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A modified effective-range theory (MERT) was introduced previously to describe the scattering of a
charged particle by a neutral polarizable system. The long-range components of the resultant effective one-
body (generalized optical-model) potential, which cause the phase shift to have a rapidly varying energy
dependence, are taken account of exactly by solving a one-body problem numerically. The short-range
potential components generate only a slowly varying energy-dependent effect on the phase shift, and this
effect can be accounted for by a few terms in a power series in k2. The procedure is here extended to the case
for which the polarizable system is itself charged. An MERT expansion is derived for the difference §(%) be-
tween the total phase shift #(%) and the phase shift p(k) due to the long-range tail alone; both 5 (%) and
p (%) are defined relative to pure Coulomb scattering. With the strongly energy-dependent Coulombic and
other long-range effects accounted for exactly by the numerical solution of a one-body scattering problem,
low-energy scattering data can be matched by the proper choice of the coefficients of just the first few
terms in the MERT expansion; these terms will then determine the scattering in the (experimentally in-
accessible) energy domain extending down to zero energy. For a repulsive Coulomb field, the leading term
in n(k) is determined exactly for all L by the Born approximation; for V (r)= (2u/h?) (—B%/r%), where
a=p2/|uetZ1Zs| =B is the electric-dipole polarizability of the target, tany (k) =B%a*%5/15 for kaoLK1.
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1. INTRODUCTION

HE problem of the elastic scattering of a particle

by a compound system can be reduced, formally,

to an equivalent one-body problem by introducing an
effective (generalized optical-model) potential V. The
usual effective-range-theory (ERT) expansion of the
phase shift is a very useful tool when U is a short-range
potential. A version of ERT can also be used if O con-
tains a Coulomb component plus only short-range
components. Both versions of ERT fail if U contains
additional long-range components.'? We showed pre-
viously,? however, that if the long-range component is
sufficiently well known, as it often will be, and if this
long-range component does not contain a Coulomb con-
tribution, then one can derive a modified ERT (MERT)
expansion for the phase shift 8(k), relative to pure
U-potential scattering, where U is known and contains
all of the long-range component. [An expansion for the
total phase shift n(k) is possible,!">* but may not be
useful, since the long-range interaction results in a
strong energy dependence of the phase shift, so that
many terms in the expansion, and hence many experi-
mentally determined coefficients, are needed. ] The basis
of the technique is that since U is known, it is possible
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to solve (numerically, if necessary) the problem of pure
U-potential scattering, which is trivial to do since it is
a one-body problem, and thus to extract out exactly the
strongly energy-dependent terms. Our present concern
is to repeat the derivation for potentials which include
a Coulomb potential as well as other long-range
components.

The partial-wave solution to pure Coulomb scattering
has long been known: it is the function Fz(%,r) which is
given® ¢ in terms of a confluent hypergeometric function
and which has the asymptotic form

Fi(k,y) — sin(kr—n In2kr—3iLr+o1), r—o (1.1)

where, in the scattering of a charged particle of charge
Ze by a target of charge Z'e,

n=727"'e%/(hw), wv=the relative speed,
or=argl(L+1+4in).

When the potential consists of a short-range potential
in addition to the Coulomb potential, the ERT expan-
sion for the phase shift, #, relative to pure Coulomb
scattering takes the form?

CLXmk cotn-Hh(n) = —1/A+3rikt+- -+,

where Cr(n) and hr(n) are given in Appendix A. The
technique for deriving Eq. (1.2) was the model we used
to derive the MERT expansion for the phase shift, 8,
relative to pure U-potential scattering, where U, which
is generally nonlocal and energy-dependent but which

(1.2)
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becomes local for large 7, satisfies the condition
»U(E)— 0, (1.3)

In our present problem, the procedure is essentially the
same as it was for the previous non-Coulombic MERT
case: having expressed the potential as a sum of a
Coulomb potential, a potential U(k) which satisfies
Eq. (1.3), and a short-range potential, one must first
determine the phase shift, p, relative to Coulomb scatter-
ing [and two other functions of £ which are the analogs
of the Cr(xn) and k() of Eq. (1.2)], due to U(%) alone
in the presence of the Coulomb potential, by solving a
scattering problem which includes only U(k) and the
Coulomb potential, and then derive a MERT expansion
for the difference between the total phase shift relative
to Coulomb scattering and p.

While the technique we will use to derive the Cou-
lombic MERT expansion is formally the same as the
technique we used to derive the non-Coulombic MERT,
the physical process under study is quite different, and
we would like to discuss this here. To begin with, in the
absence of a Coulomb field the contribution of the phase
shift due to the long range tail of U(k) is so strongly
energy-dependent that it dominates over the short-
range contribution. For example, for L>1 the first term
in an expansion of the phase shift p due to a potential
which has a 1/74 dependence for #> R is proportional to
k? rather than to k2+!) and the coefficient of k2 is inde-
pendent of R.2 Since this first term is independent of
R, it is due entirely to the long-range tail, and since the
1/r* tail is asymptotically very weak, the Born approxi-
mation gives the first term exactly, that is, it gives both
the energy dependence and the correct coefficient (in
fact, all terms up to but not including the £2+! term
are given exactly by the Born expansion). Consequently,
the threshold energy dependence of the total phase
shift, 5, is known exactly, since any short-range po-
tential contributes a higher order energy dependence.
In Sec. 4 we derive an explicit expression for the Born
approximation tanng for the potential

