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plexity analysis shows that traditional implementations using higher-order expansions

suffer from huge memory requirements, especially for two- and three-dimensional devices.

To overcome these complexity limitations, a compressed matrix storage scheme using Kro-

necker products is proposed, which reduces the asymptotic memory requirements for the
. storage of the system matrix significantly. The total memory requirements are then dom-

Boltzmann equation . . .

Spherical harmonics mate@ b.y. the memory required for the unknowns: Numerical results demonstrate the

Kronecker product applicability of our method and confirm our theoretical results.
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1. Introduction

While in the early years of the semiconductor industry macroscopic models such as the drift-diffusion model or the
hydrodynamic model have been sufficient for device simulation, accurate simulations of modern nanoscale devices require
the use of more precise models. As long as quantum mechanical effects in transport direction are not dominant, the micro-
scopic electron transport may be described by the Boltzmann transport equation (BTE), which may be considered to be the
most appropriate semi-classical description of electrons in a semiconductor.

A direct solution of the BTE has been pursued for several decades and many ingenious techniques have been developed
for this purpose. However, direct solution approaches are limited by the high dimensionality of the problem: Three spatial
dimensions and three momentum dimensions lead to a six-dimensional problem already for stationary simulations, thus
only coarse grids can be used for direct solutions [1-3]. Therefore, the most commonly used technique is the non-determin-
istic Monte Carlo method, primarily because it is very flexible and allows one to incorporate modeling details such as com-
plicated band structures and scattering processes. The main disadvantage of the Monte Carlo method is its computational
cost, especially when attempting to reduce the statistical noise in the low density tails of the distribution function [4,5].

As an alternative to the stochastic Monte Carlo method and high-dimensional direct approaches, the deterministic spher-
ical harmonics expansion method of first order was introduced in the early 1990s for one-dimensional devices [6,7]. Later,
the method was extended to arbitrary expansion order [4,8] and two spatial dimensions [9-12]. Furthermore, numerous
contributions from the physics point of view [13-17] and some results from the mathematics point of view [18-23] are
available. However, there are only a few contributions on improvements of the treatment of the discrete system of equations
[24,25].
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The major challenge for SHE are the still huge memory requirements reported already for two-dimensional devices [26].
The reason is that the model contains up to three spatial variables and an additional energy variable leading to an increased
set of space-energy grid points (x,¢) and spherical expansion coefficients. In particular, for three-dimensional device simu-
lations, this requires the discretization in a four-dimensional (%, ¢)-space with a tuple of unknowns associated with each grid
point, which is out of reach even for modern computers. In current implementations, most of the required memory is used
for the storage of the global system matrix. In this paper we propose a method to reduce the memory required by the system
matrix such that most of the memory is actually consumed by the unknowns of the system. On a machine with 8 Gb of mem-
ory, this allows us to store 10° unknowns, which is by two orders of magnitude higher than the largest SHE simulations re-
ported so far [26]. Therefore, the method proposed in this work paves the way for three-dimensional device simulations
using a SHE approach.

This work is organized as follows: We briefly review the derivation of the SHE equations in Section 2. In Section 3 we show
that the unknown expansion coefficients are only weakly coupled, which leads to a very sparse system matrix for the discret-
ized equations. The decoupling of spherical harmonics expansion coefficient interactions from the underlying discretization is
used in the main section of this work (Section 4) to derive a matrix compression scheme using sums of Kronecker products,
which reduces the memory requirements for the system matrix considerably. Section 5 shows how non-spherical bands can
be incorporated into the matrix compression scheme, while Section 6 deals with the inclusion of stabilization schemes and
Section 7 discusses the handling of boundary conditions. The selection of appropriate linear solvers is discussed in Section
8. Numerical results are given in Section 9, confirming our theoretical results. Finally, we conclude in Section 10.

2. SHE of the BTE

We briefly sketch the equations resulting from a SHE of the BTE, following the derivation given in more detail by Junge-
mann et al. [27]. Here and in the following, function arguments are suppressed whenever appropriate to increase the read-
ability of the equations. The electron distribution is described by a distribution function f{x, k,t), where x € R? is the position
in real space, hk € R? is the momentum vector (with modified Plack constant h) and t > 0 denotes time. The distribution func-
tion is assumed to fulfill the BTE

g{w Vi e W = Qif),

where v = V,¢/h is the group velocity induced by the band energy ¢(k) (relative to its minimum) and F = —V,(qy + &) is the
effective force acting on a particle with charge q = e (where e is the modulus of the electron charge and the positive sign
refers to holes and the negative one to electrons) induced by the quasi-static potential y and the band edge &,. The scattering
operator Q is assumed to be linear and given by

Qify = =, / s K Kf (%K. 1) — s(x,k, K)f (x, k. £)dk,

(2m)

where Qg denotes a sample volume. According to Fermi’s Golden Rule, the scattering terms are assumed to be of the form

s(x, k' k) = chxk k)o(e(k) — e(K') + ha,),

where we have assumed for simplicity that the energy transfer hw, for each scattering process 1 does not depend on the
initial and final wave vector.
For reasons of numerical stability it is advantageous to define the generalized energy distribution function [27]

g(%,6,0,0,t) =2Z(,0,0)f (%, k(¢,0, ), 1), (1)
where the generalized density of states Z for one spin direction is given by
k' olki
(2n)® o¢

2(87 97 (p) =

In the following it is assumed that the mapping ¢ — k is a bijection, otherwise a spherical harmonics expansion can not be
carried out on equi-energy surfaces.
We expand the generalized distribution function into orthonormal and real valued spherical harmonics Y;,(6, ¢), and
truncate after (L + 1)? terms:
L

g(x,8,0,0,t) ~ Zzg,mxstY,mw(p) (2)

=0 m=

The expansion coefficients are obtained from the generalized distribution function by the projections

gl,m (X, &, t) = / Yl.m(97 (p)g(xa &, 07 @, t)d‘Q =2 / Yl,m(97 (p)Z(87 97 (/))f(xv k(S/ 97 (/)) t)dQ



8752 K. Rupp et al./Journal of Computational Physics 229 (2010) 8750-8765

where the integration is carried out over the unit sphere, 2 is the solid angle and dQ2 = sinf d0 d¢. Equations for the coef-
ficients g, are directly obtained from a projection of the BTE, resulting in

8gl,m OF 'jl.m
ot o€

where the generalized current density

+ VX '.il,m + —~F- Lim = Ql,m{g}: (3)

