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Implementation of a model potential in the Schwinger multichannel method to describe polarization
in positron-atom and -molecule scattering: Studies for the noble-gas atoms, H2, and N2
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In this study, we evaluated a polarization scheme within the framework of the Schwinger multichannel method,
using a model potential to describe positron-molecule polarization and correlation. Our aim was to calculate
integral and differential cross sections for elastic scattering of positrons by noble gas atoms, hydrogen molecules,
and nitrogen molecules. We compared our results with previous theoretical and experimental data, as well as with
new results from a parallelized version of our computer codes, which allowed us to push the limits of our current
ab initio methodology for small molecules. Our findings show that the model potential can recreate the s-wave
integral cross sections from our best ab initio calculations, and also helps better understand the scattering process.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding positron interactions with matter is of fun-
damental significance to many applications. For instance,
positron annihilation is a core concept in the positron emission
tomography (PET) scan for diagnostics in medicine [1,2], in
positron annihilation spectroscopy for identification of defects
in solids (especially in semiconductors) [3–6], and for the
study of some astrophysical phenomena [7,8]. To correctly
describe these processes, accurate experimental and theoret-
ical data related to positron scattering, positronium formation,
positron annihilation, and bound states [9,10] are required.
Modeling these processes is a challenging task that usually
requires cross-section (CS) data for positron scattering by dif-
ferent atoms and molecules. See, for instance, Refs. [11,12].
However, reliable experimental and theoretical CS data are not
easy to determine since most of these data do not agree among
themselves.

As of recently, for example, theoretical and experimental
groups have encountered difficultiesin fully describing low-
energy (below 10 eV) positron scattering even by simple
nonpolar molecules such as methane [13]. In experiments,
limitations in the angular resolution of different experimen-
tal apparatus seems to be responsible for the discrepancy
among the results. On the other hand, in theoretical studies,
the difficulties arise from accurately accounting for positron-
molecule correlation-polarization interactions, especially in
ab initio methods that rely on virtual single excitations to do it.
These challenges likely explain the lack of agreement between
theoretical predictions and experimental data, as well as the
limited consistency among different theoretical approaches.

Usually, what is observed in the comparison of the cal-
culated elastic scattering data with experiments is that the
latter significantly underestimate the experimental results
even when the positronium (Ps) formation channel is closed
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[13,14]. Particularly, it is expected for the measured total
cross section (TCS) to be equal to the elastic cross section in
positron-atom scattering in this energy region. In the case
of a molecular target, even below the Ps formation thresh-
old energy, other inelastic processes may occur (rotation and
vibrational excitations). However, we expect their contribu-
tion to the TCS to be small when compared to the elastic
process. Some hypotheses raised on why this happens are
as folows: (i) lower than expected intensity of the calculated
differential cross sections in smaller angles (θ < 30◦) [14,15]
and (ii) poor description of positron-molecule bound states,
sometimes even identified as virtual states [16].

In theoretical ab initio methods such as the R-matrix and
the Schwinger multichannel method (used in this work), the
distortion of the electronic cloud due to the incoming positron
(polarization) is described by virtual single excitations of the
electrons of the target, an approximation known as static
plus polarization (SP). According to Graves and Gorfinkiel
[14,17], the current polarization schemes may be insufficient
to describe the interaction between the incident positron and
the electrons of the molecular target. Several strategies have
been tested to improve this description such as use of extra
chargeless centers and diffuse functions. The major problem
with theses strategies is that it rapidly increased the cost of
the calculation, limiting the targets we could scatter, and, even
then, the results were not fully satisfactory [16–23]. Recently,
we parallelized our computations’ codes to take this approach
even further pushing to the limits of what the ab initio strategy
can obtain.

On the other hand, Tenfen et al. [24] suggested that these
problems were related to the incapability of the calculations
in the SP approximation to include higher polarizability terms
other than the dipolar interaction in the polarization poten-
tial. The authors compared SMC results for the F2 molecule
with data obtained from the method of continued fractions
(MCF) using the correlation-polarization potential proposed
by Jain and Gianturco [25]. The difference in their work
is that the polarization potential employed by Tenfen et al.
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includes terms all the way up to pure dipole hyperpolarizabil-
ity, instead of only dipole polarizability as in Ref. [25]. The
authors then compared their MCF and SMC results, showing
that they agree only when the dipole polarizability term is
included in the polarization potential, hence stating that the
SMC method was unable to describe all the other higher-
order terms. However, it is also important to notice that their
correlation-polarization potential in the MCF calculation is
single centered, which is not the case in the SMC method.

In light of these issues, different propositions on how to
describe the correlation-polarization potential between the in-
cident positron and the target molecules were made [24–27].
One such proposition, suggested by Swann and Gribakin [27],
used an adapted form of the model potential of Mitroy and
Ivanov [28] to describe the positron-molecule correlation-
polarization potential. In their works, Swann and Gribakin
[27,29–31] were able to calculate bound-state energies and
annihilation parameters (Zeff) with an excellent agreement
with the measured experimental data. It is noteworthy that,
since this is a semiempirical potential, they used one molecule
as a way to obtain the value of the free parameter, by fitting of
the experimental data, and then used the same parameter for
similar systems. The results obtained for the other molecules
were in good agreement with the experiment, showing that
this potential could be used not only for understanding the
positron-electron interactions but also to make predictions.
They were also able to obtain scattering s-wave eigenphases
with a good agreement with calculated theoretical data for
many molecules. But it is worth mentioning that there are inte-
gral cross sections (ICS) and differential cross sections (DCS)
using this model potential only for positron scattering by
noble gas atoms [28].

As a way to further test this model potential and assess
how well it can describe the ICS’s and DCS’s for the positron
scattering from nonpolar molecules, we opted to include the
model potential proposed by Swann and Gribakin [27,29–31]
in the SMC method for positrons. Any successful new imple-
mentation should be able to reproduce previous benchmark
data and provide improvements for new calculations. Thus, to
test this implementation, in this work we calculated positron
elastic scattering cross sections for noble gas atoms whose
cross sections are benchmarked in the literature, and for the
diatomic and nonpolar H2 and N2 molecules. These molecules
have been chosen not only due to the availability of previous
theoretical and experimental results, but also because (i) our
codes allowed us to quickly perform the best calculations ever
done with the SMC method for both molecules; (ii) Swann
and Gribakin reported s-wave eigenphases for these systems,
thus providing good test cases for our implementation; and
(iii) simple enough to help us understand the physics behind
the potential. This is also an important way to assess fu-
ture possibilities of this model potential for bigger molecules
since, as the size of the molecule increases, the computational
cost becomes prohibitive.

This article will be organized as follows. In Sec. II we will
briefly describe the SMC method, the correlation-polarization
model potential and the polarization scheme used to achieve
the results of this article. In Sec. III we present the calculated
results for the integral cross section, differential cross sec-
tions, and s-wave eigenphases for positron elastic scattering

from the systems of interest. Finally, Sec. IV we give some
concluding remarks about the results.