U(r)=—("*/2u)(8%/r*)

in the presence of a Coulomb field, and discuss the
results in some detail. Briefly, we prove in the case of the
repulsive Coulomb field, if for L0 we have Lka,<1,
or if for L=0 we have kay<K1, that to lowest order in %

tannp=(8/a0)*(kao)’/15,

and that this result is exact for 7 itself, to lowest order.
In comparison, the phase shift for a short-range po-
tential in the presence of a repulsive Coulomb field is
proportional to exp[ —2w/(kao)]. However, in the case
of the attractive Coulomb field it is the short-range
potential which is responsible for the dominant energy
dependence of %, since the attractive Coulomb field
pulls the scattered particle into the neighborhood of the
origin. Of course, the Born-approximation result in the

¥ —>x,
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repulsive-Coulomb-field case is only useful as a pre-
liminary orientation except at extremely low energies;
it will not normally be sufficient to match the experi-
mental data at other energies. Similar results can be
obtained for any 1/7? potential in the presence of the
repulsive Coulomb field, where p is an integer > 3. These
results are derived in Appendix B. We note that we are
now studying the effect of the electric-quadrupole inter-
action in proton-deuteron scattering. Since this is a
three-channel elastic-scattering problem, the knowledge
that in the case of the repulsive Coulomb field the Born
approximation is exact, to lowest order, both in the
k dependence and its coefficient, allows for considerable
simplification.

The procedure we use to derive the MERT expansion
for the difference phase shift, and the procedure we
outline for its use, is applicable to any problem for which
a partial-wave analysis is possible. This includes the
scattering of electrons by negative or positive ions, and
the scattering of protons by light nuclei (since it is
applicable to low-energy scattering only, it is not useful
for the scattering of protons by heavy nuclei, where the
effect is swamped by the very strong Coulomb scatter-
ing). In principle, it should be possible to extend the
procedure to any problem of elastic multichannel scat-
tering (e.g., the scattering of protons by nuclei which
have quadrupole moments), and probably even to
multichannel inelastic scattering (the latter should be
much harder to do, but well worth the effort).

We consider below the single-channel elastic scatter-
ing of a particle of charge Ze by a target of charge Z'e
in the presence of an additional potential U(k), where
V(k), the effective generalized optical-model potential,
satisfies Eq. (1.3). We have discussed the relevant
properties of V(%) in a previous paper® and therefore
we need not go into detail here. We merely note that
we can set V(k) equal to two terms:

VE)=V()+U®),

where V(k) is a short-range potential (i.e., one which
falls off faster than any power of 1/r) and where U(k)
includes the long-range tail, has at most a 1/7 singularity
at the origin, and is assumed to be a known function.
V(k), V(k), and U(k) are all operators representing
nonlocal, energy-dependent potentials, with kernels
O(k; ry"), V(kyry'), and U(k;r,y’), respectively. We
assume that V(&) and U(k) satisfy

UE)=UO)+3, Unk, (1.4)
V(E)=V(O)+ 3 Vokom, (1.5)

m=]

Although the functions associated with the Coulomb
field are well known, we have felt, since there is some
difference of notation in the literature [in particular,
in the definition of %1(%), which is difficult to find for all
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values of L7, that a collection of those functions which
are relevant to our discussion would be convenient;
this will be found in Appendix A. One other point of
notation should be noted: we suppress the L dependence
of wave functions, phase shifts, and associated functions
of & such as C(k) and k(%) [the analogs of Cz(n) and
hi(n)] except in the case of those pure Coulomb func-
tions for which L is traditionally carried as a subscript.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Our problem is to determine the phase shift 5(k)
defined by

[T(N+2Z'¢*/r+V (k)+U(k)— EJu(k,)=0, (2.1)
w(k,0)=0, (2.2)

w(k,r) — F(k) sin(kr—n In2kr—LLr+or+1),
r—o  (2.3)

where
T(r)=(#/2u)(—d*/dr*+ L(L+1)/r%),
E=1%/(2u),

F(k) is an arbitrary normalization factor [ F (k) conforms
to a previous notation?; it has nothing whatever to do
with the Coulomb function Fr(k,r)], U(k) is assumed to
be chosen to match the presumably known long-range
interaction between the particle and the system, the
phase shift p(k) associated with U(k) in the presence of
the Coulomb potential will be assumed to be determined
numerically, and we will develop an expansion for

cotd(k), where
3(k)=n(k)—p(k)

is the phase shift due to the short-range potential V(%)
in the presence of U(k) and the Coulomb potential.
While 5(k) can be a rapidly varying function of the
energy because of the long-range potential, 6(k) will be
relatively slowly varying. Hence only a few terms in the
expansion of cotd(k) will have to be retained, and these
coefficients can be determined from an analysis of the
experimental data. We begin by introducing several
long-range functions.

A. Long-Range Functions

We consider the three solutions f(k,), g(k,7), and
o(k,r) of

[T(r)+ZzZe*/r+U(k)—E]
X {f(k,?’),g(k,l’),'l}(k,f)} =0. (24)

Clearly only two of these three functions, which differ
in their boundary conditions, are independent. The
boundary conditions on the regular solution, f(k,r), are

f(k,()) =0,
flkyr) — sin(kr—n In2kr— 3 Lr+-0.4p),

and we define g(k,r) as that solution which satisfies the

r—o , (2.5)
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boundary condition
g(k,r) — cos(br—n In2kr—%La+or+p), r—. (2.6)

Since U(k), by construction, has at most a 1/7 singu-
larity at the origin, the regular solution f(k,) will
behave as 7! in the neighborhood of the origin. We
define the function C(%), the analog of the Coulomb
function Cr(n), by

~ . f&r)
C (k)Ellm( ) .

