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Abstract

Considering the elastic scattering of two charged particles, we present two methods for numerically solving the generalized
Coulomb-corrected BERW formula with high accuracy across the entire energy spectrum. We illustrate these methods using p − α
scattering, employing a phenomenological p − α short-range interaction. Our results reproduce the phase shifts computed with the
Numerov method for all l = 0 and l = 1 channels. We also provide full access to the Python script used to obtain these results,
which can be readily applied to a wide range of core-fragment scattering problems in nuclear and atomic physics.

1. Introduction

The method of confining a scattering system dominated by
short-range interactions in a harmonic oscillator (HO) trap was
introduced by T. Busch, B.-G. Englert, K. Rzazewski, and M.
Wilkens [1]. To study the interaction of two cold atoms, the
authors related the scattering length in free space—where the
particles interact through a short-range Dirac delta-like poten-
tial—to the bound state energies of the same system confined in
a HO potential. This relationship became known as the Busch
or BERW formula. The BERW formula was later generalized to
connect trapped energies to the effective range expansion in free
space, rather than just the scattering length. It has been proven
for any short-ranged potential shape, not limited to Dirac deltas [2].
Finally, Suzuki et al. extended it to a scattering with an arbitrary
orbital angular momentum l [3].

While this approach has been successfully applied to several
other cold atom studies (see [4] for a review of recent advance-
ments), it naturally fits in nuclear physics in systems at unitar-
ity [5–10] and for EFT predictions [11]. In particular, in Pion-
less Effective Field Theory (/πEFT) the nucleon-nucleon inter-
action is represented by regularized Dirac deltas and its deriva-
tives, and therefore stands out as a particularly fitting theory for
the BERW approach. In /πEFT the BERW formula has been ap-
plied with success to two [12–14], three [15], four [16–18] and
five [19] nucleon systems at LO and at NLO. Moreover, the sys-
tematic errors arising from the small distance matching of the
wave functions in the BERW formula have also been addressed
by X. Zhang [20, 21].

Recently, P. Guo generalized the BERW formula to the case
of two charged particles interacting via the Coulomb force in
addition to a short-range interaction [22, 23]. Even in this case,
the relation between the free-space Coulomb phase shifts and
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the bound state energies of the trapped system can still be ex-
pressed in a closed formula. However, since the Hamiltonian
with both the Coulomb and the HO potential cannot be solved
analytically, the Coulomb and harmonic Green’s function GC,ω

must be numerically calculated by solving the Dyson equation.
The Dyson equation is a self-consistent equation that must be
solved either by inversion, by iteration, or perturbative expan-
sion.

Recently, Zhang et al. [24] applied perturbative expansion
to extract proton-proton s-wave phase shifts for the Minnesota
potential [25] as the short-range interaction of choice. By in-
cluding perturbative corrections up to eight order, they success-
fully reproduced the Minnesota phase shifts which were cal-
culated using the R-matrix method. However, they observed
convergence issues of the perturbative series once the bound
state energies of the trapped system passed the position of the
eigenenergies corresponding to non-interacting particles in the
HO trap. This inconvenience hinders the extraction of phase
shifts in certain energy regions.

In this paper, we propose two distinct numerical approaches
to solve the Dyson equation for the Coulomb and Coulomb-
plus-harmonic Green’s functions, GC and GC,ω. The first method
allows for an arbitrarily high number of iterations with con-
trolled numerical stability, while the second method involves
directly inverting the Dyson equation on a numerical grid. We
demonstrate both methods using a phenomenological N − α
potential [26] as our short-range interaction. The iterative ap-
proach faces similar convergence issues as the perturbative ex-
pansion. On the other hand, the matrix inversion offers a more
robust tool on how to extract the scattering phase shifts at an ar-
bitrary energy, except well-defined positions of discrete eigenen-
ergies of the non-interacting HO-trapped particles.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. In Sec. 2,
we show the relation between the free-space phase shifts and
the bound state energies in a HO trap for a system of charged

Preprint submitted to Physics Letters B October 4, 2024

ar
X

iv
:2

41
0.