II. THEORY

A. Schwinger multichannel method

The Schwinger multichannel method [32–36] has already
been described in detail in other works in such a way that we
will only review the most important aspects of the method.
The resulting scattering amplitude from the Schwinger mul-
tichannel method for positron scattering from molecules or
atoms has the following form:

fSMC(�k f , �ki ) = − 1

2π

∑
μ,ν

〈
S�k f

∣∣V |χμ〉(d−1)μν〈χν |V
∣∣S�ki

〉
, (1)

where

dμν = 〈χμ|QĤQ + PV P − V G(+)
p V |χν〉. (2)

In the above expressions, P is the projection operator onto
energetically open electronic states of the target; Q is the
projection operator onto energetically closed electronic states
of the target; Ĥ is the collision energy minus the full scattering
Hamiltonian; G(+)

P is the free-particle Green’s function pro-
jected on the P space; |S�ki( f )

〉 is a solution of the unperturbed
Hamiltonian H0 and is given by the product of a target state
and a plane wave with momentum �ki( f ); V is the interac-
tion potential between the incident positron and the electrons
and nuclei of the target. Finally, |χμ〉 is an (N + 1) particles
(N electrons and one positron) variational trial basis. Within
the Schwinger multichannel method, the positron-molecule
interactions can be treated in the static (S) and static plus
polarization (SP) approximations.

In the S approximation, the target orbitals remain fixed in
their calculated Hartree-Fock ground state. This means that
correlation-polarization interactions are neglected in the scat-
tering calculations conducted using this approximation. On
the other hand, in the SP approximation, the electronic cloud
of the target is allowed to distort due to the incoming particle
through the use of virtual single excitations. To achieve this,
the scattering wave function is expanded in a set of configura-
tion states given by∣∣� (+)

�ki

〉 =
∑

m

c(+)
0m (�ki )|χ0m〉 +

∑
r

∑
m

c(+)
rm (�ki )|χrm〉, (3)

where {c(+)
am (�ki )} are the variational coefficients. |χ0m〉 and

|χrm〉 are configuration state functions (CSF’s) associated with
the S and SP approximations, respectively, and are given by

|χ0m〉 = |�0〉 ⊗ |ϕm〉, (4)

and

|χrm〉 = |�r〉 ⊗ |ϕm〉, (5)

where |�0〉 represents the ground state of the molecule ob-
tained at the Hartree-Fock (HF) level, |ϕm〉 is a single-particle
orbital used to represent the scattering orbital for the incident
positron, and |�r〉 is obtained from a single virtual excitation
of the target out of the HF reference state. In the present calcu-
lations, since only the elastic channel is open, P = |�0〉〈�0|.
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FIG. 1. Intensity of the model potential according to the distance from the origin for different values of ρ, considering α = 1 a.u. Vpol(x)
corresponds to the expected asymptotic behavior of the correlation-polarization potential.

B. Model potential for correlation-polarization

The model potential proposed by Mitroy and Ivanov [28]
to describe the correlation-polarization interactions between a
positron and the electrons of an atom is the following:

VCP(r) = − α

2r4

[
1 − exp

(
− r6

ρ6

)]
, (6)

where α is the atomic polarizability of the target atom and
ρ is the empirical parameter of the model potential. The be-
havior of the model potential in Eq. (6) with respect to the
distance r for different values of ρ is presented in Fig. 1.
This figure shows that the model potential exhibits the cor-
rect asymptotic behavior as r approaches infinity, namely,
VCP(r) −−−→

r→∞ −α/(2r4). Additionally, the exponential part of

the model potential can account for short-range interactions
(which may be associated with the correlation potential) other
than the dipolar interaction. The choice of ρ regulates the
strength of this short-range interaction.

Mitroy and Ivanov used positron s-wave eigenphases and
bound-state energies to determine the optimal values of ρ

in Eq. (6) for many atoms of interest. They compared their
results with theoretical ab initio data available at the time
and showed that a model potential that accurately reproduces
scattering theoretical results could also reproduce the energy
dependence of the annihilation parameter.

Encouraged by the success of the model potential in Eq. (6)
for atoms, Swann and Gribakin decided to extend its appli-
cation to positron scattering from molecules. To do so, they
adapted the model potential, which now has the following
form:

VCP(�r) =
∑

A

V (A)
CP (�r)

= −
∑

A

αA

2|�r − �rA|4
[

1 − exp

(
−|�r − �rA|6

ρA
6

)]
, (7)

where A is the index representing the atoms of the molecule,
V (A)

CP is the model potential specific to atom A, αA are the
hybrid polarizabilities of atom A as according to the work of
Miller [37], and ρA is the empirical parameters of the model
potential for atom A. By using the hybrid polarizabilities for
each atom A in the molecule, the model potential in Eq. (7)

exhibits the correct asymptotic behavior as r → ∞, corre-
sponding to the expected asymptotic behavior of a molecule
with a dipole polarizability α = ∑

A αA.
In their calculations, Swann and Gribakin used a Gaussian

approximation for the model potential V (A)
CP to simplify the

computations. To achieve this, a group of Gaussian functions
were fitted to each V (A)

CP using a least-squares method to deter-
mine the best coefficients D(A)

k . The exponents c(A)
k for these

Gaussian functions are provided in Ref. [27]

V (A)
CP (r) =

∑
k

D(A)
k e−c(A)

k r2
. (8)

To determine the optimal values of ρA in Eq. (7), Swann
and Gribakin adopted a two-pronged approach. First, they as-
sumed that ρA is the same for all atoms in a molecule and then
calculated positron s-wave eigenphases [30] and bound-state
energies [31] using their model potential. They then compared
their results with existing theoretical and experimental data
for a variety of molecules showing good agreement. In some
cases, they used the same ρ from the work of Mitroy and
Ivanov [28] (specifically, ρ = 2.051 a.u. for the hydrogen
atom), showing that this could also reproduce the s-wave
eigenphase for simple molecules (containing H, N, and C
atoms).

In Ref. [31], Swann and Gribakin optimized the value of
ρ for a specific molecule and then used the same value of
ρ to predict results for other molecules with similar atomic
compositions, such as the alkanes. By employing the model
potential in Eq. (7), they were able to accurately reproduce
existing theoretical results for the s-wave eigenphases and
match experimental data for the bound-state energies of many
molecules.

