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We propose an explicit numerical method to solve Milne’s phase-amplitude equations. Previously
proposed methods solve directly Milne’s nonlinear equation for the amplitude. For that reason, they
exhibit high sensitivity to errors and are prone to instability through the growth of a spurious, rapidly
varying component of the amplitude. This makes the systematic use of these methods difficult. On
the contrary, the present method is based on solving a linear third-order equation which is equivalent
to the nonlinear amplitude equation. This linear equation was derived by Kiyokawa, who used it
to obtain analytical results on Coulomb wavefunctions [1]. The present method uses this linear
equation for numerical computation, thus resolving the problem of the growth of a rapidly varying
component.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In atomic physics, estimating the cross sections of collisional processes, photoionization or Bremstrahlung requires
the computation of the radial wavefunctions of continuum orbitals. Moreover, in atomic physics of dense plasma, one
should in principle account self consistently for continuum electrons in the calculation of the atomic structure (see,
e.g., [2, 3] for discussions on this subject). In principle, accounting for the continuum requires sampling the radial
wavefunctions in both the radius and momentum spaces (see, for instance, [4–7]). Continuum radial wavefunctions
being oscillatory, the sampling limit stated by the Nyquist-Shannon theorem applies [8]. The minimal grid step
for the radius is determined by the largest momentum considered, and the minimal step of the momentum grid is
determined by the largest radius considered. Such sampling constraint can quickly lead to computations which are
rather intensive in terms of floating-point operations and memory storage, and often constitutes a bottleneck of model
implementations. This issue explains, for instance, why a self-consistent, quantum accounting for the continuum is
rarely performed in detailed atomic modeling of plasmas.

Alternative formalisms for the one-electron basis may yield a more efficient numerical representation of the contin-
uum. For instance, an average-atom numerical algorithm resorting to the basis of Siegert states was recently proposed
and studied [9], using the method of solution of [10].

However, keeping the usual 1-electron basis, Milne’s phase-amplitude representation [11] also enables a more efficient
numerical representation of the continuum. It is based on slowly varying, nonperiodic, amplitude and phase functions.
Consequently, it has a strong numerical interest, for it allows one to circumvent the Nyquist-Shannon sampling limit.
This interest has long been recognized in the literature, and Milne’s phase-amplitude representation was used for
Bessel functions calculations [12] as well as atomic-physics computations [5, 13, 14]. Methods of solutions of various
kinds were proposed: direct iterative methods were proposed in [15, 16], as well as an iterative spectral method using
a Chebyshev expansion [17]. A fully explicit, predictor-corrector method resorting to a fixed grid was proposed in
[13] and used, for instance in the SCROLL [18] and HULLAC numerical codes [19]. An adaptive mesh refinement
Rosenbrock-type method was proposed [14] and used in the PURGATORIO numerical code [5].

We found that existing methods usually do not allow a simple and systematic use on a pre-defined grid, with
a simple relationship between grid coarseness and precision. In particular, they show a rather high sensitivity to
numerical errors. In this article, we first summarize the basics of Milne’s phase-amplitude representation. We discuss
the limitations of some known methods for solving Milne’s phase-amplitude equations [5, 13, 14]. We then propose a
fully explicit method of solution resorting to a fixed grid, which addresses these limitations. Finally, we illustrate the
use of this method on some examples.
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II. PHASE AMPLITUDE REPRESENTATIONS

In the following we will limit the discussion to the description of continuum radial wavefunctions R(r) solution of
the radial Schrödinger equation:

R′′(r) + ωk,ℓ(r)R(r) = 0 (1)

ωk,ℓ(r) = k2 − 2v(r)− ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

r2
(2)

with k > 0 and limr→∞ v(r) = 0. Most phase-amplitude (PA) representation may also be extended to bound states,
considering imaginary k. Moreover, PA representations can also be used in the framework of the Dirac radial equation
set without any difficulty (see, for instance, [20], Section 2.3).

Phase-amplitude representation refers to a whole category, rather to a particular representation. Such representa-
tions consist in recasting the oscillatory wavefunction R, regular at zero, as:

R(r) = A(r) · S (ϕ(r)) (3)

where S is a given oscillatory function regular at zero. A(r) is called the amplitude function, and ϕ(r) the phase
function.

Generalized PA representation may resort to any oscillatory function S corresponding to the regular solution of
the Schrödinger equation for some reference system. The generalized WKB approach [21–24] may be considered from
this standpoint.

In the present article, we are concerned by Milne’s PA representation, which uses a sine function for S.

R(r) = A(r) · sin (ϕ(r)) (4)

The choice of a particular function S is not sufficient to completely determine the representation. In particular, the
choice of the sine function for S is used in both Calogero’s and Milne’s PA representations.
Just to emphasize their differences, let us briefly recall the basics of Calogero’s PA representation [25]. To obtain

this PA representation, one requires, in addition to Eq. (4):

R′(r) = A(r) · cos (ϕ(r)) (5)

So that:

A(r) =
√

R(r)2 +R′(r)2 (6)

tan (ϕ(r)) =
R(r)

R′(r)
(7)

R(r) being regular at zero, Calogero’s amplitude function is regular at zero. Re-writing Eq. (1), using Eqs (4, 5)
yields Calogero’s equations for the phase and amplitude (see [25], Eqs (6.16) and (4.7)):

ϕ′(r) = k +
1

k

(
k2 − ωk,ℓ(r)

)
sin2 (ϕ(r)) (8)

A′(r) = A(r)
(
k2 − ωk,ℓ(r)

) sin (2ϕ(r))
2k

(9)

From these equations, it appears clearly that the amplitude and phase functions of Calogero’s PA representation
exhibit rapid variations, i.e. on the scale of r ∼ 1/(2k). This representation was used to derive many useful analytical
results, as for instance an analytic approach to phase shifts in screened potentials [26]. Calogero’s PA representation
was also used in order to build efficient numerical methods for searching the eigenvalues of bound states in an attractive
potential [27, 28]. However, when applied to continuum orbitals, this representation requires the same typical sampling
of A(r), ϕ(r) as the radial wavefunction itself.

