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Background: Physics based emulators offer a fast and reliable replacement for an exact solution of the scattering
problem in nuclear physics. Previous work developed a reduced basis emulator for single-channel scattering using
an optical potential to describe elastic scattering.
Purpose: Since many reactions of interest can be cast as a coupled-channel problem, the purpose of this work is
to extend the RBM to a coupled-channel framework.
Method: We generalize the reduced basis method to coupled-channel equations (CC-RBM) to describe inelastic
scattering. Although our framework is general, in this work we apply it to reactions where the Hamiltonian
coupling term comes from assuming a rotational structure model for the target. From a set of training coupled-
channel wavefunctions, we perform a singular value decomposition to obtain a reduced set of basis wavefunctions,
and then solve the extended (Petrov-)Galerkin equations in that basis. In addition, the empirical interpolation
method is used to expand the potentials.
Results: We apply the CC-RBM method to elastic and inelastic scattering of neutrons on 48Ca including a
quadrupole coupling to populate the first 2+ state, and neutrons on 208Pb, including an octupole coupling to
populate its first 3− state. We demonstrate that the CC-RBM calculated elastic and inelastic cross sections
match those obtained using traditional finite-difference (high-fidelity) methods. We show that the CC-RBM
results can reliably reproduce the nuclear scattering cross sections at different energy regimes.
Conclusions: The computational accuracy versus time plots demonstrate that the CC-RBM method efficiently
increases precision with increasing basis size. Most importantly, for the precisions required in reaction calculations
(a percent on the cross section), we find the CC-RBM method offers roughly one and a half orders of magnitude
gain in computational speed compared to the traditional coupled-channels solver. However, we also discuss how
this scaling becomes less favorable, the larger the number of channels included in the original coupled-channel
set.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nuclear reactions play a fundamental role in under-
standing the structure and dynamics of atomic nuclei,
as well as in describing the processes that govern nu-
cleosynthesis in the universe. Accurate reaction mod-
eling is also essential for applications ranging from nu-
clear energy and astrophysics to national security and
medical isotope production[1, 2]. In few-body nuclear
reactions, one attempts to capture the relevant degrees
of freedom arising from the complex many-body interac-
tions [3, 4]. A critical component of few-body reaction
theory is the effective interaction between composite par-
ticles—the optical potential [5].

The parameters of optical potentials have been shown
to be a major source of uncertainty in the theoretical
description of reactions [6], and Bayesian studies have
sought to quantify, understand, and propagate this para-
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metric uncertainty within various few-body models [7–
12]. However, Bayesian analyses require repeatedly solv-
ing the Schrödinger equation for many parameter val-
ues, a computationally demanding task that has moti-
vated the development of emulators. Emulators based
on Reduced Basis Methods (RBMs) [13–15] can quickly
approximate the solution to the full scattering problem
within a low-dimensional subspace spanned by represen-
tative solutions of the Schrödinger equation from a few
parameter sets.

The governing equations for this low-dimensional sub-
space are obtained by projecting the full scattering op-
erators onto the reduced basis through either the Kohn
Variational Principle (KVP) [16] or a Petrov–Galerkin
projection [13]. Such projections ensure that the emula-
tor reproduces the observables of the original scattering
problem with orders-of-magnitude speedups and minimal
loss of physical interpretability [15, 17–21].

A class of RBM emulators well adapted for nu-
clear scattering, the Reduced Order Scattering Emula-
tor (ROSE), was developed and implemented in a user-
friendly software in Ref. [22]. This approach employs the
Empirical Interpolation Method (EIM) [13, 23, 24] to
efficiently perform scattering calculations with realistic
potentials that exhibit non-affine parameter dependence,
such as the Woods-Saxon interaction often used in phe-

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

08
09

7v
1 

 [
nu

cl
-t

h]
  8

 D
ec

 2
02

5

mailto:catacor1@msu.edu
mailto:beyerk@frib.msu.edu
mailto:giulianp@frib.msu.edu
mailto:godbey@frib.msu.edu
mailto:furnstahl.1@osu.edu
mailto:nunes@frib.msu.edu
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.08097v1


2

nomenological optical potentials. An additional advan-
tage of ROSE is that it does not appear to suffer from
Kohn anomalies [25].

The focus of ROSE was on single-channel scattering,
yet the most general few-body reaction problem often re-
sults in a set of coupled-channel (CC) equations that need
to be solved. The CC framework has been widely used to
model nuclear reactions, with applications ranging from
elastic (e.g., [26]) and inelastic scattering (e.g., [27]), to
more complex probes such as transfer [28], breakup [29]
and fusion [30]. Many CC reaction applications involve
a large number of channels and significant computation
time. Being such an important method in the field of nu-
clear reactions, it would be extremely useful to develop an
efficient and accurate emulator that can replace the full
CC calculations, especially for those studies when many
reaction calculations are necessary. This work represents
the first step in this direction.

In particular, we extend the RBM formalism based on
the Galerkin projection used in ROSE to a general CC
framework. We apply this framework to neutron–nucleus
inelastic scattering using a realistic interaction within a
collective model for target excitation. In doing so, we ob-
tain a general, physics-informed CC emulator capable of
treating arbitrary interaction forms with non-affine pa-
rameter dependencies, providing a unified and efficient
tool for emulating complex reaction dynamics.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Sec. II, we present a general formulation of the CC
equations and derive the Petrov–Galerkin equations used
to construct the reduced system for this general case,
along with the EIM employed to efficiently treat non-
affinely parametrized interaction potentials. Section III
outlines an implementation of the emulator and details
the generation of the training and testing data sets, using
the fresco reaction code [31]. In Section IV we bench-
mark the emulator against coupled-channel calculations
obtained using a high-fidelity method (i.e. solutions ob-
tained using traditional finite-difference methods such as
Numerov), analyzing the emulator’s accuracy, computa-
tional performance, and stability. Section V summarizes
the main findings and discusses possible extensions of this
framework. The coupling matrix elements and other CC
scattering formulas required to compute the observables
for inelastic scattering are provided in Appendix A. Fi-
nally, a pedagogical derivation of the RBM equations for
a two-level system is presented in Appendix B.

