′′i︸︷︷︸
O(1)

] +O(h4). (5)

Notice that, in comparison to Equation (3), the undesirable term involving u′′i
has been eliminated. Thus, the local truncation error is O(h2), independently
of ε. The Miller scheme is thereby seen to be second-order accurate, uniformly
in ε.

5 Mehrstellenverfahren

By incorporating the principal term of the local truncation error given by
Equation (5) into the Miller scheme, Equation (4), we obtain the formally
fourth-order accurate scheme:

−ε · z2

2[cosh z − 1]
· ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1

h2
+ c · ui = fi +

h2

12
· f ′′i . (6)

The inclusion of higher-order information concerning the source term f(x) is
the hallmark of the Mehrstellenverfahren technique (Hermitian method) of L.
Collatz [2].

The local truncation error of this scheme is given by

L.T.E. =
h2

24
· [− c2

10ε
· u′′i︸︷︷︸
O(1/ε)

+
c

6
· uivi︸︷︷︸
O(1/ε2)

− ε

15
· uvii︸︷︷︸
O(1/ε3)

] +O(h6). (7)
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Observe that, for fixed ε, the principal term of the local truncation error is now
O(h4) so that this Mehrstellenverfahren scheme is formally fourth-order accu-
rate. However, with h ∼

√
ε in order to resolve the boundary layer, this leading

term is actually O(h4/ε2) = O(h2). Thus, this Mehrstellenverfahren scheme is
not uniformly fourth-order accurate in the small parameter ε. If evaluation of
f ′′(x) is either difficult or impossible, then the further approximation

f ′′i ≈
fi+1 − 2fi + fi−1

h2
(8)

may be made without loss of formal order of accuracy.

6 An Original Derivation of the Miller Scheme

Motivated by the above observed correlation between the behavior of the
local truncation error in the boundary layer and the order of uniform accuracy
of the corresponding scheme, we next present a new derivation of the Miller
scheme, Equation (4), for the case of constant c.

We begin by considering the second central difference

ε · ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1
h2

= ε ·
∞∑
n=1

2 · h
2n−2

(2n)!
· u(2n)i . (9)

Keeping only the first term in the above sum would produce the central differ-
ence approximation. Although this would be formally second-order accurate,
the neglected terms in the series have components that display excessive growth
in the boundary layer.

Specifically,

ε · h2n−2 · u(2n) = ε · h2n−2 ·
{
−
1

ε
·
[
f (2n−2) +

(
c

ε

)
· f (2n−4) + · · ·+

(
c

ε

)n−2

· f ′′
]
+ (

c

ε
)n−1 · u′′

}
= −[h2n−2 · f (2n−2) + · · ·+

(
c

ε

)n−2

· h2n−2 · f ′′︸ ︷︷ ︸
O(h2)

] +

(
c

ε

)n−1

· h2n−2 · (εu′′)︸ ︷︷ ︸
O(1)

, (10)

where we have used Equation (1) recursively.
With h ∼

√
ε, detailed examination of each of the terms on the right hand

side of Equation (10) reveals that only the last one is O(1), the remaining terms
being O(h2) or higher. Hence, if we want to achieve uniform second-order ac-
curacy then we need to include all such terms when deriving an approximation
from Equation (9).

Thus, we make the boundary layer approximation

u(2n) ≈
(
c

ε

)n−1
· u′′ (11)
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which, when inserted into Equation (9), yields the approximation

ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1
h2

≈
∞∑
n=1

2 · h
2n−2

(2n)!
·
(
c

ε

)n−1
· u′′i . (12)

Solving for u′′i and summing the infinite series yields

u′′i ≈
z2

2[cosh z − 1]
· ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1

h2
, (13)

which is precisely Miller’s approximation. In [5], this markedly new deriva-
tion of Miller’s scheme will provide the insight needed to generalize it, in a
straightforward fashion, to the general case of variable c. However, we now
show how to capitalize on this new perspective to achieve several enhancements
to Miller’s scheme for the case of constant c.

