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Abstract We, compare the strong part of the N̄N in-

teraction obtained by the Nijmegen partial wave analy-

sis and the results of some of the most popular N̄N op-

tical potentials in configuration space. We have found

severe discrepancies in most of the partial waves, espe-

cially above pLab=400 MeV/c where the partial wave

analysis displays a resonant-like structure in the 31S0
and 33P0 waves. Some theoretical difficulties to inter-

pret this behaviour in terms of dynamical resonances

are pointed pout and an alternative explanation is sug-

gested. A much better stability is observed in the low

energy parameters, apart from some discrepancies due

to the presence of near-threshold quasi-bound states

in particular waves. Large deviations have also been

found between the corresponding potentials, at short

and medium-range (r ≳ 1 fm) distances.

Keywords Low energy antiproton physics · Optical

models · Phase shifts PW analysis · Protonium

1 Introduction

In comparison with the Nucleon-Nucleon (NN) case, the

Antinucleon-Nucleon- (N̄N) interaction remains poorly

known. The reason for that is, on one hand the rela-

tively limited number of N̄N low-energy data and on

the other hand the intrinsic difficulty of theoretically

describing a system which has hundreds of open anni-

hilation many-body channels at rest. See for instance

[1,2,3] and references therein.
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A rigorous theoretical approach of this physical prob-

lem in its full complexity is far beyond our possibil-

ities, both formal and computational, and it will re-

main so probably for a long time. There are however

phenomenological ways to model the low energy N̄N

physics and obtain a reasonable description of the ex-

isting experimental data, provided one renounces to de-

scribe each particular annihilation channel and by in-

troducing a relatively large number of parameters. A

successful example is provided by the N̄N optical mod-

els, which date from the early days of antiproton physics

[4], and whose main properties have been recently re-

viewed in [5,6].

The first accurate description of the p̄p experimen-

tal results was provided by the energy-dependent par-

tial wave analysis of Nijmegen group [7] (NPWA) which

presents an almost perfect description (χ2 ≈ 1) of the

existing data below pLab <925 MeV/c, although after

applying a severe rejection criteria. In this analysis, the

long- and medium-range N̄N interaction is given by a

one- plus two-pion exchange potential (Vπ ≡ V1π+V2π)

at N2LO chiral EFT detailed in [8]. This potential is

matched at b=1.2 fm to a state and energy-dependent

complex boundary conditions which parametrise the

short range physics, in particular the very complex an-

nihilation dynamics. This is realised by fixing, for each

energies E and partial wave α = {T, L, S, J}, the log-

arithmic derivative of the corresponding wave function

at r=b: Pα(E)=b (Ψ ′
α/Ψα)r=b. The parameters of the

NPWA, i.e. the low energy constants (LEC’s) of Vπ

(c1, c3, c4) and the complex boundary conditions Pα,

were determined in [7] by a fit to the pp̄ scattering data.

The LEC’s found in this way, were compatible with pre-

vious determinations from pp [8] and a combined fit of

pp and pn scattering data [9].
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The possibility of performing a PW analysis of the

N̄N data has been questioned [10,5], as it requires the

determination of, at least, twice as many parameters

as in the NN case, the number of N̄N partial waves is

higher than for NN, and the available N̄N data are or-

ders of magnitude less abundant. For instance, the N̄N

S-matrix for a tensor uncoupled states, is no longer de-

termined by a real parameter δ as in the unitary case

(S = e2iδ), but by a complex quantity δC = δR + iδI
whose (positive) imaginary part δI controls the inelas-

tic processes through the parameter η =| S |= e−2δI

(0 < η < 1), thus allowing the same formal expres-

sion for the S-matrix (S = e2iδC ). This criticism is

sound and can eventually rise some questions about

the uniqueness of the solution, especially when the in-

elasticity parameter η, and so the S-matrix itself, are

very small. There is, however, no doubt that the results

presented in [7] provide an excellent description of the

selected data set and constitute at least one reliable so-

lution in the domain 100 MeV/c < pLab <1000 MeV/c.

Once determined the parameters of the p̄p PW anal-

ysis, the authors of Ref. [7] removed the Coulomb po-

tential and the n− p mass difference (∆0 ≡ mn −mp),

and obtained the strong N̄N phase-shifts in the isospin

symmetry, which are in fact the non trivial and inter-

esting part of the interaction. These results, which can

be considered to a large extent as being model inde-

pendent, are extremely useful for a critical compari-

son between the different models, without directly re-

lying on the experimental observables. The former, in-

volve usually contributions of many partial waves and

can hide eventual significant disagreements among the

different interaction models. The strong N̄N Nijmegen

phase shifts constitute the basis of our further analysis.

The strong N̄N phase-shifts provided by the Ni-

jmegen group were also the starting point to determine

the parameters of the most recent N̄N Jülich potential

[12] 1. This potential is based on the G-parity transform

of a previously established chiral EFT NN potential at

N3LO [14]. It contains contributions from one- and two-

pion exchange and of contact terms with up to four

derivatives. The annihilation part is taken into account

by introducing imaginary contact terms in each par-

tial wave, regularized by gaussian form factors. The po-

tential is inserted in a relativistic Lipmann-Schwinger

equation to obtain the phase-shifts. The low energy con-

stants of the pion-exchange part were taken from the

1It is worth mentioning that, under this denomination, one
can include a series of previous works on N̄N interactions
developed since the 90’s, based on the G-parity transform of
the meson-exchange NN Bonn model [13] and even the N2LO
version of the chiral EFT N̄N potential [11]. For shortness of
the notation, we will hereafter denote Jülich N̄N potential as
the one described in Ref. [12]

pion-nucleon dynamics and the remaining ones, as well

as the annihilation constants, were adjusted to repro-

duce to the strong phase shifts and inelasticity param-

eters of the Nijmegen PWA in the isospin basis. Sup-

plemented with the Coulomb and ∆m term, this model

provides an equally good description of the p̄p data as

in the NPWA. Furthermore it has been extended to de-

scribe the zero energy protonium results as well as the

existing n̄p data (T = 1).

The Jülich potential constitutes nowadays the most

complete and accurate description of the N̄N data, would

it be at the price of a considerable number of parame-

ters (≈ 90). However, it has been derived in momentum

space what makes difficult its implementation to study

more complex systems, in particular the very peripheral

and loosely bound hydrogenic orbits of the p̄-A systems.

These Coulomb-like states constitute the cornerstone of

the PUMA research project [15] that requires reliable

theoretical predictions of the annihilation probabilities

from some of them. A recent application to the simple

p̄-d case has been recently obtained [16] using a sim-

plified (local) form of the Jülich potential. They led to

significantly different predictions with respect to other

existing models and it is not clear which part of these

differences is a genuine prediction of the potential it-

self or results from the simplifications. On the other

hand the strong non local character of the Jülich poten-

tial makes it difficult to be used in configuration space

calculations, where the few-nucleon scattering problem

can be more easily solved.

In view of further applications, but also for the sake

of a theoretical consistency, it is of the highest interest

to examine the predictive power of some of the most

popular N̄N optical models formulated in configuration

space, by comparing them at the level of strong phase

shifts as well as with the recent – phase equivalent –

Nijmegen PW and Jülich results. A previous compar-

ison devoted to protonium level shifts and scattering

lengths was published many years ago [17,18] but to

our knowledge no systematic study has been performed

at non zero energies.

Our goal in the present paper is thus to establish a

detailed comparison of the Nijmegen PW analysis and

Jülich results with some selected optical models widely

used in the literature and formulated in configuration

space. To this aim we will consider the last updated

version (2009) of the Paris potential [19], the Dover-

Richard models [20,21] published in 1980-82 and the

Khono-Weise [22] potential formulated in 1986. They

represent different degrees of complexity in the the-

oretical description and, apart from being formulated

in configuration space, they have in common that: (i)

they make full use of conventional (not EFT) meson-
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exchange theory, (ii) they were constructed before the

NPWA [7], and (iii) they were adjusted to a restricted

data set. At the end, they obtain a less accurate de-

scription of the experimental results than NPWA and

Jülich model, but they use a much smaller number of

parameters.

As we will see in what follows, there exist huge dis-

agreements among the partial wave predictions of the

considered optical models, often hidden when consid-

ering only integrated cross sections. They claim for an

urgent clarification of the N̄N interaction at the two-

body level, both from the theoretical as well as from the

experimental point of view, before intending a minimal

model independent description of more complex sys-

tems, furthermore involving off-shell properties of the

interaction.

We will sketch in section 2 the main ingredients of

the theoretical N̄N formalism used in Refs. [7,12] as

well as in our own calculations with Paris, DR and KW

optical models. Section 3 is devoted to compare the

strong phase shifts for the S and P partial waves, low

energy parameters and S- and P-wave protonium level

shifts of these different models. Section 4 contains some

concluding remarks.
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Fig. 1 Integrated strong N̄N cross sections – elastic σe

(black), annihilation σa (red ), charge-exchange σce (green)
and their sum σt (blue) – as functions of the N̄ laboratory
momenta for DR2 (dashed dotted line), KW (dashed line)
and Paris 2009 (solid line) optical models. The results of the
Nijmegen Partial Wave analysis [7] are indicated by filled cir-
cles.