II. FORMALISM

A. General coupled-channels formalism

The physical problem under consideration involves
quantum mechanical scattering between two composite
systems: a projectile and a target, each potentially pos-
sessing internal degrees of freedom. The total Hamilto-
nian can be written as the sum of the internal Hamilto-

nians of the projectile and target and the Hamiltonian
describing their relative motion:

Htot = Hrel(r, ξt, ξp) + ht(ξt) + hp(ξp), (1)

where r denotes the relative coordinate between the
two bodies and ξt and ξp are the internal coordinates
of the target and projectile systems. Note that the
Hamiltonian of the relative motion can be decomposed
as Hrel(r, ξt, ξp) = Tr + V (r, ξt, ξp), where V (r, ξt, ξp)
is the scattering potential between projectile and tar-
get. The contribution from the center-of-mass motion
has been separated and is not included in the following
expressions. The eigenstates of the target and projectile
satisfy the following eigenequations:

ht(ξt)Φ
t
Iν (ξt) = ϵtνΦ

t
Iν (ξt),

hp(ξp)Φ
p
sν (ξp) = ϵpνΦ

p
sν (ξp).

(2)

Here, the index ν labels a specific channel, uniquely spec-
ified by the internal states of the target and projectile,
Iν and sν . Each channel ν is therefore associated with a
channel energy Eν = E− ϵtν− ϵpν , where the beam energy
E is reduced by the corresponding projectile and target
eigenenergies. The total wavefunction of the scattering
system can be expanded in a channel basis as:

Ψλ =

Nc∑
ν=1

|ν(r̂ν , ξt, ξp)⟩
1

rν
ψν,λ(rν). (3)

where the ket |ν⟩ encodes all the quantum numbers nec-
essary to specify the internal structure of the target and
projectile as well as their angular-momentum couplings.
The sum over ν is taken over the maximum number of
coupled channel states Nc being considered. As an exam-
ple, using an l–s coupling scheme (coupling of the orbital
angular momentum and projectile spin), we could have:

|ν(r̂ν , ξt, ξp)⟩ =
[[
ilYmν

lν
(r̂ν)⊗Φp

sν (ξp)
]
j
⊗Φt

Iν (ξt)

]
JM
(4)

where Ymν
lν

is the spherical harmonic representing the
angular motion between the projectile and the target.
Furthermore, the indices ν and λ in Eq. (3) indicate the
asymptotic boundary conditions satisfied by the radial
part of the wavefunction. By convention the second in-
dex, λ, is typically taken to be the incoming channel such
that asymptotically we have:

ψν,λ(r) −−−→
r→∞

Iλ(r)− Sλ,ν Oν(r), (5)

where S is the scattering matrix of the coupled-channel
system and I(O) is the incoming (outgoing) free scat-
tering Coulomb function H−(η, kλr) (H+(η, kνr)), and
where η is the Sommerfeld parameter and kν is the cor-
responding channel wavenumber (related to the beam en-
ergy Eν =

ℏ2k2ν
2µpt

, with µpt being the reduced mass between
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projectile and target). Letting the total Hamiltonian of
Eq. (1) act on the total wavefunction defined in Eq. (3)
and projecting onto some state rµ⟨µ(r̂ν , ξt, ξp)| we ob-
tain the general set of coupled-channel equations for the
radial wavefunctions:

Nc∑
ν=1

rµ⟨µ(r̂µ, ξt, ξp)|Htot − E|ν(r̂ν , ξt, ξp)⟩r−1
ν ψν,λ(rν)

(6)

=

Nc∑
ν=1

Nµν
[
Tν(rν)− (E − ϵν)

]
ψν,λ(rν) +

Nc∑
ν=1

V̂µνψν,λ(rν).

Here, the non-orthogonality terms Nµν arise if the two
coupled-channels change mass partition. In that case,
the scattering potential between projectile and target V̂
also becomes:

Nµν = rµ⟨µ(r̂µ, ξt, ξp)|ν(r̂ν , ξt, ξp)⟩r−1
ν

V̂µν = rµ⟨µ(r̂µ, ξt, ξp)|V (rν , ξt, ξp)|ν(r̂ν , ξt, ξp)⟩r−1
ν .

(7)
Here and for the remainder of the paper we will consider
processes in which the partition does not change, which
includes elastic and inelastic scattering, allowing us to
set rµ = rν . This leads to the simplified set of coupled
channel equations:

[Tµ(r)− (E − ϵµ)]ψµ,λ(r) = −
Nc∑
ν=1

Vµνψν,λ(r). (8)

Here the couplings are generated through:

Vµν = ⟨µ(r̂, ξt, ξp)|V (r, ξt, ξp))|ν(r̂, ξt, ξp)⟩, (9)

By the symmetries of the system, one can perform a ten-
sor decomposition that separates the coupling potential
in a geometric part dependent on ξt, ξp and r̂, and a
scalar function that depends on the relative separation
r [32]. In our work, the dependence on any interaction
parameters α (e.g. the parameters of a deformed Woods-
Saxon), must be included in the radial part. Explicitly,
this means that we can write the coupling potential as:

V (r, ξt, ξp;α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vω(r̂, ξt, ξp)fω(r;α). (10)

The sum in the equation above runs over the number of
terms included in the tensor decomposition of the poten-
tial up to Nm. Throughout the remainder of this work,
we will use a semicolon to distinguish between coordinate
arguments and parametric dependencies in the potential
functions. The tensor decomposition of the coupling po-
tential could be, for example, a multipole expansion of
the deformed potential as is frequently adopted in col-
lective model descriptions of nuclear inelastic scattering,
where target excitations are modeled as deformations or
vibrational modes [33]. Expanding Eq. (8) using Eq. (10)
we get the final form of the coupled-channel equations:

[Tµ(r)− (E − ϵµ)]ψµ,λ(r)

= −
Nc∑
ν=1

Nm∑
ω=0

Vωµνfω(r;α)ψν,λ(r), (11)

where

Vωµν = ⟨µ(r̂, ξt, ξp)|Vω(r̂, ξt, ξp)|ν(r̂, ξt, ξp)⟩. (12)

The geometric term of the coupling potential, Vωµν , now
acts purely as a scalar coupling strength which depends
only on the internal coordinates ξt, ξp of the two sub-
systems and the relative angular coordinate r̂. The
component index ν on the right-hand side of Eq. (11),
runs over all the allowed couplings between ν and λ,
ν = 1, 2, 3, .., Nc. The choice of the coupling potential as
well as the choice of internal eigenstates Φ will determine
the number of couplings, as can be seen in Eq. (12). In
general, there will be a finite set of couplings, for example
using the l−s coupling scheme shown in Eq. (4), angular
momentum rules limit the couplings to states within a
given J and a given total parity π:

π = (−1)lπpπt.