C. Schwinger multichannel method implemented
with the model potential

The central objective of this implementation is to provide
a detailed description of the polarization potential using the
SMC method and the model potential VCP from Eq. (7), as
opposed to relying on virtual excitations of the target atom
or molecule. This is achieved by modifying the Schrödinger
equation for the positron-molecule or atom scattering problem
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FIG. 2. Geometries and extra centers used in the calculations for the positron scattering from the systems of interest: (a) noble gas atoms,
(b) hydrogen molecule, and (c) nitrogen molecule. Black spheres correspond to the extra centers, red sphere correspond to the noble gas atoms,
white spheres correspond to hydrogen atoms, and blue spheres correspond to nitrogen atoms.

to explicitly incorporate the model potential VCP. As a result,
the equation that needs to be solved is now

(H0 + V + VCP)|ψ〉 = E |ψ〉, (9)

〈�r|VCP|�r′〉 = VCP(�r)δ(�r − �r′), (10)

where |ψ〉 is the scattering wave function for the entire sys-
tem, H0 is theHamiltonian operator for the noninteracting
system, V is the static potential between the incident positron
and the target, and E is the total energy of the collision. The
following expression for the scattering amplitude is obtained
by proceeding in the same way as in the SMC method for the
original Schrödinger equation for the problem of a positron
scattering from a molecule or atom as follows:

fSMC−CP(�k f , �ki ) = − 1

2π

∑
μ,ν

〈
S�k f

∣∣(V + VCP)|χμ〉(d−1)μν

×〈χν |(V + VCP)
∣∣S�ki

〉
, (11)

where

dμν = 〈χμ|QĤQ + P(V + VCP)P

−(V + VCP)G(+)
p (V + VCP)|χν〉. (12)

Since polarization effects are taken into account through
the model potential VCP, we keep the molecular orbitals frozen
throughout the calculations, just as in the S approximation.
The fact that we describe the target as in the S approximation
makes it possible to use all CSF’s associated to the ground
state of the molecule or atom besides being a much faster
and simpler calculation. In this work, this procedure will
be referred to as static plus model potential for correlation-
polarization (S + VCP) approximation. The Gaussian fit in
Eq. (8) is key in this implementation since SMC CSF’s states
are already expanded in a Gaussian-type basis set.

D. Computational details

We utilized a D2h point group for all systems under
investigation. We chose the basis functions from the aug-cc-
pVDZ basis set for the noble gas atoms He, Ne, Ar, and Kr,
as implemented in GAMESS [38]. To accurately capture the
polarization potential, we incorporated extra functions cen-
tered in 14 chargeless centers around each atom, as shown in
Fig. 2: two hexagons of side 2.0 Å, with centers 1.5 Å away
from the atom center, and the two other centers positioned

1.75 Å from the atom center. We chose to incorporate two
s-type Gaussian functions with exponents of 0.23 and 0.02,
and two p-type Gaussian functions with exponents of 0.17
and 0.03 into each center. These extra centers were crucial
as they helped to compensate for the limitations of Gaussian
basis functions in describing atomic orbitals and enabled us to
more accurately capture the polarization potential.

As previously mentioned, our primary motivation for cal-
culating cross sections for positron-noble gas scattering was
to demonstrate the consistency of our implementation. To
this end, we used the same cutting distances in the SMC
method with the S + VCP approximation as Mitroy and Ivanov
[28] did for the noble gases. Specifically, we used cutting
distances of ρ = 1.50 a.u. for helium, ρ = 1.51 a.u. for
neon, ρ = 1.71 a.u. for argon, and ρ = 1.85 a.u. for kryp-
ton, which were determined based on prior studies. By using
these cutting distances, we aim to establish a direct compar-
ison between our results and those reported by Mitroy and
Ivanov and to demonstrate the reliability and accuracy of our
implementation.

The interatomic distances RH-H = 1.39 a.u. [30] and
RN-N = 2.068 a.u. [39] were used in the calculations done
in the hydrogen and nitrogen molecules, respectively. To
demonstrate that our implementation in the SMC method
can reproduce the previous s-wave eigenphases reported by
Swann and Gribakin [30], we perform calculations for the
s-wave eigenphases using the S + VCP approximation, the
cutting distance ρ = 2.051 a.u., and the 12s8p8d Cartesian
Gaussian basis set for both molecules, exactly as Swann and
Gribakin did in their study.

To compute the integral cross sections for positron colli-
sions with molecules, we employed the aug-cc-pVTZ basis
set for the hydrogen molecule and the aug-cc-pVDZ basis set
for the nitrogen molecule, both implemented in GAMESS [38].
Additionally, we use extra Cartesian Gaussian basis functions
placed in 18 chargeless centers. These centers were posi-
tioned in hexagons vertices as shown in Fig. 2: one of these
hexagons is placed at the midpoint between the atoms of both
molecules and the other two at a distance of 1.5 Å from this
midpoint.

Consistent with the approach of Swann and Gribakin
[27,31], we applied the same cutting distance for all atoms in
the molecules under consideration. For our initial calculations,
we selected the cutting distance ρ = 2.051 a.u., which was
previously used by Swann and Gribakin [27,29–31].

012818-4



IMPLEMENTATION OF A MODEL POTENTIAL IN THE … PHYSICAL REVIEW A 108, 012818 (2023)

FIG. 3. ICS for positron scattering from the noble gas atoms: helium, neon, argon, and krypton. Our S + VCP results (solid black line)
are compared with previous calculations by Mitroy and Ivanov [28] (dashed red line), Reeth et al. for helium [43] (thin dashed green line);
McEarhan et al. for neon [44], argon [45], and krypton [46] (dot dashed violet line); and of Green et al. [47] (dotted orange line) and with
the previous experimental TCS data from Sullivan et al. for helium [48] (cyan squares), Makochekanwa et al. for krypton [49] (brown down
triangles), Jones et al. for neon and argon [50] (violet crosses), and the recommended experimental TCS from Ratnavelu et al. [51] (blue
circles) (uncorrected for the forward scattering). The vertical arrows correspond to the energy at which the positronium channel opens for
argon (EPs = 8.95 eV) [45] and krypton (EPs = 7.2 eV) [46].

To fully understand how model potential calculations com-
pares with ab initio methods, we performed the biggest
calculations thus far in the SP approximation using the SMC
method for both molecules. The calculations were performed
using the same basis sets as in the S + VCP approximation con-
sidering all possible single virtual excitations to generate the
CSF’s. This resulted in 36 100 CSF’s and 174 040 CSF’s for
the hydrogen and nitrogen molecules, respectively. With these
results, we were able to obtain, by a direct fit, the parameter ρ

that best fit our SP data and compared with the one obtained
by Swann and Gribakin [27].

To carry out these calculations in the SP approximation, we
parallelized the serial codes of the SMC method for positron
scattering. This improvement of the codes did not affect how
the scattering process is described, but it allowed to greatly
increase the number of CSF used in the expansion of the
scattering wave function. Similar to the approach used in
the SMCPP method for electron scattering [36], we utilized
OPENMP directives [40] for the calculation of the numerator
matrix elements 〈S�k f

|V |χμ〉 in Eq. (1) and the denominator
matrix elements dμν in Eq. (2). Additionally, we employed
LAPACK routines [41] for LU factorization in the inversion of
the denominator matrix dμν in Eq. (1).

