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The muon capture matrix elements M,% M,% and M,? are calculated for “He and '°O using the
closure approximation and utilizing the linked cluster expansion to introduce correlations in the nuclear
target wave functions. An important set of diagrams is summed by replacing uncorrelated wave
functions with Bethe-Goldstone wave functions. However, we also find it necessary to include diagrams
insuring that the pair number operator is unchanged and (for '®0) particle-hole diagrams to account for
the fact that oscillator orbitals rather than Hartree-Fock orbitals are used for the uncorrelated basis.
Typical results for %O are M™M= 0.82M,20W = 0.74M,> M= 0.58M 2, while for ‘He,

M M= 0,88 M, 20 = 0.78 M, 2= 0.76M %), The bulk of the effects arise from correlations
induced by the tensor component of the nucleon-nucleon interaction. We find that including correlations
reduces the predicted total capture rate by ~30% in 'O and ~20% in *He.

and nuclear correlations.

[NUCLEAR REACTIONS ‘He, 10, calculated total muon capture rate, closure]

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Historical

In general, to make muon capture predictions
for complex nuclei one must adopt several global
assumptions regarding the muon-nucleon weak in-
teraction coupling constants as well as utilizing
some model for the nuclear target wave functions.
Some early approaches.to muon capture concen-
trated on testing the validity of the various as-
sumptions adopted to relate the appropriate muon
capture coupling constants to coupling constants
appearing in other weak and electromagnetic pro-
cesses. For example, Foldy and Walecka'*? and
Primakoff and Kim?® adopted standard assumptions
regarding the p-capture coupling constants and
related muon capture mairix elements to matrix
elements appearing in other processes such as
phctoabsorption, B8 decay, and electron scattering.
Thus, the appropriate muon capture matrix ele-
ment strength could be obtained from experimental
data involving other processes without making de-
tailed assumptions about nuclear wave functions.
Using this approach, comparison of predictions
with experiments to date confirms one’s confidence
in the validity of the standard assumptions for the
muon capture coupling constants (although, appar-
ently, the induced pseudoscalar coupling constant
value has still not been strenuously tested).

If one has confidence in the form of the muon
capture effective Hamiltonian and values of the
coupling constants, then the capture process can
be used to probe the nucleus, i.e., test proposed
nuclear model wave functions. Historically, pre-
dictions of partial or total capture rates in light
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closed shell nuclei using the particle-hole (p-h)
shell model have not been in good agreement with
experimental results. For example, calculated
total capture rates for '°0 have overestimated
the experimental result by roughly a factor of
1.5 to 2.*'° For the case of the known partial
transitions in *°0 leading to the lowest states in
!N, reduction factors are also frequently re-
quired. Subsequent investigation®” has demon-
strated that including (reasonably well motivated)
two-particle two-hole admixtures in the ground
states of “closed shell nuclei” can substantially
improve the agreement with experiment for partic~
ular partial transitions (especially to low lying
p-h final states of the daughter nucleus). How-
ever, the situation for the total capture rate has
not yet been reconciled by adopting this particular
configuration mixing mechanism.®

For practical purposes shell model calculations
are usually performed in a greatly restricted basis
using a nonsingular residual interaction. Thus
as we test in more detail the nuclear wave func-
tions obtained in this manner it is no surprise
that they are found inadequate. In particular, the
presence of a very strong short range repulsion
(the “hard core”) and a longer range noncentral
spin dependent interaction (the tensor force) in
the realistic nucleon-nucleon interaction makes
it improbable that the model nuclear wave func-
tions one traditionally uses (even for “closed
shell” nuclei) are correct in detail (although to
be sure the simple model wave functions can often
yield the correct energy location and relative
strength of various transition processes). This
criticism of nuclear model wave functions to date
is not limited to p-h calculations, but also applies
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to calculations of the type given in Refs. 6, 7, and
8 where, for reasons of practicality, it was neces~
sary to severely limit the type of nuclear configu-
ration mixing studied.

Faced with the complexities of correctly de-
scribing a strongly interacting many-body system,
Migdal® has recast the problem so that effects ap-
parently very difficult to calculate from first prin-
ciples (i.e., starting with a realistic nucleon-nu-
cleon interaction and actually evaluating the ap-
propriate series of diagrams in the many-body
environment) become parametrized as renormal-
ization constants multiplying various nucleon spin,
isospin, and momentum operators that often ap-
pear in single particle transition matrix elements.
By employing appropriate experimental data the
renormalization constants may be determined and
then used in making predictions regarding other
processes. When applied to muon capture,'® the
Migdal theory is not entirely satisfying since: (1)
one has little or no evidence concerning the valid-
ity of the several simplifying assumptions that
must be adopted, and relatedly, (2) the underlying
“microscopic” reason for the operator renormal-
ization remains hidden. The latter point is partic-
ularly distressing if our goal is a better under-
standing of nuclear many-body systems as op-
posed to simply relating muon capture to other
processes.