Jin(x.5.0) = [ vg¥id0 @
and the angular force coupling term
Y im 1 0Yim
l"lm(x &, t /h|k| ( € -‘rm a(/) (p> dQ (5)

have been introduced, and e, and e,, denote the angular unit vectors. The projection of the scattering operator Q;;,{g} is de-
tailed below. We substitute (2) into (4) and (5) and then substitute these into (3). Using Einstein’s summation convention,
we obtain the system of partial differential equations

8gl, ' OF - I g” / m
otV VaBtw +d—g’” ~F-Ti g = Qnig) (6)
forall I=0,...,L,m=—I, ..., I, where
v (e) = / VY Yy dQ, (7)
l"m 8Yl m 1 8Y[ m
L /h\k\ < €S0 o 2 & )YrmdQ. (8)
Prior to projection of the scattering operator, we split Q{f} = Q™{f} — Q°“{f}, where
Q"{f} = 2 = [ s, K Jof (x, 1, t)dIe,
Q™M{f} = ( s(x, ke, k)f (%, k, t)dk.

Under the assumption of velocity randomizing scattering rates [5], a spherical harmonics projection leads to [27]

I'm’;in
(X, 8,1) Zs,m,l Sy (X, & F haoy, t),

1
st i (X, &) = mzl,m(s)cn (%, & = hoy, €)3g 3o (9)
and
OUt(X & t) - S% nrln Omgl/,m’ (x7 8? t)7

Im

syt (x, g) = m 3" Zoo(e F hovy )y (X, &,€ % hew,);p S (10)
04

where 6 denotes the Kronecker delta, the upper and lower signs refer to scattering to higher and lower energies respectively,
and

Zim = /Z(s, 0,0)Y ndQ. (11)
JQ
Substitution of the projected scattering terms into (6) yields the full system of partial differential equations

081 m I OF - ”l m,gl o
PR e —r

~FI"g, . = Zsf gy (X, & F oy, £) — 57y L (X, 8,1) (12)

forall/=0,...,Land m=—I, ..., L

In the case of several energy bands, a BTE has to be written for each band and scattering rates between these subbands
have to be given. In the following we assume a single energy band only. This allows us to keep the expressions simpler, but it
does not imply that our approach is limited to a single energy band only.
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3. Sparse coupling for spherical energy bands

The representation (12) obscures the phy51ca1 mterpretatlon of the individual terms, but it exposes the full coupling struc-
ture. If all coupling coefficients v,m , hm gl n’f”‘" and s/™° were multiples of the Kronecker delta 6,6, all equations
would be decoupled and could be solved individually. Conversely, nonzero coupling coefficients for all quadruples (I,m,l',m’)
indicate a tight coupling, which usually complicates the solution process. This is in analogy to systems of linear equations: If
the system matrix is diagonal, the solution is found immediately, but if the matrix is dense, typically a lot of computational
effort is required to solve the system.

According to (9) and (10), the scattering coefficients s;;" ™" and s,/ vanish except for the case that ' =m’'=0or =1,
m =m’, respectively. This leads to a very weak coupling: The first term couples all differential equations with g0, while
the second term does not couple any equations at all. Moreover, under the assumption of spherical energy bands, the gen-
eralized density of states is spherically symmetric, hence Z;,,, = 0 for (I,m) # (0,0). Consequently, the scattering terms do not
couple any unknowns in this case. The remainder of this section is thus devoted to the investigation of the couplings induced
by /™ and '™ (see (7) and (8)).

For general band structures, the symmetry of the underlying processes leads to the following result.

I'.m’;in I, m’;out

Theorem 1 (Jungemann et al.). For a spherical harmonics expansion up to order L =21+ 1 with I € N, there holds for all i,
ief0,....I}, me{—i,...,itand m e {-7,...,i"}

2i' . m' 2i+1,m 0, l—‘2i"m/ _ oyp2iim’ 0.

vam = Yipm = 2im T T 2i+lm T

The essence of this theorem is that all nonzero coupling coefficients possess different parities in the leading indices. This
small structural information about the coupling was already used for a preprocessing step for the solution of the discretized
equations in [27].

Under the assumption of spherical energy bands, i.e. (k) = £(|k|), the velocity v, the modulus of the wave vector |k| and
the generalized density of states only depend on the energy ¢, but not on the angles 6, ¢. Consequently, we rewrite

v{;;”/(s) = v(e) / Yime:Yy ndQ =: v(e)a) (13)

aylm 1 ayl.m
T h|k|/< €t Sino o eq,)Y,/_m,dQ_ h|l|b ' (14)

The coupling between index pairs (I,m) and (I',m’) is determined by the integral terms a' ™ and bl il only. It turns out that the
coupling is rather weak:

Theorem 2. For spherical energy bands, the following holds true for indices |, I' € {0,...,L}, me{-... . [} and m' e {-I,...,I'}:

1. vag’" is nonzero, then I e {I' +1} and m € {*|m’'| £ 1,m'}.
2. Ifr is nonzero, then l e {I' + 1} and m € {|m’| £ 1,m’}.

The proof is given in Appendix B; it makes use of recurrence relations and orthogonalities of trigonometric functions and
associated Legendre functions.

Theorem 2 is very important for large order expansions: the total number of unknown expansion coefficients is (L + 1)?,
but according to 9, 10 and 12, each g;,,, is directly coupled with at most ten other coefficients. The weak coupling stated in
Theorem 2 has already been observed for less general situations in earlier publications [4,10].

4. System matrix compression for spherical energy bands

In this section we investigate the discretization of the projected SHE system (12) for spherical energy bands.
Substitution of (13) and (14) into (12) yields

0g, d OVgy py ' gz ' / /
op T | Vg + F— o U Zsl,,’}‘,;“gym/xsxhwn,) SIn gy . (15)

e ' h\k\

Let us consider a spatial discretization for g;,,, in the (x,¢)-space using a finite element or finite volume scheme: We se-
lect a space of trial functions U with basis (¢;)}, and a space of test functions V with basis (y])j 1» making the usual
assumption of equal dimensionality of the two spaces. The particular choice of these spaces depends on the particular
finite element or finite volume scheme, but it does not affect the next steps. Moreover, a compression scheme for finite
difference methods is obtained analogously by taking suitable limits in the choice of basis functions in the distributional

sense.
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A weak form of (15) is derived as usual by multiplication with a test function and integration over the whole domain. We
make the ansatz

N
= Z ai:l.m(t)(f)i(xv 8)1

so that we have to solve for the N x (L + 1) unknowns o;.;,,(t). For the numbering of the unknowns, we introduce the mapping
7 N x{0,...,L} x {-L,...,L} = N,

16
(i,L,m)—i(L+ 1)+ P +1+m, (18)

which is a bijection for —I < m < I. More general mappings of the form (i,l,m)+— i(L + 1)? + 1(I,m) for a bijection x from
admissible values for I, m into the set {0,...,(L+1)?> — 1} such as x(l,m) = 2 + [+ m can also be used.