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this section, our main goal is to assess the consistency
of our implementation by presenting ICS for noble gas atoms
and comparing them with the results reported by Mitroy and

Ivanov [28]. In addition, we computed the scattering s-wave
eigenphases obtained from the SMC method in the S + VCP

approximation for H2 and N2 molecules, and compared our
results with those reported by Swann and Gribakin [30]. A
major advantage of our implementation is that it enables ICS
and DCS’s calculations for positron-molecule collision, which
allows for direct comparison with experimental data. Further-
more, we analyzed the model potential and compared it to
the asymptotic analytic form of the polarization potential, as
described in Refs. [42] and [26], as a way to better understand
the physics of this model potential.

A. Noble gas atoms (He, Ne, Ar, Kr)

In Fig. 3, we present the ICS for elastic scattering of
positrons from noble gas atoms (He, Ne, Ar, and Kr) obtained
through the SMC method in the S + VCP approximation using
the same ρ as in Ref. [28]. Our results are compared with
the theoretical data of Mitroy and Ivanov [28] with the same
model potential; Reeth et al. for helium [43] with the Kohn
variational method; McEarhan et al. for neon [44], argon
[45], and krypton [46] with polarized orbitals (PO); and of
Green et al. [47] with many-body theory (MBT). On the
experimental side, we include the TCS data from Sullivan
et al. for helium [48], Makochekanwa et al. for krypton [49],
Jones et al. for neon and argon [50], and the recommended
experimental TCS from Ratnavelu et al. [51]. We also remark
that the experimental data shown here are uncorrected for the
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FIG. 4. S-wave eigenphases for the positron scattering from hy-
drogen molecule calculated with the SMC method on the S + VCP

approximation, calculated with the SMC method on the SP approxi-
mation and the one calculated by Swann and Gribakin [30].

forward scattering. Our results are consistent with the ones
from Mitroy and Ivanov [28] and Reeth et al. [43] at all energy
ranges.

It is worth noting that the values of ρ used by Mitroy and
Ivanov, as well as in our current calculations, were derived to
best fit the theoretical calculations of Reeth et al. for helium
[43] and of McEachran et al. for neon [44], argon [45], and
krypton [46]. Overall, we observe that the theoretical curves
are in better agreement with the experimental data at very low
energies (typically <2.0 eV), but are slightly below the data
from Refs. [45] and [46] for Ar and Kr above ≈2 eV and,
also at this energy range, consistently below the calculations
from Green et al. [47]. This last piece of theoretical data
seems to perfectly fit, at energies below positronium forma-
tion, the experimental data. While Gaussian basis sets, as used
in the SMC method, are not ideal for atomic calculations,
we perform such calculations to confirm the computational
implementation of the model potential in our codes. How-
ever, our primary objective is to evaluate cross sections for
positron-molecule scattering.

B. Hydrogen molecule (H2)

To further evaluate the implementation of the model po-
tential in our method, we reproduced the s-wave eigenphase
calculations for positron scattering previously performed by
Swann and Gribakin [30]. Figure 4 displays a comparison
between our calculated s-wave eigenphase, obtained using the
SMC method on the S + VCP approximation with a 12s8p8d
basis set and a cutting distance of ρ = 2.051 a.u. (dot-dashed
orange curve), and the eigenphase calculated by Swann and
Gribakin [30] (blue diamonds). Our results demonstrate ex-
cellent agreement with the earlier findings of Swann and
Gribakin [30], as expected.

In addition to our primary results, we also include eigen-
phase data obtained from other calculations. Specifically, we
show the eigenphase data obtained from the ab initio SP cal-
culation and the eigenphase data obtained using the S + VCP

approximation with the same ρ as before, but with the basis

FIG. 5. ICS for positron scattering from hydrogen molecule. Our
calculations in the SP approximation (solid black line) and S + VCP

approximation with the cutting distances ρ = 2.051 a.u. (dashed
green line) and ρ = 1.90 a.u. (dot dashed blue line) are compared
with previous calculations of Sanchez et al. [55] (dotted black line)
and Zammit et al. [56] (thin dashed black line) and experimental
data from Zecca et al. [52] (purple diamonds), Machacek et al.
[53] (brown down triangels), and Fedus et al. [54] (red squares)
(the experimental data shown here are uncorrected for the forward
scattering). The vertical dashed line corresponds to the energy at
which the positronium channel opens (EPs = 8.6 eV) [52].

FIG. 6. Angular momentum decomposition of the ICS for
positron scattering from hydrogen molecule (in units of a2

0) from our
calculations in the SP approximation (solid black line) and S + VCP

approximation with the cutting distance ρ = 1.90 a.u. (dot dashed
blue line).
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FIG. 7. Folded DCS’s for positron scattering from hydrogen molecule. Our calculations in the SP approximation (solid black line) and
S + VCP approximation with the cutting distances ρ = 2.051 a.u. (dashed green line) and ρ = 1.90 a.u. (dot dashed blue line) are compared
with previous calculations of Sanchez et al. [55] (dotted black line) and Zammit et al. [56] (thin dashed black line), and experimental data from
Machacek et al. [53] (brown down triangles).

set employed in the SP approximation. We find that our cal-
culations using the same value for ρ but different basis sets
produce practically no difference. However, there is a signif-
icant difference between our results in the SP approximation
and the findings of Swann and Gribakin [30].

In contrast to Swann and Gribakin’s [30] work, our imple-
mentation allowed for ICS and DCS calculations. We present
our computed integral cross section for the positron-H2 scat-
tering in Fig. 5 in the SP approximation and in the S + VCP

approximation with ρ = 2.051 a.u. and ρ = 1.90 a.u. We
compare our results with the experimental data from Zecca
et al. [52], Machacek et al. [53], and Fedus et al. [54], as well
as previous theoretical calculations from Sanchez et al. [55]
using the SMC method and from Zammit et al. [56] using the
convergent-close-coupling (CCC) method. It should be noted
that the experimental data shown here are uncorrected for the
forward scattering. To improve clarity, we only include the
most recent data, but we acknowledge the earlier works by
Hoffman et al. [57], Charlton et al. [58], Zhou et al. [59], and
Sullivan et al. [60].

Parallelizing our codes significantly improves the ICS
results across all energy ranges, as demonstrated by the com-
parison of our current SP calculation with the one by Sanchez
et al. Our SP data show good agreement with the experimental
data up to 3 eV, after which it consistently remains below the

experiments and the calculation results from Zammit et al.
[56]. Analysis of the different values of ρ used shows that
our S + VCP approximation with ρ = 2.051 a.u. accurately
reproducing the data from Zecca et al. [52] for energies
� 1.5 eV, but deviating rapidly thereafter. This could be due
to the fact that the value of ρ used by Mitroy and Ivanov [28]
is obtained by comparing the scattering length of the model
with one from close-coupling calculations, hence prioritizing
energies closer to zero. Conversely, the value of ρ = 1.90 a.u.

appears to perfectly reproduce our current SP calculation for
energies up to 3 eV, before deviating towards smaller values.