Milne’s PA representation is most often derived by inserting Eq. (4) into Eq. (1), yielding

[2A′(r)ϕ′(r) +A(r)ϕ′′(r)] · cos (ϕ(r)) +
[
A′′(r)−A(r) (ϕ′(r))

2
+ ωk,ℓ(r)A(r)

]
· sin (ϕ(r)) = 0 (10)

One then requires the factors in front of the sine and cosine of the phase to be zero independently. This leads to
Milne’s equations for the phase and amplitude, respectively:

ϕ′(r) =
θ

A(r)2
(11)

A′′(r) + ωk,ℓ(r)A(r)− θ2

A(r)3
= 0 (12)
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with θ appearing as an arbitrary integration constant.
A somewhat more explicit definition of Milne’s phase and amplitude may be stated as follows. Let us consider R(r),

Q(r) two linearly independent solutions of Eq. (1), with R(r) being regular at r = 0, and define A(r), ϕ(r) as follows:

R(r) = A(r) · sin (ϕ(r)) (13)

Q(r) = A(r) · cos (ϕ(r)) (14)

One has

A(r) =
√

R(r)2 +Q(r)2 (15)

tan (ϕ(r)) =
R(r)

Q(r)
(16)

Differentiating Eq. (16), one gets:

(
1 + tan2 (ϕ(r))

)
ϕ′(r) =

Q(r)R′(r)−R(r)Q′(r)
Q(r)2

(17)

ϕ′(r) =
W{Q(r), R(r)}

A(r)2
(18)

where W denotes the Wronskian. Differentiating Eq. (15) two times, one gets:

A′′(r) =
−1

A(r)2
A′(r) [R(r)R′(r) +Q(r)Q′(r)] +

1

A(r)

[
R(r)R′′(r) +R′(r)2 +Q(r)Q′′(r) +Q′(r)2

]
(19)

using Eq. (1) for R(r) and Q(r), and the definition of Eq. (15), one gets:

A′′(r) =− ωk,ℓ(r)A(r)− 1

A(r)

[
A′(r)2 −R′(r)2 −Q′(r)2

]
= −ωk,ℓ(r)A(r) +

W{Q(r), R(r)}2

A(r)3
(20)

Defining θ = W{Q(r), R(r)}, Eqs (18) and (20) become Eqs (11) and (12), respectively. This shows how θ is related
to the normalizations of the R and Q functions.

Two particular cases are those of free particles (v(r) = 0) and particles in a Coulomb potential (v(r) = −Z/r). For
these, one has the analytic solutions:

R(r) =

{
kr jℓ(kr) (v(r) = 0)

Fℓ(η = −Z/k, kr) (v(r) = −Z/r)
(21)

Q(r) =

{
−kr yℓ(kr) (v(r) = 0)

Gℓ(η = −Z/k, kr) (v(r) = −Z/r)
(22)

with jℓ, yℓ being the regular and irregular sperical Bessel functions, respectively, and Fℓ, Gℓ being the regular and
irregular Coulomb wavefunctions. We use the conventions of [29]. The latter analytic solutions can be used, together
with Eq. (15) for the evaluation of the boundary condition for fully screened and Coulomb-tail atomic potentials,
respectively.

Equation (12) is a second-order nonlinear differential equation. Its solutions are nontrivial. However, in the
asymptotic limit r → ∞, Eq. (12) simply becomes:

A′′(r) + k2A(r)− θ2

A(r)3
= 0 (23)

One readily see that a constant A(r) can be solution of this equation, its value being:

Aslow =

(
θ

k

)1/2

(24)

which directly yields ϕslow(r) ∼ kr using Eq. (11).
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This asymptotic limit may also be recovered from the usual WKB approximation, which just consists in neglecting
the second derivative A′′(r) in Eq. (12):

AWKB(r) =
θ1/2

ωk,ℓ(r)1/4
−−−→
r→∞

Aslow (25)

ϕ′
WKB(r) = ωk,ℓ(r)

1/2 −−−→
r→∞

k (26)

Let us stress out that the parameter θ is directly related through Eq. (24) to the asymptotic value of the amplitude
function, which determines the normalization of R(r). θ therefore has to be consistent with the boundary condition
applied when solving Eq. (12) for the amplitude. Having a parameter in the equation which has to be consistent with
the boundary condition is typical for a nonlinear equation. On the contrary, linear equations allow the boundary
condition to be set with an arbitrary multiplicative constant.