>0 kL—HrL-H

(2.7)

It follows that as #—0, f(k,r) approaches C(%)kL+! times
a function of 7. Since C(k) is fixed by the asymptotic
condition (2.5), the quantity C(k)kL*! might either
vanish or become infinite at £=0, so that setting k=0
in f(k,) might not yield a zero-energy solution. Let
fo(r) be a solution of

[T(nN+2Z'¢*/r+U(0)1fo(r)=0,

which is regular at the origin. Then as £ approaches
zero f(k,r) must become proportional to C(k)kZt!fy(r),
and we fix the normalization of fy(r) by choosing, for

any fixed 7, Sk
X

ofr)=1li .

S kﬂ(kwé(k))

(2.8)

(2.9)

The irregular function g(k,7) has a 1/rZ singularity at
the origin, so that, using the asymptotic conditions,
Egs. (2.5) and (2.6), and the Wronskian relationship
(see Sec. 3 below for the definition of W,[X,V])

W[ f(k,r),g(k,r)]=const=—F,
we find, with Eq. (2.7) in the form

f(kr) = CR)EEH AL, r—0,
that
g(k) = [QLA1DELCEYET, r—0. (2.10)

Clearly we can now use this result to determine a con-
venient zero-energy irregular solution go(r): It is
uniquely defined by the differential equation

[T(n)+ZZ"e*/r+U(0)]go(r)=0 (2.11)
and the limiting condition
go(r)=lim [R*C(k)g(k,r)]. (2.12)

The functions »(k,r) and v(0,) satisfy, for all 7,
differential equations which are independent of the
short-range potentials V(%) and V(0), but we define
them according to boundary conditions which depend
on these potentials, i.e., we define them to be the
asymptotic forms of #(k,7) and #(0,r). Hence we defer
the definition of v(k,7) and v(0,7) until we have discussed
the boundary conditions on the scattering functions
u(k,r) and u(0,r).
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B. The Scattering Functions

We have defined #(k,r), to within a normalization
factor, by Egs. (2.1) and (2.2). We shall fix the normali-
zation of u(k,) by fixing the zero-energy scattering
solution and then requiring that #(0,) be this solution,
i.e., that #(0,7) satisfy the differential equation

[T(r)+2Z'ex/r+V(0)+U(0)Ju(0,7)=0, (2.13)
and the conditions
#(0,00=0, #(0,r)= }01_1}(} u(k,r). (2.14)

Since V(0) is by definition a short-range function, #(0,7)
must approach a linear combination of fo(r) and of go(r).
We fix the normalization of #(0,) by imposing the
asymptotic condition

u(0,7) = 9(0,r), r—, (2.15)

2(0,r)=(—1/4) fo(r)+go(r);
consequently, v(0,7) satisfies the differential equation
[T(r)+2zZe*/r+U(0)v(0,r)=0. (2.17)

We choose v(k,7) to be that linear combination of f(&,7)
and g(k,r) which satisfies

u(k,r) — v(ky), (2.18)

Comparing Eq. (2.18) with the asymptotic forms (2.3),
(2.5), and (2.6), we now find that

v(k,r) =F (k) cosd(k)[ f(k,r)+g(k,r) tand(k)]. (2.19)

We now fix F(k) by noting that Egs. (2.14), (2.15), and
(2.18) result in

where
(2.16)

Y —0,

2(0,7)= l]:nf(l) o(k,r). (2.20)

Hence Egs. (2.16), (2.19), (2.20), (2.9), and (2.12)
result in

lim [F(k) cosé(R)kLH1C(k)]=—1/4, (2.21)
. [F(k) siné(k) B

and since Eq. (2.20) is the only requirement on F(k)
we can choose

F(k)=kEC(R)/sind(k) (2.23)

for all k. Replacing F(k) in Eq. (2.19) and (2.21) by
the right-hand side of Eq. (2.23) we finally arrive at

%g [R2EH1C2(R) cotd(k)]=—1/4, (2.24)

v(k,r) =kLC(k)[cotd(k) f(ky)+g(k,r)].  (2.25)

3. THE MODIFIED EFFECTIVE-RANGE
THEORY (MERT) EXPANSION

Having introduced the various functions, we are now
prepared to derive the MERT expansion. We denote
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the Wronskian of X and ¥ by
WX, Y ]=W[X(1),Y(r)]=[X()Y"(a)-X"()Y (a)],

where the prime indicates differentiation with respect to
7, and we define

W oo X, Y J=Wi[ X,V ]-W.[X,V].
Multiplying Eq. (2.1) for u(k,r) by #(0,r) and Eq.
(2.13) for #(0,7) by u(k,r), subtracting, integrating be-
tween the arbitrary limits ¢ and b, and using the

Hermiticity of U(k) to invert some terms in the inte-
grand, we obtain

b

W sl w(k,r),u(0,7) ]=k2 / u(k,r)u(0,r)dr

a

— (/1) / w(b )LV (E)— V(0)Ju(O,r)dr

b
— u/#) / Wk ALUR) — U O0)dr. (3.1)