2 The formalism for N̄N optical models

The strong part of the N̄N force is derived in the isospin

basis (VT ). However, this basis is not adapted to com-

puting low-energy p̄p scattering processes due to the

relevant role of Coulomb interaction and, in a less ex-

tent, to the n-p mass difference (∆0 ≡ mn−mp) which

couples, even asymptotically, the isospin states. One

uses, instead, the so called particle-basis where the | pp̄⟩
and | nn̄⟩ states are coupled only by the short range

”charge-exchange” potential. By adopting the isospin

conventions [23,17]

N =

(
p

n

)
N̄ =

(
−n̄

+p̄

)
≡ |1/2,+1/2 > = −|n̄ >

|1/2,−1/2 > = +|p̄ >
(1)

the particle basis is expressed in terms of N̄N isospin

states | T, T3 > as

|pp̄ > = + 1√
2
{|00 > +|10 >}

|nn̄ > = + 1√
2
{|00 > −|10 >}

|pn̄ > = −|1,+1 >

|p̄n > = +|1,−1 >

(2)

The | pp̄ > and | nn̄ > states can be cast into a

single state vector

| Ψ⟩ =
(
Ψpp̄

Ψnn̄

)
which, in the N̄N models that we will consider, obeys

the non-relativistic Schrodinger equation

(E −H0) | Ψ⟩ = V̂ | Ψ⟩ (3)

where E is the (non-relativistic) p̄p energy in the center

of mass. The potential matrix

V̂ =

(
Vpp̄ Vce

Vce Vnn̄

)
(4)

is expressed in terms of the isospin components VT and

the p̄p Coulomb potential

Vc(r) = −α

r
as

Vpp̄ = VNN̄ + Vc (5)

Vnn̄ = VNN̄ + 2∆0 (6)

2VNN̄ = V0 + V1 (7)

2Vce = V0 − V1 (8)

The kinetic energy is assumed to be channel-diagonal

with the p-n averaged mass m

H0 = −ℏ2

m
∆ m =

mp +mn

2
(9)

After performing the PW expansion, the reduced

radial wave functions ui obey a set of nc coupled dif-

ferential equations

u′′
i + q2i uj −

nc∑
j=1

vijuj = 0 (10)
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where i, j encodes the channel indexes {p̄p, n̄n} as well

as the quantum number α = {L, S, J}, qi the channel

momenta in the center of mass and

vij = mVij

We use natural units (ℏ = c = 1) along the paper. For

the tensor uncoupled states (1S0,
1P1,

3P0,...) nc=2 and

for the tensor coupled (3SD1,
3PF2,...) nc=4.

The relations between the channel momenta are ob-

tained by assuming the same c.m. total energy (
√
s),

which leads to:
s

4
= m2

α + q2α

This gives

q2p̄p = mE (11)

q2n̄n = q2p̄p − 2∆0 m (12)

We will denote hereafter by q ≡ qp̄p the c.o.m. momenta

of the p̄p driving channel. Notice than when using the

differential form (10), the n − p mass difference ∆0 is

already included in the channel momenta and must be

removed from the potential (6).

In the numerical calculations we used m= 938.28

MeV and ∆0 = mn−mp=1.2933 MeV. The n̄n channel

is open at the p̄p center of mass energy E ≥2.5866 MeV,

i.e. q=0.2497 fm−1. The relation with the laboratory

momenta is given by

pLab = 2q

√
1 +

( q

m

)2

≈ 2q

that is pLab=98.54 MeV/c.

The strong N̄N potentials that we have considered

in this work take the form

V (r) = U(r) +W (r) (13)

where real U is a G-parity transform of a NN poten-

tial regularised below some cut-off radius rc, and W is

the complex potential (eventually containing also a real

part) accounting for the annihilation.

The Paris N̄N model [19,25,26,27] is based on the

G-parity transform of the Paris NN potential [28,29].

It contains one- and two-pion exchange (the latter via

dispersion relations), plus ω and A1 potentials as part

of three-pion exchange. The real part U has a central,

spin-spin, spin-orbit, tensor and quadratic spin-orbit

terms. The first two are energy-dependent, what re-

sults into seven scalar amplitudes for a given isospin T .

They are regularized below some distance rc (rc=0.84

fm or rc=1.0 fm) by a cubic polynomial, whose coef-

ficients introduce adjustable parameters. All together

this gives nine parameters for each isospin. The annihi-

lation potential W , derived in [24], is purely imaginary

and has a similar spin structure as the real part. It

depends on six parameters for each T . A particular-

ity of the Paris potential is the short range character

of W (ra = 1/2mN ≈ 0.1 fm). The total number of

parameters of the model is ≈ 30 and that ensures a

fairly good description (χ2/datum ≈ 5) of most of the

existing data, without any selection criteria, including

differential cross sections and polarization observables.

In Dover and Richard models – DR1 version [20] and

DR2 version [21] – U is taken from a simplified version

of the NN Paris potential [28] containing π, 2π and ω

regularized below rc = 0.8 fm. DR models were ad-

justed to reproduce some analytic parametrisations of

the total, elastic, charge-exchange and annihilation ex-

perimental integrated cross sections in the range 0.4 <

pLab < 0.9 GeV/c with a χ2/data≈0.5 for DR1. In addi-

tion to rc, there are only four parameters which control

the annihilation potential W .

In Kohno-Weise model [22], U is taken from the

NN Ueda potential [30] with π, ρ, ω, σ meson contri-

butions, regularized below rc=1 fm by a C1 matching

to a Woods-Saxon potential. As for DR, the parameters

come only fromW and are adjusted to reproduce the p̄p

total (σt), elastic (σe) and charge exchange (σce) cross

sections in the region 200 < pLab < 700 MeV/c. In this

way this model provides a good description of the for-

ward p̄p elastic differential cross sections at pLab=400,

500, 600 MeV/c, and p̄p elastic differential cross sec-

tions at pLab=390,490,590 MeV/c as well as of differ-

ential ce at 490 and 590 MeV/c. No χ2 is given in this

analysis.

In DR and KW models, the annihilation potential

W is local, energy- and state-independent. It has the

common form

W (r) = − W0

1 + e
r−R

a

(14)

with the parameters given in Table 1.

DR1 DR2 KW

W0 (GeV) 21+20i 0.5+ 0.5i 1.2i
R (fm) 0 0.8 0.55
a (fm) 0.2 0.2 0.2

Table 1 Parameters of the Dover-Richard (DR1 and DR2
versions) and Khono-Weise (KW) N̄N optical models.

These three optical models differ by their meson

contents, the value of the cut-off radius rc, the reg-

ularization procedure as well as by their annihilation

potentials. They generate the very different potentials

presented in Appendix A. As an illustrative example,

let us consider Figure 15 from this Appendix, corre-

sponding to the real part of the 11S0 potentials. They



5

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
pLab (MeV/c)

0

45

90

135

180

δ(
de

g)

δR NIJM
δI
δR KW
δΙ
δR Paris 2009
δΙ
δR DR2
δΙ

11S0

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
pLab (MeV/c)

-180

-135

-90

-45

0

45

90

135

δ(
de

g)

δR Nijm
δI
δR KW
δΙ

δI Paris 2009
δΙ

δR DR2
δΙ

31S0 

Fig. 2 N̄N 1S0 scattering phase shifts (degres) as functions of the N̄ laboratory momenta and for different optical models.
Left panel for T=0 state (11S0) and right one for T=1 (31S0). Solid lines correspond to the real part δR and dashed lines to
the (positive) imaginary part δI .
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Fig. 3 3SD1 N̄N bare phase shifts and inelasticities (upper panel) and mixing parameters (lower panel), as functions of the
N̄ laboratory momenta.
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have in common a strong attraction (200-400 MeV at

r = 0.8 fm) in T=0 channel, which seems not required

by the NPWA. On the other hand, the Paris potential

displays a strong repulsion below r ≈ 0.6 fm as well as

a repulsive barrier at r ≈ 1 fm that are absent in the

other models. Despite of that, they provide quite sim-

ilar results for the integrated elastic (σe), annihilation

(σa) and charge exchange (σce) cross sections. This can

be seen in Figure 1, where the integrated strong cross

sections of these three models (together with their sum

σt = σe + σa + σce) are compared to each other as

well as to the NPW results [7]. The same agreement

was observed in the protonium S- P- and D- level shifts

and widths as well as for the strong and p̄p scattering

lengths (see Refs. [21,31,17,18]). However, no compar-

ison has been done at the level of phase-shifts.

For the three considered models, Paris 2009, DR2

and KW, we have computed the S-matrix in the energy

range 0 < pLab < 1000 MeV/c and for each PW state.

We have extracted the S-matrix real parameters and

compared them with the results of the Nijmegen PW

analysis (Tabs VII-IX-X from Ref. [7]). The compar-

ison with Jülich potential, adjusted to reproduce the

former, would be redundant except for the low energy

parameters that were not given in the NPWA [7] and

that have been included in our discussion.