The solution of Eq. (12) fulfilling the condition limr→∞ A′′(r) = 0 corresponds to a slowly varying amplitude
function, asymptotically tending to the value Aslow. This is the amplitude function we are interested in, for it allows
us to circumvent the Nyquist-Shannon sampling limit related to the oscillatory wavefunction R(r).
However, Eq. (12) may have other solutions than the slowly varying one. Going back to its asymptotic limit Eq. (23),

let us try to find another solution by considering a first-order perturbation Aslow+δA(r) around the constant solution
of Eq. (24). The equation for the perturbation is:

δA′′(r) + k2δA(r) + 3
θ2

A4
slow

δA(r) = 0 (27)

δA′′(r) = −4k2δA(r) (28)

From which we get δA(r) ∼ e2ikr, showing that other solutions exist, and that they exhibit rapid variations, over the
1/(2k) scale.
Equation (12) is thus a stiff differential equation in the sense that it has multiple solutions varying over very different

scales. However, for the purpose of sampling reduction, we are only interested in the slowly varying one. Moreover,
being nonlinear, this equation can allow coupling among its various solutions, which may constitute a problem, as we
will see in next section.

For the sake of illustrating the slowly varying amplitude function of Milne’s PA representation, we present in Fig. 1
the radial wavefunctions R(r) and the corresponding amplitude functions A(r), for k = 1 a−1

0 , ℓ = 2, in the case of
a zero potential (a), of a screened Coulomb potential (b), and of a pure Coulomb potential (c). The slowly varying
amplitude function give the enveloppe of the wavefunction R(r).
Of course, the amplitude function can be obtained from a numerical solution of Eq. (1), finding the two linearly

independent solutions R and Q and then combining them as in Eq. (15). However, such a method would require
sampling oscillatory functions, thus defeating the purpose of using the PA representation.

For that reason a number of authors have studied numerical methods for solving Eq. (12) directly. Seaton and
Peach, as well as Trafton proposed iterative schemes, starting from an initial guess of the amplitude [15, 16]. Bar
Shalom, Klapisch and Oreg proposed in [13] to use of a predictor-corrector due to Hamming (see [30] §24.3) when it is
stable, and proposed a modified predictor-corrector for the region in which the latter method is unstable. In [5, 14],
Wilson, Sonnad, Sterne and Isaacs proposed to use a Kaps-Rentrop method [31, 32]. In [17] Rawitscher proposed a
spectral iterative method based on a Chebyshev expansion.

In atomic-physics applications, description of the continuum usually requires the calculation of a large number of
wavefunctions, in order to sample the momentum space. For that reason, there is a special interest in fast, fully
explicit numerical methods, such as that proposed in [13]. Before coming to the method that we propose, let us first
motivate the present work by discussing the limitation of some existing methods.

III. LIMITATIONS OF SOME EXISTING METHODS

In [13], Bar Shalom et al. propose an explicit method to solve numerically Eq. (12) on a fixed grid of exponentially
spaced points. The method in fact resorts to three different numerical schemes. Let us recall briefly its general
principle, because it guided us on many aspects in building our method.

In the innermost region, a standard Numerov scheme is used to solve Eq. (1) for R(r), up to a matching point
rmatch, chosen close to the turning point rturn, such that ωk,ℓ(rturn) = 0.
Beyond the matching point, Bar Shalom et al. use a predictor-corrector method due to Hamming (see [30] §24.3),

in order to solve Eq. (12) for A(r). Let us call this scheme Hamming’s predictor-corrector (HPC). However, they find
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FIG. 1: Radial wavefunction and amplitude function ℓ = 2, k = 1 for three distinct potentials. Zero potential (a), Yukawa

potential −Ze−r/λ/r with Z = 26, λ = 10 (b), and pure Coulomb potential −Z/r with Z = 26 (c).

that, as soon as h2ωk,ℓ(r)/3 is greater than one, then the corrector step amplifies the prediction error. Far from the
origin, the slowly varying amplitude solution tends to a constant. A′′(r) thus takes small values, which are obtained
through Eq. (12) as differences between two values that are comparatively large. This leads to large numerical errors.
This issue is in fact common to all approaches that make use of Eq. (12) to obtain A′′(r) from A(r).

As a solution to this problem, Bar Shalom et al. propose a modified predictor-corrector scheme for the outermost
region. Its basic principle is to use the fact that A(r) is varying slowly to build a predictor for A′′(r) and then use
Eq. (12) as a corrector, deducing a new value of A(r) from A′′(r), performing one step of a Newton method. Using
the amplitude equation in this other way, the error amplification factor is inverted, leading to a stable scheme. Let
us call this scheme Bar Shalom modified predictor corrector (BSMPC).

In addition to the BSMPC scheme, the authors suggest to further improve the solution in the outermost region by
re-evaluating A′′(r) from a high order finite-difference scheme (5-point scheme) and correcting again using Eq. (12).
Adding such a step makes the method become partly an iterative method and we did not find it useful to resort to
such improvement in the present study.

The switching radius rswitch from HPC to BSMPC scheme is located where h2ωk,ℓ(r)/3 ≈ 1 and these two schemes
are actually employed in order to propagate the solution inwards, starting from the outer boundary condition at rmax.
Finally, solutions for R(r) and A(r) are matched at the radius rmatch, allowing one to normalize R(r) and determine
the phase at the matching point. A table summarizing this method is given in Table I

We found that the numerical method proposed in [13] performs very well on coarse grids. As described in their
article, one really needs to apply both HPC and BSMPC schemes, paying attention to the switching radius rswitch. It
may be checked that error amplification actually occurs when using any of the numerical scheme on the wrong side
of rswitch, and that the overall method is very sensitive to such error amplification.

