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Uniform Gaussian Laplacian
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1 ~1.0000 -0.5000 -0 -0.797% -0 -0.7071
0.0000 0.5000 00000 07979 0.0000 070671
1.0000 © ©
2 -1.0000 -0.7500 -o  ~1.5104 -0 ~1.8340
~0.5000 -0.2500 -0.9816 -0.4528 ~1.1269 -04198
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~0.7500 -0.6250 ~1.7479 -1.3439 =-23796 -1.6725
-0.5000 ~0.3750 ~1.0500 -0.7560 -1.2527 -0.8330
~0.2500 -0.1250 -0.5005 -0.2451 -0.5332 ~0.2334
00000 0.1250 00000 0245t  0.0000 02334
0.2500 0.3750 05005 07560 0.5332  0.8330
0.5000 06250 1.0500 1.3439  1.2527  1.6725
0.7500 08750 . 1.7479 21519 23796  3.0867
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