Proceeding in precisely the same way with Eqgs. (2.4)
and (2.17) for v(k,7) and v(0,7) we find

b

W va[v(k,r),0(0,r) = k2 / v(k,r)v(0,r)dr

a

— (/1) / Wb ALUR)— U DOdr.  (3.2)

Substracting Eq. (3.1) from Eq. (3.2) and letting
b—ow we find

W o[ u(le,r),u(0,7) J— W a[v(k,7),0(0,7) ]
=k2fw [v(%,7)v(0,r) —u(k,r)u(0,7) Jdr+R(k,a), (3.3)

where

R(ka)=(2u/1%) / w(lr)LV (&) — V(O Ju(0)dr

2w/ ) / (kLU — U0 Ju(0)
— o))~ UO) (0} dr,

the Wronskians with respect to b canceling since u(k,7)
and #(0,7) approach »(%,7) and v(0,7), respectively. The
integrals in Eq. (3.3) are finite, since all of the integrands
are short-range functions. We now want to let ¢ — 0,
but other than for L=0 we are not yet in a position to
do so throughout, since for L>0 v(k,7) and »(0,r) are
singular at the origin. We can, however, let ¢ go to zero
in all nonsingular terms. To begin with, since

#(0,0)=u(k,0)=0,
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we see that as ¢—0
Wa[u(kyr):u(oar):l —0. (3'4)

Next, we use Eqgs. (2.25) and (2.16) to express v(k,7)
and »(0,7) in terms of f(k,7) and g(k,), and f4(r) and
2o(7), and replace »(k,7) and v(0,7) on the left-hand side
of Eq. (3.3) by these expressions. Equations (2.7), (2.9),
(2.10), and (2.12) result in

Wa[f(k,f),go(r):l - _kIA-I’C*(k) )

W oL g(kyr), fo(r)]— [REC(R)T,

Wal:f(k,f),fo(r)] —0 ’
as ¢ — 0. Putting these limits, together with the limit

(3.4), into Eq. (3.3), and letting ¢ — O for nonsingular
terms we find

B2EHC(E) cotd(k)—EEC(R)W o[ g(kyr),g0(r)]

=—1/A+F / ’ Lo(k,7)0(0,r)

—u(k,r)u(0,7) Jdr+R(k,a). (3.5)

Up to this point, we have made no specific assumption
about the behavior of U(k) for » small. Since all that

C2(RB)k21H cotd(k)+h(E)

=——1/A+k2/

0
]

+k?
ap/2
where

ao/2
{v(k,r)'u(O,r) —u(k,r)u(0,)+(1— 61,0)(

R. O. BERGER AND L. SPRUCH

is required of U(k) is that it contain all long-range terms
in the equivalent one-body potential, we can simplify
the analysis by assuming that U(k)=0 for »<d, where
d is arbitrary. [More precisely, the kernel U(k; 7,7 )=0
for r<d.]

It follows that

fo(r)=F0;), r<d, (3.6a)
Jy)=LC(k)/Cr(m)JF(kyr), 7<d, (3.6b)
g =G0 +EFL(0,r), r<d, (3.6¢)

g(kyr)=[Cr(n)/C(k) 1GL(k,1)
+LE®)/CL(n)JFoky), r<d, (3.6d)

where Fr(kyr), Gr(kr), Fr(0) and Gr(0y) are the
Coulomb wave functions given in Appendix A, E(k) is
defined by the last equation and is to be determined
numerically, and

lkl-l:% [k2LH1C(R) E(R)]=E,. 3.7
We can now use Egs. (A10), (A1l), and (A12) to
evaluate C(B)EZW [ g(k,r),g0(r)]. Putting the result into
Eq. (3.5) and subtracting the divergent terms from both
sides of the resulting equation [see the discussion below
Eq. (A12)7], we can now let ¢ — 0 and find

;Tr[z"km(;:::; - I‘2(2Le—|- 2)(%)2L+1]~¢L(k’r) )] ”

[o(k,7)0(0,r) — (k,r)u(0,) — (1—dr0)pr(kyr) Jdr+-R(k,0) ,

(3.8)

h(k) = C(R)E(R) — Evt-hi(n),

h1(n) is given in Appendix A [Eqgs. (A9)], 810 is a Kronecker-delta function, and e and ¢ (%,7) are defined in

Appendix A.

To obtain the MERT expansion, we keep only terms up to %2 in Eq. (3.8). Then, using Egs. (1.4) and (1.5),

we find

C2(B)k2IH cotd(k)+h(k)=—1/A+2rok? -+,

where

€y

ao/2
lpy= f {v2(0,r)—u2(0,¢)+(1—- 3Lo)|: -
0

Qo

I2(2L+2)

J (2 >2L+1 LQLA1)(L+1)

(3.9)

B ]

+ ) [0%(0,1) —u*(0,r) — (1—620)92(0,7) Jdr+ 2/ %) / ) u(0,) Vu(0,r)dr

ag/2

The only reason for obtaining the expression (3.10) is
to show that 7, is finite, which we now do. The first two
integrals are finite by construction. The third integral
is finite because #(0,0) vanishes, and because the inte-

+(2u/%?) / ) [#(0,7) U12(0,7) —v(0,#) Uw(0,7) Jdr. (3.10)

grand is a short-range function. The last integral is
finite because #(0,r) approaches 2(0,7) asymptotically in
such a way that the integrand becomes a short-range
function, and because we have required U to vanish for
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r<d. Consequently, one can use Eq. (3.9) to match the
data, determining 4 and 7, in the process, and for-
getting the complicated expression (3.10) entirely.