In his book, Hamming derives a predictor-corrector numerical scheme of order 6. He also describes corrections to
the predictor and corrector (see [30], end of §24.3), which are presented as optional, and makes the scheme of order 8.
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FIG. 2: Radial wavefunction and amplitude function (a,c), with the corresponding relative errors (b,d) obtained with the
method of [13] for the case of zero potential, ℓ = 2, k = 5 a−1

0 , using a exponentially spaced grid spanning from 10−4 to 102 a0.
The reference, exact solution are shown in dashed green. Comparison between grids having 100 (a,b) and 1000 (c,d) grid points
in total, respectively. The 100-points grid has 38 steps between rmatch and rmax, whereas the 1000-points grid has 272 steps.

We found that in the present case, these corrections have a significant impact on the global stability of the numerical
method, and assume that Bar Shalom and coauthors did use these corrections.

In principle, if one wants to increase the precision of the solution, refining the grid should be the way to proceed.
It turns out that beyond a certain level of refinement, a numerical instability occurs, ruining the numerical solution.
This issue is illustrated on Fig. 2, which displays the results obtained in a case of zero potential (amplitude of spherical
Bessel functions), when increasing the number of grid points from 100 to 1000.

The triggering of an instability when considering finer grids constitutes a serious limitation to a systematic use of
this numerical scheme, as it impairs the control of the numerical precision.

On Fig. 2 d, one may clearly identify a region of rapid growth of error. This region seems to always lie in the
intermediate region, where HPC scheme is used. By applying step by step the predictor-corrector scheme on a test
case for which the solution is known exactly, one may analyze precisely the source of errors. Restarting at each
step from the “exact” amplitude, one can see that the error growth is driven by the predictor, whereas the corrector
systematically improves the solution as it is expected to do.

An explanation for this large error growth may be the nonlinear character of Eq. (12). In principle, it allows the
coupling among various solutions and enables the growth of a spurious, rapidly varying component in the solution,
starting from an initial seed.

In principle, we select the desired, slowly varying solution through the boundary condition. However, any error,
either the truncation error on the boundary condition, or the accumulation of numerical errors when propagating
the solution, may be seen as a mixing between the desired solution and the spurious ones, seeding the growth of the
rapidly varying component.

A numerical limitation to the growth of a rapidly varying component is the sampling. A coarse grid acts as a low-
pass filter a may temper the growth of a rapidly varying component. It turns out that the criterion for switching from
HPC to BSMPC is close to the Nyquist-Shannon sampling criterion for the rapidly varying solution. This probably

Innermost region Intermediate region Outermost region
[rmin, rmatch] [rmatch, rswitch] [rswitch, rmax]

h2ωk,ℓ(r)/3 < 1 h2ωk,ℓ(r)/3 < 1 h2ωk,ℓ(r)/3 > 1

Numerov scheme for R(r) Hamming’s predictor corrector Bar Shalom’s modified predictor-corrector

Outwards Inwards Inwards

TABLE I: Summary of the numerical method proposed in [13].
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FIG. 3: Amplitude function (a), with the corresponding relative error (b) obtained with the Runge-Kutta-Merson adaptive
refinement method, for the case of zero potential, ℓ = 2, k = 5 a−1

0 , using an initial grid of 100 exponentially spaced points,
spanning from 10−4 to 102 a0. Presented results correspond to precision targets (or tolerances) of 10−2 and 10−8. In the present
case, the refined grids actually have 436 and 848 grid points between rmatch and rmax, respectively, to be compared with the
38 points of the initial grid.

explains why the region where the spurious component builds up is located inside the intermediate region, near the
switching radius.

Whatever the method used, any attempt to solve directly the nonlinear Eq. (12) is likely to yield a result which is
strongly sensitive to errors and prone to the growth of a rapidly varying component in the amplitude. This notably
explains the crucial need for a high-order scheme in the method of [13], and why the corrections which allow one to
reach order 8 matter so much.

In [5, 14], the authors used a Rosenbrock method proposed by Kaps and Rentrop [31], frequently used for stiff
equations [32]. Typical numerical methods for stiff equations are usually based on adaptive grid refinement, aiming at
correctly sampling all solutions, with all their various scales of variation. Certainly Eq. (12) is stiff, but our purpose is
only to calculate its slowly varying solution, and not to achieve a correct sampling of all of its solutions. In this view,
it is likely that such methods are of limited help for the present problem. However, putting a very stringent precision
target, adaptive grid refinement may also limit the accumulation of errors, therefore limiting the seed for a spurious
component. One should however keep in mind that, in many cases of application, the potential v(r) associated to the
wavefunctions is sampled on a predefined grid. Adaptive refinement methods then require to interpolate the potential
at intermediate grid points, resulting in a supplementary loss of precision.

A simple, explicit method resorting to adaptive grid refinement is the Runge-Kutta-Merson (RKM) method [33].
We choose this method as a test-bed in order to illustrate a typical issue of using adaptive grid refinement method
for Eq. (12).