For the uncoupled states, the N̄N S-matrix is deter-

mined by a complex phase shift δC = δR + iδI whose

(positive) imaginary part δI is unambiguously defined

by the modulus of the S-matrix, the inelasticity param-

eter 0 < η < 1, according to

S = e2iδC = e2iδR e−2δI δI = −1

2
ln η (15)

Notice that the annihilation cross section in a given

PW, is entirely determined by η as

σa = (2J + 1)
π

4q2
[
1− η2

]
(16)

For the tensor-coupled states (e.g. 3SD1), the 2×2

S-matrix can be parametrised by 6 real parameters –

two ”bare phase shifts” δn, two mixing parameters ϵ, ω

and two inelasticities ηn – according to the Bryan and

Klarsfeld factorisation [32,33,34](
S11 S12

S21 S22

)
=

(
eiδ̄1 0

0 eiδ̄2

)
M

(
eiδ̄1 0

0 eiδ̄2

)
(17)

where

M =

(
cos ϵ i sin ϵ

i sin ϵ cos ϵ

)
H

(
cos ϵ i sin ϵ

i sin ϵ cos ϵ

)
(18)

and the matrix H, real and symmetric, contains the

inelastic parameters ηi as eigenvalues

H =

(
cosω − sinω

sinω cosω

)(
η1 0

0 η2

)(
cosω sinω

− sinω cosω

)
(19)

Unitary models are defined by the condition

SS† = 1

to be fulfilled by (15) and (17). For uncoupled states,

this implies η ≡ 1 (or equivalently δI ≡ 0). For tensor-

coupled states, this implies ω = 0, η1 = η2 = 1 and

so H = 1. In this case, (17) takes the usual Stapp-

Ypsilantis-Metropolis (SYM) form defining the stan-

dard bare phase shifts δ̄n and mixing parameter ϵ̄ of

the unitary case [35].

It is worth mentioning that, in the non unitary case,

the definition of complex phase shifts for the coupled-

channel states (3SD1,
3PF2,...) is not free from ambigu-

ities. In fact, the inelasticity parameters can be nega-

tive: they are only limited by the so-called ”unitarity

condition” [33]

Tr(1− SS†) = 2− Tr(M2) = 2− η21 − η22 > 0

which presumes nothing about their sign. We have found

that in some of the considered models one of the inelas-

ticity parameters is indeed negative. This happen at

relatively high energy, when the mixing angles ϵ and

ω are large. The natural extension of the uncoupled

case (15) to each inelasticity parameter δI,n = − 1
2 ln ηn

poses a problem. There are alternative ways to define

the complex phase shifts, e.g. the straightforward ex-

tension of the SYM parametrisation with complex pa-

rameters. However, though being totally consistent, the

relation with respect to the previously defined param-

eters is not clear, even for the real part of the phase

shifts. Again, the differences appears at large values of

the mixing parameters, i.e. beyond the zero energy re-

gion. Because of that, the definition of the low-energy

parameters (scattering length and effective range) re-

mains unambiguous.

To get rid of this ambiguities, and to keep as closer

as possible to the results of NPWA, we have only dis-

played in the tensor-coupled case the real bare shifts,

together with the inelasticities and mixing parameters.

The practical determination of these parameters is

more involved than in the tensor decoupled case and

we have followed the procedure described in Sect VII

of Ref. [7].

Together with the phase shifts, the corresponding

effective range functions have been also computed and

the corresponding Low Energy Parameters (LEP) have

been extracted.

3 Results

3.1 Phase shifts

We first present the strong N̄N complex phase shifts

δC = δR+iδI for the lowest partial waves as functions of
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Fig. 4 1P1 N̄N scattering phase shifts as functions of the N̄ laboratory momenta. We use the same conventions as in Fig. 2.

the N̄ laboratory momentum pLab. The different states

α ≡ {T, S, L, J} are alternatively denoted in the spec-

troscopic notation by α ≡2T+1,2S+1 LJ .

The values corresponding to Nijmegen PW analysis

are taken from Tab. VIII of Ref. [7]. The other mod-

els KW, DR2 and Paris (2009) have been computed by

the authors directly from the potentials, with the orig-

inal model parameters. We emphasize that the Jülich

model [12] results are, by construction, adjusted to the

Nijmegen PW and there is no need to included them.

There is an ±nπ ambiguity in the definition of the

phase shift δ which is formally solved by imposing δ(E →
+∞) = 0 and by keeping the same determination when

the energy is decreased. Due to the sizable strengths

of the N̄N potentials, this recipe is however of little

practical interest since it imposes to start with the so-

lution at very high energy and go inwards in energy. In

a unitary model (hermitian hamiltonian), another way

to fix the determination is by imposing the value at the

origin to be δα(E=0)=nπ, where n is the number of

bound states in channel α. This impose the full knowl-

edge of the spectrum for each partial wave. On the other

hand, the validity of this result, known as Levinson the-

orem, is not well established in the non unitary systems

like the optical models we are considering in this work.

Thus, and for the sake of comparison, we have conven-

tionally adjusted all the computed phase shifts to the

determination given in the Nijmegen PW analysis [7].

Figure 2 contains the results for the 1S0 state,

left panel for isospin T=0 (11S0) and right panel for

T=1 (31S0). The real part δR is in solid line and the

(positive) imaginary part δI in dashed line, both in de-

gres. Different colours have been used to disentangle

the different models: black for the NPW, blue for KW,

red for Paris-2009. As one can see, there are major dif-

ferences between them, specially in δR, which deserve

some comments.

For T=0 state (left panel), the real phase shifts of

KW and DR models are close to the NPWA ones up to

pLab ≈ 700 MeV/c and they both depart dramatically

from the Paris-2009 starting at very low energy. We

recall the reader that the slope of the phase shift at the

origin is the scattering length since δα(q) ≈ −aαq where

q is the center of mass momentum, related to pLab by

pLab = 2q. This difference could be due to the fact that

Paris potential has a near-threshold quasi-bound state

in this channel, absent in KW and Jülich interactions.

Its binding energy was E = −4.8−26i MeV in Ref. [19].

By using two independent methods, we confirm this

state with a slightly different energy E = −10.2− 23.2i

MeV. As we will see in next subsection, the existence of

this quasi-bound state is supported by a different sign

in the corresponding scattering lengths (see Table 2). In

this respect, a similar quasi-bound state is also present

in DR2 model with E = −138−320i MeV, much deeper

in energy and leaving no trace in the scattering region.

It is worth emphasizing, however, that there is no

univocal relationship between the sign of the scattering

length (real part) and the existence of bound states.

For real potentials, the positive sign can be either a

consequence of a repulsive interaction or of an attrac-

tive interaction having one (or several) bound states.

The negative sign indicates always the existence of an

attraction but tells us nothing about the existence or

non-existence of a bound state, which will actually de-

pend on the strength of the attraction. The situation is

even more delicate when using complex potentials and

additional informations are required to draw consistent

conclusions.
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Fig. 5 3P0 N̄N scattering phase shifts (degres) as functions of the N̄ laboratory momenta. We use the same conventions as in
Fig. 2.

In particular, we would like to notice that the very

existence of a quasi-nuclear state in the 1S0 N̄N state

appears as a consequence of the sign of the measured p̄p

scattering length [38]. It was shown (See Figure 7 of this

reference) that for weak (and attractive) p̄p interactions

– i.e. using large values of the cutoff radius, rc > 1.7

fm – the sign of Re[app̄] scattering length is negative. It

becomes positive – and in agreement with experiment

– only when, by decreasing rc, the interaction is strong

enough to create the first p̄p bound state. The app̄ in-

volves however both isospin components and, from this

single quantity, it is not possible to conclude in which

of the component it appears. Notice also that the prop-

erties of such states, in particular their width, strongly

depend on the annihilation dynamics. When using short

range annihilation potential, as in Paris potential and

in some coupled-channel unitary models (UCCM), the

widths are much smaller than when using annihilation

potentials type eq. (14), as in DR2, KW and Jülich po-

tentials. One can find a discussion in Refs. [41] for KW

and [38] for UCCM.

The particular E-dependence of the Paris potential

in the 11S0 state is also observed in the imaginary phase

shift δI , which remains in a reasonable agreement with

other models only up to pLab ≈ 200 MeV/c and displays

a maximum at pLab ≈ 600 MeV/c.

When studying the J/Ψ → γpp̄ decay of BES col-

laboration, the authors of Ref. [36,37] interpreted the

first peak in the p̄p invariant mass in terms the above

mentioned 11S0 quasi-bond state, and the second one in

terms of a resonant state 11S0 at ≈ 250 MeV above the

threshold, i.e. pLab ≈ 950 MeV/c. The peculiar form of

the Paris 11S0 potential depicted in Fig. 15, displaying

a deep attractive well and repulsive pocket at r ≈1 fm,

can indeed accommodate an S-wave resonance, but the

height of the repulsive barrier is two times smaller than

the supposed resonance energy. On the other hand, no

clear evidence of this state is seen in the corresponding

phase shifts. Only a vague structure is noticeable in δR
(red solid line) in the vicinity of pLab ≈ 600 MeV/c,

with a maxima of δI at almost the same energy, that

could be related.

For T=1 state (right panel), the same discrepancy

in δR between the Paris result and the other models

is observed. However there is a major difference be-

tween the NPWA and the other optical models: the

sharp resonant-like structure that the former manifests

at pLab ≈ 600 MeV/c, both in the real and in the imag-

inary phase shifts. The existence of an S-wave shape

resonance would require a 31S0 potential with a repul-

sive bump at finite distance, like for instance the one

exhibited in Figure 15 for the Paris 2009 model, in the

T=0 channel. But none of the considered models ex-

hibit such a behaviour (See Appendix).

The possibility for the NPWA to generate a res-

onance in this partial wave with a purely attractive

(single-channel) potential is difficult to understand. In-

deed, in their analysis the long- and medium-range part

of the N̄N interaction was parametrized by the one-pion

(V1π) plus the two-pion (V2π) exchange potentials. Ac-

cording to the recent work from the Idaho group on the

EFT-NN interaction at N3LO [39], V2π for S=0 states

is strongly attractive in both isospin channels, in agree-

ment with previous works [40]. Let us remind that when

going from NN to N̄N system, V1π contribution change

the sign while V2π remains unchanged.