Here πp, and πt are the intrinsic parities of the projectile
and the target and l is the orbital angular momentum.
Therefore, in a general scattering problem, the coupled-
channel equations will be solved per total angular mo-
mentum number J and total parity.

[Tµ(r)− (E − ϵµ)]ψ
Jπ

µ,λ(r)

= −
Nc∑
ν=1

Nm∑
ω=0

VJ
π

ωµνfω(r;α)ψJ
π

ν,λ(r). (13)

For notational simplicity, we will omit the superscript
Jπ, but we emphasize that all the coupled equations in
the following sections must be solved for each coupled
Jπ block unless otherwise stated. We also note that the
radial form-factor fω no longer carries any dependence
on the quantum numbers of the projectile-target system.

B. The Reduced Basis Method for coupled
channels

1. Training space

The Reduced Basis Method (RBM) for neutron-
nucleus elastic scattering, as developed in the ROSE
framework [22], can be extended to the general class of
coupled channel equations shown in Eq. (11). We de-
note ψν,λ(r;α) as the radial wavefunction in channel ν,
resulting from an incoming wave in channel λ, under an
interaction parametrized by α (e.g., Woods-Saxon po-
tential parameters). The key component in constructing
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a coupled channels emulator is to identify a suitable low-
dimensional subspace onto which high-fidelity solutions
for each channel can be accurately projected. Once such
a subspace is determined, the full high-fidelity wavefunc-
tion ψ can be approximated by ψ̂ as follows:

ψν,λ(r;α) ≈ ψ̂ν,λ(r;α)

= ϕν(r)δνλ +

Nψ∑
k=1

c(k)ν (α)ψ̃
(k)
ν,λ(r). (14)

Here, the expansion in the reduced basis elements ψ̃ runs
up to Nψ, the number of basis states chosen in the ap-
proximation. The first term on the right-hand side, ϕν ,
represents the free solution—i.e., the solution in the ab-
sence of any nuclear interaction. A standard Kronecker
delta is used to indicate that this term contributes only
when the outgoing channel ν matches each incoming
channel λ. We will call the channel for which ν = λ
the elastic channel, and those for which ν ̸= λ the in-
elastic channels. The dependence of the expansion coef-
ficients c(i)ν (α) on the potential parameters α has been
made explicit. We note that the expansion of the ap-
proximate wavefunction is made component by compo-
nent, this means that each ν = 1, 2, .., Nc in a Jπ cou-
pled block, each incoming channel λ will have its own
expansion. The chosen basis functions ψ̃(k)

ν,λ(r), will also

be channel dependent, that is: ψ̃(k)
ν,λ ̸= ψ̃

(k)
µ,λ for µ ̸= ν.

This channel-dependent choice of wavefunctions ensures
that the asymptotic boundary conditions of the emulated
wavefunctions are satisfied by construction.

We will now follow a similar procedure to the ROSE
framework [22] to get an orthonormal set of basis func-
tions that define a subspace of solutions. We will choose
a basis {ψ̃(k)

ν,λ(r)} by performing a principal component
analysis (PCA), also known as proper orthogonal de-
composition [13]. The PCA is performed on the space
spanned by Ns snapshots, that is, Ns high-fidelity solu-
tions {ψν,λ(r;αi)}Nsi=1 to Eq. (11), generated from the set
of parameters {αi}Nsi=1. This gives rise to the notion of a
training space for the emulator. For those wavefunctions
where we have that ν = λ, the snapshots will be modified
by subtracting the free solution. Our Nψ basis functions
are then the first Nψ principal components defined as:

{ψ̃(k)
ν,λ(r)}

Nψ
k=1 = PCA

[
{ψν,λ(r;αi)− ϕν(r)δνλ}Nsi=1

]
.

(15)
Naturally we have the requirement that Ns ≥ Nψ.

This choice of basis elements can be understood as the
Nψ most relevant directions of variability in the snap-
shots, and in the channel where ν = λ, the variability
is defined with respect to the solution without a nuclear
potential. Figure 1 shows the first four PCA vectors ob-
tained for a realistic 48Ca(n, n′)48Ca(2+) at Elab = 12
MeV calculation.

FIG. 1. Real parts of the first four PCA components for the
two coupled channels in the 48Ca(n, n′)48Ca(2+) system at
Elab = 12 MeV and Jπ = 0+. Panel (a) shows the l = 0,
It = 0+ channel, and panel (b) the l = 2, It = 2+ channel.

2. The Petrov-Galerkin equations

After defining the reduced basis, the next step is to
formulate a system of equations to determine the expan-
sion coefficients c(k)ν (α) in the approximate wavefunction.
Several frameworks have been developed to achieve this
in the context of scattering (see e.g. [19, 34]). For this
work, we adopt the Petrov-Galerkin approach, a general-
ization of the Galerkin method used in the ROSE frame-
work [22]. In this method the coefficients are found by
projecting the radial part of the Hamiltonian acting on
the approximate solution onto the subspace spanned by
some functions ρ(j)ν,λ(r), for j = 1, 2, .., Nψ. As previously
stated, each channel component ν of the wavefunction de-
fined in Eq. (11), must have its own RBM approximation
using Eq. (14). We choose the case where ρ(j)ν,λ = (ψ̃

(k)
ν,λ)

∗,
where ∗ denotes complex conjugation. Therefore, the
before-mentioned projection leads to the following set of
coupled equations:

Nψ∑
k=1

[
c(k)µ D(jk)

µ,λ +

Nc∑
ν=1

c(k)ν U (jk)
µν,λ(α)

]

+R(j)
µ,λ +

Nc∑
ν=1

C(j)
µν,λ(α) = 0

for µ = 1, 2, .., Nc,

(16)
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where we have defined:

D(jk)
µ,λ = ⟨ψ̃(j)

µ,λ|Tµ(r)− (E − ϵµ)|ψ̃(k)
µ,λ⟩,

U (jk)
µν,λ(α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vωµν⟨ψ̃(j)
µ,λ|fω(r;α)|ψ̃(k)

ν,λ⟩,

R(j)
µ,λ = ⟨ψ̃(j)

µ,λ|Tµ(r)− (E − ϵµ)|ϕµ⟩δµλ,

C(j)
µν,λ(α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vωµν ⟨ψ̃(j)
µ,λ|fω(r;α)|ϕν⟩δνλ.