4. THE BORN APPROXIMATION

The Born approximation phase shift #z for scattering
by a non-Coulombic long-range potential U in the
presence of a Coulomb potential will now be obtained
both because the leading term of »p is, as will be shown
below, exactly equal to the leading term of 5 when the
Coulomb field is repulsive and because 7z serves as a
preliminary orientation in studying the effect of U. In
particular, if there are special effects at low energies due
to the long-range tail of the potential, these must appear
in the Born approximation, since at sufficiently great
distances the long-range potential, which falls off as
some power of 1/r, is arbitrarily weak. As a concrete
example, we consider here the electric dipole polariza-
tion potential U(r) in the presence of the Coulomb field.
The long-range form of U(r) is

U(r)=—Br*%*/(2p). (4.1)

Since we are looking for special effects due to the long-
range tail, and since the lowest order contribution to
np from the short-range part of the potential has an
easily recognizable energy dependence, it will be suffi-
cient to find #p for an unrealistic potential which has the
form of Eq. (4.1) all the way into the origin. This
simplifies the calculations but forces us to consider L>1
only. We will, however, be able to get some qualitative
ideas about the L=0 phase shift based on the results for
L>1, and we will derive the exact result for the L=0
phase shift in the limit of very low energies in the case
of the repulsive Coulomb field, in Appendix B.

In the absence of a Coulomb field, if U(r) is given by
Eq. (4.1) for all r, we find?

tannp=(Bk)*[(2L—1)(2L+1)(2L+3)],
(L>1, no Coulomb field) (4.2)

and this is quite different from the lowest order energy
dependence (£24+!) for a short-range potential. Since if
we cut off U(r) beyond some large value of 7, however
large, it is still true that for sufficiently small , 5 has
the %21 dependence of a short-range potential, we
conclude that the 22 dependence of Eq. (4.2) is due solely
to the long-range 1/74 behavior of U(r). Further, Eq.
(4.2) must be exactly the lowest order term for the true
electric dipole polarization potential, even though we
have put in the wrong short-range potential, since any
short-range potential will contribute terms of order
k21 and higher. The L=0 case is more complicated,
since in the absence of the centrifugal barrier any short-
range potential must contribute a significant part of the
phase shift. Of course, special effects due to the long-
range potential must appear for L=0 also.l:2

In the presence of a Coulomb field the results depend
on the relative strengths of the Coulomb potential, the
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centrifugal barrier, and the kinetic energy, and on
whether the Coulomb field is attractive or repulsive. It
will again suffice to study the problem with the un-
realistic potential U(r), i.e., we consider the scattering
function w(k,r) which satisfies

[_ ¢ LAY an_ﬁ_4 _ kz:lw(k,r)=0, (4.3)

T
dr? r? r 7

where
n=—1/kay,
=+1/ka,,

and where, again, we must exclude L=0. If w(k,) is
normalized so that

'LU(k,T) - FL(k’r)—]_GL(k,r) tan"](k)y r—ox,

where F(k,r) and Gr(k,r) are the Coulomb functions
defined in Appendix A, and 5(k) is the phase shift rela-
tive to Coulomb scattering, then the Born approxima-
tion phase shift nz(k) is given by

attractive Coulomb field,
repulsive Coulomb field ,

tanng(k) = (82/k) / " Frky)r—dr, L>1. (44)

This integral can be evaluated by integrating by parts
twice and using the following properties of the Coulomb
wave functions®:

dF (k) [L+1 nk
= 1

} Fi(k,
dr 7 L-I—l] (k)

1/2 '
—| B2—| Frukr), 4.5
[ +a02(L+1)2:| wilbr),  (450)
AF 1(ky) L nk
=—-|: —+ JFL(k,r)
dr r L
1 1/2
+[k2+ ] Frilky), L#0, (4.5b)
002 2

/ i Pk F (b yr—2dr=k[(L—L')(L+L'+1) T

Xsin[3(L—L)r—(or—or)], (4.6)
/ F1r2(k)r-2dr=kQ2L+1)"X1(n), 4.7
0
where
T o
Xe(m)=—— X
m=L+1 m2+n2
T 1 z n
=—(1—cothmn)+—+ > . (4.8
2 2n  m=1m2+n?

Equations (4.5) and (4.6) follow from the differential
equations and asymptotic forms that F(k,») and
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F1/(k,r) satisfy, and Eq. (4.7) follows from Eq. (4.6)
and from

dO'L 0 /2
—=ImV(L+1+in)= X ,
aL

m=L+1 m2--n?

where ¥(z) is the logarithmic derivative of the gamma
function T'(z) and Im denotes the imaginary part. The
result of integrating Eq. (4.4) is

BH2[3+k2aL(L+1) X1 (n)— 3 (2L+1))
a?L(L+1)(2L+1)(2L—1)(2L+3)
L>1.

tanyp=

(4.9)

We will find the lowest order energy term of Eq. (4.9)
in two limits.

If Lkao<1, then |n|=(kao)~* is very large compared
to L, and we can write

L[1— (L+1)(2L+1)
672
(L+1)(2L41)(3L2+3L—1)
+ 30mt o

] . (4.10)

We have also, for large |#|,

1—cothmrn=2--0(e2m/ka) |
= @(e—-h'/kuo) ,

attractive Coulomb field
repulsive Coulomb field.