The RKM method is based on a 4th order Runge-Kutta (RK4) scheme, with a supplementary evaluation which
allows one to estimate the truncation error. Let us first put Eq. (12) under the canonical form:Ā′

0(r) = Ā1(r) ≡ f̄0(r; Ā)

Ā′
1(r) = −ωk,ℓ(r)Ā0(r) +

θ2

Ā0(r)3
≡ f̄1(r; Ā)

⇔ Ā′(r) = f̄(r; Ā) (29)

with Ā0(r) being A(r), the bars denoting vector functions having two components labelled 0 and 1, respectively.
Solving for Ā over one step h with a classical RK4 scheme requires the evaluation of the function f̄ at four different
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points:

k1 = hf(r; Ā) k3 = hf

(
r +

1

3
h; Ā+

1

6
k1 +

1

6
k2

)
(30)

k2 = hf

(
r +

1

3
h; Ā+

1

3
k1

)
k4 = hf

(
r +

1

2
h; Ā+

1

8
k1 +

3

8
k3

)
(31)

One then expresses the fourth-order-approximate solution Ā(x+ h) as a weighted sum of the ki’s.

Ā(r + h) = Ā(r) +
k1
2

− 3

2
k3 + 2k4. (32)

Then, using only one more evaluation of the function f̄ :

k5 = hf

(
r + h; Ā+

k1
2

− 3

2
k3 + 2k4

)
(33)

one may calculate a fifth-order approximation Ā∗(r + h):

Ā∗(r + h) = Ā(r) +
1

6
k1 +

2

3
k4 +

1

6
k5. (34)

The truncation error R = 0.2|Ā∗ − Ā| can then be estimated, allowing one to choose the integration step according
to a fixed precision target, or tolerance ϵ. The algorithm that we use is as follows. If R > ϵ, divide the integration
step h by 2. If R < ϵ/64, multiply it by 2. If ϵ/64 < R < ϵ, accept the step, and go to the next grid point r + h.
As for the method of Bar Shalom et al., we actually employ the RKM scheme to propagate the solution inwards,

starting from the outer boundary condition at rmax. We apply the RKM method successively for each interval between
two points of the base grid.

Figure 3 presents the results obtained with the RKM method on the same case as in Fig. 2, the base grid being
that of subfigures a and b (100 points, out of which 38 for the [rmatch, rmax] interval).

Setting the tolerance to 10−2, one can see how the spurious solution can grow, requiring the method to refine the
grid in order to correctly sample its rapid variations. In the present case, the refined grid actually has 436 points, to
be compared with the 38 points between rmatch and rmax of the initial grid.

Decreasing the tolerance of the integration steps to 10−8, one may efficiently prevent the growth of numerical errors
but this is done at the price of refining the grid even more. In the present case, the refined grid for tolerance 10−8

has 848 grid points.
The Kaps-Rentrop (KR) method [31, 32] was used by Wilson et al. to solve the amplitude equation related to Dirac

equation, which is an analogous of Eq. (12) [5, 14]. It is an adaptive mesh refinement method based on an implicit
scheme.

Figure 4 presents the results obtained with KR method on the same case as in Fig. 2, the base grid being that of
subfigures c and d (1000 points, out of which 272 for the [rmatch, rmax] interval). We tried using the KR numerical
scheme both with and without performing an adaptive grid refinement.

It may be seen on Fig. 4 a that the implicit scheme of the KR method seems stable over the whole region between
rmatch and rmax. Using directly the base grid, that is, performing no adaptive refinement, the KR numerical scheme
yields a result of limited precision, with maximum relative error being on this case about 10−4. In order to improve
precision, grid refinement has to be performed. In order to achieve a maximum relative error about 10−6, the number
of effective grid points reaches 16221, to be compared with the 272 points of the base grid.

Moreover, all these methods are very sensitive to errors on the boundary condition. Any inconsistency between the
boundary condition and the value of θ is viewed as a contribution from a rapidly varying component, which results in
heavy grid refinement as soon as its amplitude reaches the precision target (see, for instance, [20], Fig. 6.9, pp. 115).

IV. PROPOSED NUMERICAL METHOD

A. General principle

In reference [1], Kiyokawa uses the following transformation, initially pointed out by Trafton (see [16], Eq. (8,9)).
Multiplying Eq. (12) by 2A′(r), and rearranging the terms, one can write:

d

dr

(
(A′(r))

2
+

θ2

A(r)2

)
+ ωk,ℓ(r)

d

dr

(
A(r)2

)
= 0 (35)



9

0.35

0.375

0.4

(a)

10−10

10−8

10−6

10−4

10−2

100 101 102

(b)

a
m
p
li
tu
d
e

KR, tolerance 10−7

KR, no adapt. ref.
exact

re
la
ti
v
e
er
ro
r

radius (units of a0)

FIG. 4: Amplitude function (a), with the corresponding relative error (b) obtained with the Kaps-Rentrop method, for the
case of zero potential, ℓ = 2, k = 5 a−1

0 , using a exponentially spaced base grid of 1000 points, spanning from 10−4 to 102 a0.
Results obtained with and without adaptive grid refinement are presented. In the present case, the refined grid corresponding
to precision target of 10−7 actually has 16221 grid points between rmatch and rmax, to be compared with the 272 points of the
initial grid.

and perform the change of function Y (r) = A(r)2. It was noted by Kiyokawa that, if one expresses Y ′′(r) and uses
Eq. (12), one obtains the relation:

(A′(r))
2
=

Y ′′(r)
2

+ ωk,ℓ(r)Y (r)− θ2

Y (r)
(36)

When inserted into Eq. (35), the latter relation yields a linear third-order differential equation for Y :

Y (3)(r) + 4ω(r)Y ′(r) + 2ω′(r)Y (r) = 0 (37)

Y (3) denoting the third derivative of Y . Kiyokawa used this linear equation in order to derive analytic results on
Coulomb wavefunctions [1].