Slmllar to finite element and finite volume methods, we define the matrix valued bilinear mapping w:U x V —
R(LH x(L+1)? by

0 AV m ¢ m’;ou
(w(ep, y)) ) = / |:8(l/')5”, mm,+Za -(va(f)+F P) Zbl Fhﬁd+z_§l t

rm I I

=Y s e F hw,,,t)] y dxde, an

I'm:y

where the integration is carried out over the simulation domain. Depending on the actual discretization method, the integral
terms may be rearranged using integration by parts, but this does not affect the following arguments. In the above definition
of the bilinear mapping, the time derivative may be discretized by a backward Euler scheme or omitted when considering
steady states.

With the numbering (16), the system matrix for the discrete system is given by

W((pl’XI) W(‘Pz»)ﬁ) W((Pvil)

W(Q1, 02) WPy 0a) - WPy, o)
S= ) ) , , ; (18)

W(Q, ) W@y xn) - W(On: )

which is the common matrix structure for Galerkin methods such as the finite element method. Moreover, the sparsity of S
becomes now apparent: If there is no common support of ¢; and ; (taking into account shifts by +hw,, along the energy axis
coming from the scattering operator), the full block w(¢j;, x;) vanishes, see (17). Note that, in general, w(¢;, %;) # w(¢j, x;) and
therefore S is not symmetric, which must be taken into account for the selection of a proper linear solver.

For a complexity analysis, we introduce the following notation.

Definition 1. Given a triangulation 7 and trial and test spaces U, V with basis (¢)V, and (3)¥

i_1, Tespectively, we define the
sparsity indicator

Csparse = E{rpax Hoe{py,....,on} Axe) €G = @y#0o0rIn : @x,e+hw,)y 0}
where the notation |A| denotes the number of elements of the set A and G is the simulation domain in the (x,¢)-space.
From the definition of Csparse We directly see that there are at most Cparse blocks in each row of the block structure (18) of
the system matrix S. In the following we assume that the triangulations are sufficiently regular such that Cp,rse does not
increase when the mesh is refined. With Landau’s notation, we assume that Csparse = O(1). This allows us to show the follow-
ing statement about memory requirements.

Theorem 3. Assume spherical energy bands, a spherical harmonics expansion up to degree L and a discretization of the (x, ¢)-
domain using N degrees of freedom. Then it holds:

1. A straightforward assembly of the matrix S, defined in (18), needs a storage of CsparseN(L + 1)* entries.
2. There exists an assembly of S needing a storage of 11CsparseN (L + 1) entries only.

Proof. The matrix S is of size N(L + 1) x N(L + 1). In each of the N rows of the block structure (18) there are at most Csparse
blocks. Each block is of dimension (L+1)* x (L +1)% hence there are at most CsparseN(L + 1)* nonzero entries in S, which
proves the first statement. Since each block in the block structure is sparse due to Theorem 2, 9 and 10, each block carries
at most 11(L + 1)? nonzero entries, thus there are in fact at most 11CsparseN(L + 1)? nonzero entries in S. [
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Jungemann et al. [27] observed that the expansion order L has to be at least three to five in order to obtain good results
for e.g. electron velocities in a silicon bipolar transistor. In [26] expansions up to order nine have been compared for a
n*nn* diode including magnetic fields. For such a high-order simulation with L=9, a straightforward assembly leads to
10,000CparseN entries, whereas the number of nonzero entries is at most 1,100CsparseN entries, thus more than 90% of the
memory is wasted in a straightforward assembly.

Even though a careful assembly reduces the required memory at L =9 by an order of magnitude, total memory require-
ments of 11CsparseN(L + 1)? entries are still considerable. Compared to a finite element or finite volume scheme for the Pois-
son equation with memory requirements CsparseN, the coupling between the expansion coefficients in the SHE equations
requires memory of an additional factor 11(L + 1)2. For a high-order expansion such as L =9, this additional factor is 1100.
This leads to huge memory requirements for two-dimensional devices and has rendered the simulation of three-dimensional
devices using a higher-order SHE model impossible so far.

In the following, we derive a matrix compression scheme that requires much less memory. Writing “z s Fm and F(x) in
components,

(@) (B, Fi(x)
ai,};n, = (a;i;;ﬂ,)z ’ bl,mJ’,m/ = (bl .m’) ’ F(X) = FZ (X) s
(af‘}vT/)3 (blm )3 F3(X)

a rearrangement of (17) leads to the following nine integrals

3
(WP, 1)) citmy st ) _5”/6,,7,,1,/ o /dxds+2/ sl Moty dxde — > /sfr;”n‘“q)x & ¥ hoy, t)ydxde+ >
p=1

I m I'm'n
m, " 0 ov "
s, [ (020 r, 20 ydxde =" S b )y | Fo g 2. (19)
I'm ( ) oe p=1 I'm |<|

The crucial observation is that after substitution of the scattering terms (9) and (10) into (19), all summands are products in
which one factor only depends on I, m, I' and m’, and the other factor involves the integrals and depends only on the indices of
¢j and y;. In particular, the full system matrix (18) can be written as