Putting this last result, together with the expression
given by Eq. (4.10) for the sum, into Eq. (4.8) in the
second form, we find

w8/ [6+2L(L+1) (kao)?]
L(L4+1)2L+1)(2L—1)(2L+3)
2 k 0 5
_(E> (_g_)__[_ e _I_Q(e—%/kuo)’
15

221

anng

(Lkae<k1, attractive Coulomb field);
B 2 (kdo)5
tanyg= <—-) -+
15

Qo

(4.11)

‘e +@(3—21r/kao)’

(Lkayk1, repulsive Coulomb field), (4.12)

where in both Eq. (4.11) and Eq. (4.12) the ellipsis
stands for terms of higher order than the fifth in (ka,).
Since at low energies the phase shift due to a short-

BERGER AND L.

SPRUCH

range potential in the presence of a repulsive Coulomb
field is of order exp(—2n/kao), Eq. (4.12) shows that
special effects due to the long-range 1/r¢ potential
dominate over effects due to the short-range potential.
Hence, the leading term in Eq. (4.12) is probably exact,
regardless of the true short range. On the other hand, at
low energies the phase shift due to a short-range poten-
tial in the presence of an atiraciive Coulomb field begins
with a term independent of the energy, as does Eq.
(4.11). Hence special effects due to the long-range 1,74
potential do not dominate, and the leading term in
Eq. (4.11) cannot be exact, since we have not taken
account of the correct short-range potential.

To emphasize the meaning of the above results, we
give an argument which, though only a qualitative
classical argument, is not without physical content. We
note first that Lkee<<1 implies (since we have restricted
our attention to L>1) a very large value of |%|, hence
a strong Coulomb field as compared to the centrifugal
barrier. The result, in the case of the attractive Coulomb
field, is that the Coulomb field pulls the particle in
toward the origin at least as far as the point r=R;. at
which the Coulomb potential just equals the centrifugal
barrier, where

RL¢=%L(L+1)00.

But if the Coulomb field is not present, the particle
penetrates only as far as 7= Ry, where

RLk= k_IEL(L—I— 1)]1/2.

Since Lkai<<1 implies Rp.&KRzpi; the effect of the
strongly attractive Coulomb field is that the short-range
contribution of the potential dominates over its long-
range contribution. This result is certainly true when
L=0 also, since there is then no centrifugal barrier to
interfere with the action of the attractive Coulomb field.

In the case of the repulsive Coulomb field, both the
Coulomb potential and the centrifugal potential are
barriers, hence the long-range contribution of the 1/74
potential to the phase shift must dominate over its
short-range contribution. However, since the %% de-
pendence of Eq. (4.12) is quite different from the /&2
dependence of Eq. (4.2), and since L does not even
appear in the coefficient of the &° term, the centrifugal
barrier is not only dominated by the strongly repulsive
Coulomb potential but is irrelevant with regard to the
determination of the leading term in #. To see this more
clearly, we compare the two barriers at »=R.x, where

Rak= 2/(00]62)

is the turning point, the point at which the energy is
equal to the Coulomb potential. If Lkae<<1, then the
centrifugal barrier is negligible compared to the Cou-
lomb barrier at =R, and therefore it is the Coulomb
barrier which prevents the particle from penetrating
any further than r=R.. Having noticed this, we can
actually use it to rederive the k° dependence. If we
assume that the contribution to the phase shift is
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negligible for » <R, we have

tannp= (8%/k) / Fr2(kr)r—dr. (4.13)
Rek

For very small energies R is a large number. Assuming
it to be sufficiently large in >R, for Fr(k,) to be
approximated by its asymptotic form,

Fr(ky)=sin(kr—n \n2kr—3Lx+o1),

and approximating the integral in Eq. (4.13) by using
the average value (sin%0),,=%, we find

© dr /B\?(kao)®
Y o
48

R " \a

(4.14)

which, like Eq. (4.12), has a k% dependence and no L
dependence. Since for L>1 and a strong Coulomb
barrier, the centrifugal barrier is irrelevant, to lowest
order, we suspect that Eq. (4.12) may actually give the
lowest order energy dependence for L=0 also, for a
potential which has the »—* long-range behavior but is
finite at the origin. We will prove in Appendix B that
Eq. (4.12) is in fact valid for L=0.

Equation (4.14) is not exact, since it differs from the
correct result [the leading term in Eq. (4.12)] by the
numerical coefficient. But we could not expect it to be
exact, since in reality it is not sufficient to approximate
np by merely using the asymptotic form of Fz(k,) in
Eq. (4.13). (It would suffice to use the W. K. B. approxi-
mation. See Appendix B.) The reason we have gone
through the argument, however, is that it provides some
physical insight.

The other limit that we want to mention is Lkag>1.
Here

© P 1
il & ——<ln 5 —
m=L+1m2+n? - m=L+1 12
w 1
<|n| X ,

—_— =«
m=Lm(m+1) Lkao

and Eq. (4.8) in the first form, for either Coulomb field,
becomes
Xr(n)=ir.

Hence Eq. (4.9) results in

tangp~B2rk[(2L—1)(2L+1)(2L+3) T,
(Lkag>>1, either Coulomb field).