We propose in this article to use Eq. (37) for numerical calculations, instead of Eq. (12). In principle, using a
linear equation should exclude any coupling to spurious, rapidly varying, solutions and completely solve the issue of
sensitivity to errors. We should then obtain a numerical method that is much more robust and can be applied more
systematically. In particular, it should be tolerant with respect to any truncation error on the boundary condition.
In this respect, it may be worth noting that in Eq. (37), the parameter θ disappears, and the boundary condition
may be defined with any multiplicative constant, as is expected and necessary for a linear equation.

In practice, the numerical sheme we propose is mostly an extension of the well-known Numerov scheme, plus an
adaptation of the modified predictor-corrector scheme of Bar Shalom et al. [13].

B. Innermost region

Milne’s amplitude function is singular at zero. For that reason, as is done in [13], we do not solve for the amplitude
function close to zero. We instead solve for the wavefunction R(r) using a standard Numerov scheme, propagating
the solution outwards. In order to minimize the error when matching, we choose the matching point to be located
near the first maximum of the wavefunction, or, if it is closer to zero, to the radius at which a chosen fraction of the
sampling limit is reached.
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C. Intermediate region

We recast the linear 3rd-order equation Eq. (37) under the partial canonical form that follows:

Y ′′
1 (r) + 4ω(r)Y1(r) = −2ω′(r)Y0(r) (38)

Y ′
0(r) = Y1(r) (39)

where Y0(r) ≡ Y (r). We treat the first of these two equations using a standard Numerov scheme, and the second one
using a corollary result of Numerov method for the derivative.

Let us consider the Taylor expansion for the q-th derivative of Y0, Y1:

Y (q)
α (r ± h) =Y (q)

α (r)± hY (q+1)
α (r) +

h2

2
Y (q+2)
α (r)± h3

6
Y (q+3)
α (r) +

h4

24
Y (q+4)
α (r) ± h5

120
Y (q+5)
α (r) +O(h6) (40)

Let us consider that r is uniformly sampled: rn = rmin + nh. Using the Taylor expansion at r+ h and r− h, we may
write:

Y
(q)
α,n+1 + Y

(q)
α,n−1 =2Y (q)

α,n + h2Y (q+2)
α,n +

h4

12
Y (q+4)
α,n +O(h6) (41)

Y
(q)
α,n+1 − Y

(q)
α,n−1 =2hY (q+1)

α,n +
h3

3
Y (q+3)
α,n +

h5

60
Y (q+5)
α,n +O(h7) (42)

where the n indices denote values of the functions taken at rn.

First, we use Eq. (41) with α = 1, q = 0 and with α = 1, q = 2, and eliminate Y
(4)
α,n.

Y1,n+1 + Y1,n−1 =2Y1,n + h2Y ′′
1,n +

h2

12

(
Y ′′
1,n+1 + Y ′′

1,n−1 − 2Y ′′
1,n

)
+O(h6) (43)

Using Eq. (38), we obtain:

Y1,n+1

(
1 +

h2

3
ωn+1

)
= Y0,n+1

(
−h2

6
ω′
n+1

)
+ Y1,n

(
2− 10h2

3
ωn

)
+ Y0,n

(
−10h2

6
ω′
n

)
+Y1,n−1

(
−1− h2

3
ωn−1

)
+ Y0,n−1

(
−h2

6
ω′
n−1

)
+O(h6) (44)

which corresponds to a usual Numerov scheme for a second-order inhomogeneous equation with no first-order deriva-
tive.

Then, in order to express Y0,n+1, we use Eq. (42) with α = 0, q = 0, and with α = 0, q = 2, and eliminate Y
(3)
0,n .

Y0,n+1 − Y0,n−1 = 2hY ′
0,n +

h2

6

(
Y ′′
0,n+1 − Y ′′

0,n−1

)
+O(h5) (45)

Using Eq. (39) and its derivative, we obtain.

Y0,n+1 − Y0,n−1 = 2hY1,n +
h2

6

(
Y ′
1,n+1 − Y ′

1,n−1

)
+O(h5) (46)

Let us now use Eq. (42) with α = 1, q = 1, reuse Eq. (41) with α = 1, q = 2 and eliminate Y
(4)
1,n :

Y ′
1,n+1 − Y ′

1,n−1 = 2hY ′′
1,n +

h

3

(
Y ′′
1,n+1 + Y ′′

1,n−1 − 2Y ′′
1,n

)
+O(h5) (47)

Using Eq. (47) in Eq. (46), and using again Eq. (38) to express Y ′′
1 (r), we get:

Y0,n+1

(
1 +

h3

9
ω′
n+1

)
=

(
2h− 8h3

9
ωn

)
Y1,n − 4h3

9
ω′
nY0,n − 2h3

9
ωn+1Y1,n+1

− 2h3

9
ωn−1Y1,n−1 +

(
1− h3

9
ω′
n−1

)
Y0,n−1 +O(h5) (48)
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Finally, we use the latter equation to eliminate Y0,n+1 in Eq. (44):