02
60

2v
1 

 [
nu

cl
-t

h]
  3

 O
ct

 2
02

4



particles, and present the Dyson equations that yield GC and
GC,ω. In Sec. 3, we show our methods for solving numerically
the Dyson equation, and discuss the stability with respect to the
algorithms’ parameters. In Sec. 4, we apply the methods to p−
α scattering and discuss the results. Summary and conclusions
are presented in Sec. 5. In Appendix A access is given to the
Python script we used to perform our calculation, along with
proper documentation and a sample input.

2. Theoretical background

The scattering phase shifts of two particles in an artificial
trap satisfy the quantization condition [22–24]:

det
[
cot (δ(E)) − F trap(E)

]
= 0 (1)

where δ(E) is the scattering phase shift matrix diagonal in the
orbital angular momentum l and its third component m, while
F trap is a matrix depending on the geometry and dynamic prop-
erties of the trap.

Let us assume that we have a system of two particles with
charges q1 = Z1e and q2 = Z2e, which mutually interact through
a short-range potential Vs(r) and long-range Coulomb poten-
tial VC(r) = q1q2/r. By introducing a HO trapping potential
VHO(r) = 1

2µω
2r2 with an oscillator frequency ω, we discretize

the scattering continuum and give rise to a tower of infinite
bound states with energies E > 0. The Coulomb phase shifts
δC(E) can then be extracted from the calculated bound state en-
ergies using Eq. (1) with a proper form of F trap. In this specific
case [22–24]:

F trap(E) =
(
2µk2l+1C2

l (η)
)−1
×

× lim
r,r′→0

ℜ
(
GC

l (r, r′; E) −GC, ω
l (r, r′; E)

)
(rr′)l (2)

where r, r′ stand for the inter particle distance, µ is the reduced
mass, k =

√
2µE is the relative momentum,

Cl(η) =
2l

(2l + 1)!
|Γ (l + 1 + iη)| e−

π
2 η,

and η = q1q2µ/k is the dimensionless Sommerfeld parameter.
GC

l (r, r′) and GC, ω
l (r, r′) are the Green functions for the Hamil-

tonian with only Coulomb and Coulomb plus HO potential, re-
spectively.

Both Green functions satisfy the Dyson equation, here re-
ported in an integral form, as a second kind Fredholm equation:

GC
l (r, r′) = Gfree

l (r, r′) +
∫ +∞

0
dr′′ Gfree

l (r, r′′)K(r′′)GC
l (r′′, r′)

GC, ω
l (r, r′) = Gω

l (r, r′) +
∫ +∞

0
dr′′ Gω

l (r, r′′)K(r′′)GC, ω
l (r′′, r′)

(3)

where K(r′′) = r′′2VC(r′′) = q1q2r′′,

Gfree
l (r, r′; E) = −2µik jl (kr<) h(+)

l (kr>) (4)

is the free Green function, and

Gω
l (r, r′; E) =

= −
(rr′)−

3
2

ω

Γ
(

l
2 +

3
4 −

E
2ω

)
Γ
(
l + 3

2

) M E
2ω ,

l
2+

1
4
(µωr2

<)W E
2ω ,

l
2+

1
4
(µωr2

>)

(5)

is the trap Green function for the relative Hamiltonian without
the Coulomb potential. Here, r> (r<) is the greater (lesser) be-
tween (r, r′), jl(x) and h(+)

l (x) are the regular spherical Bessel
and Hankel functions, and Mκ,ν(x) and Wκ,ν(x) are the Whit-
taker functions. All in all, we can calculate the Coulomb phase
shift δC(E) of any system through Eqs. (1) and (2) by first solv-
ing Eqs. (3) for GC(r, r′; E) and GC,ω(r, r′; E).

3. Method

We consider two methods to calculate F trap through Eq. (2).
They differ in the implemented numerical techniques applied
to obtain GC

l (r, r′) and GC,ω
l (r, r′) as solutions of the Dyson

equations (3). The Green functions are calculated on a numer-
ical grid for r and r′ by fixing rmin as the starting point and

rmax = f · b as the endpoint. Here, b =
√

1
µω

is the length of
the harmonic oscillator trap, and f is a numerical factor. We di-
vide the interval [rmin, rmax] in N grid points with progressively
rising steps, such that

rn = rn−1 + hqn

where q is the incremental ratio and h is the step, fixed such that
rN = rmax. If q = 1, the N points are equidistant. The limit of
Eq. (2) is approximated as

ℜ
(
GC

l (rmin, rmin, E) −GC, ω
l (rmin, rmin, E)

)
(rmin)2l . (6)

On the grid {rn} the Green functions are simply represented
as the matrices

Gi j = G(ri, r j) (7)

and the Dyson equations become simple matrix equations

GC
l = Gfree

l +Gfree
l DKGC

l ,

GC,ω
l = Gω

l +Gω
l DKGC,ω

l , (8)

where bold letter denote a matrix, Ki j = δi jK(ri) and D is the
diagonal matrix of integration weights.