(17)

Here the bra-ket notation denotes integration over the
radial coordinate r. Also note that with the above choice
of ρ(j)ν,λ we have ⟨ψ̃(j)

µ,λ| = |ψ̃(j)
µ,λ⟩. These equations can be

cast into an algebraic linear system for the desired set
of coefficients {c(k)µ }Ncµ=1, which are obtained by solving
Eq. (16) for all the channels in a Jπ block simultaneously.
These equations are worked out in detail, in their matrix
form, for a two-level system in Appendix B.

3. The Empirical Interpolation method for deformed
potentials

When building an emulator, it is useful to conceptual-
ize the computation as occurring in two distinct stages:
an offline stage, which consists of calculating and ex-
tracing Ns snapshots from the high-fidelity solver, which
comprise the training space {ψν,λ(r;αi)}Nsi=1, followed by
performing the PCA and then pre-computating of the
matrices Eq. (17). This enables the online stage, in
which one desires to quickly emulate the solution for a
new set of parameters α. This can be done efficiently
only if operations in the full, high-dimensional space
used by the high-fidelity solver can be avoided, e.g. by
pre-computing the matrix elements of the matrices in
Eq. (17). This would be straightforward if the param-
eters α were affine—that is, if the radial part of the
potential could be expressed in a separable form:

fω(r,α) =
∑
i

g(i)ω (α)u(i)ω (r), (18)

where g(i)ω are general functions of the full vector of pa-
rameters α and u(i)ω (r) are the corresponding radial func-
tions. Such an affine form of the potential would allow all
integrals in Eq. (17) to be precomputed during the offline
stage, so that the online computation reduces to simple
weighted sums involving the parameters α. However,
most nucleon-nucleus scattering potentials do not allow
for such a factorized representation for all parameters.
Therefore, we will now use the Empirical Interpolation
Method (EIM) [13, 23, 24, 35] to make these calculations
affine. To do this, we will approximate each fω(r;α)
in Eq. (11) as a linear combination of interaction basis
functions, weighted by parameter-dependent coefficients:

fω(r;α) ≈
NU∑
i=1

b(i)ω (α)u(i)ω (r), (19)

where {u(i)ω (r)}NU
i=1 are a reduced basis for the radial in-

teraction functions fω, and b(i)ω (α) are the corresponding
interpolation coefficients encoding the dependence on the
interaction parameters α. We obtain these basis func-
tions by sampling the parameter space in a similar man-
ner as for the reduced basis elements. We calculate a
set of interactions {fω(r,αj)}nUj=1 and then retain the NU
most important components of a PCA analysis (note that
we once again require nU ≥ NU ):

{u(i)ω (r)}NUi=1 = PCA
[
{fω(r,αj)}nUj=1

]
. (20)

Then the equation that determines the coefficients can
be expressed as:

fω(rj ,α)−
NU∑
i=1

b(i)ω (α)u(i)ω (rj) = 0

for j = 1, 2, .., NU .

(21)

This equation can be understood as interpolating the
value of the radial interaction fω(r,α) at rj to deter-
mine its values at all other points r. The MaxVol algo-
rithm [36] we use to select the radial points rj is described
in the ROSE framework [22], and it consists of maximiz-
ing the determinant of a sub-matrix containing snapshots
of the interactions over the coordinate grid. This system
of equations can then be cast into a linear system involv-
ing a NU ×NU matrix. Explicitly, we have:

bω(α) = (UEIM
ω )−1 · cEIM

ω (α), (22)

with

UEIM
ω =


u
(1)
ω (r1) u

(2)
ω (r1) ... u

(nU )
ω (r1)

u
(1)
ω (r2) u

(2)
ω (r2) ... u

(nU )
ω (r2)

...
...

...
...

u
(1)
ω (rNU ) u

(2)
ω (rNU ) ... u

(nU )
ω (rNU )


NU×NU

(23)
and

cEIM
ω (α) =


fω(r1,α)
fω(r2,α)

...
fω(rNU ,α)

 . (24)

Since the matrix UEIM
ω is independent of the potential pa-

rameters α one can invert this matrix in the offline stage
of the calculation and for each set of new parameters α,
simply evaluate the potential at the corresponding loca-
tions rj and multiply as shown in Eq. (22). Therefore,
using the EIM we are able to perform all radial integra-
tions in (17) only in the offline stage of the emulator,
using the fixed basis states. We can then expand the
coupling potential as:

Vµν(r,α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vωµνfω(r;α)

≈
Nm∑
ω=0

NU∑
i=1

Vωµνb(i)ω (α)u(i)ω (r),

(25)
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where V is the geometric coupling matrix element defined
in Eq. (12). With this definition we can update Eq. (16):

U (jk)
µν,λ(α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

NU∑
i=1

Vωµνb(i)ω (α)⟨ψ̃(j)
µ,λ|u

(i)
ω (r)|ψ̃(k)

ν,λ⟩

C(j)
µν,λ(α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

NU∑
i=1

Vωµνb(i)ω (α)⟨ψ̃(j)
µ,λ|u

(i)
ω (r)|ϕν⟩δνλ.

(26)
Using the EIM the radial integrals of Eq. (16) are now

independent of α and so only need to be computed once
in the offline stage. The online computational cost of
solving the equations for a new set of parameters α now
involves two steps:

1. For each ω, compute the coefficient vector b(i)ω (α)
by multiplying the inverse of the NU × NU ma-
trix (UEIM

ω )−1 with the evaluated potential vector
cEIM
ω , as defined in Eqs. (23) and (24). Then, re-

construct the radial form factor by multiplying the
resulting EIM coefficients with the corresponding
basis functions as shown in Eq. (25).

2. Solve the linear system involving the (Nψ · Nc) ×
(Nψ ·Nc) matrix defined in Eq. (16) for the wave-
function coefficients c(i)µ (α).

For a pedagogical implementation of all equations, we
refer the reader to Appendix B.