7 Fitted Mehrstellenverfahren

For the case of constant c, the above alternative derivation of Miller’s
scheme hints at how to achieve uniform fourth-order accuracy without expand-
ing the difference stencil. Simply include the penultimate term of Equation
(10) when making the boundary layer approximation, Equation (11). Any
attempt to eke additional accuracy from Equation (10) in this fashion would
indeed require an expansion of the difference stencil beyond three points due
to the need to approximate f ivi or higher derivatives of the source term.

The resulting modified Miller scheme for constant c is given by

−ε· z2

2[cosh z − 1]
·ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1

h2
+c·ui = fi+

ε

c
·
[
1− z2

2[cosh z − 1]

]
·f ′′i . (14)

The local truncation error of this scheme is given by

L.T.E. =
h4

360
· [f ivi︸︷︷︸
O(1)

] +O(h6). (15)

Thus, the local truncation error is O(h4), independently of ε. The Fitted
Mehrstellenverfahren scheme is thereby seen to be fourth-order accurate, uni-
formly in ε!

8 The New Scheme

In order to obviate the need for f ′′i in Equation (14), the further approxi-
mation

f ′′i ≈
fi+1 − 2fi + fi−1

h2
(16)
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is invoked without any loss of either formal or uniform accuracy. The resulting
new scheme

−ε· z2

2[cosh z − 1]
·ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1

h2
+c·ui = fi+

ε

c
·
[
1− z2

2[cosh z − 1]

]
·fi+1 − 2fi + fi−1

h2
.

(17)

will be referred to as the McCartin scheme in what follows.
The local truncation error of this scheme is given by

L.T.E. = − h4

240
· [f ivi︸︷︷︸
O(1)

] +O(h6). (18)

Thus, the local truncation error is once again O(h4), independently of ε. The
McCartin scheme is likewise also seen to be fourth-order accurate, uniformly
in ε!

9 The Blended Scheme

Comparison of the principal parts of the local truncation errors of the
Fitted Mehrstellenverfahren scheme, Equation (15), and the McCartin scheme,
Equation (18), leads to the surprising conclusion that an appropriate linear
combination of these two schemes will yield a blended scheme which is formally
sixth-order accurate. Specifically,

3

5
· L.T.E.Fitted Mehrstellenverfahren +

2

5
· L.T.E.McCartin = O(h6). (19)

The resulting new scheme

−ε z2

2[cosh z − 1]

ui+1 − 2ui + ui−1
h2

+cui = fi+
ε

c

[
1− z2

2[cosh z − 1]

]
3h2f ′′i + 2(fi+1 − 2fi + fi−1)

5h2
.

(20)

will be referred to as the Blended McCartin scheme in what follows.

10 Boundary Layer Test Problem

We now present the results of some numerical experiments aimed at demon-
strating the efficacy of the new schemes developed above. First, we present a
model problem for which we know the exact solution. Then, this test problem
is used to compare our schemes with those commonly used in the literature for
the boundary layer case. These new schemes provide greatly improved results
in all instances examined.
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Figure 2: Birth of a Boundary Layer (solid=u(x; ε), dashed=u0(x))

The constant coefficient two-point boundary value problem,

−ε · u′′ + c · u = eαx sin (βx); u(0) = uL, u(1) = uR, (21)

possesses the analytical solution determined by the method of undetermined
coefficients

u(x; ε) = c1 · e
√
c/ε·x + c2 · e−

√
c/ε·x + A · eαx sin (βx) +B · eαx cos (βx), (22)

where

A =
c− ε(α2 + β2)

[c− ε(α2 + β2)]2 + [2εαβ]2
; B =

2εαβ

[c− ε(α2 + β2)]2 + [2εαβ]2
,

and

c1 =
uR + (B − uL) · e−

√
c/ε − eα · [A sin β +B cos β]

2 sinh
(√

c/ε
) ; c2 = uL −B − c1,
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while the reduced problem, corresponding to ε = 0 and ignoring the boundary
conditions, has solution

u0(x) =
1

c
· eαx sin (βx). (23)

Figure 2 displays the development of the boundary layers as ε → 0+ for
the case of c = 1, uL = 1, uR = −1, α = 1, β = π. The dashed curve denotes
the solution to the reduced problem, Equation (23), while the solid curves
correspond to the solution of the boundary value problem, Equation (22), for
ε = 2−m (m = 8, . . . , 13). This test problem will now be used as the basis for
comparison of the methods described above.