But this is precisely the same as Eq. (4.2); hence to
lowest order the Coulomb field plays no role. Since
Lkag>>1 implies a relatively large L, i.e., a large cen-
trifugal barrier, and a relatively small #, i.e., a weak
Coulomb field, this is precisely what we should expect.
Of course, if we look sufficiently far out, the Coulomb
field, however weak, eventually dominates over the
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centrifugal barrier. However, the region where a weak
Coulomb field dominates over the centrifugal barrier is
only important for very small values of %, sufficiently
small to violate the condition Lkag>1.

APPENDIX A: COULOMB FUNCTIONS

The Coulomb wave functions satisfy the differential
equation

{T(r)+22'e*/r—E}{F1(k,),GL(ky)}=0.

The Coulomb wave function which is regular at the
origin is normalized to unit amplitude asymptotically.
With this normalization, it is found to satisfy

Fi(ky) — sin(kr—n In2kr—3%Lr—+o01),

r—>,

The irregular Coulomb wave function is chosen to
satisfy the asymptotic condition

Gr(ky) — cos(kr—mn In2kr—iLr+oy),

y—>0,

These functions can be shown to have the following
series expansions (undefined coefficients will be found
in Ref. 6; their a;~ corresponds to our B,%, and their o
corresponds to our #):

Fuly)=Calo) 3 440’ (a1)
Gukyr)=[CrL(n)(2L+1)]
X gb B,#(n)(kr)i+[2n/C?(n)]
X Follyr)[In2kr-+qr(n)/po(n)], (A2)

where
n= e(kdo)—l )

e=-1 for the repulsive Coulomb field,
= —1 for the attractive Coulomb field,

a=|1wzz'e) |,
Co*(n)=2mn/(e*"—1),
Cr(n)=2LT7Y(2L+-2) | T(L+-1+in) | einm,
Api=B_iEi=1, By, t=0.

The zero-energy solutions are, for the attractive
Coulomb field,

F1(0)=3L@L+ D) D(a/ ) (2T ara(2)},  (A3)
G1(0,)=—3[x/2L+1)1](2/a0) “{eNaza(2)} , (A4)
and for the repulsive Coulomb field,

Fr(0,)=3[(2L+1)J(a0/2)

X (@)~ @D Tar (i)}, (AS)
Gr0,)=3(—1)"[x/(2L+1)!]
X (2/a0)H{xHor 1V (ix)}, (A6)
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where
x=(8/aq)/?,

Jarp1(x) is the Bessel function of order 2141,
Nyr4a(x) is the Neumann function of order 2241,

and

Hyz 1V (ix) is the Hankel function
v of the first kind of order 2L41.

[We note that the F1(0,r) and the G1(0,#) are all real
functions. We note further that they are usually written
without the bars; however, since they are not the func-
tions Fr(k,r) and Gr(k,) with k=0, we use the bars to
preserve this distinction. ]

Substituting the series expansions for J,(x), Nn(%x),
and H,,V(x) into Egs. (A3) to (A6), one finds for either
Coulomb field:

Fr0)= X o,
j=L+1

(A7)

0= 3 B+ e2/a) T QLA 2)F1(0)

==L

2L41
X [n(27/a0)+2y— 2_:1 (1/s)J+--+, (A8)
where
ajl= ¢t IHT(2L42)(2/ap) L1
X[r@G—Or+L+n17,
Bit=(— T (L+1—j)(2/ao)**
X[M(L+1+)HT(2L+2) ],
vy=0.5772 . . . (Euler’s constant),

and terms in Gz(0,7) which have been dropped are of
order 7&+2 or higher.

The function %z(n) which occurs in any effective-
range theory expansion for scattering in the presence of
a Coulomb field is given by:

ho(n)=e(2/ ao)[-— In(en)-+ RM] , (A9a)

I'(in)
hr(n)=[%"/(2L+1)] .=§+1(1 —27)Bi"B1—; k"

+[20k2EH1C 12(n)/Co2(n) — €(2/ ag) L T—2(2L+2) ]
21 1
X [27——2 —:|+ 20k H1C 1 2(n) /Co2(n)
15

X[Qr(m)+rr(n)/pr(n)].

The Coulomb wave functions satisfy the following
Wronskian relationships, as ¢ — 0,

WGEFL(k’r)}@L(O’r)] - _kIIHCL(n) ’
Wo[GL(k,),F1r(0,7)]— [RCr(n) ],
W[ Fr(k,r),Fr(07)]— 0.

(A9Db)

(A10)
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The L=0 irregular Coulomb wave functions satisfy
Com)Wo[Go(0,7),Golkyr) J=ho(m),  (A11)

and for @ and L both nonzero, neglecting some terms
which vanish at ¢=0,

REC ()W o G (0,0),G (k)]

kL L
= 2 B BiLkla™iY(1—j)
2L+141=—L

Cr2(n) 9\ 2L+1 €
) ]
Coz(ﬂ> Qo P2(2L+2)

2a 2L 1-
(o]
Qo s=1 §

Cr(n)

Co(n)
(¢
@, p s
I'(in) s=15*+n?