4. Emulating Cross Sections

When attempting to get cross sections for a coupled-
channel system, it is not sufficient to solve for a single
total wavefunction Ψλ as defined in Eq. (3). Rather,
one must solve for all possible Ψλ allowed per Jπ with
λ = 1, 2, .., Nc. Physically, this means that one must
solve for the wavefunction corresponding to all possible
incoming and outgoing boundary conditions in the cou-
pled Jπ block, including those for which the target is
initially in an excited state, even if our physical prob-
lem restricts the target to be in the ground state in the
incoming channel [37]. For high-fidelity solvers using a
Numerov implementation such as fresco [31], it is of-
ten easier to solve for the fundamental matrix of solutions
Y (r). A second-order differential equation allows for two
linearly independent solutions, taking all possible chan-
nel combinations yields this Nc × Nc matrix. From the
fundamental matrix of solutions one can then construct
any radial solution as a linear combination of its columns:

ψµ,λ(r) =

Nc∑
β=1

Yµβ(r)cβλ. (27)

Numerically, Y is obtained by imposing linearly indepen-
dent boundary conditions such as:

Yµβ(rmin) = δµβC(lβ) (28)

Where, C(lβ) is any suitable normalization function de-
pendent of the orbital angular momentum between the
projectile and target and rmin is the minimum radius of
numerical integration. From the Y (r) matrix we can
then obtain the scattering R-matrix by matching to the
asymptotic solutions at some maximum radius a [32]:

R = Y (a)[aY ′(a)]−1. (29)

A simple derivation shows that if Ψ̂(r) is the full matrix
of solutions whose rows µ and columns λ correspond to
the radial wavefunctions ψµ,λ(r), then we also have:

R = Ψ̂(a)[aΨ̂′(a)]−1. (30)

This means that the Petrov-Galerkin equations defined in
Eq. (16) must be solved for each possible λ = 1, 2, .., Nc
in each Jπ block independently and with its own basis
expansion, leading to Nc solutions per block. This is
slightly different from [34] where Nc(Nc+1)

2 solutions are
required. Once the R-matrix has been obtained we can
compute the S-matrix:

S = [O(a)− aRO′(a)]−1[I(a)− aRI ′(a)]. (31)

Here I(O) are matrices whose diagonals are the free in-
coming(outgoing) Coulomb functions corresponding to
each channel ν in the coupled Jπ block.

III. IMPLEMENTATION

The formulation presented in the previous section is
general and applies to a broad class of coupled-channel
scattering problems, including projectiles with charge
and any type of inelastic couplings. As a proof of prin-
ciple, we implement this formalism for realistic coupled-
channel neutron–nucleus inelastic scattering, assuming a
collective model for the target structure. In such a case,
the interaction is described by a deformed optical poten-
tial composed of three Woods–Saxon (WS) terms. In the
absence of deformation, the potential takes the form:

U(r;α) =−
[
VvfWS(r,Rv, av)

+ iWvfWS(r,Rw, aw)
]

− i4adWd
d

dr
fWS(r,Rd, ad), (32)

where the Woods–Saxon form factor is defined as:

fWS(r,R, a) =

[
1 + exp

(r −R

a

)]−1

. (33)

Since we do not expect internal excitations of the inci-
dent nucleon at the beam energies considered, we neglect
the internal Hamiltonian of the projectile. Furthermore,
since the focus of this work is the coupled-channel system
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arising from target excitations, we simplify the projectile
and neglect its spin. This amounts to not having a spin-
orbit term in the interaction potential, as can be seen in
Eq. (32). A generalization to include the spin-orbit term
is straightforward. By neglecting the intrinsic spin of the
projectile, the resulting channel states ν are defined as:

|ν(r̂, ξt)⟩ = |(lνItν)J⟩ =
[
ilYml

lν
(r̂)⊗Φt

Iν (ξt)

]
JM

. (34)

The nucleus’ deformation is incorporated in this frame-
work (a rigid rotor) by adding an angular dependence
(for example in the form of a spherical harmonic func-
tion Y), relative to the body-fixed frame, to the radial
coordinate of the optical potential:

V (r, ξt;α) = U(r − δωY0
ω(r̂

′); α̂). (35)

Here r̂′ is the r̂ vector rotated to the body-fixed frame
defined by the Euler angles ξt. Therefore, our parameters
in this model, α = {δω, α̂}, consist of one deformation
parameter and nine WS parameters,

α = {δω, Vv, Rv, av,Wv, Rw, aw,Wd, Rd, ad}. (36)

Here, δω defines the length and multipole order ω of the
deformation. Following the derivation in [33] or [32], a
simple expansion for small deformations yields:

V (r, ξt;α) =
√
4πU(r; α̂)Y0

0 (r̂
′)− δωU

′(r; α̂)Y0
ω(r̂

′).
(37)

The first term in the coupling potential yields the diag-
onal Woods-Saxon terms, the second are the potentials
that generate the coupling. In this framework, the sum
over ω in Eq. (11) includes only two terms. We naturally
have fω=0(r;α) = U(r;α) and fω>0(r;α) = δωU

′(r; α̂).
All details of the coupling matrix elements defined in

Eq. (12), applied to this system can be found in Appendix
A. In the next two subsections, we will discuss two im-
plementations for two coupling orders ω of the above for-
malism. Specifically, the coupling of the 0+ ground state
to a 2+ or 3− excited target state.

The speed gain of the emulator is strongly implementa-
tion dependent, but it can be understood as arising from
two distinct sources. The first gain comes from restruc-
turing the calculation to avoid redundant work: quan-
tities such as the Petrov–Galerkin integrals (Eq. (16)),
coupling matrix elements (Eq. (12)), Coulomb functions
(Eq. (31)), and other system-specific terms that do not
change across different parameter sets α can be precom-
puted once in the offline stage and reused. The second
gain comes from the reduced dimensionality of the prob-
lem: by projecting onto the reduced-basis functions, the
emulator replaces the full system with a much smaller
linear system (Eq. (16)), which can be solved far more
efficiently than using a finite-differences method such as
Runge-Kutta or Numerov.

Large speed-ups of more than three orders of magni-
tude have been reported using dimensionality-reduction

techniques [21]. In neutron–nucleon scattering, the main
efficiency gain comes from reducing the basis size: a
standard R-matrix approach—commonly used to solve
the scattering equations [38]—typically requires ∼ 102

Lagrange–Legendre basis functions [39], whereas their
RBM (eigenvector continuation) needs only ∼ 8 RBM
functions. Since the computational cost of a matrix in-
version scales as O(N3

ψ), this reduction directly accounts
for the dramatic speed-up observed. In our application
to low-energy neutron–nucleus scattering, however, we
find that a single RBM function corresponds to approxi-
mately 2–2.5 Lagrange–Legendre R-matrix functions. As
a result, the improvement is more modest, though still
significant.