In the maximum norm, we have [4, p. 157]

||u(x; ε)− uh(x; ε)||∞ ≤ Chp, (24)

where h := 1/N is the mesh parameter, C is the asymptotic error constant
and p is the asymptotic rate of convergence which is estimated as [4, p. 159]

p ≈ pN := log2

(
||uN/2 − u||∞
||uN − u||∞

)
. (25)

Figures 3 through 8 display, for each method, the exact (solid line) and
numerical (circles) solutions on the left with the corresponding error (dots)
on the right for ε = 2−13 and N = 32 where h = 1/N . Tables 1 through
6 contain the corresponding maximum error and convergence rate estimated
from Equation (25) for ε = 2−m (m = 8, . . . , 13) and N = 2n (n = 5, . . . , 9).

Table 1 clearly shows the formal second-order accuracy of the Central Dif-
ference scheme as h → 0 for fixed ε. However, the nonuniform nature of this
convergence is evidenced by the growth of the errors as ε → 0 for fixed h.
This contrasts sharply with Table 2 where the uniform second-order accuracy
of the Miller scheme for h → 0 with fixed ε as well as ε → 0 with fixed h is
prominently displayed.

Likewise, the results of Table 3 clearly indicate the formal fourth-order ac-
curacy of the Mehrstellenverfahren scheme while those of Table 4 testify to
the uniform fourth-order accuracy of the Fitted Mehrstellenverfahren scheme.
Table 5 reinforces the fact that the uniformity of the fourth-order conver-
gence of the McCartin scheme is not sacrificed by making the approximation
of Equation (16). Finally, the nonuniform sixth-order accuracy of the Blended
McCartin scheme is in evidence in Table 6. The erratic results for N = 512 are
almost certainly a numerical artifact due to finite-precision arithmetic which
is unsurprising since they involve errors on the order of 10−12%!
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11 Conclusion

In the preceding sections, new higher-order accurate schemes for the steady,
one-dimensional, constant coefficient reaction-diffusion equation of boundary
layer type have been presented. These included schemes of uniform fourth-
order and formal sixth-order accuracy. Detailed derivations as well as exten-
sive comparisons to existing schemes have been provided. The computational
efficacy of the McCartin scheme is underscored by the fact that the maximum
error for ε = 2−13 with N = 22 is 3 × 10−6 which is less than half of the cor-
responding error of the Miller scheme with N = 512 thereby indicating that
only

√
N grid points need be used for comparable accuracy.

These boundary layer test case results provide strong numerical evidence
for the validity of the following:

Conjecture 1 (Equivalence of Uniform Consistency and Convergence)
For f(x) sufficiently smooth and u(x) defined by

L[u] := −ε · u′′(x) + c · u(x)− f(x) = 0; u(0) = uL, u(1) = uR,

kth-order uniform consistency is equivalent to kth-order uniform convergence.
That is to say,

Lh[uh] = 0⇒ ||u− uh||∞ < Chk (C independent of ε)

if and only if

Lh[u] = L[u] +
∞∑
l=k

Clh
l,

where
lim
h→0

ε=h2

Cl = O(hk−l).

There are a number of directions in which this work could be extended.
For example, the derivation for a non-uniform mesh would be straightforward
but tedious. It is anticipated that this would result in the loss of one order
of formal accuracy. Also, the fitted operators presented herein could be com-
bined with corresponding fitted uniform meshes [11]. Finally, treatment of
multiple spatial dimensions, transients, and nonlinearities would each be of
substantial interest. For the extension of these methods to variable coefficient
reaction-diffusion problems with boundary layers, see [5]. The extension to
the treatment of the highly oscillatory case, where the diffusion and reaction
terms are of the same sign, will appear in [6].