3.1. Successive approximation method with stabilization

The first numerical approach to solving Eqs. (3) is a two-
component process: (i) it self-consistently loops Dyson equa-
tions until a convergence criterion is achieved, and (ii) it stabi-
lizes the function numerically with a feedback mixing parame-
ter 0 < ϵ ≤ 1.
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The initial (m = 0) step starts by defining GC
l (0) = Gfree

l
and GC,ω

l (0) = Gω
l as the free and HO Green functions (matri-

ces) in the absence of the Coulomb interaction (Eqs. 5), respec-
tively. The first two steps (m = 1 and m = 2) are:

Iteration

GC
l (1) = Gfree

l +Gfree
l DKGC

l (0),

GC,ω
l (1) = Gω

l +Gω
l DKGC,ω

l (0),
Feedback mixing

GC
l (2) = ϵ GC

l (1) + (1 − ϵ)GC
l (0)

GC,ω
l (2) = ϵGC,ω

l (1) + (1 − ϵ)GC,ω
l (0) (9)

For the (2m + 1)th and (2m + 2)th steps one should replace
(0) → (2m), (1) → (2m + 1) and (2) → (2m + 2). We
establish that the convergence has been reached when∣∣∣∣Trace

(
D [G(2m + 1) −G(2m)]

)∣∣∣∣ < ∆
for both Green functions GC

l and GC,ω
l . In our calculations, the

numerical parameter ∆ is fixed to the value ∆ = 10−8. However,
the calculated phase shifts change by less than 1% when ∆ ≤
10−3. While checking for the convergence, we ignore the off-
diagonal points in calculated Green functions: if the limit in Eq.
(2) exists, it can be taken along the r = r′ diagonal. Once the
diagonal of both Green’s functions is converged, we can apply
Eq. (2) without further convergence demands elsewhere.

3.2. Direct method
A more direct approach to solve the Dyson equation, ap-

plicable when the problem size is not too large, is to solve it
through direct inversion. Given the matrix form of the Dyson
equations (8), the Green functions are obtained through matrix
inversion

GC
l =
(
1 −Wfree

l

)−1
Gfree

l ,

GC,ω
l =

(
1 −Wω

l

)−1
Gω

l , (10)

where

Wfree
l = Gfree

l DK ,

Wω
l = Gω

l DK . (11)

3.3. Numerical considerations
In the listed approaches, rmin represents a numerical param-

eter that should be selected to balance the accuracy of limit ap-
proximation in Eq. (6) and numerical precision. By decreasing
rmin, both the numerator and denominator in the limit acquire
small values. However, the GC

l (r, r′) and GC, ω
l (r, r′) separately

diverge for r, r′ → 0. This translates into relatively large but
similar Green function values in the numerator at the given rmin.
Eventually, by selecting too small rmin value, one encounters the
numerical issue with the floating point numbers subtraction and
a loss of numerical precision.

The Gamma function Γ (l/2 + 3/4 − E/2ω) in Gω
l (r, r′, E),

Eq. (5), has poles at E/ω = l + 3/2 + 2n, where n = 0, 1, 2, ....

In the very vicinity of these points, the iterative solution in the
successive approximation method does not converge, and in the
direct method, the 1 −Wω

l matrix can not be inverted to obtain
GC,ω

l solution.