The implementation presented here combines fresco
for generating wavefunctions with the JAX library (on
CPU) for efficient vectorization of the Petrov–Galerkin
equations (Eq. 16). Unlike a conventional Numerov
solver, the linear algebra formulation of the equations
naturally enables the construction of an emulator that
can exploit GPU parallelization. This advantage, how-
ever, comes at the cost of additional memory require-
ments for storing the precomputed quantities discussed in
the previous section. For a fair comparison with fresco,
we restrict the results shown here to the CPU-based emu-
lator. All calculations—both emulator and fresco—are
performed on a laptop. The fresco results correspond
to the fastest converged calculation, i.e., the configura-
tion with the coarsest integration grid that yields sta-
ble results. To minimize overhead when comparing to
fresco, only the minimal standard output was requested
in fresco (no wavefunctions or auxiliary quantities were
printed). The reported fresco timing therefore includes
only the actual computation and standard output plus
the time required to load the cross sections into a Python
array.

IV. RESULTS

A. 48Ca(n, n′)48Ca(2+)48Ca(2+)

We first consider the case of neutron scattering on 48Ca
with excitation of the 2+ vibrational state at 3.83 MeV.
This is a canonical benchmark for coupled-channel meth-
ods, since the 2+ state is a textbook example of vibra-
tional excitation. In our framework, this corresponds to
setting ω = 2 in the deformation expansion of Eq. (37).

We choose two energies, Elab = 12 MeV and Elab = 26
MeV, corresponding to different energy regimes and dif-
ferent signatures in the cross-section diffraction pattern.
Using fresco, we find that including 15 partial waves
is sufficient for these calculations, that is Jmax = 15. To
test the accuracy of the emulator, we select physically rel-
evant parameter values. We adopt the Koning–Delaroche
(KD) global parametrization [40] as a reference. For the
quadrupole deformation parameter of this system we use
β2 = 0.107 [41], from which the deformation length, δ2,
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FIG. 2. Calculated differential cross sections for
48Ca(n, n′)48Ca inelastic scattering at two incident energies.
Panels (a)–(b) show the elastic and inelastic cross sections
at Elab = 12MeV, while panels (c)–(d) show the correspond-
ing results at Elab = 26MeV. Solid colored lines denote the
fresco calculations; dashed black lines denote the emulator
results with Nψ = 12 and NU = 12. Each curve corresponds
to a different choice of interaction parameters α.

can be easily computed. At each incident energy, the
KD and previously mentioned β2 parameters serve as the
central values around which the sampling is performed.
Training and testing parameter sets are generated using

the latinhypercube() sampling routine from the SciPy
library, with parameter ranges extending up to ±20% of
their corresponding central value.

We find that at least 200 training snapshots are re-
quired to obtain well-converged RBM and EIM basis
functions. In this work, 300 snapshots are used for the
training of all systems considered, and an additional 50
points are selected for testing. Note that although the
samples for the EIM and RBM are drawn from parame-
ter boxes of the same size, they are generated indepen-
dently. Figure 1 presents the first four principal compo-
nents obtained from the wavefunction decomposition of
the coupled-channel emulator at the two incident ener-
gies. The elastic channels (l = 0, I = 0+) are shown
in panels (a) and (c), while the inelastic channels (l = 2,
I = 2+) are shown in panels (b) and (d). The correspond-
ing singular values of the RBM basis, consistent with
the findings of Ref. [22], indicate that only a small num-
ber of components are sufficient to capture the dominant
channel dynamics, thereby supporting the dimensional-
reduction strategy employed in the emulator.

One favorable feature of the RBM emulator is the abil-
ity to tune the trade-off between speed and accuracy by
varying the number of EIM (NU) and RBM (Nψ) basis
functions included in the approximation. Figure 2 com-
pares the high-fidelity cross sections produced by fresco
with those generated by the emulator using Nψ = 12 and
NU = 12. Even though the cross sections span several
orders of magnitude with complex angular dependence,
the RBM emulator is able to reliably predict both elastic
and inelastic observables at different energy regimes.

The resulting trade-off between speed and accuracy
is quantified in Fig. 3, which presents the Computa-
tional Accuracy vs. Time (CAT) performance of the em-
ulator relative to the high-fidelity fresco solver. In
the CAT plot we vary the emulator basis sizes between
Nψ = 8 − 16 and NU = 10 − 12. The red dashed line
corresponds to the average time it takes to run fresco.
For 48Ca(n, n′)48Ca(2+), it corresponds to 60.9 millisec-
onds. The fresco calculation is run in the same proces-
sor as the emulator. Across the 50 test parameter values
at Elab = 12 and 26 MeV, the emulator achieves me-
dian relative errors in the cross section well below 10%
while reducing the evaluation time by almost two orders
of magnitude. Increasing the basis dimensions Nψ and
NU systematically improves the accuracy while retain-
ing a substantial computational advantage. These re-
sults demonstrate that the coupled-channel emulator ef-
ficiently and reliably reproduces both elastic and inelastic
observables for the 48Ca system.

B. 208Pb(n, n′)208Pb(3−)

As a second case study, we examine neutron scattering
on 208Pb, including excitation of the low-lying collective
3− state at 2.61 MeV. The 208Pb system provides a strin-
gent benchmark for the emulator due to its heavy mass,



9

FIG. 3. Computational Accuracy vs. Time (CAT) plot il-
lustrating the trade-off between accuracy and computational
speed for both the CC emulator and the high-fidelity fresco
solver in the calculation of the differential cross section for
the elastic (open markers) and inelastic (filled markers) chan-
nels of the 48Ca(n, n′)48Ca(2+) reaction at Elab = 12 MeV
[panel (a)] and Elab = 26 MeV [panel (b)]. The horizontal
axis represents the evaluation time per calculation, while the
vertical axis shows the accuracy, defined as the median rela-
tive error in the differential cross section with respect to the
fresco result, computed across 50 test parameter sets cen-
tered on the corresponding KD values. For the CC emulator,
the number of basis functions in the wavefunction expansion
(Nψ) and the EIM representation (NU) were varied between
8 and 16. The vertical red dashed line indicates the aver-
age fresco solver evaluation time of 60.9 ms. The emulator
achieves relative errors below 10−1 while providing speedups
approaching one and a half orders of magnitude, depending
on the basis size employed.

strong absorption, and the significance of octupole cou-
plings in the low-energy spectrum. In the formalism of
Eq. (36), this corresponds to a deformation of multipo-
larity ω = 3, with coupling potentials proportional to the
derivative of the Woods–Saxon interaction weighted by
Y 0
3 (r̂

′). Calculations are performed at the same two in-
cident energies, Elab = 12 and 26 MeV, including partial
waves up to Jmax = 15. As before, the KD parametriza-
tion at each energy serves as the reference point for sam-
pling. The octupole deformation parameter, also being
sampled, was centered around β3 = 0.0375 [42].