Acknowledgements. As always, the assistance of Barbara A. McCartin
in the production of this manuscript is most gratefully acknowledged.
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Figure 3: Central Difference Scheme (ε = 2−13, N = 32)

ε N = 32 N = 64 N = 128 N = 256 N = 512

2−8 3.64210(−3) 9.25940(−4) 2.32478(−4) 5.81822(−5) 1.45495(−5)
1.91013 1.97578 1.99382 1.99844 1.99961

2−9 6.84085(−3) 1.86630(−3) 4.70495(−4) 1.18041(−4) 2.95330(−5)
1.83999 1.87399 1.98793 1.99489 1.99889

2−10 1.39964(−2) 3.72316(−3) 9.46495(−4) 2.37636(−4) 5.94728(−5)
1.36260 1.91046 1.97586 1.99384 1.99845

2−11 2.47538(−2) 6.90968(−3) 1.88546(−3) 4.75323(−4) 1.19245(−4)
0.754890 1.84096 1.87370 1.98794 1.99498

2−12 3.61804(−2) 1.40647(−2) 3.74129(−3) 9.51100(−4) 2.38792(−4)
0.0457956 1.36313 1.91047 1.97587 1.99384

2−13 4.18817(−2) 2.48133(−2) 6.92597(−3) 1.88993(−3) 4.76450(−4)
-0.692265 0.755206 1.84103 1.87368 1.98794

Table 1: Central Difference Scheme: Error and Convergence Rate
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Figure 4: Miller Scheme (ε = 2−13, N = 32)

ε N = 32 N = 64 N = 128 N = 256 N = 512

2−8 1.73128(−3) 4.37163(−4) 1.09537(−4) 2.74017(−5) 6.85140(−6)
1.94880 1.98560 1.99675 1.99808 1.99979

2−9 1.77231(−3) 4.51219(−4) 1.13323(−4) 2.83632(−5) 7.09291(−6)
1.88929 1.97373 1.99339 1.99835 1.99957

2−10 1.75533(−3) 4.55185(−4) 1.14886(−4) 2.87882(−5) 7.20123(−6)
1.79622 1.94722 1.98625 1.99665 1.99816

2−11 1.68294(−3) 4.52460(−4) 1.15225(−4) 2.89430(−5) 7.24418(−6)
1.62239 1.89512 1.97334 1.99317 1.99832

2−12 1.53925(−3) 4.42736(−4) 1.14825(−4) 2.89762(−5) 7.26097(−6)
1.33354 1.79771 1.94701 1.98650 2.0061

2−13 1.30096(−3) 4.22598(−4) 1.13566(−4) 2.89243(−5) 7.26493(−6)
0.928242 1.62222 1.89575 1.97318 1.99724

Table 2: Miller Scheme: Error and Convergence Rate
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Figure 5: Mehrstellenverfahren Scheme (ε = 2−13, N = 32)

ε N = 32 N = 64 N = 128 N = 256 N = 512

2−8 2.22643(−5) 1.40368(−6) 8.78824(−8) 5.49503(−9) 3.43486(−10)
3.96043 3.98745 3.99750 3.99938 3.99980

2−9 4.51595(−5) 2.86297(−6) 1.79578(−7) 1.12337(−8) 7.02351(−10)
3.91037 3.97945 3.99483 3.99871 3.99950

2−10 8.92931(−5) 5.74542(−6) 3.61780(−7) 2.26525(−8) 1.41651(−9)
3.83947 3.95806 3.98923 3.99737 3.99926

2−11 1.72335(−4) 1.14106(−5) 7.23663(−7) 4.53981(−8) 2.84001(−9)
3.70199 3.91677 3.97891 3.99461 3.99866

2−12 3.20766(−4) 2.24042(−5) 1.44159(−6) 9.07691(−8) 5.6835(−9)
3.47298 3.83968 3.95804 3.98932 3.99732

2−13 5.61256(−4) 4.31586(−5) 2.85630(−6) 1.81170(−7) 1.13652(−8)
3.14663 3.70094 3.91743 3.97873 3.99465

Table 3: Mehrstellenverfahren Scheme: Error and Convergence Rate
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Figure 6: Fitted Mehrstellenverfahren Scheme (ε = 2−13, N = 32)