9
$=Y Q@R (20)
i1
where ® denotes the Kronecker product (cf. Appendix A for the definition). The spatial discretization matrices Qy, ..., Qg are
given by
op;
Q)= WXi dxde, (21)
1
Q)i = Yoo /20,0(8 F hay)cy (e, & £ hoy) @y, dxde, (22)
1
Q3);; = Yoo /Zo‘ocﬂ(e + hay, €)@;(x, & £ hay, t) y; dxde, (23)
0Q; ovQ;
(0 :/{ %1 +Fpa— 7 2 dxde, p=4,5,6, (24)
Qp);; /F,, 4h|k| yidxde, p=7,8,9, (25)
and the coupling matrices Ry, ..., Ry by
(Rl)klm k(' m) _éll’bmm’ (26)
(R2) ) sty = O Omam (27)
(R3)h Lm) k(' m') — 5!1’5mm’51/ 06m 0, (28)
( P)hlm Kl m (afnzn’)p73> p :47576a (29)
(R, P)h Lm), k(! ,m (bl " )p767 p=17,8.09. (30)
Hence, we can represent the full system matrix S, which has up to 11CspaseN (L + 1)? nonzero entries, by nine matrices Qs, .. .,
Qo (with at most CgparseN e€ntries each) and nine matrices Ry, . .., Ro (with at most 4(L + 1)? entries each due to the fact that for

given (I,m), each component of a’ M and bl ™ couples with at most four other pairs (I',m’)). Since the matrices R;, R, and R;
do not need to be stored at all, we can store S in a compressed form using 24(L + 1)? + 9CsparseN entries only. As (L + 1)? is for
two- and three-dimensional devices typically much smaller than the degree of freedom N, the total memory requirements
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for S can be reduced down to the order 9CsparseN = O(N). This leads to the situation that the number of unknowns N(L + 1)%is
the only limitation with respect to memory for high-order expansions. Even in the case of very high-order expansions such
as L =19, still 312,500 grid nodes can be used in (x,&)-space in order to fit all unknowns into one gigabyte of memory in dou-
ble precision.

5. Non-spherical energy bands

The matrix compression described in the previous section relies on the factorizations (13) and (14) of the coupling terms
v, m ™ (&) and F' ™ (&), whose factors depend on the energy or on the indices I, m, I' and m'. Moreover, it was used that the
expansion coefﬁc1ents Z;m in (11) vanish for nonzero I or m using spherical energy bands. However, in the case of non-spher-
ical energy bands, the velocity and the modulus of the wave vector as well as the generalized density of states depend on the
energy and on the angles.

In order to decouple the radial (energy) contributions from the angular ones, we perform a spherical projection up to or-
der L' of the coupling terms by approximating

U I

V(e 0,0)~ > > V(&)Y (0,9), (31)
e
", m”
R0 9 7l ;} m;[/,r &)Yy o (0,0), (32)

where the expansion coefficients are given for ¢ > 0 by

v (g) = / v(&,0,0)Yp (0, 0)dQ

o 1
e = / a0 gy Vo (0 @40

For simplicity, the expansion order L’ is the same for both vl ™ and l"l ™ It depends on the complexity of the band structure;
values of L’ = 4 have been reported to yield a good approx1mat10n of the non-spherical energy bands of interest [28].

The expansion order of the generalized density of states Z, which is also assumed to be equal to L’ for simplicity, is implic-
itly coupled to the expansion order L of the distribution function by (9). Thus, even if Z is expanded up to order L' > L, only
expansion terms up to order L can be considered. For this reason we assume in the following that L > L.

Substitution of the expansions (31) and (32) into (7) and (8) yields

Lm Ll mr?

oy " oY 1 9aY, " m '
I'm I m I, I, LAl m I'm
Lim =177 (@) / (W“ * 5o a—J%> Yim Yo dQ =T @b

v = /Y,mY, w Yo dQ = 2 (&)l ™

so that we obtain in both cases a sum of (L’ + 1)? decoupled terms. This is in contrast to the case of spherical energy bands,
where the sum degenerates to a single term. Repeating the steps from the previous section, the system matrix S can be writ-
ten similar to (20) in the form

2+(L+1)24+6(L'+1)?
s= Y Q&R (33)
i=1
The coupling matrices Rs, ..., Ry, ., arising from the in-scattering term consist of a single entry only. For coupling matrices

involving a with row indices x(l,m) and column indices «(I',m’) for each pair (I”,m"), the entries are directly obtained

I” m"?

from the Wigner 3jm-symbols, cf. Appendix C. The sparsity of the coupling matrices, arising from plm in the same way as

[ml”m’

for a,_;n:,/,_m,/, is not clear at present, but we presume that the structure is similar. Since the total memory required for the cou-

m

pling matrices induced by bf,;”, is still negligible even if they are dense, we assume for simplicity dense spherical harmon-
ics coupling matrices, so (L + 1)* memory is required for each. With this, the system matrix can be stored using at most

24+ @+ 17 46+ 1] [(L+1)* + CoarseN] = O(L” + L) (L* +N)) (34)

matrix entries. With L* < Nand L ~ I’ > 3 in typical applications, the total memory requirements for the system matrix are
roughly 7(L + 1)2CsparseN, which is at first sight similar to the memory requirements for the uncompressed system matrix for
spherical energy bands, cf. Theorem 3. However, due to symmetries present in non-spherical energy bands, several coupling
coefficients vanish [28]. As a consequence, the estimate 7(L' + 1)*CyparseN considerably overestimates the true memory
requirements, and the proposed scheme still results in significant savings compared to setting up the full system matrix.
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6. Stabilization schemes

Due to the strong gradients in the distribution function and the large numerical range of values, spurious oscillations in
the numerical approximation show up if no stabilization scheme is applied [27,4]. For very small devices, a combination of
staggered grids, the maximum entropy dissipation scheme (MEDS) [21] and the H-transform [9] was reported by Hong et al.
[26] to yield stable numerical results. In the following we extend our matrix compression scheme such that it can be used
with these stabilization schemes.

For staggered grids, unknowns associated with spherical harmonics of even order are associated with different basis than
unknowns associated with odd order spherical harmonics. Consequently, for the N**" even order unknowns we select a

Neve Nev

space of trial functions UV*" with basis (¢§'e");_; " and a space of test functions Ve*" with basis ( AN “ . similarly, a space

of trial functions U°% with basis ()" and a space of test functions V°% with basis (X]Pdd)j"vjd is chosen for the N°4 odd
order unknowns. The total trial space is U= U®*" @ U°4? and the test space V= VeVe" @ °dd,

Moreover, we first enumerate the even order unknowns and test functions and then the odd order unknowns and test
functions. Unknowns associated with the same trial function are enumerated consecutively similar to (16). Repeating the
steps in Section 4, the full system matrix S can be written in the block-structure

ee e0 p .ee Ree :EO R{?O
S (e o) "2l aronme arome) (35)
D) = \Q " oR* QR

The even-to-even coupling matrix $*¢ and the odd-to-odd coupling matrix $°° are square matrices and determined according
to Theorem 1 or Theorem 2 only by the projected time derivative dg; /0t and the projected scattering operator Q;,{g}. The
even-to-odd coupling matrix S$°° is non-square and determined by the free-streaming operator with sparsity pattern given by
Theorem 2. The odd-to-even coupling matrix $°¢ is also non-square and determined by the free-streaming operator and for
non-spherical bands also by the scattering operator Q;,{g}, cf. (9).