Mitroy and Ivanov mentioned in their work [28] that the
level of agreement obtained in their s-wave cross sections does
not extend for higher partial waves, which becomes crucial
as energy increases. To further analyze it, we compute partial
integral cross sections for l = 0, 1, 2, 3 as shown in Fig. 6 for
our current SP and S + VCP approximation with ρ = 1.90 a.u.

The major differences between both data can be seen in this
case for d and f waves precisely for energies above 3.0 eV. As
mentioned in Ref. [28], this could be fixed by a different value
of ρ for a different l and this shall be further investigated in
the future.

The analysis of the folded DCS’s presented in Fig. 7 sup-
ports the hypothesis that fully ab initio methods like SMC
or R-matrix have difficulty in accurately describing low-
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FIG. 8. Comparison between the s-wave eigenphase for the
positron scattering from nitrogen molecule calculated with the SMC
method on the S + VCP approximation, with the SMC method on
the SP approximation [39] and the one calculated by Swann and
Gribakin [30].

scattering angles (�30◦) due to a poor representation of the
long-range polarization potential. However, this issue is not
present in the work of Ref. [56], which successfully captures
the forward angle peak as the impact energies increase. Ad-
ditionally, our current calculation, which is performed using
a parallelized version of our codes, significantly improves
upon our previous work by Sanchez et al. [55]. Furthermore,
calculations in the S + VCP approximation with ρ = 1.90 a.u.

adequately reproduce the available theoretical DCS’s for ener-
gies up to 4.0 eV, once again deviating as the energy increases.

C. Nitrogen molecule (N2)

We begin our N2 results similarly to that of H2, by com-
paring our calculated s-wave eigenphase obtained using the
S + VCP approximation and the SMC method, with the results
calculated by Swann and Gribakin [30] using the same basis
set and ρ = 2.051 a.u. The excellent agreement between both
curves is shown in Fig. 8. Additionally, we present several
other results for comparison, including a previous calculation
performed with the SMC method by Carvalho et al. [39],
a current calculation with the SMC method in the SP ap-
proximation using the aug-cc-pVDZ basis set, which is very
close to the results of the authors of Ref. [30], and another
in S + VCP approximation, with the aug-cc-pVDZ basis set
and ρ = 2.051 a.u. The last one provides the best fit to our
most recent SP calculation but deviates slightly as the energy
increases. Only the results from Ref. [39] differ in magnitude
from the other calculations in all energy ranges.

In Fig. 9 we present the ICSs for positron scattering from
the nitrogen molecule calculated in this work, as well as
those from earlier experimental works by Karwasz et al. [61],
Przybyla et al. [62], and Zecca et al. [63], and theoretical
works by Carvalho et al. [39] with the SMC method in
the SP approximation, Franz [26] with the quantum Monte
Carlo (QMC) parametrization for the correlation potential,

FIG. 9. ICS for positron scattering from nitrogen molecule. Our
SP (solid black line) and S + VCP (green dashed line) results are com-
pared with previous calculations by Carvalho et al. [39] (black thin
dashed line), Franz [26] (blue dot dashed line), and Ellis-Gibbings
et al. [64] (black thin double dot dashed line), and experimental
data from Karwasz et al. [61] (red up triangles) and Zecca et al.
[63] (magenta squares) (the experimental data shown are not angle
corrected). The vertical dashed line corresponds to the energy at
which the positronium channel opens (EPs = 8.8 eV) [63].

and Ellis-Gibbings et al. [64] with the independent atom
model with screening-corrected additivity rule plus interfer-
ence terms (IAM-SCAR+I) method. Similarly to H2, the
experimental data shown here are uncorrected for the forward
scattering. To improve clarity, we only include the most recent

FIG. 10. Angular momentum decomposition of the ICS for
positron scattering from nitrogen molecule (in units of a2

0) from our
calculations in the SP approximation (solid black line) and S + VCP

approximation (dashed green line).
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FIG. 11. Calculated DCS’s for positron scattering from nitrogen molecule. Our SP (solid black line) and S + VCP (green dashed line)
results are compared with previous calculations by Carvalho et al. [39] (black thin dashed line) and experimental data from Przybyla et al. [62]
(brown circles) for the relative DCS’s as normalized in Ref. [39].

data, but we acknowledge the earlier works by Hoffman et al.
[57] and Sueoka et al. [65].

Our current SP calculations of nitrogen (N2) almost per-
fectly agree with the theoretical curve of Franz [26] in all
the energy ranges shown. They also exhibit very good agree-
ment with the experimental data up to the opening of the
positronium channel. In contrast, the previous SMC method
calculation by Carvalho et al. [39] greatly underestimated
the results, while the IAM-SCAR+I method calculation by
Ellis-Gibbings et al. [64] overestimated them. Unlike the H2

calculation, we observe a larger discrepancy between our SP
calculation and the one in the S + VCP approximation with the
cutting distance ρ = 2.051 a.u. They only agree at very low
energies, which is expected since this value of ρ was chosen
to obtain the best fit for the s-wave calculation. We tested
different values of ρ and only a marginal improvement in the
agreement with our SP calculation was observed, hence we
opted to use ρ = 2.051 a.u. due to the better agreement with
the s-wave partial cross section. The analysis of the decompo-
sition of partial waves confirms this, as bigger differences than
for H2 are already visible for l = 1, 2, 3 for energies higher
than 1.0 eV, as shown in Fig. 10.

The DCS’s presented in Fig. 11 shows that our current
calculated results in the SP approximation seems to accurately
reproduce the experimental DCS’s of Przybyla et al. [62].
Additionally, our current SP calculation significantly im-
proves upon our previous work by Carvalho et al. [39],

especially in the low angles region (�45◦). Furthermore, cal-
culations in the S + VCP approximation with ρ = 2.051 a.u.

adequately reproduce the available theoretical DCS’s for an-
gles higher than 30◦, below which deviates slightly from the
theoretical DCS’s.