Y1,n+1

[
1 +

h2

3
ωn+1 −

(
h5

27
ω′
n+1ωn+1

)(
1 +

h3

9
ω′
n+1

)−1
]

=

(
−h2

6
ω′
n+1

)(
1 +

h3

9
ω′
n+1

)−1

·
[(

2h− 8h3

9
ωn

)
Y1,n − 4h3

9
ω′
nY0,n − 2h3

9
ωn−1Y1,n−1 +

(
1− h3

9
ω′
n−1

)
Y0,n−1

]
+ Y1,n

(
2− 10h2

3
ωn

)
+ Y0,n

(
−10h2

6
ω′
n

)
+ Y1,n−1

(
−1− h2

3
ωn−1

)
+ Y0,n−1

(
−h2

6
ω′
n−1

)
+O(h6) (49)

Thus, we get a fully explicit expression for Y1,n+1, resorting only to values of Y1 and Y0 at the points n and n− 1. At
each step, we use Eq. (49) to compute Y1,n+1 and then Eq. (48) to compute Y0,n+1. In practice, we use this numerical
scheme in the inward direction. This numerical scheme is of order 6 for Y1 (regular Numerov scheme), and of order
5 for Y0, which is the main quantity of interest. This is to be compared with order 8 of HPC scheme used by Bar
Shalom and coauthors.

Finally, looking at Eq. (49), we can see that error amplification is to be expected whenever h2ωk,ℓ,n ≳ 1 or
h2ω′

k,ℓ,n ≳ 1, in the same way as pointed out in [13]. Even though in our case, the numerical scheme is much less
sensitive to the accumulation of numerical errors, we still need a complementary numerical scheme for coarse grids, or
for the outermost region whenever a grid with increasing spacing is used. A simple solution is to adapt the modified
predictor-corrector scheme proposed in [13].

D. Outermost region

For coarse grids, or in the outermost region of a grid of increasingly spaced points, where h2ωk,ℓ(r) > 1, we propose
an adaptation of the modified predictor corrector of Bar Shalom et al.. The key steps are 1) using the slow variation
of the amplitude to build a predictor for Y1, Y

′′
1 2) using Eq. (38) to obtain Y0 from Y ′′

1 , Y1, thus avoiding error
amplification.

Using Eq. (42) with α = 1, k = 0, we have

Y1,n+1 − Y1,n−1 = 2Y1,n + h2Y ′′
1,n +O(h4) (50)

Let us assume that Y ′′
1 is varying slowly and thus is roughly equal to its average value over three successive grid point:

Y ′′
1,n ≈ 1

3

(
Y ′′
1,n−1 + Y ′′

1,n + Y ′′
1,n+1

)
(51)

Using this approximation in Eq. (50), one obtains:

Z1,n+1 + Z1,n−1 = 3Y1,n − Z1,n +O(h4) (52)

where we define Z1 as follows:

Z1,n = Y1,n − h2

3
Y ′′
1,n (53)

Equation (52) may be used as a predictor for Z1:

Zp
1,n+1 = 3Y1,n − Z1,n − Z1,n−1 +O(h4) (54)

Let us now use Eq. (42) with α = 0, q = 0:

Y0,n+1 − Y0,n−1 = 2hY ′
0,n +

h3

3
Y

(3)
0,n +O(h5) (55)

Using Eq. (39), and the definition of Z1, we obtain:

Y0,n+1 − Y0,n−1 = h (3Y1,n − Z1,n) +O(h5) (56)
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We finally use Eq. (38) in order to obtain Y1 from Y ′′
1 :

Y1,n+1 =
−1

4ωk,ℓ,n+1

(
Y ′′
1,n+1 + 2ω′

k,ℓ,n+1Y0,n+1

)
(57)

Y1,n+1 =
−1

4ωk,ℓ,n+1

[
3

h2
(Y1,n+1 − Z1,n+1) + 2ω′

k,ℓ,n+1 (Y0,n+1 + h(3Y1,n − Z1,n))

]
(58)

Because Eq. (38) is linear, we obtain a linear algebraic equation for Y1,n+1, which we readily solve analytically:

Y1,n+1 =

(
1 +

3

4h2ωk,ℓ,n+1

)−1 [
3

4h2ωk,ℓ,n+1
Z1,n+1 − 2ω′

k,ℓ,n+1 (h(3Y1,n − Z1,n) + Y0,n−1)

]
(59)

In the method of [13], the equation was nonlinear and one step of a Newton method was used. When we use Eq. (59),
the value of Z1,n+1 is estimated using the predictor Zp

1,n+1 of Eq. (54). Looking at Eq. (59), we clearly see that an

amplification of the error on Zp
1,n+1 will occur when 4h2ωk,ℓ,n/3 ≲ 1.

E. Method summary

Innermost region Intermediate region Outermost region

[rmin, rmatch] [rmatch, rswitch] [rswitch, rmax]

h2ωk,ℓ(r) < 1 h2ωk,ℓ(r) < 1 h2ωk,ℓ(r) > 1

Numerov scheme for R(r) Eqs (49) and (48) Eqs (54), (56) and (59)

Outwards Inwards Inwards

TABLE II: Summary of the numerical method proposed in the present work.