The spatial matrices Q{°, Q;°, Q;° and Q;° in (35) are obtained by evaluating the underlying bilinear mapping for a basis
of trial functions from U®'*" and U°% and a basis of test functions from V'™ and V°%¢ respectively. Similarly, the spherical
coupling matrices R*, R{°, R{° and R{° are obtained by taking only the rows and columns of R; that correspond to even or
odd harmonics respectively.

Since the coupling structure of the scattering operator is explicitly given in (9) and (10), the structure of §°¢ and $°° is as
follows:

Theorem 4. For spherical harmonics expansions in steady state, the following statements for staggered grids hold true:

1. The matrix S$°° is diagonal.
2. For spherical energy bands without considering inelastic scattering, $°¢ is also diagonal.

This structural information is very important for the construction of solution schemes in the next section.
To employ the H-transform, variables are changed from (x,¢) to (X, H) by the transformation

X=x H=c¢+q)x),

where  denotes the electrostatic potential and q is the charge of the carriers (negative for electrons, positive for holes).
Since this transformation effects only the (x, ¢)-space, the decouplings (13) and (14) are unchanged and the proposed matrix
compression scheme can be applied. Clearly, the expressions (21)-(25) for the spatial matrices Q; have to be adapted due to
the application of the H-transform, but can be derived in analogy to the derivation in Section 4.

Similarly, an application of MEDS modifies the odd order equations only and does not interfere with the decoupling given
by (13) and (14). Thus, the entries in Q{° and Q{° as in (35) are modified, but the matrix compression scheme can be applied
without additional difficulties.

7. Boundary conditions

So far we have considered the discretization of the resulting system of partial differential equations in the interior of the
simulation domain. At the boundary, suitable conditions need to be imposed and incorporated into the proposed compres-
sion scheme.

At all non-contact boundaries, homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions are imposed [4,27,26], which can be directly
included in the proposed compression scheme, because no additional boundary terms appear on non-contact boundaries if
the weak formulation (17) is integrated by parts. Using a box discretization scheme, this means that box contributions out-
side the simulation domain are simply ignored.

At the contact boundaries, two different types of boundary conditions are typically imposed. The first type are Dirichlet
boundary conditions [4], where the distribution function is set to a Maxwell distribution. Hence, the generalized energy dis-
tribution function gy is set according to (1) and (2), while g, is set to zero at the contact for (I,m) # (0,0). This it either
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enforced by replacing the corresponding matrix row with unity in the diagonal and zeros elsewhere, and setting the appro-
priate value at the load vector, or by directly absorbing the known values to the load vector. For the proposed compression
scheme, the second way is of advantage, because in that case boundary conditions do not alter the matrix structure.

The second type of contact boundary conditions is a Robin-type generation/recombination process [27]

Yun(£) = S = ZT:(.)m@) ()

where f°*4 denotes the equilibrium Maxwell distribution, or, similar in structure, a surface generation process of the form [26]
s = [f(k)o(v-n)+ f(K)o(~v-m)]v-n,

where 0 denotes the step function and n is the unit surface normal vector pointing into the device. This type of boundary
conditions leads to additional entries in the system matrix due to the additional surface boundary integrals, hence the com-
pressed matrix scheme has to account for them. We propose to write the system matrix in the form

S — Sinner + Scontact7 (36)

where ™ contains the discretized equations for all interior points as given by (20), (33) or (35), and §°°"%¢¢ consists of the
discretized contact boundary terms. Since the number of contact boundary points is much smaller than the total number of
grid points N, the sparse matrix $°°™* can be set up without compression scheme and the additional memory requirements
are negligible.

The additional matrix $°™#* in (36) can be easily included in the following derivations, especially since it can be written
as a sum of Kronecker products again, as one can easily verify. Therefore, Dirichlet boundary conditions are considered in the
following for reasons of clarity.

8. Solution of the linear system

The matrix compression scheme introduced in the previous sections is of use only if the resulting scheme can be solved
without recovering the full matrix again. Such a reconstruction is, in principle, necessary if direct solvers such as the Gauss
algorithm are used, because the matrix structure is altered in a way that destroys the block structure. For many popular iter-
ative solvers from the family of Krylov methods, it is usually sufficient to provide matrix-vector multiplications. Conse-
quently, we first discuss methods to compute the matrix-vector product Sx for a given vector x in the case that the
system matrix § is given in the compressed form

p
S=> Q@R
i=1

The number of summands p and the entries of Q; and R; depend on the underlying band structure and discretization schemes
as discussed in the previous sections.

It is well known that a row-by-row reconstruction of the compressed matrix S is not efficient. Therefore, we decompose
the vector x into N blocks of size (L + 1)? by

X1 N
x=| [ =) eax, (37)
j=1
XN

where ¢; is the jth column vector of the identity matrix. The matrix-vector product can now be written as

p N
SX[ZQI-@R,' Zej‘@Xj
i=1 Jj=1

The product Qe; is simply the jth column of Q; with, say, Csparse €ntries on average. The computation of Rix; requires roughly
4(L + 1)* additions and multiplications. Building the Kronecker product of the intermediate vectors Q; and Rx; and adding
nonzero entries to the resulting vector requires Csparse(L + 1)* operations for each index pair (i,j). Thus, O((4 + Coparse)PNL?) =~
O(Cspa,-sepNLz) additions and multiplications are needed in total, since in typical situations Csparse > 4.

For spherical energy bands (p = 9), the matrix-vector multiplication requires slightly less computational effort than the
uncompressed case, where the scalar prefactor is 11. Thus, the proposed matrix compression reduces both the computational
effort and memory requirements. Non-spherical bands lead to larger values of p as discussed in Section 5, thus leading to a
higher computational effort for the matrix-vector multiplications compared to the uncompressed case. Nevertheless, the
additional computational effort is increased only moderately, while the memory requirements are significantly reduced.

Due to the coupling structure, recent publications report the elimination of odd order unknowns in a preprocessing step
[27,26]. Moreover, it has been shown that for a first-order expansion the system matrix after elimination of odd order un-

N
(Qi€) ® (Rix;).
-1

J
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knowns is an M-matrix [26]. Furthermore, numerical experiments indicate a considerable improvement in the convergence
of iterative solvers.