4. Results

To demonstrate the applicability of our numerical methods,
we consider a two-body p − α scattering, where the α nucleus
is treated as a point-like particle. In our calculations we have
set the reduced mass to be µ = 4/5mN , where mN is the mass of
the nucleon, the mass parameter (ℏc)2/mN = 41.47 MeV fm2,
e2 = 1.44 MeV fm, rmin = 10−3 fm, and q = 1.025. If rmin ≤

10−4 fm, the ratio in Eq. (6) becomes numerically unstable and
our results rapidly deteriorate, while for 10−3 fm ≤ rmin ≤ 10−1

fm the extracted phase shifts are numerically stable and vary
by less than 1%. We find that once the successive approxi-
mation method converges, the corresponding phase shift values
are mostly identical to those extracted using the direct method.
Consequently, we will predominantly present the results ob-
tained using the direct method. Both approaches will be com-
pared in the last part of this section, where we will also com-
ment on the convergence issues of the successive approximation
method.

In the left panel of Fig. 1, we show stabilization of p-wave
phase shifts at different energies E, calculated using the direct
method and Eq. (1), with an increasing number of grid points
N and ω = 0.5 MeV. There is less than 1% change in the cal-
culated phase shift values by increasing N = 400 to N = 800.
The stabilization with increasing parameter f , which defines
the endpoint rmax in a numerical integration, is demonstrated in
the right panel of Fig. 1. If f ≥ 10, the accuracy of extracted
phase shifts remains below 1%, while f = 2 appears too low.

We test our methods by calculating scattering phase shifts
of a simple p − α phenomenological potential [26]

Vp−α(r) = (1 + β lll ·σσσ) V(r), (12)

where V(r) = V0 for r < a, V(r) = 0 for r > a, and the potential
parameters V0 = −33.0 MeV, a = 2.55 fm, β = 0.103 were
obtained from the fit to the experimental p − α phase shifts in
2S 1/2, 2P1/2, and 2P3/2 partial waves. We solve the two-body
Schrödinger equation with the Hamiltonian

H = Tk + Vp−α(r) +
2e2

r
+

1
2
µω2r2, (13)

where Tk is the relative kinetic energy, for the HO frequency
values 0.015 MeV ≤ ω ≤ 2.35 MeV, corresponding to the HO
trap length values 4.7 fm ≤ b ≤ 60 fm. We get the energies
of the three lowest bound states of the discretized continuum
E > 0. Finally, the phase shifts δC(E) are extracted for each
couple (E, ω) using the direct method outlined in Sec. 3, with
N = 400 grid points and f = 10.

In Fig. 2, we compare the p − α phase shifts extracted from
the three lowest HO trap energies to the phase shifts obtained
using the Numerov algorithm and matching the calculated scat-
tering wave function to the long-range Coulomb asymptotic.

3
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Figure 1: Sensitivity of the p− α phase shifts, calculated using the direct method and Eqs. (1) and (2), at different relative energies E to the numerical parameters N
and f . The HO trap frequency is ω = 0.5 MeV. Left panel: relative variation of δC(E) when the number of grid points changes between 20 ≤ N ≤ 400 with respect
to N = 800, while the endpoint is fixed at f = 10. Right panel: same as the left panel but with a fixed number of grid points N = 400 and with varying 2 ≤ f ≤ 15,
while the control phase shifts are computed with f = 20.
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Figure 2: The p − α s-wave 2S 1/2 (blue) and p-wave 2P1/2 (red), 2P3/2 (green)
phase shifts, for the potential in Eq. (12), displayed as a function of the relative
energy E. The circles, triangles, and squares represent the phase-shift values
extracted using the direct method from the HO trap energies corresponding to
the discretized continuum’s first, second, and third lowest state, respectively.
The solid line denotes phase shifts calculated in free space using the Numerov
method and matching at large distances the scattering wave function to the
Coulomb functions (no harmonic oscillator trap is involved).

For the HO trap frequencies ω ≲ 0.7 MeV (corresponding
to the HO trap length b ≳ 6 fm), the extracted p − α phase
shifts differ by less than 1% from the results of the Numerov
free-space calculations (solid lines). For larger ω, we observe
a systematic error introduced by the not sufficiently separated
p − α interaction range and size of the HO trap. This is es-
pecially visible in the figure for the 2P3/2 phase shifts around
E = 2.5 MeV, which are extracted using the discretized contin-
uum’s first (lowest) bound state (green dots). Here, the phase
shifts start to significantly deviate from the free-space results.
This systematic error can be either suppressed by using suffi-
ciently small HO trap frequencies ω or systematically removed
by subtracting residual HO trap dependencies as proposed for
the neutral particle scattering [20].