To summarize, our numerical methods is as follows (see also Table II). From zero to a matching point, we use
the usual Numerov scheme outwards, in order to solve Eq. (1) for R(r). The inner boundary condition that we use
corresponds to a radial wavefunction regular at zero. The chosen matching point rmatch is either located near the first
maximum of R(r), or at the point where some fraction of the sampling limit is reached, depending on which is closest
to zero.

We then use Eqs (54), (56) and (59) to propagate the solution inwards, starting from the outer boundary condition,
until reaching a point where h2ωn ≲ 1. The outer boundary condition is given by Eq. (15), with R, Q given by
Eqs (21,22).

In the region where h2ωn ≲ 1, we use Eqs. (49) and (48) to propagate the solution further inwards, up to the
matching point.

Matching is performed in order to normalize the inner part of R(r) according to the outer boundary condition, and
to determine the phase at the matching radius. The phase function is subsequently obtained by integrating outwards
the function ϕ(r)− kr using Simpson’s rule.

V. TEST OF THE METHOD

We tested the present method using linear grids, quadratic grids, exponentially spaced grids, and mixed linear-
exponential grids. The relations between the radius ϱ in these grids, and the parameter r which is uniformly sampled
are recalled in Table III. Together with the change of variable from ϱ to r, we perform the change of function
A(ϱ) → Â(r), which leaves Eqs (1,12,37) invariant in form:

Â(r̂(ϱ)) = A(ϱ)/f(ϱ) (60)

The relevant functions f(ϱ) for each grid are also given in Table III.
Figure 5 presents the relative error on the amplitude function obtained with our method, compared to that of [13],

in the case of zero potential, for ℓ = 2, k = 1 a−1
0 and 15 a−1

0 . In order to remain as close as possible to Reference [13],
we perform this comparison using an exponentially spaced grid, varying the number of grid points.

Errors in the outermost region seem systematically larger with the present method than with the method of [13].
This may indicate that the approximation of Eq. (51) is less justified for Y (3)(r) than it is for A′′(r). However,
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FIG. 5: Relative error on the amplitude function obtained with Bar Shalom method and with the present method. Case of
zero potential, for ℓ = 2, k = 1 a−1

0 (a-d) and k = 15 a−1
0 (e-h) using a exponentially spaced grid spanning from 10−6 to 102 a0

with 100 (a,e), 250 (b,f), 500 (c,g), and 1000 (d,h) points, respectively. The error is showed only from the matching radius to
the grid outer boundary.

the largest contribution to the numerical errors stems from error accumulation in the intermediate region, where
the amplitude is varying more significantly. For that reason, we do not consider the numerical scheme used in the
outermost region as a limiting factor for our method.

Using a coarse grid (see Fig. 5 a and e), for which the method of [13] performs well, error growth in the intermediate
region is stronger with our fifth-order scheme than with the HPC scheme, which is of order 8. This is fully expected.

Considering finer grids (see Fig. 5 b–d and f–h), one clearly sees the effect of the spurious component that appears
with the method of [13], which puts a lower bound on the precision that may be achieved, and ultimately ruins the
solution. On the contrary, the present method exhibits a continuous improvement of precision, when one refines the
grid. Beyond some grid refinement, it may become relevant to improve the solution in the outermost region. This can
be done as suggested in [13], by making some iterative steps after applying the modified predictor-corrector scheme.

As an example of systematic application of the present numerical method, we present on Fig 6 the phase-shifts as
functions of eigenvalue (i.e. orbital energy) for two fully screened Coulomb potentials with Z = 26 and decay length
λ = 5 and 10 a0, for orbital number ℓ ranging from 0 to 12. These curves were obtained using the present method on
an exponentially spaced grid of 1000 points, spanning from 10−6 a0 to 100 a0. Using the Milne PA representation with
the present numerical method allows one to compute phase shift for arbitrarily high eigenvalues keeping a relatively
coarse radial grid.

Grid type Change of variable Function f of Eq. (60)

Linear r = ϱ 1

Quadratic r =
√
ϱ ϱ1/4

Exponential r = ln(ϱ)
√
ϱ

Exponential-linear r = ln(ϱ) + a ϱ

√
ϱ

1 + aϱ

TABLE III: Change of variable and function f corresponding to various grids.
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FIG. 6: Scattering phase-shifts calculated using the present method, for two cases of fully screened Coulomb potential
−Ze−r/λ/r with Z = 26, λ = 5 a0 (a) and 10 a0 (b) for eigenvalues k2/2 ranging from 10−1 to 104 Hartree and orbital
quantum number ℓ ranging from 0 to 12.

VI. CONCLUSION

In the present article, we first recall the basics of Milne’s phase-amplitude representation. We discuss the limitations
of some known methods to solve Milne’s amplitude equation, including the fully-explicit predictor-corrector method
of Bar Shalom et al. and adaptive grid refinement methods, both explicit and implicit. A fully explicit numerical
method based on the linear equation derived by Kiyokawa is proposed as a solution to address these limitations. The
key point being that, solving a linear equation, one gets rid of any coupling to the spurious, rapidly varying solution
of the amplitude equation and obtains a much more robust method. The method is tested and its performance is
checked against that of Bar Shalom et al.. It is shown that, while being of lower order than the predictor-corrector
method used in the work of Bar Shalom et al., the present method yields a systematic improvement of the precision
when refining the grid. Upcoming work will consider the applications of this method to the calculation of atomic
cross-sections.
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