For a matrix structure as given by (35), a direct elimination of odd order unknowns would destroy the representation of
the system matrix S as a sum of Kronecker products. Writing the system as

gee  geo ge re
Sg = = 38
5= (o o) ()= () >

with the vector of unknowns g split into g° and g* as unknowns associated with even and odd order harmonics respectively
and analogously for the right hand side vector r, the elimination of odd order unknowns is carried out using the Schur
complement:

(See o SeO(SOO)—lsoe)ge —re_ SEO(SOO)JrO. (39)

Since $°° is according to Theorem 4 a diagonal matrix, the inverse is directly available. The other matrix-vector products are
carried out as discussed in the beginning of this section.

In contrast to a matrix-vector multiplication with the full system matrix S, where the proposed matrix compression
scheme requires approximately the same computational effort, a matrix-vector multiplication with the condensed matrix
(8°¢ — §°°(5°°)~15°¢) is more expensive than a matrix-vector multiplication with a fully set up condensed matrix. To estimate
the additional effort, we assume that the number of even spherical harmonics is equal to the number of odd spherical har-
monics and is given by (L + 1)?/2, which is a good approximation for L > 5. Since §° is diagonal or at least close to diagonal,
the most computational effort is needed for the computation of §°°(§°°)~! §°g®. Neglecting the cost of inverting the diagonal
matrix $°°, the operation boils down to the computation of two matrix-vector products. Summing up, a runtime penalty for
matrix vector multiplication of a factor slightly above two is expected.

The total memory needed for the SHE equations is essentially given by the memory required for the unknowns, which
adds another perspective on the selection of the iterative solver. From (17) we see that the system matrix S is not symmetric,
since anT # Ffmm Moreover, numerical experiments indicate that the matrix S is indefinite, thus many popular solvers can-
not be used. A popular solver for indefinite problems is GMRES [29,30]. It is typically restarted after, say, s steps, denoted by
GMRES (s). This method was used in recent publications on SHE simulations [27,26]. For a system with N’ unknowns, the
memory required during the solution process is O(sN'). In typical applications, in which the system matrix is uncompressed,
this additional memory is approximately the amount of memory needed for the storage of the system matrix; thus, it is not a
major concern. However, using the proposed matrix compression scheme, the memory needed for the unknowns is domi-
nant, so the additional memory for GMRES (s) directly pushes the overall memory requirements from O(NL?) to O(sNL?).
The number of steps s is typically chosen between 20 and 30 as smaller values may lead to smaller convergence rates or
the solver may even fail to converge within a reasonable number of iterations. Hence, we conclude that GMRES (s) might
be too expensive for SHE simulations. Instead, iterative solvers with smaller memory consumption such as BiCGStab [31]
should be used.

9. Numerical results

In the preceding sections we have derived asymptotic memory requirements for large expansion orders L and high num-
bers of spatial degrees of freedom N with L? < N. In this section we report the CPU times observed from our in-house SHE
simulator running on a single core of a machine with a Core 2 Quad 9550 CPU.

All simulations were carried out for a stationary two-dimensional device on a regular staggered grid with 5 x 50 x 50
nodes in (x,H)-space for various expansion orders. We assumed spherical energy bands and applied the H-transform and
MEDS for stabilization. A fixed potential distribution was applied to the device to obtain comparable results. For self-consis-
tency with the Poisson equation using a Newton scheme, similar results can in principle be obtained by application of the
matrix compression scheme to the Jacobian.

Table 1
Memory requirements for the uncompressed and the compressed system matrix compared to the memory needed
for the unknowns for different expansion orders L on a grid in the three-dimensional (x,H)-space with 5 x 50 x 50

nodes.
L s QiR Unknowns
1 3.7 MB 4.7 MB 0.2 MB
3 28.4 MB 4.7 MB 1.4 MB
5 83.1 MB 4.7 MB 3.5MB
7 168 MB 4.8 MB 6.6 MB
9 263 MB 4.8 MB 10.7 MB
11 470 MB 4.8 MB 15.7 MB
13 709 MB 4.9 MB 21.6 MB
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Fig. 1. Memory used for the uncompressed and the compressed system matrix for different expansion orders L on a three-dimensional (x,H)-grid with
12.500 nodes.

First we compared memory requirements for the storage of the system matrix. We extracted the total number of entries
stored in the matrix, multiplied by three to account for row and column indices and assumed 8 bytes per entry. In this way,
the influence of different sparse matrix storage schemes is eliminated. The results in Table 1 and Fig. 1 clearly demonstrate
the asymptotic advantage of our approach: While no savings are observed at L = 1, memory savings of a factor of 18 are ob-
tained already at an expansion order of L = 5. At L = 13, this factor grows to 145. In particular, the memory requirement for
the matrix compression scheme shows only a weak dependence on L and is determined only by the additional memory
needed for the coupling matrices R; in (26)-(30). With increasing expansion order L, the additional memory requirements
for the compressed scheme grow quadratically with L (because there are (L + 1)? spherical harmonics of degree smaller or
equal to L), but even at L = 13 the additional memory compared to L = 1 is less than one megabyte. Consequently, the mem-
ory used for the unknowns dominates even for moderate values of L, cf. Fig. 2.

In order to quantify the impact of the matrix compression on the runtime performance of iterative solvers, execution
times for the matrix-vector multiplications are compared in Fig. 3. Execution times for the full system matrix and the con-
densed system matrix, where unknowns associated with odd order spherical harmonics have been eliminated, are depicted.
For the lowest expansion order L = 1, matrix compression does not pay off, the execution times are by a factor of two larger.
This is due to the additional structural overhead of the compressed scheme at expansion order L = 1, where no compression
effect occurs. However, for larger values of L, the matrix compression scheme leads to faster matrix-vector multiplications
with the full system of linear equations as predicted in Section 8. The predicted asymptotic performance gain of a factor
slightly above one can readily be seen.

Comparing execution times for the condensed system, where odd order unknowns have been eliminated in a preprocess-
ing step, the runtime penalty for matrix-vector multiplication is a factor of 15 at L = 1, but in this case there is no compres-
sion effect anyway. At L =5, the runtime penalty is only a factor of three and drops to slightly above two at L =13.