ε N = 32 N = 64 N = 128 N = 256 N = 512

2−8 6.24229(−7) 3.94802(−8) 2.47486(−9) 1.54789(−10) 9.68858(−12)
3.91252 3.98287 3.99571 3.99897 3.99787

2−9 6.69102(−7) 4.28346(−8) 2.69646(−9) 1.68793(−10) 1.06111(−11)
3.86415 3.96538 3.98964 3.99774 3.99161

2−10 6.83580(−7) 4.50216(−8) 2.84819(−9) 1.78558(−10) 1.11932(−11)
3.73328 3.92442 3.98250 3.99558 3.99570

2−11 6.68079(−7) 4.59241(−8) 2.94101(−9) 1.84999(−10) 1.15880(−11)
3.46169 3.86270 3.96487 3.99072 3.99681

2−12 6.03110(−7) 4.54813(−8) 2.98551(−9) 1.88887(−10) 1.18451(−11)
3.07096 3.72908 3.92922 3.98238 3.99516

2−13 4.86564(−7) 4.33055(−8) 2.97870(−9) 1.90800(−10) 1.20004(−11)
2.41917 3.49001 3.86180 3.96455 3.99091

Table 4: Fitted Mehrstellenverfahren Scheme: Error and Convergence Rate
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Figure 7: McCartin Scheme (ε = 2−13, N = 32)

ε N = 32 N = 64 N = 128 N = 256 N = 512

2−8 9.42209(−7) 5.93129(−8) 3.71374(−9) 2.32218(−10) 1.45038(−11)
3.93949 3.98963 3.99740 3.99740 4.00098

2−9 1.01643(−6) 6.44559(−8) 4.04789(−9) 2.53215(−10) 1.57725(−11)
3.91835 3.97905 3.99307 3.99874 4.00488

2−10 1.05180(−6) 6.79649(−8) 4.27911(−9) 2.67934(−10) 1.67291(−11)
3.84118 3.95193 3.98941 3.99736 4.00145

2−11 1.05438(−6) 6.97740(−8) 4.42568(−9) 2.77715(−10) 1.73651(−11)
3.67292 3.91756 3.97872 3.99422 3.99934

2−12 1.00065(−6) 6.99911(−8) 4.50712(−9) 2.83783(−10) 1.77683(−11)
3.47302 3.83762 3.95689 3.98935 3.99741

2−13 8.89527(−7) 6.83571(−8) 4.52583(−9) 2.87124(−10) 1.80102(−11)
3.14666 3.70188 3.91684 3.97844 3.99479

Table 5: McCartin Scheme: Error and Convergence Rate



Constant coefficient reaction-diffusion problem of boundary layer type 1179

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
−1

−0.5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

Blended McCartin Scheme

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
−7

−6

−5

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3
x 10

−8 error

Figure 8: Blended McCartin Scheme (ε = 2−13, N = 32)

ε N = 32 N = 64 N = 128 N = 256 N = 512

2−8 2.34648(−9) 3.70506(−11) 5.81313(−13) 1.50990(−14) 1.78746(−14)
5.92367 5.98486 5.99404 5.26679 -0.243458

2−9 5.11149(−9) 8.16212(−11) 1.28031(−12) 1.38778(−14) 9.14824(−14)
7.57210 4.94415 5.21768 5.29511 -1.32469

2−10 1.05715(−8) 1.73024(−10) 2.73104(−12) 3.97460(−14) 6.01741(−14)
5.76558 5.93306 5.98538 6.10250 -0.598333

2−11 2.09033(−8) 3.55145(−10) 5.66891(−12) 8.64864(−14) 2.24265(−14)
5.52567 5.87918 5.96919 6.03445 1.94727

2−12 3.83956(−8) 7.07688(−10) 1.15462(−11) 1.81188(−13) 9.32587(−15)
5.19210 5.76168 5.93762 5.99379 4.28011

2−13 6.38722(−8) 1.35956(−9) 2.31111(−11) 3.69094(−13) 6.43929(−15)
4.63733 5.55398 5.87841 5.96845 5.84094

Table 6: Blended McCartin Scheme: Error and Convergence Rate
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