Figure 4 presents the CAT plots for both energies,

with Elab = 12 MeV shown in the top panel and Elab =
26 MeV in the bottom panel. As in the calcium case, the
emulator basis sizes were varied between Nψ = 8–16 and
NU = 10–12, while the fresco solver result, indicated
by the red dashed line, corresponds to an evaluation time
of 75.1 ms. The emulator consistently achieves median
relative errors well below 10% across the test parameter
sets, confirming its reliability in describing both elastic
and inelastic observables in a heavy, strongly coupled sys-
tem with octupole couplings.

The robustness of the emulator across different multi-
pole orders and mass regimes underscores its potential as
a versatile tool for large-scale studies of coupled-channel
reactions. Nevertheless, we observe a marginal decrease
in the speed-up compared to the quadrupole case. This
reduction stems from the need to emulate the wavefunc-
tions for all incoming and outgoing boundary conditions,
as discussed in Subsection II B 4. To obtain the Petrov–
Galerkin coefficients in Eq. (16), one must solve a linear
system of dimension (Nc ·Nψ) × (Nc ·Nψ), leading to a
computational complexity of O(N3

cN
3
ψ).

Since this calculation must be repeated Nc times, cor-
responding to the possible incoming boundary condi-
tions, the total cost of emulating cross sections scales as
O(N4

cN
3
ψ). For example, octupole couplings can connect

up to five different partial waves by angular-momentum
selection rules, in contrast to quadrupole couplings which
involve at most four. Other coupled-channel emulators
based on reduced-basis methods appear to face similar
scaling limitations [34, 43]. In practice, however, for
the medium- and heavy-mass systems studied here, this
trade-off still yields speed-ups exceeding one and a half
orders of magnitude relative to the high-fidelity solver,
while maintaining median cross-section errors below the
percent level. This demonstrates that, although unfavor-
able scaling can diminish efficiency gains in large coupled
systems, the emulator framework remains robust and
highly efficient in the low-energy neutron-nucleus cases
studied.
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FIG. 4. Computational Accuracy vs. Time (CAT) plot il-
lustrating the trade-off between accuracy and computational
speed for both the coupled-channel (CC) emulator and the
high-fidelity fresco solver in the calculation of the differen-
tial cross section for the elastic (open markers) and inelas-
tic (filled markers) channels of the 208Pb(n, n′)208Pb(3−) re-
action at Elab = 12 MeV [panel (a)] and Elab = 26 MeV
[panel (b)]. The horizontal axis represents the evaluation time
per calculation, while the vertical axis shows the accuracy,
defined as the median relative error in the differential cross
section with respect to the fresco result, computed across
50 test parameter sets centered on the corresponding KD val-
ues. For the CC emulator, the number of basis functions in
the wavefunction expansion (Nψ) and the EIM representation
(NU) were varied between 8 and 16. The vertical red dashed
line indicates the fresco solver evaluation time of 75.1 ms.
The emulator achieves relative errors below 10−1 while pro-
viding speedups around one and a half orders of magnitude,
depending on the basis size employed.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work we have developed and demonstrated a
coupled-channel emulator for neutron–nucleus scatter-
ing based on a reduced-basis Petrov–Galerkin formal-
ism for non-affinely parametrized potentials and realistic
nuclear couplings (rigid-rotor). The emulator combines
precomputation of system-dependent quantities with a
dimensionality-reduced representation of the scattering
wavefunctions, enabling fast and accurate evaluation
of differential cross sections. We used the benchmark
cases of 48Ca(n, n′)48Ca(2+) and 208Pb(n, n′)208Pb(3−)

at Elab = 12 MeV and Elab = 26 MeV. The method gen-
eralizes robustly from medium-mass to heavy nuclei and
across multipole couplings, energies and masses.

The observed efficiency gains are primarily the result
of two factors: (i) restructuring the computation to avoid
redundant evaluation of integrals, coupling matrix el-
ements, and Coulomb functions, and (ii) reducing the
dimensionality of the linear system through projection
onto the reduced-basis functions. Although unfavorable
scaling with the number of coupled channels Nc intro-
duces some reduction in speed-up for large coupled sys-
tems (e.g., octupole excitations), the emulator remains
highly efficient and accurate within the regimes relevant
to low-energy nucleon–nucleus reactions.

The coupled-channel emulator developed here offers a
practical and flexible tool for accelerating reaction theory,
with controlled trade-offs of speed and accuracy in a way
that makes systematic studies of complex nuclear systems
tractable. Its demonstrated performance in medium- and
heavy-mass nuclei motivates future work extending the
approach to broader classes of couplings and embedding
it within modern uncertainty quantification pipelines.

Further work must be carried out to understand the
limitations of this approach and if indeed the poor scaling
with increasing number of coupled-channels can be over-
come. For the moment, the emulator appears to not be
appropriate for nuclear reactions including many states
such as those in [44]. Looking ahead, several extensions
of this framework are promising. The use of GPU acceler-
ation, already natural in the linear-algebra formulation,
offers additional gains in speed that can further expand
the scope of feasible parameter studies.
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Appendix A: Details for coupled-channel equations
and observables

1. Coupling Matrix Elements

The effective n-target potential V (r, ξt) for a deformed
rigid rotor can be decomposed in multipoles ω:

V (r, ξt;α) =
√
4π

∑
ωmω

Uω(r;α)Dω
mω0Y

mω
ω (r̂)

=
√
4π

∑
ω

Uω(r;α)Pω(cos θ
′),

(A1)

where D is the Wigner rotation matrix relating the lab-
frame vector r̂ to the body-fixed frame r̂′, often referred
to as the Euler angles. The exact form the radial depen-
dence of these multipole couplings can be derived from
the properties of Legendre polynomials:

Uω(r;α) =
1√
4π

∫ 2π

0

V (r, ξt;α)Pω(cos θ
′) sin θ′dθ′dϕ′ .