As discussed in Section 8, GMRES leads to higher memory requirements than many other Krylov methods such as BiCG-
Stab. A comparison of additional memory required by GMRES (50), GMRES (30), GMRES (10) and BiCGStab is shown in Table 2
and Fig. 4. For GMRES (s), our implementation used s + 1 auxiliary vectors of the same length as the vector of unknowns,
while BiCGStab uses six auxiliary vectors of that size. It can clearly be seen that the memory required by GMRES (50) is
by one order of magnitude larger than the memory needed for the compressed system (i.e. second and third column in Table
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0 Corrspressgd Schleme X

x -

1 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Expansion Order L
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Fig. 2. Memory used for the system matrix in relation to the total amount of memory used (i.e. system matrix, unknowns and right hand side vector).
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Fig. 3. Comparison of execution times (milliseconds) for matrix-vector multiplication at different expansion orders L for the fully set up system matrix and
the proposed compressed matrix scheme. Both the full system of linear equations and the condensed system with odd order unknowns eliminated in a
preprocessing step are compared.

Table 2
Additional memory requirements of the linear solvers GMRES (s) with different values of s and BiCGStab compared to the memory needed for the unknowns.
L GMRES (50) GMRES (30) GMRES (10) BiCGStab Unknowns
1 10.2 MB 6.2 MB 2.2 MB 1.2 MB 0.2 MB
3 71.4 MB 43.4 MB 15.4 MB 8.4 MB 1.4 MB
5 178.5 MB 108.5 MB 38.5 MB 21.0 MB 3.5 MB
7 336.6 MB 204.7 MB 72.6 MB 39.6 MB 6.6 MB
9 545.7 MB 331.7 MB 117.7 MB 64.2 MB 10.7 MB
11 800.7 MB 486.7 MB 172.7 MB 93.5 MB 15.7 MB
13 1101.6 MB 669.6 MB 237.6 MB 129.6 MB 21.6 MB
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Fig. 4. Additional memory requirements of the linear solvers GMRES (s) with different values of s and BiCGStab compared to the memory needed for the
unknowns.

1) and BiCGStab. On the other hand, without system matrix compression, the additional memory needed by GMRES (50) is
comparable to the memory needed for the system matrix and is thus less of a concern.

The convergence of iterative solvers strongly depends on the condition number of the system matrix, which can be sub-
stantially improved by preconditioners. Recent publications on SHE [27,17] used a black-box incomplete LU factorization
preconditioner with threshold (ILUT), which requires approximately the same amount of memory than the full system ma-
trix and is thus not attractive for the proposed approach. On the other hand, simpler preconditioners such as a diagonal or a
Jacobi preconditioner do not lead to convergence even for devices under moderate bias. Thus, the construction of good pre-
conditioners taking the structural information in the proposed matrix compression scheme into account is recognized but
postponed to future work.

10. Conclusions

We investigated the coupling structure of the SHE equations and showed the weak coupling of the expansion coefficients.
This guarantees that the total memory requirements for the storage of the system matrix, obtained from a discretization
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with N degrees of freedom in (x, ¢)-space and SHE order L, is of order @(NL?) in contrast to O(NL*) that would be required for a
dense coupling. Since L > 5 is often used in order to obtain accurate results, the memory savings are significant compared to
straightforward implementations.

The matrix compression scheme presented in this work further reduces the memory requirements for the system ma-
trix from order O(NL*) to O(N + L?) at only slightly increased execution times for matrix-vector multiplications. While
the huge memory requirements for the storage of the full system matrix prohibited the simulation of three-dimensional
devices so far, our proposed scheme paves the way for such simulations even for sufficiently large expansion order L.
Assuming a 50 x 50 x 50 x 50 grid in (x,H)-space for the simulation of a three-dimensional device, approximately
400 MB of memory is required at lowest expansion order L=1 for the storage of the unknowns only. This amount is
proportional to (L + 1)?, hence with expansion order L =9, roughly 10 GB of memory is needed for the storage of the un-
knowns only. Using the proposed matrix compression scheme and BiCGStab as linear solver, this would result in a total
memory footprint of around 60 GB, which is already available on high-end workstations today. Without matrix compres-
sion scheme, the memory needed for the system matrix would then be approximately 1 TB, which is certainly out of
reach on mainstream computers.

The proposed compressed matrix scheme is attractive for parallel computing architectures. While most sparse matrix—
vector multiplications are memory-bandwidth limited on modern computers, the proposed matrix compression scheme
is much more limited by the computational speed. Therefore, we expect that matrix-vector multiplications can considerably
benefit from parallel architectures such as multi-core CPUs and GPUs. This would result in higher speed compared to the full
system matrix setting due to the lower requirements on memory bandwidth.

Furthermore, we showed that the memory requirements of the chosen linear solver affects the total memory footprint for
SHE simulations using the proposed matrix compression scheme much more than in cases where the full matrix is set up. A
comparison between GMRES and BiCGStab shows that a careless choice can increase the total memory consumption by up to
an order of magnitude.

The proposed scheme can be extended to Jacobian matrices arising from couplings of the BTE with, e.g., Poisson’s equation
or from nonlinear iterations due to the inclusion of the Pauli principle. Unfortunately, this further complicates the design of
suitable preconditioners for iterative solvers, which is the subject of future work.
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Appendix A. The Kronecker product

For matrices Q = (Q,»j)?fj] € R™™ and R € RP*9, the Kronecker product is defined as the block matrix

QiR QiR ... QniR QR
QR QR ... QyniR QR
Q®R: c RWPxma
Qn—l,lR Qn—l,ZR cee Qn—l.m—lR Qn—],mR
Qn.lR Qn,ZR s Qn,m—lR Qn.mR

The Kronecker product is bilinear and associative, but not commutative. Moreover, if the matrices Q, R, S and T are such that
the products QS and R T can be formed, there holds

QeR)(S=T) = (QS) = ().

Appendix B. Sparsity of coupling coefficients

' To prove the sparsity of #};" and I'|;"" as stated in Theorem 2, it is sufficient to prove the sparsity for the integrals ;™ and
b};™ as defined in (13) and (14). ,

We give a proof for the first components (am’)] and (bf_y;,’f’)1 only, the proof for the second and third components follows
the same arguments and is thus omitted. The spherical harmonics are given by

cos(mg), m>0,
Yim(0, ) = NiwP™ (cos 0) x { 1, m=0,
sin(mep), m<O0,
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where N;,, denotes a suitable normalization constant and P}"" is an associated Legendre function. The recurrence relations
used in the following may slightly differ from those given by other authors due to the deliberate choice of an additional
phase factor (—1)™ in the definition of Y.