D. Model potential in molecules

To provide a better understanding of how the model po-
tential VCP is used in our calculations for positron scattering
from molecules, we include a comparison between VCP for
the studied cutting distances and the asymptotic polarization
potential Vpol up to the dipole polarizability and the second
hyperpolarizability, along the radial coordinate [θ = 0◦ in
Eq. (13) below]. These comparisons are shown in Fig. 12 for
the hydrogen molecule and Fig. 13 for the nitrogen molecule.
We use the following form of Vpol for this comparison, as
presented in previous studies [26,42]:

Vpol(r) = −αD,0

2r4
− αD,2

2r4
P2(cosθ ) − αQ

2r6
+ B

2r7
− γ

24r8
,

(13)

where αD,0 is the isotropic static dipole polarizability, αD,2

is the anisotropic static dipole polarizability, αQ is the
isotropic static quadrupole polarizability, B is the dipole-
dipole-isotropic quadrupole hyperpolarizability, and γ is the
the dipole-dipole-isotropic dipole-dipole hyperpolarizability.
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FIG. 12. Model potential VCP for the hydrogen molecule along the radial coordinate. The vertical dotted lines correspond to the positions
of the hydrogens in the hydrogen molecule.

For the hydrogen molecule, the values αD,0 = 5.180 a.u.,
αD,2 = 1.210 a.u., αQ = 7.889 a.u., B = −74.8 a.u., and γ =
620.3 a.u. were obtained through the results presented in the
work of Miliordos and Hunt [66] with the basis set D6Z in
the equilibrium interatomic distance (r = re). For the nitrogen
molecule, the values αD,0 = 11.070 a.u., αD,2 = 4.593 a.u.,
αQ = 83.26 a.u., B = −151.53 a.u., and γ = 927 a.u. were
used, which are the same values as those in the work of Franz
[26] for the nitrogen molecule.

In Fig. 12, we can see that the model potential seems to
be closer to the full potential of Eq. (13) than to only the
dipole term for r � 2.75 a0 for both values of ρ. This seems
to indicate that the SP SMC calculation, which is reproduced
with ρ = 1.90 a.u., is able to describe higher-order terms of
the long-range potential than only the dipole one as mentioned
by Tenfen et al. [24]. This may be explained by the fact that
both SP SMC and the S + VCP does not use single center
expansion in their description of polarization effects, as done
in the work of Franz [26] and Tenfen et al. [24]. However,
what seems to be relevant to get the magnitude of the integral
cross section right is to get a better description for l > 0, as
can be seen in Fig. 6, which shows a considerable contribution
for l = 1 even as energy as low as 1.5 eV.

This discussion is reinforced by Fig. 13 since also for
r � 2.75 a0 there seems to be a perfect agreement between
the model potential and the full potential of Eq. (13). Further-
more, in the same way as done in the work of Franz [26], we
calculated the crossing point rc at which Vpol > Vcorr for the
QMC parametrization of Vcorr and along the radial coordinate
in the nitrogen molecule to be rc ≈ 3.6 a0. This means that the
model potential VCP is able to capture the same polarization
as captured in the potential presented in the work of Franz
[26]. The difference in the ICS between the S + VCP and the
SP SMC calculation, as mentioned before, lies in a poorer
description, in the case of N2, for l > 0, not in the long-range
potential.

IV. SUMMARY

In this work, we tackled the problem of positron scatter-
ing by molecules in two different ways: by parallelization of
our previous computer codes and the inclusion of a model
potential with a free parameter in our calculations. With
the improved version of our computer codes, we were able
to make our best calculations to date to both H2 and N2

molecules. However, to obtain such good results, we had to

FIG. 13. Model potential VCP for the nitrogen molecule along the radial coordinate. The vertical dotted lines correspond to the positions of
the nitrogens in the nitrogen molecule.
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resort to 36 100 CSF’s and 174 040 CSF’s for the hydrogen
and nitrogen molecules, respectively, reaching the limit of
ab initio calculations, which was only possible due to the
diatomic nature of both molecules. However, performing sim-
ilar calculations for bigger systems would be computationally
prohibitive. Hence, the use of a model potential as proposed
by Mitroy and Ivanov [28], later modified by Swann and
Gribakin [30] for positron-molecule scattering was tested.
Our calculations, in the S + VCP approximation, were able
to reproduce in part our current SP calculations, deviating at
higher energies due to a poorer description of high angular
momenta.

These first results with the model potential did not intend
to make any predictions, but rather to (i) test the inclusion of
the model potential by comparing with previous calculations,
(ii) analyze the capability of the model potential to obtain
good ICS and DCS’s for positron-molecule scattering since
it was previously tested only for s-wave eigenphases, and
(iii) brings further understanding of the scattering process by
comparison with the analytic form of the long-range potential.
Since all these three were consistent, further investigation of
what this model potential can bring to scattering calculations

is now due. In this sense, one can inquiry if it can have
the same success for ICS and DCS’s as it had for positron
binding energy as done in Ref. [29]. In their work, the value
of the free parameter was optimized for a particular system
and good results were obtained for similar molecules. These
would then allow to obtain at least good estimates of scattering
cross sections for bigger systems, which our current ab initio
methodology does not allow.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors acknowledge support from the Brazilian
agency Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento Pessoal de Nível
Superior (CAPES). A.S.B. and S.d’A.S. acknowledges sup-
port from the Brazilian agency Conselho Nacional de
Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico (CNPq). The au-
thors acknowledge computational support from Prof. Carlos
M. de Carvalho at LFTC-DFis-UFPR and at LCPAD-UFPR.
We also acknowledge Dr. Andrew Swann, Prof. Grzegorz
Karwasz, Prof. Jan Franz, and Dr. Mark Christian Zammit for
providing their tabulated data which allowed for the compar-
isons done in this work.

[1] S. I. Ziegler, Positron emission tomography: Principles, tech-
nology, and recent developments, Nucl. Phys. A 752, 679
(2005).

[2] R. E. Robson et al., Positron kinetics in an idealized PET
environment, Sci. Rep. 5, 12674 (2015).

[3] H. Häkkinen, S. Mäkinen, and M. Manninen, Positron states in
dislocations: Shallow, and deep traps, Europhys. Lett. 9, 809
(1989).

[4] S. Tanigawa, Defects in semiconductors observed by positron
annihilation, Hyperfine Interact. 79, 575 (1993).

[5] C. Hugenschmidt, U. Holzwarth, M. Jansen, S. Kohn, and K.
Maier, Crystallization of silica studied by positron annihilation,
J. Non-Cryst. Solids 217, 72 (1997).

[6] G. P. Karwasz, A. Zecca, R. S. Brusa, and D. Pliszka, Appli-
cation of positron annihilation techniques for semiconductor
studies, J. Alloys Compd. 382, 244 (2004).

[7] W. N. Johnson, III, F. R. Harnden, Jr., and R. C. Haymes, The
spectrum of low-energy gamma radiation from the galactic-
center region, Astrophys. J. 172, L1 (1972).

[8] N. Guessouum, R. Ramaty, and R. E. Lingenfelter, Positron
Annihilation in the interstellar medium, Astrophys. J. 378, 170
(1991).

[9] T. J. Murphy and C. M. Surko, Annihilation of Positrons on
Organic Molecules, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 2954 (1991).