We have displayed in Figure 6 the V1π and V2π con-

tributions to N̄N potential in spin singlet states for
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Fig. 6 One- (Vπ) and two-pion (V2π) exchange potentials in
singlet N̄N states. Results are taken from G-parity transform
of the EFT inspired NN Idaho potential [39]. The different
orders up to N3LO, are plotted separately for both isospin
(T) channels. The sum Vπ ≡ V1π+V2π is strongly attractive.
Only the T=0 states at NLO shows a short range repulsion.

both T components. As one can see, the only repul-

sion appears for T=0 at NLO, as in Paris potential,

but becomes increasingly attractive at higher orders. In

NPWA, the attractive pion tail (1π + 2π) is prolonged

at b =1.2 fm with a boundary condition corresponding

to an also attractive square well (see Tab 1 from [7]).

Thus, the overall 31S0 potential is attractive, as it is

the case of the other (KW, DR2, Paris) examined po-

tentials. See Figure 15 in the Appendix. Furthermore

the resonant-like bump takes place at center of mass

energy of E ≈ 100 MeV, which is quite a high energy

for a single-channel S-wave to produce a visible bump

in the phase shifts.

It must be pointed out that other mechanism to

mimic resonant like structures in S-wave exist. For in-

stance when a bound state, generated by the real part

of the interaction, moves into the positive energy region

due to the annihilation potential. The trajectory from

the bound state to the continuum region in the complex

energy plane was examined in our previous work with

the KW potential [41]. This can be illustrated by the

complex energy trajectory of the 11S0 state as function

of the annihilation strength W0. When W0 = 0 there

is a bound state at E=-54.7 MeV. When the annihi-

lation is switched on, its imaginary part of the energy

increases linearly with W0 and the state is pushed out

into the continuum. It reaches Re(E)>0 at W0 ≈ 0.47

GeV and has a width Γ ≈ 230 MeV. The energy imag-

inary part continues to increase until the model value

W0 =1.2 GeV. Thus, the widths of the positive energy

states (E ∼100 MeV) thus obtained within this mecha-

nism are very large (few hundreds of MeV) and cannot

generate structures like the one displayed in the right

panel of Fig. 2.

-100 -50 0 50 100
Re(E)  MeV

-250

-200

-150

-100

-50

0

Im
(E

)  
M

eV

11S0 KW
W0=0.10

W0=0.20

W0=0.45 
W0=0.40

W0=0.30

Fig. 7 Pole trajectory of a 11S0 bound state in KW model as
function of the strength of the imaginary part W0. In absence
of annihilation potential (W0 = 0), there is a bound state with
E=-54.7 MeV. The effect of the annihilation potential is to
generate a width and to pull out the state into the continuum.
When W0 ≈ 0.47 GeV, one has Re(E) = 0 and Im(E) ≈ 115
MeV. With the model parameter W0=1.2 GeV, the width of
the state is ∼ 400 MeV.

All these reasons above, make it difficult to under-

stand the structure displayed in Figure 2 (right panel)

in terms of a resonance in the 31S0 PW, especially at

100 MeV above threshold.

On the other hand, it is worth noticing that the

Jülich potential nicely reproduces the 13S0 phase shifts

of the NPWA, that was attributed to an S-wave res-

onance, although no further explanation in terms of

the underlying potential was given in their manuscript.

This is a non trivial achievement, that worked also rea-

sonably well in their N2LO version [11], and shows the

extreme flexibility of the EFT potential.

Interestingly, the same group, came to the conclu-

sion [42,43] that in order to reproduce the BES results

on the J/Ψ → γpp̄ decay they were forced to slightly

modify their original 31S1 potential. Once readjusted,

the corresponding phase shifts do not reproduce any-

more the NPWA structure of Figure 2 (right panel) but

are very close to the – smoothly varying – KW results

(blue curve). This happens in the N2LO [11] as well

as in the N3LO versions of Jülich potential [12]. The

authors conclude that the origin of the near-threshold

peaks observed in the BES experiment, may be ex-
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plained by assuming the existence of a N̄N 1S0 quasi-

bound state, but in the T=1 rather than in the T=0

channel, as claimed in [36,37]. Its energy was estimated

to be E = −36.9−47.2iMeV. It could be relevant to no-

tice that all the examined models have indeed a bound

state in this PW when Im(V)=0. The imaginary part of

the potential pushes KW one into continuum while the

DR2 and Paris ones remain still bound, although size-

ably deeper than in the Jülich potential : E=-430-346i

MeV for DR2 and E=-184-171i MeV for Paris.

The possible origin of the resonant-like structure

manifested in the NPWA, which is also manifested in

other partial waves, will be discussed later.

Our last comment on this 1S0 state, is to remark

that the imaginary phase shifts δI agree reasonably well

with each other up to pLab ≈ 400 MeV/c, where the

resonant-like behaviour of the NPWA starts showing

up.

Figure 3 displays the S-matrix bare phase shifts

and inelasticities (upper panel) and the mixing param-

eters (lower panel) of the triplet tensor coupled 3SD1

state. The 3S1 bare phase shifts δS seem to be more sta-

ble than the 1S0 ones, for both isospin states, although

in this case the best agreement is among KW, DR2 and

Paris.

For T=0, the bare shifts δS are very close to each

other up to pLab=700 MeV/c, where DR2 displays some

structure, crossing 90 degres in increasing, what suggest

a standard resonance driven by D-waves due to its cen-

trifugal barrier. The same structure is manifested in δD
and the mixing parameters. The inelasticities are less

stable: ηS (left panel) departs sharply from NPW at

pLab ≈500 MeV/c while ηD the dispersion among the

models starts already at pLab ≈300 MeV/c. The mix-

ing parameter ϵ shows also strong deviations above 300

MeV/c while ω’s are relatively close to each other.

For T=1 (right panel) the S-wave inelasticity of Paris

potential departs sensibly from the other models from

the zero energy region. The dispersion in the mixing

parameters is huge, with NPW and DR23 displaying a

peculiar energy dependence.

The 1P1 phase shifts are displayed in Fig. 4,

using the same line and colour conventions as in Fig.

2. At first glance, it seems that in this case the global

behaviour of the models is quite similar, at least at

low energy. However, we will see in the next section

that this is not really the case: major deviations exist

from the origin but these differences are hidden in this

representation due to q3 behaviour at small q.

The 3P0 results are displayed in Fig 5, with

the same colour convention as in Fig. 2 and 4. In this

partial wave, the differences between the model predic-

tions (KW, DR2 and Paris-2009 ) – relatively close to

each other – and the results of the NPWA are dramatic.

For T=0, the deviations in δR start already at q ≈ 0,

displaying a different concavity. This corresponds to a

negative effective range for the NPW (see Table 3). The

imaginary phase shifts δI , start differing at pLab = 200

MeV/c and the differences increase with the energy.

For T=1, the low energy phase shifts of all models

are quite in agreement, including NPW results, what is

manifested in the LEP’s displayed in Table 3. Devia-

tions start above pLab = 200 MeV/c, where the NPW

results display the same resonant-like structure that the

one observed in the 31S0 state, and practically at the

same value of pLab.

Contrary to the 31S0 case, the 33P0 potential has

a centrifugal barrier which can indeed acommodate a

resonance, provided that the interaction is attractive

enough. However, it is not the case in any of the exam-

ined models – KW, DR2 and Paris – which are glob-

ally repulsive in this channel (See Fig. 19 from the Ap-

pendix). This is in agreement with the corresponding

scattering volumes in Table 3, including the values of

the Jülich potential : they are very stable and have very

small imaginary parts, as it corresponds to a repulsive

interaction. Nevertheless, the inner part of the NPW

potential, used to define the boundary conditions at

b=1.2 fm, is an attractive square well with 160 MeV

depth. Even if beyond r = b the long range part Vπ

is slightly repulsive, the effective potential (V+ cen-

trifugal) in the vicinity of r = 1 fm remains globally

attractive (−80 MeV) and we cannot exclude that a

resonance could indeed be produced.

This will be in strong tension with all the poten-

tials, but this is not the only reason to be cautious

with such a possibility. On one hand the maximum of

the centrifugal barrier (60 MeV at r=1.2 fm) is sensibly

smaller than the resonance energy (pLab = 600 MeV/c,

Ecm ≈ 95 MeV). On the other hand, the δR and δI
curves of both T=1 states, 31S0 and 33P0, can be over-

imposed in the vicinity of the peak. Since it is difficult

to attribute such a coincidence to a dynamical effect,

occurring in two independent PW at the same energy,

this behaviour suggest to look for an alternative expla-

nation. We will come back to this important point at

the end of this section.

The 3P1 results are displayed in Fig 8 with

the colour convention of the previous Figures. For the

T=0 state (left panel), all the phase shifts display quite

a similar behaviour up to 300 MeV/c but the consid-

ered optical models start to depart dramatically from

NPWA at pLab ≈400 MeV/c. Below that, it is one of

the most stable channels.
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Fig. 8 3P1 N̄N scattering phase shifts (degres) as functions of the N̄ laboratory momenta, using same conventions than in
Fig. 2

For T=1 (right panel), the deviations are more size-

able already from the zero energy region, specially in

δR with Paris 2009. This difference is due to the exis-

tence of a near-threshold quasi-bound state with E =

−3.6 − 12.42i MeV, (slightly different form the value

E=-4.5-9.0i MeV given in [19]) that is absent in the

other models and is responsible for a different sign of

the scattering volume (see Table 3).