We demonstrate in Fig. 3 that the s- and p-wave p−α phase
shifts, which are obtained by solving Eqs. (1) and (2) using the
direct or successive approximation method, are in agreement.
However, we notice that the successive approximation method
is not always able to find the converged GC

l (r, r′) or GC, ω
l (r, r′)

solution. For GC
l (r, r′) and the p−α system, this happens at very

low energies where the Coulomb interaction dominates. For
GC, ω

l (r, r′), we observe convergence issues for positive phase
shift after the E/ω value passes the pole position introduced
in the corresponding Dyson equation by the Gamma function
in Gω

l (r, r′), Eq. (5). While approaching this region, the num-
ber of iterations necessary to obtain an accurate GC, ω

l solution
dramatically increases, and by passing the pole position the it-
erative series diverges. This is demonstrated by missing squares
for positive phase shifts in Fig. 3. The same convergence issue
was reported in Ref. [24] for the perturbative approach.

5. Conclusions

Using the HO trap technique, we proposed an efficient way
to extract free-space Coulomb phase shifts of two-charged-particle
elastic scattering with Coulomb and short-range interaction. We
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Figure 3: The s-wave (blue) and p-wave (red) p−α phase shifts are displayed as
a function of the relative energy E divided by the HO frequency ω. The phase
shifts are calculated using ω = 0.5 MeV, Eqs. (1) and (2), and the Coulomb and
HO plus Coulomb Green functions obtained using either direct (solid lines)
or successive approximation (squares) method. The vertical grey dotted lines
show the position of the poles in Gω

l (r, r′, E) Green function, Eq. (5), at E/ω =
l + 3/2 + 2n for l = 0, 1 and n ∈ N.

applied direct and successive approximation methods to numer-
ically solve the Dyson equation for Coulomb and Coulomb plus
HO trap Green functions. These solutions were then used to
connect the HO trap’s energy spectrum of two charged parti-
cles to the corresponding free-space Coulomb phase shifts.

We tested our methods by calculating p−α Coulomb phase
shifts. We observed that once the successive method converges,
both the direct and the successive approximation methods yield
almost identical results that change by less than 1% with the
proper selection of the numerical grid. The integral part of this
letter is the Python script, briefly introduced in Appendix A.
The script employs our methods and can be directly used to
calculate Coulomb phase shifts from HO trap energies.

We emphasize that the developed tools are general and can
be directly applied to study the elastic scattering of any charged
projectile and target. This does not necessarily involve only
particle-particle scattering but also the scattering of two com-
posite objects. For example, in Refs. [18, 19], the HO trap
technique without Coulomb was successfully applied to calcu-
late phase shifts in few-body systems.

Of particular importance is the application of the presented
methods in HO trap techniques involving coupled-channel and
inelastic scattering [27, 28]. This will be especially relevant in
future HO trap ab initio studies of few- and many-body nuclear
reactions, where multiple incoming and outgoing channels of
charged nuclei must often be considered to obtain a realistic
description of scattering dynamics.
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Appendix A

The Python script is available at [29] and is released un-
der the GNU General Public Licence [30]. The script uses
NumPy [31], SciPy [32], and MPMath [33] libraries.

The input is given either from a json file or in a shell-style
series of inputs. A detailed description of each input if found by
typing python3 busch coulomb.py -h in the shell input or
in the README documentation file. The dependence on the most
important input parameters are discussed throughout the paper,
in particular in Fig. 1. The method can be chosen between
successive approximation and direct inversion.

The script writes in output the phase shift and the effective
range expansion for each energy E and ω pair in input. We re-
mind that the effective range expansion in presence of Coulomb
interaction is [34]:

k2l+1C2
l (η)
cot δl +

2η h(η)
C2

0(η)

 = − 1
al
+

1
2

rlk2 −
1
4

P(0)
l k4 + . . . ,

where al is the scattering length, rl is the effecting range, P(n)
l

are the shape parameters,

h(η) =
ψ(1 + iη) + ψ(1 − iη)

2
− ln η

and ψ(z) = d
dz lnΓ(z) being the logarithmic derivative of the

Gamma function. The extraction of the scattering parameters
al and rl is supposed to be performed separately by the user.
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