(A2)
For small deformation lengths δω, such as those used in
this work, one can perform a first order expansion which
simplifies Eq. (A1):

V (r, ξt;α) ≈ U(r; α̂)−
∑
ω

δωU
′(r; α̂)Pω(cos θ

′)

(A3)
The eigenstates of a deformed rotor are given by:

ΦIν (ξt) =

√
2Iν + 1

8π2
DIν ∗
MKν

(ξt). (A4)

We can now calculate the geometric part of the coupling
potential defined in Eq. (12). As in Sect. III, we neglect
the internal structure of the projectile, as well as its spin.
Following the derivation in [32] we project onto a state:

|ν(r̂, ξt)⟩ = |(lνItν)J⟩, (A5)

and obtain the following matrix elements:

Vωµν = ⟨(lµItµ)J ′||Pω(cos θ′)||(lνItν)J⟩
= δJJ ′(−1)ω+J+lν+Iµ

× ilν−lµ Îν l̂ν ω̂

{
lν Iν J
Iµ lµ ω

}
× ⟨lν0, ω0|lµ0⟩⟨IνKν ,Ω0|IµKµ⟩,

(A6)

2. Calculating Inelastic Cross Sections

Once the S-matrix is obtained (see Eq. (31)), com-
puting the cross sections is straightforward. In the most
general nucleus-nucleon scattering case, where we include
projectile spin, the cross section for populating a target
in state Iν from some initial state I0 can be expressed as:
dσIν
dΩ

=
1

(2s+ 1)(2I0 + 1)

∑
ms′mIνmsmI0

|fms′mIνmsmI0 (θ)|
2

(A7)

In the (l–s) coupling basis, the scattering amplitude is:

fms′mIνmsmI0 (θ) = δms′msδmIνmI0 fC,I0(θ)

× 4π

2i

∑
JM

ljI0, l
′j′Iν

mm′,mj ,mj′

Yl′m′(θ, 0)Y ∗
l0(0, 0)

× ⟨l′m′s′ms′ |j′mj′⟩⟨j′mj′IνmIν |JM⟩
× ⟨JM |jmjI0mI0⟩⟨jmj |l0sms⟩eiσl′Iν

×
(
SJl′j′Iν , ljI0 − δll′δjj′δI0Iν

) eiσlI0
kν

,

(A8)
where fC,I0 is the amplitude from the Coulomb interac-
tion alone, σ is the Coulomb phase shift and kν is the
momentum corresponding of a channel labeled by ν [32].

Appendix B: 2-level system example

In this appendix, we present a pedagogical example
illustrating the formalism developed in Sec. II. We con-
sider a simple and general two-level system and explic-
itly derive the corresponding Petrov–Galerkin equations.
Starting from Eq. (8), we consider the transition from
an initial channel λ to a final state ν, resisticting only
to two channels. This leads to a pair of coupled equa-
tions to be solved for each incoming boundary condition
corresponding to λ = 1, 2. We work out explicitly the
equation when the initial channel is λ = 1. We have:(

T1 + V11 − (E − ϵ1
)
ψ1,1 = −V12ψ2,1(

T2 + V22 − (E − ϵ2)
)
ψ2,1 = −V21ψ1,1

(B1)

Although not shown explicitly, ψ and V depend on the
radial coordinate r and the interaction parameters α.
To construct the reduced basis elements, we obtain Ns
high-fidelity solutions to the coupled equations (B1) and
perform the PCA. The set of Nψ chosen basis elements
for the two level system with incoming wave λ = 1 are
then expressed as:

{ψ̃(k)
1,1 (r)}

Nψ
k=1 = PCA

[
{ψ1,1(r;αi)− ϕ1(r)}Nsi=1

]
{ψ̃(k)

2,1 (r)}
Nψ
k=1 = PCA

[
{ψ2,1(r;αi)}Nsi=1

]
,

(B2)

where ϕ1 is the free solution. Following Sect. II, we
then approximate the solution to each wavefunction in
the coupled system as a linear combination of the corre-
sponding basis elements ψ̃ and some coefficients c:

ψ1,1(r;α) ≈ ϕ1(r) +

Nψ∑
k=1

c
(k)
1 (α)ψ̃

(k)
1,1 (r)

ψ2,1(r;α) ≈
Nψ∑
k=1

c
(k)
2 (α)ψ̃

(k)
2,1 (r)

(B3)



12

To obtain the coefficients we now perform the Petrov-
Galerkin projection used in Eq. (17):

D(jk)
1,1 = ⟨ψ̃(j)

1,1|T1(r)− (E − ϵ1)|ψ̃(k)
1,1 ⟩,

D(jk)
2,1 = ⟨ψ̃(j)

2,1|T2(r)− (E − ϵ2)|ψ̃(k)
2,1 ⟩.

(B4)

These terms involve only the kinetic operator and the
channel energy. Next we calculate the terms pertaining
to the interaction:

U (jk)
11,1 (α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vω11⟨ψ̃(j)
1,1|fω(r;α)|ψ̃(k)

1,1 ⟩,

U (jk)
12,1 (α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vω12⟨ψ̃(j)
1,1|fω(r;α)|ψ̃(k)

2,1 ⟩,

U (jk)
21,1 (α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vω21⟨ψ̃(j)
2,1|fω(r;α)|ψ̃(k)

1,1 ⟩,

U (jk)
22,1 (α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vω22⟨ψ̃(j)
2,1|fω(r;α)|ψ̃(k)

2,1 ⟩

(B5)

Note that the sum over ω often collapses due to angular
momentum selection rules.

In the case of a non-affinely parametrized interaction,
the integrals above must be replaced by those of Eq. (26).
The remnant term in the Petrov-Galerkin equations com-

ing from the added free solution yields:

R(j)
1,1 = ⟨ψ̃(j)

1,1|T1(r)− (E − ϵ1)|ϕ1⟩,

C(j)
11,1(α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vω11 ⟨ψ̃(j)
1,1|fω(r;α)|ϕ1⟩,

C(j)
21,1(α) =

Nm∑
ω=0

Vω21 ⟨ψ̃(j)
2,1|fω(r;α)|ϕ1⟩.

(B6)

Now, we cast the Petrov-Galerkin equations into linear
algebra form:D(jk)

1,1 + U (jk)
11,1 (α) U (jk)

12,1 (α)

U (jk)
21,1 (α) D(jk)

2,1 + U (jk)
22,1 (α)


c(k)1

c
(k)
2



=

R(j)
1,1 + C(j)

11,1(α)

C(j)
21,1(α).


(B7)

These equations are now solved for some unknown c1 and
c2. In addition to the solutions for λ = 1 (shown above),
we also need to compute the solutions for the incoming
channel λ = 2. The full scattering wavefunction can then
be expressed as:

Ψ̂ =

(
ψ1,1 ψ1,2

ψ2,1 ψ2,2

)
. (B8)

From the asymptotic form of this full solution, we extract
the full scattering matrix (see Eq. (31)).
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