Finally, we show in Figure 9 the bare phase shifts

and mixing parameters for the 3PF2 partial wave.

For T=0, and in spite of some stability in the scat-

tering lengths, the results of δP falls in two different

families: on one side the NPW and DR2 which are at-

tractive and on the other KW and Paris that are re-

pulsive. This qualitative difference remains such in all

the considered energy domain. The same splitting is

observed in the mixing parameters above pLab ≈200

MeV/c.

For T=1, a similar situation happens, with the δP
values of NPW evolving in the opposite direction than

the rest of the models. Remarkably, the mixing param-

eter ϵ remains stable up to pLab ≈600 MeV/c while ω

values start diverging at 300 MeV/c.

As we already mentioned, the NPW results for the
31S0 and 33P0 states, display the same kind of non triv-

ial structure at pLab ≈ 600 MeV/c both for the real

and the imaginary phases, while they are absent in the

examined optical models, with the exception of Jülich

potential which reproduces it well. It seems however

unlikely, although not impossible, that a dynamical ef-

fect could generate two resonances at the same energy,

in different partial waves having the same parameters,

one in S-wave and other in P-waves.

Looking for a possible explanation of these struc-

tures, we noticed that this energy region corresponds

to a sharp maximum of δI , that is to a minimum of the

inelasticity parameter η, which turns to be – in this par-

ticular waves – very small. For the 31S0, for instance,

one has η ≈ 0.01 at the minima, that is one order of

magnitude smaller than for the 11S0. The same is true

for the 33P0 state, when compared to other P-waves.

This can be seen in Fig. 10, where the inelasticity pa-

rameter η is plotted as function of pLab for several states

and where the peculiarity of the 11S0 and 33P0 states

is manifested.

Since

| Sα(E) |= e−2δαI (E) = ηα(E)

the scattering matrix of 11S0 is in modulus ∼ 10−2. And

similar values for the 33P0 one.

Given the (not estimated) errors of the PW results

in the region of the resonant-like structure, the S-matrix

of these particular waves is in fact compatible with

zero, quite a different situation than for a real resonance

where the S-matrix would have rather a pole. It corre-

sponds actually to the ”black sphere model” scattering,

which is quite different from a resonant scattering, al-

though it produces indeed some structure in the phase

shifts.

It remains to be seen wether this structures are an

artefact of the analysis or if they remain unavoidable

conclusions of it.

In this respect, it could be pertinent to notice that

both states where they occur are J = 0, they have very

little statistical weight and could be affected by large

errors in their determination.
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Fig. 9 3PF2 N̄N bare phase shifts and inelasticities (upper panel) and mixing parameters (lower panel), as functions of the
N̄ laboratory momenta.

Furthermore the - very small - inelasticity param-

eter η enters quadratically as in the annihilation cross

sections (16) from where it should, in principle, be ex-

tracted. However, the possibility to extract from the

data analysis a significant signal of the order of 10−4

seems unrealistic. This is specially true in an observable

largely dominated by 3SD1 and 3PF2 partial waves, at

the considered values of pLab ≈ 600 Mev/c.

On another hand to generate a model exhibiting

zeros of the S-matrix, practically at the same point of

the real axis, in different partial waves appears to be

extremely artificial.

For all these reasons, we believe that the possibility

for a PWA, to move from one solution to another one in

the vicinity of the minima of the inelasticity parameter,

should not be disregarded.

One can thus conjecture that the phase shifts in

the vicinity of the δI peak, could, in fact, be continued

without exhibiting any resonant-like behaviour, as it

happens in all the discussed models, and as it was con-

sidered in Refs. [42,43] for the 1S0 state. This would

not eliminate all the before mentioned inconsistencies

among the N̄N optical models but will greatly simplify

the analysis in these two partial waves.

While the above presentation of the phase shifts has

some interest for a global understanding of the interac-

tion, it is not very useful for a detailed comparison of

the models at low energy. Apart from the poor determi-

nation of the phase shifts themselves, the L > 0 states

have a low-energy behaviour like δ(q) ≈ −aLq
2L which

hides their contribution in this energy region.

One can remove the ”centrifugal term” by redefining

the reduced phase shifts δ̄ = δ/q2L, as it was done in

[41], but we believe it is more instructive to compare

the effective range functions Zα and their dependence

on the center of mass momenta q for the different partial

waves. This will be done in the following section.
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3.2 The Effective range functions and low energy

parameters

For the tensor decoupled states the effective range func-

tions Zα take the form

Zα(q
2) = q2L+1 cot δα = − 1

aα
+

1

2
rαq

2 + o(q4) (20)

It is interesting to plot this quantity as function of q2,

for it easily allows to determine the validity region of

the effective range expansion (ERE), explicited in eq.

(20), and given by the linearity domain near the origin.

Notice that the value at the origin Z(0)

Z(0) = Z(0)R + i Z(0)I =
−aR + iaI

| a |2
(21)

is related to the scattering length as

aR = − | a |2 Z(0)R = − Z(0)R
| Z(0) |2

aI = | a |2 Z(0)I =
Z(0)I

| Z(0) |2
(22)

In particular one has imperatively Z(0)I < 0.

In what follows we will display Zα(q
2) for all the

considered PW. First (left panel), in the full energy do-

main q2 ∈ [0, 3] fm−2, which correspond to pLab ≤ 700

MeV/c. Next (right panel of the same figure), presents a

zoom in the low energy region q2 ∈ [0, 0.2] fm−2 (pLab ≤
180 MeV/c) to better exhibit the linearity domain and

determine the low energy parameters (aα, rα), abusively

denoted scattering ”length” and effective ”range”. The

scattering length is given by the Z(0) value, following

eq. (21), and the effective range from (twice) the slope

at the origin.

The colour and model conventions are the same as

those used for the phase shifts: real part of Z is plotted

by solid lines and the imaginary part by dashed lines.

The extracted LEP values are collected in Tables 2

and 3 for the considered models and PWs. The NPW

results given in [7] were limited to pLab ≤ 100 MeV/c.

We have quadratically extrapolated their values at the

origin by using the 3 lowest points. They are denoted by

Nijm* in Tables 2 and 3 and may have only an indica-

tive value, in particular by comparing them to Julich

results. Despite of this naive extrapolation, they all ful-

fill Z(0)I < 0.

The results for the 1S0 state are displayed in Fig.

11. The upper panel correspond to T=0 and the lower

one to T=1.

The particular behaviour of Paris results is mani-

fested, both in the real as well as the imaginary phase

shifts in all the energy domain. One finds however a

qualitative agreement among the other models includ-

ing NPW.

As one can see from the right upper figures, the

Z(q2) dependence of the T=0 state for the Paris po-

tential is totally flat in the full domain. For the other

models, the ERE is valid only at relatively low energy

q2 ≤ 0.05 fm−2, i.e is pLab ≈ 120 MeV/c. Beyond this

energy, the q4 terms neglected in (20) become relevant,

and any linear extrapolation in q2 would lead to wrong

results.

The Z(q2) dependence for the T=1 state (lower pan-

els) is fairly smooth, with no visible trace of the NPW

resonant-like behaviour manifested in the correspond-

ing phase shift (right panel of Fig 2) at pLab ≈ 600

MeV/c (q2 ≈ 2.25 fm−2). The differences among the

models are much smaller than for T=0 (except for Paris

potential) and lead to scattering length values which are

positive and consistent to each other within 15 % (see

Table 2).

The effective range functions for the P-waves

are displayed in Figures 12 to 14. In this represen-

tation the low-energy part is magnified with respect to

the phase shifts and one can see that, as it was the

case for S-waves, sizeable differences among the models

themselves and with respect to the NPWA emerge.

Figure 12 shows Z(q) for the 1P1 state. For

T=0, the results of the real part (left upper panel) have

a similar qualitative behaviour: monotonously increas-

ing from the origin until a maximum value and decreas-

ing with a zero crossing towards negative region. How-

ever, although the Paris, DR and KW models are close

to each other up to q2=0.5 fm−2 (pLab ≈ 300 MeV/c),
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Fig. 11 Effective range function (20) for the N̄N 1S0 states as function of the center of mass momentum squared (in fm−2).
Upper figures correspond to T=0 and the lower ones to T=1. In both cases, the right figure is a zoom of the left one, restricted
to the low energy domain q2 ∈ [0, 0.2] fm−2 (pLab ≤ 180 MeV/c), where the ERE of (20) is manifested by the linear behaviour
near the origin.

they differ significantly at high energy, specially with

respect the NPW results.

For T=1 (lower panels) the dispersion is even larger

and starts at low energy. Notice that the DR2 model

displays a fast increasing near the origin which suggest

a near-threshold resonant state. It manifests also in the

lower right panel with an ERE breaking below q2 = 0.05

fm−2.

Despite these differences in the model predictions,

it is worth noticing the remarkable stability of the real

part of the scattering volumes for both isospin states.

They remain all between a 15% difference band, as one

can see in Table 3. A possible reason of this stability

will be discussed at the end of the section. The essential

differences between models are in fact given by their

absorptive parts. These could, in principle, be settled

by additional measurements of the full fine structure

in antiprotonic atoms. Unfortunately this measurement

still waits for its turn [50].