[10] Y. Nyffenegger-Pere and D. Cock, Plasma diagnostic opportu-
nities from a positron beam, Eur. Phys. J. D 74, 6 (2020).

[11] A. G. Sanz et al., Modelling low energy electron, and positron
tracks for biomedical applications, Int. J. Radiat. Biol. 88, 71
(2012).

[12] P. Arce et al., Integration of the low-energy particle track
simulation code in Geant4, Eur. Phys. J. D 69, 188
(2015).

[13] A. Zecca, L. Chiari, E. Trainotti, A. Sarkar, S. d’A. Sanchez,
M. H. F. Bettega, M. T. do N. Varella, M. A. P. Lima, and M. J.

Brunger, Positron scattering from methane, Phys. Rev. A 85,
012707 (2012).

[14] V. Graves and J. D. Gorfinkiel, R-matrix calculations for
elastic electron, and positron scattering from pyrazine: ef-
fect of the polarization description, Eur. Phys. J. D 76, 43
(2022).

[15] G. M. Moreira and M. H. F. Bettega, Elastic scattering of slow
positrons by pyrazine, J. Phys. Chem. A 123, 9132 (2019).

[16] A. S. Barbosa, F. Blanco, G. García, and M. H. F. Bettega, The-
oretical study on positron scattering by benzene over a broad
energy range, Phys. Rev. A 100, 042705 (2019).

[17] D. Edwards et al., Positron scattering from pyrazine, Phys. Rev.
A 104, 042807 (2021).

[18] S. J. Gilbert, R. G. Greaves, and C. M. Surko, Positron Scat-
tering from Atoms and Molecules at Low Energies, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 82, 5032 (1999).

[19] M. H. F. Bettega, S. d’A. Sanchez, M. T. do N. Varella,
M. A. P. Lima, L. Chiari, A. Zecca, E. Trainotti, and M. J.
Brunger, Positron collisions with ethene, Phys. Rev. A 86,
022709 (2012).

[20] L. Chiari, A. Zecca, E. Trainotti, M. H. F. Bettega, S. d’A.
Sanchez, M. T. do N. Varella, M. A. P. Lima, and M. J. Brunger,
Cross sections for positron scattering from ethane, Phys. Rev. A
87, 032707 (2013).

[21] A. S. Barbosa and M. H. F. Bettega, Calculated cross sections
for elastic scattering of slow positrons by silane, Phys. Rev. A
96, 042715 (2017).

[22] A. S. Barbosa, S. d’A. Sanchez, and M. H. F. Bettega, Bound
state in positron scattering by allene, Phys. Rev. A 96, 062706
(2017).

[23] R. O. Lima, A. S. Barbosa, M. H. F. Bettega, S. d’A. Sanchez,
and G. M. Moreira, Cross sections for elastic collisions of low-
energy positrons with tetrachloroethylene (C2Cl4) molecule,
Chem. Phys. 567, 111807 (2023).

012818-11

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.02.067
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep12674
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/9/8/012
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00567581
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-3093(97)00104-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2004.05.037
https://doi.org/10.1086/180878
https://doi.org/10.1086/170417
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.67.2954
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/e2019-100479-6
https://doi.org/10.3109/09553002.2011.624151
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/e2015-60138-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.85.012707
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/s10053-022-00371-0
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpca.9b08845
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.100.042705
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.042807
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.5032
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.022709
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.87.032707
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.96.042715
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.96.062706
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemphys.2022.111807


FRIGHETTO, BARBOSA, AND SANCHEZ PHYSICAL REVIEW A 108, 012818 (2023)

[24] W. Tenfen, J. de Souza Gloria, and F. Arretche, Low-energy
positron scattering by F , and F2, J. Phys. Chem. A 126, 7901
(2022).

[25] A. Jain and F. A. Gianturco, Low-energy positron collisions
with CH4, and SiH4 molecules by using new poistron polar-
ization potentials, J. Phys. B: At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 24, 2387
(1991).

[26] J. Franz, Positron-electron correlation-polarization potentials
for the calculation of positron collisions with atoms, and
molecules, Eur. Phys. J. D 71, 44 (2017).

[27] A. R. Swann and G. F. Gribakin, Calculations of positron bind-
ing, and annihilation in polyatomic molecules, J. Chem. Phys.
149, 244305 (2018).

[28] J. Mitroy and I. A. Ivanov, Semiempirical model of positron
scattering, and annihilation, Phys. Rev. A 65, 042705
(2002).

[29] A. R. Swann and G. F. Gribakin, Positron Binding and An-
nihilation in Alkane Molecules, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 113402
(2019).

[30] A. R. Swann and G. F. Gribakin, Model-potential calculations
of positron binding, scattering, and annihilation for atoms, and
small molecules using a Gaussian basis, Phys. Rev. A 101,
022702 (2020).

[31] A. R. Swann, G. F. Gribakin, J. R. Danielson, S. Ghosh, M. R.
Natisin, and C. M. Surko, Effect of chlorination on positron
binding to hydrocarbons: Experiment, and theory, Phys. Rev.
A 104, 012813 (2021).

[32] K. Takatsuka and V. McKoy, Extension of the Schwinger vari-
ational principle beyond the static-exchange approximation,
Phys. Rev. A 24, 2473 (1981).

[33] K. Takatsuka and V. McKoy, Theory of electronically inelastic
scattering of electrons by molecules, Phys. Rev. A 30, 1734
(1984).

[34] J. S. E. Germano and M. A. P. Lima, Schwinger multichannel
method for positron-molecule scattering, Phys. Rev. A 47, 3976
(1993).

[35] E. P. da Silva, J. S. E. Germano, and M. A. P. Lima, Zeff

according to the Schwinger multichannel method in positron
scattering, Phys. Rev. A 49, R1527 (1994).

[36] R. F. da Costa, M. T. do N. Varella, M. H. F. Bettega,
and M. A. P. Lima, Recent advances in the application
of the Schwinger multichannel method with pseudopoten-
tials to electron-molecule collisions, Eur. Phys. J. D 69, 159
(2015).

[37] K. J. Miller, Additivity methods in molecular polarizability,
J. Am. Chem. Soc. 112, 8533 (1990).

[38] G. M. J. Barca, C. Bertoni, L. Carrington, D. Datta, N. De
Silva, J. E. Deustua, D. G. Fedorov, J. R. Gour, A. O. Gunina,
E. Guidez et al., Recent developments in the general atomic,
and molecular electronic structure system, J. Chem. Phys. 152,
154102 (2020).

[39] C. R. C. de Carvalho, M. T. do N. Varella, M. A. P. Lima, E. P. da
Silva, and J. S. E. Germano, Progress with the Schwinger multi-
channel method in positron-molecule scattering, Nucl. Instrum.
Methods Phys. Res., Sect. B 171, 33 (2000).