The left-hand side of Eq. (A12) involves: (1) terms
which diverge as 1/a™, where m ranges from 1 to
(2L+1). These terms, which can be written as

ri(n)

+2nk2iH )] , (A12)

[QL(nH
prin

where

S

Qr(n)=—In(en)+Re

00
1/a"‘=m/ y~(mtDdy
a

will be lumped together as

k? f or(kyr)dr,

(2) terms which are independent of ¢; the sum of these
terms is equal to %z(n), given by Eq. (A9b), (3) terms
which vanish as a— 0, and (4) a divergent term,
In(2a/a,), which can be written as

a0/2
In(2a/a¢)=— / dr/r.

a

APPENDIX B: NOTES ON THE BORN
APPROXIMATION

We prove here that Eq. (4.12) gives the lowest order
energy dependence of the phase shift in the presence of
the repulsive Coulomb field for L=0 as well as for L2 1.
Since we are only interested in the leading term for
small energies, we shall, throughout the derivation,
ignore terms of order exp[—2w/kao]. The integral we
want to evaluate is

tanng(k) = (8%/k) / ) Fo(ky)r—dr,
R

where R0 but is otherwise arbitrary. Integrating by
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parts once, and using Eq. (4.5a), we find

0

tannp(k)=282 { 2n / r73F o2 (kyr)dr

R
0

—2[:1—!-7;2]1/2/ r=3F (k) F1(kyr)dr; , (B1)

R

where we have dropped the integrated term since for
small % it is irrelevant:

(8%/k)Fo*(k,R)/R? — B%Co2/R — 2me?7/%%82/(Ray) .

The second integral in Eq. (B1) can be integrated by
parts, and using Egs. (4.5) and (4.7), we find

/ r=3Fo(kyr)F1(kyr)dr
R

g%k[1+n2]1/2f [Fo*(kyr)—F (k) Jr2dr

R

T6n(1+n2)2 152, (B2)

where we have again dropped terms of order e—27/kao,
To evaluate the first integral in Eq. (B1), we first con-
sider L0 and integrate by parts, using Eq. (4.5a),
to find

00 FL2 0 nk 0
L f r=3F 12(kyr)dr= l:—-—] — / r~2F1%(kyr)dr
R 2r*dr L+1Jpg

2]

r~2F (k) Fr11(k,r)dr. (B3)

+E[14-n2/(L41)2]02 /

R

Both integrals on the right-hand side of Eq. (B3) can
be integrated for all values of L. But when L=0 each
side of the equation vanishes identically. However, we
can use the equation to evaluate the integral on the left
when L=0 by integrating the right-hand side for L0,
taking the derivative with respect to L of both sides of
the equation, and finally letting L=0. The result is

/ r=3Fo(k,r)dr=2k*[ 3nXo(n)+n Im¥’ (14in)—317,
R

where ¥'(2) is the derivative with respect to z of ¥(2),
and where terms we have dropped are of order
exp(—2w/ka,). Since

Xo(n)=3m(1—cothmn)+1/2n=21/2n
and

1 1 1
Im¥’'(1+in) = ——f—t—f-e -
n 6m® 3015
we obtain

/wr—3F02(k,r)dr’£(k2/6)[”—Z'i-n“‘/sj-

Putting this result, together with Eq. (B2), into Eq.
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(B1), we find that to lowest order
tannp(k)=2(8/a0)*((kao)®/15),

which is what we set out to prove.

We note that the finite integrals from zero to infinity
discussed in Sec. 4 can also be extracted from the paper
by Alder et al.® In addition, their WKB results can
be used to obtain tanng to lowest order in the energy for
any 1/r? potential, where p is an integer. (In the follow-
ing, all equation numbers with Roman numerals refer
to equations in Ref. 8.) Assuming that the potential is
given, for all 7, by

U(r)=—#/2u)(B,7%/17),

where 8, has the dimensions of length, we find, for the
orbital angular momentum L,

tannp= kﬁpp—ZML,L—p ,
where

My ?=Fk? / Fr(k,)r—?F ,(k,y)dr.
0

We have introduced the notation M,;~? in order to
make contact with Eq. (II B.46); note that we have
ki=ks=Fk and l;=I;=L. In the WKB approximation,
which is good to lowest order in the energy, M. .77
is given by Eq. (II B.98); for our purposes, this expres-
sion simplifies enormously, since £=0 for k;=k; [see
Eq. (IT B.95), noting that we use the symbol »# where
these authors use 7 |, and since e=21 [see Eq. (I B.96) ]
for kayL<<1. There results

ko

ML,L_pE/

/ [coshw—+1T7+1dew.
0

2nr1

The transformation x=e%+1 reduces the integral to a
trivial form, and we find

Bo\"*
tann3%<—) (kdo) 2p—3

Qo

p—2

(—1)r-=mgm
— —ptl '
x[(p )2 ,,Eom!@_ 2—-m)!(m—2P+3)]

For p=4, this reproduces the lowest order term as
given by Eq. (4.12). As two further examples, we find

tanns=(8s/a0)*(kao)"/35, p=S3,
tanngg4(ﬁa/do)4(k00)9/315 , p=6.

Note added in proof. Recently, some consideration
has been given by Bassel, Drisko, Satchler, Lee, Jr.,
Schiffer, and Zeidman to long-range polarization poten-
tial effects in deuteron scattering by #Ca, and in the
competing deuteron-stripping reaction, at 7-12 MeV.
As was to be expected, the polarization potential was
found to have little effect at these energies. See Phys.
Rev. 136, B960 and B971 (1964).

8 K. Alder, A. Bohr, T. Huus, B. Mottelson, and A. Winther,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 28, 432 (1956).
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