The results for 3P0 wave are shown in Fig-

ure 13. Again, for T=0 the real phase shifts a general

qualitative agreement is observed among DR, KW and

Paris models in a more extended energy region, with a

departure from NPW already at q = 0. The validity of

the ERE expansion (upper right panel) extends up to

q2 = 0.2. Except for the Jülich model, the correspond-

ing scattering volumes have a large real part, attributed

in [41] to the existence of a near-threshold bound or res-

onant state, and are in a very close agreement (<2%).

For T=1, the NPW resonance-like structure dis-

played in Fig 5 at pLab ≈ 600 MeV/c leaves no trace in

the effective range function Z. However a similar struc-

ture – absent at the level of phase shifts – is seen in

Z at q2 = 0.5 fm−2, breaking any possible agreement

with the other optical models. The corresponding scat-

tering lengths (real part) remain close within 15% and

the imaginary part is very small.
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Fig. 12 Effective range function (20) for the N̄N 1P1 state as function of the center of mass momentum squared (in fm−2),
with the same convention as in figure 11.

The 3P1 effective range functions Z(q2) are

displayed in Figure 14 for both isospin channels. The

T=0 state (upper panel) is the most stable partial wave,

for the real as well as for the imaginary part. This is

probably due to the 13P1 potential, repulsive in all the

models, which also explains the small imaginary part

The quantitative disagreements start only above q2 ≈1

fm−2 (pLab ≈400 MeV/c) and increase with the energy.

The ERE (right panel) works perfectly in all the domain

and the LEPs (both a1 and r1) are in close agreement,

with an almost vanishing imaginary part.

For T=1, the main difference comes Paris 2009, which

displays a different qualitative behaviour in all the en-

ergy domain, including the LEPs. As mentioned, this

particular feature is due to a quasi-bound state gen-

erated in this model at E=-3.6-i12.4 MeV. The other

optical models are in quite a good agreement.

The low energy parameters (aL and rL) of the exam-

ined partial waves are collected in Table 2 for S-waves

and Table 3 for P-waves. In view of these results some

general remarks can be drawn. They are in order:

1. Despite the huge differences in the phase shifts de-

scribed in this and the previous sections, there is a

remarkable stability in the ”qualitative” zero-energy

predictions, mainly the scattering lengths and vol-

umes. We mean by that their ”repulsive” or ”attrac-

tive character”, more precisely the sign of their real

part, the almost vanishing imaginary part of 13P1

and 33P0 states, or the relatively small values of the
3PF2. This is specially true if one take into account

that none of these models has been adjusted in or-

der to reproduce the zero energy protonium results

and that the potential themselves are very different.

For the S-waves, only the 11S0 result of Paris and

DR2 potentials have different sign.

For the P-waves, the only exception in this general

qualitative agreement is the 33P1 state, again due

to Paris potential which has a different sign. As we

have already noticed, the reason for this difference
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Fig. 13 Effective range function (20) for the N̄N 3P0 state as function of the center of mass momentum squared (in fm−2)
and the same conventions as in figure 11.

is in both cases related to a near threshold quasi-

bound state in the corresponding PW.

Furthermore, in most of the sates, this agreement is

not only qualitative but there is a reasonable quan-

titative agreement (between 10-20% with respect

their averaged) in the numerical values, except in

some particular states and models that we will de-

tail below.

2. A possible explanation for this astonishing stabil-

ity in the real parts could be the one-pion exchange

dominance, as it was suggested by Ericson andWeise

for the NN case (see Sect 3.8 of Ref. [45]). Indeed,

for a tensor uncoupled state, the integral form for

the scattering ”length” can be written as

aL = lim
q→0

1

q2L+2

∫ ∞

0

dr ĵL(qr) v(r) uL(r) (23)

where v = m
ℏ2V is the corresponding potential, ĵL

the reduce regular spherical Bessel and uL the re-

duced radial solution that behaves asymptotically

as

uL(r) = ĵL(qr) + tan δL n̂L(qr)

According to these authors, a good approximation

of aL (for L>0) is provided by the Born approxima-

tion of the one-pion potential tail vπ, that is:

aBL (π) = lim
q→0

1

q2L+2

∫ ∞

0

dr | ĵL(r) |2 vπ(r) (24)

By inserting the one-pion potential

Vπ(x) = cπ [σ · σ + S12χT (x)] Y (x) τ · τ (25)

with x = mπr
ℏ ,

cπ =
mπ

3

g2

4π

(mπ

2M

)2

,

Y (x) =
e−x

x
,

and

χT (x) = 1 +
3

x
+

3

x2

into eq. (24) one gets:

aB
L (π) =

cπ

(2L+ 1)!!2

(
M

ℏ2

) (
ℏ

mπ

)2L+3

(τ · τ)
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Fig. 14 Effective range function (20) for the N̄N 3P1 state as function of the center of mass momentum squared (in fm−2),
with the same convention as in figure 11.

{
(σ · σ)(2L+1)! + S12

[
(2L+1)! + 3[(2L)! + (2L−1)!]

]}
The first remark about the later expression is the

”τ ·τ rule”, i.e the fact that the ratio of the scattering

lengths of two isospin components of the same PW

is given by the value of τ · τ operator: τ · τ=-3 for

T=0 and τ ·τ=1 for T=1. Indeed the real part of the

scattering volumes displayed in Table 3 (uncoupled

states) roughly fulfil this requirement. There are two

exceptions: the results of Nijmegen-Jülich 3P0 (in

relative sizes) and the Paris 3P1 (in relative sizes

and signs).

By using the numerical values mπ=138.039 MeV,

M=938.9183 MeV (averaged pion and N masses)

and g2/4π=14.4, one obtains for the N̄N states the

results displayed in Table 4. The 3P2 results is de-

coupled from the 3F2 tensor partner. With the rec-

ommended NPW πNN coupling constant g2/4π=13.9,

a reduction factor 0.965 must be used.

For 1P1 state, the Born pion values are close (15%)

to the full results from Table 3, except for KWwhere

the difference is twice larger.

For 33P0, the differences are of the same order. Only

the 13P0 Jülich result shows a large discrepancy in

the τ · τ rule.

For 33P1, the agreement is even better, except for

the instructive Paris result which differs substan-

tially. Indeed the ”one-pion exchange dominance”

is based on the assumption that the scattering solu-

tion uL is close to the free wave ĵL in the dominant

part of the integral (23). In case of the existence of

a bound state, as in the Paris model, uL has a node

and change its sign with respect to the free solution.

For 33PF2, the Born results from eq. (24) cannot

directly be applied since they were stablished for

tensor uncoupled states. However for the single 3P2

state they predict a vanishing Re(a) and the small

value of the full results from Table 3 could be a trace

of this compensation.

To close this remark, we would like to mention that

while the ”one-pion exchange dominance” is jus-

tified in the NN case, where it was stablished, it

has an uncertain applicability in the N̄N physics.
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a0 r0 a0 r0

T=0 11S0
13SD1

Nijm* -0.17 -1.01i -6.9-2.9 i – –
Jülich -0.21 -1.23i – 1.42-0.88i –
Paris 09 1.27 -1.18i -0.53+0.14i 1.20-0.80i –
KW -0.03 -1.35i -4.7-7.9i 1.23-0.77i –
DR2 0.10 -1.07i -11-6.2i 1.28-0.78i –

T=1 31S0
33SD1

Nijm* 1.02 -0.60i 0.7-1.2i – –
Jülich 1.05 -0.58i – 0.44-0.96i –
Paris 09 0.76 -0.56i 0.9-3.9i 0.61-0.44i –
KW 1.07 -0.62i 0.7-1.9i 0.78-0.80i –
DR2 1.20 -0.57i 0.6-1.6i 0.89-0.71i –

Table 2 S-wave N̄N low energy parameters (in fm) for the
considered optical models: Jülich results are taken from Tab
3 of Ref. [12], KW and DR2 from [18], Paris 2009 have been
recomputed and are in agreement with [44]. The values of
Nijmegen are obtained by extrapolating the phase shifts from
Figures 2 and 3.

Apart from disregarding the annihilation physics,

this approach will fail in presence of one or several

bound or resonant states, as it is the case in most of

VN̄N models. We have seen an illustrative example

in the 33P1 case with Paris results having different

sign. However the same breakdown of the ”one-pion

exchange dominance” can happen if there are two

bound states, although keeping the same sign. This

can be the case of the 13P1 state with KW or the
13P0 with Jülich where the τ · τ -rule is badly vio-

lated.

3. The imaginary part of S-waves is also remarkably

stable within quite narrow limits Im[a(11S0)]=1.18±
0.17 fm, Im[a(31S0)]=0.60±0.03 fm and

Im[a(13SD1)]=0.82±0.05 fm. Only the 33SD1 state

presents some dispersion essentially due to Paris re-

sult, with Im[a(33SD1)]=0.73±0.30 fm.

The imaginary part of P-waves is much less stable,

although some common features are shared like the

small values for the 13P1, due to its repulsive char-

acter.

4. Of particular interest is the 13P0 state, with a very

large real part ∼ 9 fm3 shared by DR, KW and Paris

models (Jülich results are 3 times smaller), and con-

firmed by protonium data. This large and negative

value was attributed in [41] to the existence of a

near-threshold state. However it finds also a ”natu-

ral” explanation in terms of the ”pion dominance”

in Table 4, which predicts Re(a)=-9.3 fm3. This,

at first glance, puzzling situation can be reconciled

if one takes into account the result of Ref. [46], ac-

cording to which, in the chiral limit (mπ=0), the NN
3P0 state (so T=1) has a zero energy virtual state,

with a diverging scattering volume. The existence

of such a NN bound state, as well as some related

consequences in nuclear matter, is prevented by the

short range NN repulsion, which is however absent

in the N̄N case and leave open such a possibility.