Substitution of the definition of spherical harmonics and splitting the integral leads to

. o cos(mgp), m>0 cos(me), m >0
(@™, = NiwNy / P" (cos 0) sin® 0P}"(cos 0)d0 x / cos(¢) x { 1, m=0%x{1, m =0 }de.
0 0 sin(mp), m<0 sin(m'ep), m' <0

The orthogonality of trigonometric functions shows that (ai:;;”')l vanishes if m’ # m + 1. Thus, it is sufficient to consider the
casem'=m=1.
First, let |m’| = |m| — 1. Then we write

Im

e 1
(@) = At m /0 P" (cos 0) sin” 0"~ (cos 0)d0 = A / ] P (w1 = ) 2P (pydp,

with a constant A, ,,y ,, depending on I, m, I' and m'. The recurrence relation

(L+m)Py (1) = (1= i) 2P () + (1 — m) P} () (B.1)

for associated Legendre functions yields

.1
(@)1 = At / [ my = DR o) = 4= - )P [P dpe
Using the recurrence relation
QL+ DpPl () = (1= m+ 1P () + (L+m)PE 4 (1) (B.2)
for the second term, we obtain

' 1 mi— [—|m|+1 m m|— m|—
@ = A [ [0 im0 0 = SR (0 im0 )+ 0 = PP )P

[—|m|l+1
=Aimimw {(l +m| = 1)d, 4y - %

(= Iml+ 20+ 0 Il = 1)
Therefore, in view of the orthogonality of associated Legendre functions, we have (am“)1 =0forl'#1+1.
Next, we consider the case |m'| = |m| + 1. Then

Im

T 1
@my, = B"m",'m’/o P" (cos 0) sin® 0P)"*" (cos 0)d0 = By ;¢ /] P ()1 = p2) 2P (ydp,

with a constant B,y depending on [, m, I' and m'. Arguing similarly as above, we conclude that I' =1+ 1 is required for non-
zero (a™),.

For the term (af/n’f') one finds that nonzero values are obtained only if I € {I — 1,I+ 1} and m’ € {—-m — 1,—m + 1}. The
coefficient (a ) vamshes except for ' e {Il-1,I+1}and m' =m.

The spar51ty of b, n " with respect to the indices m and m’ is proved in the same way as for a ". However, proving sparsity
with respect to the indices [ and I' is more cumbersome because of the derivatives in the mtegrands

First, let |m’| = |m| — 1. We have

. m
(bim )1 = Cimtw /0 {dPlézose) cos 0sin0 + [m|P/™ (cos 6)} P"""(cos 0)do

todp m 172 pmi-
= Cimt / 1 ["d—u(m““ — )" [mIP" () (1~ 42%) ”Z}P}/ Tdu

with some constant C; ;. Using the recursion formula

(1= ) L — e mipr, () - o

to resolve the derivative yields

(Bim' )1 = Cime / (1P 40) = (L m) P () + [mIP™ ) [ PP () (1 2™ d e
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To use the orthogonality of associated Legendre functions, the term (1 — u?)~'/? has to be eliminated and the upper index of

associated Legendre functions has to be equal. To this end, we employ the relation

MPT () = (1= m -+ 1)(1 = )PP () + Py ()
on the first term to obtain

(Ba"), = Come | (10— Im] + D™ () (1 = 22) = JmiP” () + ImIP ()| PP () (1 - 122) 7 e
Applying the recursion (B.2) to the first term and

(I m)(1 = 2) 2P () = Py () — Py (1)

to the remaining terms, we find that

- e = " I - I e
(bz_;n )1:Cl.ml’m’/ [( m|+ D = [m[ +2) pm- ) + (I—|m|+1)( +\m|)PL\1 m

20+ 1 1 20+ 1
+ m|(L+ [m| = HP" ! () [P (wydp

c I(l—|m|+1)(I—|m|+2) I(l—|m|+ 1)+ |m|) + 21+ 1)|m|(I+|m| — 1)
= Cimt 20+ 1 Opay + 20+ 1 Opqy|-

Thus, [ =1 £ 1 is required for nonvanishing (b;i;;”/),.
Next, let |m’| = |m| + 1. Starting from

o n m]|
(bm )] =Dy m /0 {dl’lc(lzosﬁ) cos 0sin0 — [m|P/" (cos 0)] P"*(cos 0)do

1 dpim! m ~ "
D [ { Lt )~ P (1 g ”z] PP

for some constant D,y ,,, we arrive similarly as above at

' m' ! m m m m -
(B ), = Dumesw [ (1P 00) = -5 ImDyap ) = im0 ] PP (1 = )
With the recurrence relation
(I m+ 1Pl (i) = (L= m + DP () + (1= 1) 2P ()
applied to the first and the second term we find that

1
rmy\ [ 2\1/2 ,, plm|+1 271/2 plm|+1
(b2), = Dunem [ 1 [7,“,“‘“(1 — )P () = (1= ) PP ()

I- ‘m| +1 'up\m\

+ll+\m|+1 I+1

(10~ 1P PP o 1 = ) g

The recurrence relations (B.2) applied to the first term and (B.1) applied to the last two terms yields

o1
) _ b = m pma L e mi+ 1 gy pimie
(bl,m )1 *Dl,m,l’.m’ [1 [l+|m\ +1 21+1 Pl+1 (M)+l+|m‘ +1 21+1 Pl—l (:u) Pl—l (:u)

l m|+1 m|+1 _ ! |- |m| ! S
[+ [m[+1 P (,LL)} Pl’ (gt =Dy L+ ‘7m| 1 (21 1 + ]>51+1'p + <m - 1)(),71_,/:|.

Summarizing, I' € {l - 1, l+ 1} and m’ € {m + 1,m — 1} is required for nonzero (bfi;,"f')].
The coefficient (b,m )2 requires '€ {I-1,I+1} and m’ e {~-m+1,-m -1} in order to have nonzero values, while
(bfm )3 # 0 requires I' € {l— 1,1+ 1} and m’ = m. Hence, the sparsity structure ofb is the same as that of af_y;,’,,”'.

Appendix C. Wigner 3jm symbols

The symbol
< N PR ) 1)
m; mp; ms

with parameters being either integers or half-integers is called a Wigner 3jm symbol arising in coupled angular momenta be-
tween two quantum systems. It is zero unless all of the following selection rules apply:
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1. my e {=li1l,-- li1l} mz2 € {=ljal,. . .lj=|} and m3 € {—[j3,. . .lja|},
2. my+my+ms=0,

3. 1 —Jl <z <jitia
The connection with spherical harmonics is the following:

/ Yiym, Vi, Y1, m, 2 = \/(2’1“)(2’2”)(2'3”) x (’1 b ’3> x ( bbb )
Q

47 0 0O m mp ms

where the left hand side is often termed Slater integral.
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