[40] www.openmp.org.
[41] www.netlib.org/lapack.
[42] F. A. Gianturco, A. Jain, and J. A. Rodriguez-Ruiz, Test of local

model potentials for positron scattering from rare gases, Phys.
Rev. A 48, 4321 (1993).

[43] P. V. Reeth and J. W. Humberston, Elastic scattering, and
positronium formation in low-energy positron-helium colli-
sions, J. Phys. B 32, 3651 (1999).

[44] R. P. McEachran, A. G. Ryman, and A. D. Stauffer, Positron
scattering from neon, J. Phys. B 11, 551 (1978).

[45] R. P. McEachran, A. G. Ryman, and A. D. Stauffer, Positron
scattering from argon, J. Phys. B 12, 1031 (1979).

[46] R. P. McEachran, A. G. Ryman, and A. D. Stauffer, Positron
scattering from krypton, and xenon, J. Phys. B 13, 1281 (1980).

[47] D. G. Green, J. A. Ludlow, and G. F. Gribakin, Positron scat-
tering, and annihilation on noble-gas atoms, Phys. Rev. A 90,
032712 (2014).

[48] J. P. Sullivan, C. Makochekanwa, A. Jones, P. Caradonna, and
S. J. Buckman, High-resolution, low-energy positron scattering
from helium: measurements of the total scattering cross section,
J. Phys. B: At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 41, 081001 (2008).

[49] C. Makochekanwa, J. R. Machacek, A. C. L. Jones, P.
Caradonna, D. S. Slaughter, R. P. McEachran, J. P. Sullivan,
S. J. Buckman, S. Bellm, B. Lohmann, D. V. Fursa, I. Bray,
D. W. Mueller, A. D. Stauffer, and M. Hoshino, Positron scat-
tering from neon, and argon, Phys. Rev. A 83, 032721 (2011).

[50] A. C. L. Jones, C. Makochekanwa, P. Caradonna, D. S.
Slaughter, J. R. Machacek, R. P. McEachran, J. P. Sullivan, S. J.
Buckman, A. D. Stauffer, I. Bray, and D. V. Fursa, Positron
scattering from neon, and argon, Phys. Rev. A 83, 032701
(2011).

[51] K. Ratnavelu, M. J. Brunger, and S. J. Buckman, Recommended
positron scattering cross sections for atomic systems, J. Phys.
Chem. Ref. Data 48, 023102 (2019).

[52] A. Zecca, L. Chiari, A. Sarkar, K. L. Nixon, and M. J. Brunger,
Total cross sections for positron scattering from H2 at low
energies, Phys. Rev. A 80, 032702 (2009).

[53] J. R. Machacek, E. K. Anderson, C. Makochekanwa, S. J.
Buckman, and J. P. Sullivan, Positron scattering from molecular
hydrogen, Phys. Rev. A 88, 042715 (2013).

[54] K. Fedus, J. Franz, and G. P. Karwasz, Positron scattering on
molecular hydrogen: Analysis of experimental, and theoretical
uncertainties, Phys. Rev. A 91, 062701 (2015).

[55] S. d’A. Sanchez and M. A. P. Lima, The influence of f -
type function in positron-He/positron-H2 scattering with the
Schwinger multichannel method, Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys.
Res., Sect. B 266, 447 (2008).

[56] M. C. Zammit, D. V. Fursa, J. S. Savage, I. Bray, L. Chiari,
A. Zecca, and M. J. Brunger, Adiabatic-nuclei calculations of
positron scattering from molecular hydrogen, Phys. Rev. A 95,
022707 (2017).

[57] K. R. Hoffman, M. S. Dababneh, Y. F. Hsieh, W. E. Kauppila, V.
Pol, J. H. Smart, and T. S. Stein, Total-cross-section measure-
ments for positrons, and electrons colliding with H2, N2, and
CO2, Phys. Rev. A 25, 1393 (1982).

[58] M. Charlton, T. C. Griffith, G. R. Heyland, and G. L. Wright,
Total scattering cross sections for low-energy positrons in the
molecular gases H2, N2, CO2, O2, and CH4, J. Phys. B: At. Mol.
Phys. 16, 323 (1983).

[59] S. Zhou, H. Li, W. E. Kauppila, C. K. Kwan, and T. S. Stein,
Measurements of total, and positronium formation cross sec-
tions for positrons, and electrons scattered by hydrogen atoms,
and molecules, Phys. Rev. A 55, 361 (1997).

[60] J. P. Sullivan, S. J. Gilbert, J. P. Marler, L. D. Barnes, S. J.
Buckman, and C. M. Surko, Low energy positron scattering,

012818-12

https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpca.2c05740
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/24/9/018
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/e2017-70591-2
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5055724
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.65.042705
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.113402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.022702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.012813
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.24.2473
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.30.1734
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.47.3976
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.49.R1527
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/e2015-60192-6
https://doi.org/10.1021/ja00179a044
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0005188
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-583X(00)00036-7
http://www.openmp.org
http://www.netlib.org/lapack
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.48.4321
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/32/15/303
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3700/11/3/025
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3700/12/6/019
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3700/13/6/030
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.90.032712
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/41/8/081001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.032721
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.032701
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5089638
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.80.032702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.042715
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.062701
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nimb.2007.12.022
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.022707
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.25.1393
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3700/16/2/019
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.55.361


IMPLEMENTATION OF A MODEL POTENTIAL IN THE … PHYSICAL REVIEW A 108, 012818 (2023)

and annihilation studies using a high resolution trap-based
beam, Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys. Res., Sect. B 192, 3
(2002).

[61] G. P. Karwasz (private communication).
[62] D. A. Przybyla, W. Addo-Asah, W. E. Kauppila, C. K. Kwan,

and T. S. Stein, Measurements of differential cross sections for
positrons scattered from N2, CO, O2, N2O, and CO2, Phys. Rev.
A 60, 359 (1999).

[63] A. Zecca, L. Chiari, A. Sarkar, and M. J. Brunger, Positron
scattering from the isoelectronic molecules N2, CO, and C2H2,
New J. Phys. 13, 115001 (2011).

[64] L. Ellis-Gibbings, F. Blanco, and G. García, Positron interac-
tions with nitrogen, and oxygen molecules: elastic, inelastic,
and total cross sections, Eur. Phys. J. D 73, 266 (2019).

[65] O. Sueoka and A. Hamada, Total cross-section measure-
ments for 0.3-10 eV positron scattering on N2, CO, and CO2

molecules, J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 62, 2669 (1993).
[66] E. Miliordos and K. L. C. Hunt, Dependence of the mul-

tipole moments, static polarizabilities, and static hyperpolar-
izabilities of the hydrogen molecule on the H-H separation
in the ground singlet state, J. Chem. Phys. 149, 234103
(2018).

012818-13

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-583X(02)00700-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.60.359
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/13/11/115001
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjd/e2019-100459-x
https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.62.2669
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5066308