5. The most stable states are those with a repulsive

potential. These are the 13P1 and 33P0. They have

in common a small imaginary part both in a1 and

r1 since they are little sensitive to annihilation dy-

namics.

For 13P1, all models agree with a real part of 4.9±0.3

fm3 and an imaginary part smaller than 0.1 fm3 For
33P0, they all agree with a real scattering volume

2.5 ± 0.25 fm3 and a small imaginary part ∼ 0.1

fm3. The Paris potential is a particular case: V33P1

is attractive with a quasi-bound state previously dis-

cussed. However V13P1
is even more attractive than

the former but has a positive Re[a13P1
] as for the

repulsive models. This suggest the existence of a

second bound state for the 13P1 state which plays

the role of an effective repulsion.

6. Concerning the effective range values rL there is no

any trace of stability in the model predictions, which

translate the fact that beyond the zero energy re-

gion the examined N̄N optical models display larger

differences.

3.3 Hydrogen atoms

The measurement of level shifts and widths in Hydrogen

atoms is an alternative way to access the p̄p scattering

lengths and volumes. A formula derived by Trueman

[47] finds a connection between the protonium complex

level shifts and the Coulomb corrected p̄p scattering

lengths. In the case of antiprotonic hydrogen, due to

large Bohr radius (B ≈ 57 fm), this relation is essen-

tially linear [18].

The p̄p scattering lengths are obtained by coupling

both T components by Coulomb and ∆m corrections.

One obtains however a reasonable approximation, de-

noted aN̄N to distinguish it from the exact value ap̄p,

by neglecting this coupling and isospin-averaging the

results of Tables 2 and 3, i.e:

2 aN̄N = aT=0 + aT=1 (26)

Table 5 shows the comparison between the computed

values – aN̄N and ap̄p – and those extracted from the

atomic measurements [48] via the Trueman relation.

Notice that the inclusion of Coulomb and ∆m can rep-

resent up to a ≈ 30% difference between aN̄N and ap̄p
values.

For S-waves the discrepancies existing in Table 2

within the different models, mainly concerning the 11S0
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a1 r1 a1 r1 a1 r1 a1 r1

T=0 11P1
13P0

13P1
3PF2

Nijm* -3.34-1.22i 9.3-1.2i -3.06-7.23i -1.7-1.5i 4.36-0.00i -3.5-0.0i – –
Jülich -2.87-0.36i – -2.83-7.82i – 4.61-0.05i – -0.74-1.13i –
Paris 09 -3.62-0.34i 3.8-0.8i -8.78-4.99i 0.23-1.1i 5.12-0.02i -3.4-0.02 -0.49-0.87i –
KW -3.36-0.62i 3.7-1.6i -8.83-4.45i 0.25-0.97i 4.73-0.08i -3.5-0.1i -0.46-1.09i –
DR2 -3.28-0.78i 4.2-2.3i -8.53-3.50i 0.63-1.0i 5.14-0.09i -3.4-0.1i -0.59-0.85i –

T=1 31P1
33P0

33P1
3PF2

Nijm* 0.66-0.18i 3.3-20i 2.33-0.92i -10-0.7i -2.02-0.70i 4.7-2.8i – –
Jülich 0.80-0.34i – 2.18-0.19i – -2.04-0.55i – -0.48-0.34i –
Paris 09 1.00-0.77i -3.7-9.8i 2.74-0.00i -5.2-0.01i 0.28-4.11i -3.0-2.0i -0.13-0.21i –
KW 0.71-0.47i -8.3-21i 2.43-0.11i -5.8-0.43i -2.17-0.95i 2.7-3.5i -0.30-0.45i –
DR2 1.02-0.43i -11-10i 2.67-0.15i -5.4-0.53i -2.02-0.70i 4.6-3.9i -0.04-0.53i –

Table 3 P waves N̄N low energy parameters (in fm3) for the considered optical models: Jülich results are taken from Tab 3
of Ref. [12], KW and DR2 from [18], Paris 2009 have been recomputed and are in agreement with [44]. The values of Nijmegen
are obtained by extrapolating the phase shifts from Figures 2 and 3.

σ · σ τ · τ S12 Re[aL]
11P1 -3 -3 0 -3.09
31P1 -3 1 0 1.03
13P0 1 -3 -4 -9.27
33P0 1 1 -4 3.09
13P1 1 -3 2 6.18
33P1 1 1 2 -2.06
13P2 1 -3 -2/5 0
33P2 1 1 -2/5 0

Table 4 N̄N scattering volumess (fm3) as predicted by the
pion dominance from [45]

state, are smeared out in the T and S-averaged value,

which is found to be in a nice agreement among them

and with the experimental value. A remarkably good

agreement is also observed in the, non trivial, 3SD1

state. The major problem to improve the situation for

S-waves is the 11S0 near-threshold quasi-bound state,

present in Paris and probably DR2 models but absent

in KW and Jülich ones. It results into a negative value

of the corresponding scattering length and that gener-

ates a factor 2 in the real parts.

For P-waves, little is known experimentally. The

measurement of the isolated 3P0 p̄p level shift [50] seems

to confirm the large value of the 13P0 scattering vol-

ume displayed in Table 3, predicted by Paris, KW and

DR2 models. In fact the large value of Re[13P0]≈-9 fm3

that they predict, and that is averaged with a posi-

tive Re[33P0]≈2.5 fm3, is still underestimated for re-

producing the experimental result. One would rather

need Re[13P0]≈ -13 fm3. This is clearly in tension with

the Jülich prediction which is one order of magnitude

smaller than the other models and the experimental

value.

Since the large values of Re[a13P0] are predicted by

the ”pion dominance” described in the previous section,

one could find an explanation of this disagreement in

the particular form of the one-pion potential (eq. 2.1

of [12]), which includes a non-local relativistic correc-

tion and results into a smaller effective πNN coupling

constant.

As polarisation experiments are missing, the atoms

offer a unique possibility to study the spin structure

of interactions. Again, there are sizeable differences be-

tween the models. Unfortunately these happen also in

the absorptive parts which are vital for the PUMA ex-

periment. These should be resolved on the side of the-

ory and more important on the side of experiments.

The priority, we believe, should be given to the full res-

olution of the atomic fine structure in Hydrogen and

Deuterium. In particular the 2P state in Hydrogen dis-

plays a clear 3P0 state, indicated in Table 5 and three

other states lumped together and difficult to resolve.

See Ref [50] for a dedicated review. An improvement of

this resolution would be extremely helpful to eliminate

the model differences in the partial waves.

4 Conclusion

We have compared the strong N̄N phase shifts obtained

in the Nijmegen Partial Wave Analysis [7], used to con-

struct the chiral EFT Jülich optical potential at N3LO

[12], with some of the currently used N̄N optical mod-

els in configuration space: Dover-Richard (DR2) [20,

21], Kohno-Weise [22] and Paris (updated version from

2009) [19]. For all these models we have computed the

strong phase shifts and extracted the low energy pa-

rameters (scattering lengths and effective ranges). The

corresponding potentials are included in the Appendix.

This comparison is limited to the S and P waves.
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state Exp Paris 2009 Jülich KW DR2
1S0 N̄N 1.02 - i 0.87 0.42 - i 0.91 0.52 - i 0.99 0.65 - i 0.82

p̄p 0.493(92) - i 0.732(146) 0.92 - i 0.67 0.50 - i 0.71 0.57 - i 0.77 0.68 - i 0.64
3SD1 N̄N 0.91 - i 0.62 0.93 - i 0.92 1.01 - i 0.79 1.09 - i 0.75

p̄p 0.933(45) - i 0.604(51) 0.82 - i 0.50 0.90 - i 0.74 0.92 - i 0.63 0.98 - i 0.59
S-averaged N̄N 0.94 - i 0.68 0.80 - i 0.92 0.89 - i 0.84 0.98 - i 0.77

p̄p 0.823(57) - i 0.636(75) 0.85 - i 0.54 0.80 - i 0.74 0.83 - i 0.67 0.90 - i 0.60
3P0 N̄N -3.02 - i 2.50 -0.32 - i 4.01 -3.20 - i 2.28 -2.93 - i 1.83

p̄p -5.68(123) - i 2.45 (49) -2.74 - i 2.46 -0.32 - i 3.85 -2.81 - i 1.99 -2.53 - i 1.62

Table 5 Isospin averaged (aN̄N ) and p̄p scattering lengths are compared with those obtained from hydrogen atom level shifts
and widths, in fm for S and fm3 for P states. The p̄p values including Coulomb and ∆m corrections are taken from [18]
for DR2 and KW, from [19] for Paris and from [12] for Jülich model. The statistical averaged value for S-wave is defined as
(1S0+3 3S1)/4 and is given with averaged errors.

In spite of providing very close elastic, annihilation

and charge-exchange integrated cross sections (Figure

1), these models are not phase-equivalent: large and

systematic differences have been observed in almost all

the partial waves, among them and with respect to the

NPWA.

In the low energy region one observes some stabil-

ity in the scattering lengths and volumes (Tables 2 and

3), in particular the ”repulsive” or ”attractive” char-

acter, i.e. the sign of Re[aL], which is respected by all

models in almost all partial waves. For P-waves this sta-

bility could be related to the ”one-pion exchange dom-

inance”, that is scattering volumes roughly determined

by the pion Born term. It is however also manifested in

S-waves, like the surprising stability of the low energy

parameters of the tensor coupled 13SD1 state. Excep-

tions are the 11S0 and 33P1 partial waves, due to the

presence of a neartheshold quasi-bound state in DR2

and Paris, and the 13P0 result of Jülich model which

underestimates the protonium experimental measure-

ments. Despite these isolated differences, the isospin-

and spin-averaged values for S-wave are in close agree-

ment among the models themselves as well as with

the measured quantities (Table 5). The later concern

mainly the p̄p measurements and so are unable to dis-

entangle a selected isospin component.

The differences worsen when increasing the energy,

as it is already manifested with the dispersion in the

effective range values and more explicitly in the phase-

shifts (Figures 2, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9) and zoomed in the

corresponding effective range functions. These increas-

ing differences cannot be explained by the relativistic

kinematics implemented in the Nijmegen Partial Waves

Analysis, relating pLab to the center of mass momen-

tum, or in the Jülich relativistic dynamical equation.

Our main conclusion in this work is that if the Ni-

jmegen Partial waves analysis must be considered as

a reference, as it was the case for the Jülich model

[12], none of the examined optical potentials is com-

patible with these results and require quite a severe

adjustment. This could be easily achieved if one lim-

its to pLab ≤400 MeV/c, the main obstacle lies in the

position of the near-threshold quasi-bound states.

On the other hand, we have pointed out some anoma-

lous behaviours of the Nijmegen Partial Waves Analy-

sis, also reported into the Jülich potential. They man-

ifest as a resonant-like structures of the phase shifts

in the 31S0 and 33P0 states which takes place at the

same – relatively high – energy and which are difficult

to interpret as having a dynamical origin, in particular

in terms of resonant states. Furthermore they coincide

with an almost zero of the S-matrix modulus (or inelas-

ticity parameter) that can introduce a bias in the anal-

ysis or a spurious change from one solution to another.

The existence of such structures in the phase shifts con-

stitutes one of the major differences with respect to the

examined optical models. It would be of the greatest in-

terest to clarify this point or to better understand the

underlying dynamics of these states. It would also be in-

teresting to decrease the lowest energy value (pLab=100

MeV/c) and eventually incorporate the protonium zero-

energy data. This will not provide a magic solution of

the observed discrepancies but will clearly facilitate the

agreement of the models, in particular above pLab =500

MeV/c.

To have at our disposal a model-independent extrac-

tion of the strong N̄N phase shifts, the non trivial part

of the interaction, is of paramount importance to the

field. In this respect it would be also suitable to have

at our disposal an independent Partial Wave analysis,

as it has been always the case in the simpler NN case.

All the examined models roughly reproduce the ex-

perimental p̄p elastic, inelastic and charge-exchange to-

tal cross sections, including some differential cross sec-

tions. Unfortunately, these observables are computed at

relatively high energy, result from a coherent and inco-

herent sum of many partial waves and hide the existing

differences among them that have been evidenced here.
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It would be of the highest interest to the community

to develop, in parallel with more ambitious projects, an

experimental program to measure the most complete

set of N̄N observables at energies pLab <200 MeV/c al-

lowing to determine the main partial waves (S,P,D) that

control the low energy structure calculations. In this en-

ergy domain we are not only faced to a bad ”quality of

data”, but to a total lack of experimental results.

As far as we will not have at our disposal a reliable

determination of the N̄N strong phase shifts for the low-

est partial waves, would they be limited to a restricted

energy domain of few tens of MeV, any prediction con-

cerning more complex systems, like those of interest in

PUMA project, could be strongly model dependent.
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Appendix A: Potentials in configuration space

Although not being observable we believe it could be

instructive to compare the potentials of the different

models in a given partial wave. The Jülich model be-

ing in momentum space and non local is not included.

The Paris potential is E-dependent and, except for the

tensor-coupled states, we selected some positive and

negative arbitrary values of E. For the NPWA, the in-

ner part corresponds to the square well defining the

boundary conditions at r=1.2 fm. Beyond this value it

is continued with the one- plus two-pion (N2LO) ex-

change potentials.

As one can see in the following figures, the N̄N po-

tentials exhibit quite dramatic differences, making even

difficult to asses wether the N̄N interaction in a given

PW is attractive or repulsive. This is in sharp contrast

with the NN case.

1S0

This partial wave is globally attractive in both isospins

for all models, and much stronger than for the NN case,

specially in T=1. However in the NPWA, there is no

any need of short-range attraction in T=0. Paris po-

tential presents two peculiar differences with respect to

the other potentials: the strong short range repulsion,

claimed to be imposed by phenomenology, and the re-

pulsive peak at 1 fm, which cannot be justified in terms

of pion- or omega-exchanges since they are shared by

all models.
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Fig. 15 Real parts of 1S0 potentials for both isospins (T).

3SD1

The S-wave tensor-coupled state presents also some strik-

ing differences: the 13S1 potentials are strongly attrac-

tive wells, going from 500 MeV to several GeV depth,

while the NPWA is limited to 130 MeV. V33S1
is also

deeply attractive in all models but turns to be slightly

repulsive (≈ 50 MeV)in the NPWA.

The 3S1 →3D1 transition potentials have in com-

mon that they are all very strong but they display also

sizeable differences. Notice that in the DR and KW

models the couplings dont vanish in the limit r → 0,

what spoils the usual rL+1 behaviour of the (reduced)

radial wave functions.
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Fig. 16 Real parts of 3S1 and 3D1 potentials for both
isospins (T).
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Fig. 17 3S1 →3D1 transition potentials for both isospins
(T). They are real in DR and KW models.

1P1

Apart form the centrifugal barrier, this potential is very

close to the 1S0 one in all models. Their difference is due

to the, attractive, Quadratic Spin-Orbit term (Q12),

present in Paris and DR2 models but absent in KW.

In the short range part of NPWA, the vanishing 11S0
potential displayed in Figure 15, vanishes also in the
11P1 state, indicating that there is no any Q12 contribu-

tion. However the strong (500 MeV) attraction present

in the 31S0 state has now totally disappeared indicating

rather an unexpected repulsion.

0 0,5 1 1,5 2
r (fm)

-2000

-1000

0

1000

2000

R
e[

V]
 (M

eV
)

E=0     T=0  
E=0     T=1
E=200 T=0
E=200 T=1
E=-60  T=0
E=-60  T=1

Paris 1P1

0 0,5 1 1,5
r (fm)

-1000

-900

-800

-700

-600

-500

-400

-300

-200

-100

0

R
e[

V]
 (M

eV
)

Re(V) T=0
Re(V) T=1

DR23 1P1

0 1 2 3
r (fm)

-300

-250

-200

-150

-100

-50

0

50

R
e[

V]
 (M

eV
) 

KW 1P1
T=0

T=1

0 0,5 1 1,5 2
r (fm)

-600

-500

-400

-300

-200

-100

0

100

V(
M

eV
)

Re(V) T=0
Re(V) T=1
Im(V) T=0
Im(V) T=1

1P1 NPWA

Fig. 18 Real parts of 1P1 potentials for both isospins (T).

3P0

All models agree with a huge attraction in T=0 state,

∼ 1 GeV at r=1 fm. The NWPA does not require such

a large attraction and the fit is done with a potential

depth of ≈ 100 MeV in the internal region, although

matched with a pion potential of 350 MeV.

For T=1, and in view of the repulsive scattering

lengths, there is also a general agreement in the repul-

sive character of the interaction, although the direct

inspection of the potentials requires some caution.

In KW model, the 33P0 potential is repulsive ev-

erywhere, while DR2 has an attractive pocket below

r=0.7 fm which is fully compensated by the centrifugal

term. Paris potential (at E=0) has also a deep attrac-

tive pocket (-260 MeV) between r=0.5 fm and r=0.7

fm. It is almost totally compensated by the centrifugal

barrier, but there remains a shallow attractive pocket

(-35 MeV) between 0.56 and 0.63 fm. Under these dy-

namical conditions there is no room for developing a

resonance, especially taking into account the repulsive

E-dependent amplitude at positive energies. The exam-

ined models are, thus, globally repulsive.

However, the NPWA requires an overall attractive

short range contribution of≈ 150 MeV, though matched

at r=1.2 fm with a repulsive Vπ.

3P1

This PW has repulsive scattering length in both isospins

states. For T=0, KW, DR are indeed repulsive (once

the centrifugal barrier is included) but NPW has an

attractive pocket and Paris remains strongly attractive

(2 GeV at r=0.5 fm).
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Fig. 19 Real parts of 3P0 potentials for both isospins (T).
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Fig. 20 Real parts of 3P1 potentials for both isospins (T).

3PF2

The P-waves tensor coupled state is the one exhibiting

the largest differences among models. The 3P2 com-

ponent is attractive in bot isospin states for all models

but large differences in the strength are observed among

them. The 3F2 is attractive and huge in all models but

vanishes in the NPWA. For T=1, the potential is repul-

sive in Paris 09 but attractive in all the other models:

the unique case where NPWA requires an attraction

stronger than in all other potentials

Concerning the 3P2 →3F2 transition potentials, the

same remarks as for 3SD1 partial wave are in place.
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