B. Present work

The motivation for the present work is to under-
stand the effect of correlations on total muon cap-
ture rates in terms of a more microscopic theory.
This necessitates the use of a realistic nucleon-
nucleon interaction to obtain the correlated wave
functions to be used in the formalism. Techniques
exist for incorporating realistic correlations in
the nuclear many-body wave function and in this
paper we shall employ these techniques to study
the effect of correlations on total muon capture
rates in the closure approximation. It is realized
that in order for our results to be useful in in-
creasing the understanding of the effects of cor-
relations, particular attention must be paid to
several technical aspects associated with adopt-
ing the linked cluster expansion and the Bethe-
Goldstone (BG) equation which is used to obtain
the correlated nuclear wave functions. We shall
not be primarily interested in obtaining detailed
fits to experimental total capture rates. Instead
we focus our attention on the rafio of muon cap-
ture matrix elements obtained using correlated
wave functions (for a given average neutrino en-
ergy) to capture matrix elements obtained using
the usual shell model wave functions (assuming

the same average neutrino energy). Considerable
emphasis in this study is given to the effects on
the predicted capture rates of the intermediate
state spectrum and the Pauli operator adopted in
solving the BG equation. We also discuss the cor-
rections required due to the fact that Hartree-
Fock single particle wave functions have not been
used as the elementary uncorrelated basis func-
tions.

In the next section we list the formulas needed
for our discussion of the capture process. In par-
ticular, formulas required to calculate various
muon capture matrix elements in the closure ap-
proximation are given.

In Sec. III we present the techniques used to in-
troduce correlations in the nuclear wave functions
and describe the calculation of the BG wave func-
tion. Our results for calculations on *He and *¢O
are presented and discussed in Sec. IV. The auth-
or’s assessments of the limitations of the calcula-
tion presented in this paper and suggestions for
further investigations are included at the end of
Sec. IV.

II. MUON CAPTURE MATRIX ELEMENTS

The basic process under consideration is the
absorption of a negative 1 meson from an atomic
orbit on a proton in the nucleus resulting in the
creation of a neutron and a neutrino, i.e.,

LT+N@A, Z)~N*A, Z=1)+v , 1)

where N* represents a state of the daughter nu-
cleus. The formula for calculating the total muon
capture rate A,. on a complex nucleus may be
written in the form

(Iqo lz)ave
A= g

X[Gy M, % +3G,2M,2 +(G, % = 2G,G )M, ] + \',, .
(2)

In Eq. (2) the symbol A’ represents recoil cor-
rections to the capture rate (~10% in *°0),* G,, G,,
and G, are “effective” coupling constants, and
(] ©]?) 4. is the square of the muon atomic wave
function averaged over the nucleus. The muon
capture nuclear matrix elements M,%, M2, and
M,? are defined by

w2 %)

as N i\ mit, R
e ’<b =Zl 7‘f Oo@)e ™ a
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where for
M2 0@)=1;
M2, 0@)=G,/V3 ; (4)

N s = (2P
M2, 0@)=0-7, (“ ]Vabl >;
ab

and the muon rest mass energy #v,c Emluc2 is re-
lated to the neutrino energy 7%v,c via

m,c®=lvyc+E,—E,
+(small atomic, nuclear Coulomb,

and n-p mass difference effects) .
(5)

The kets |a) and |b) denote, respectively, the
initial and final nuclear many-body states.

We shall concentrate on the evaluation of the
matrix elements M, %, M,? and M,* using the
closure approximation, since our primary inter-
est is the effect of correlations on the ¢ofal cap-
ture rate. The matrix elements under considera-
tion may be written in the form (J,=0 assumed

hereafter)
b > <b a> .

Z fva) <a
(6)

If the capture process is associated primarily
with excitation of nuclear states concentrated in
an appropriately narrow energy region (depending
on the variation of f(v,,) and (b| O(v,)| a) with E,)
then one can ignore the final state dependence in
f(vg) and O(v,,) and use closure on the states |b):

2 0/ (va) > 0:(va)

> lexpl=1, (7
to reduce Eq. (6) to the form
a> . (8)

> 05 (M)0,(7)

$i=1

A7) <a
must be evaluated are of the form

The “average” neutrino momentum 7 appearing
in Eq. (8) should be determined from Eq. (5) by in-
serting for E, a representative value of the “nar-
row” band of energies where the strength is con-
centrated. Of courseonecanalso treat? asanad-
justable parameter, in which case one would be
able to guarantee a fit to the total capture rates.
Our approach is to adopt a value of U consistent
with previous studies of partial transition rates
and then to see how, for this fixed value of 7,
correlations in the ground state wave function al-
ter the predicted total capture rate. Earlier in-
vestigations on closed shell nuclei either based
on Wigner super-multiplet theory' or using the
results of particle-hole shell model calculations,>'*
have predicted that over 90% of the muon capture
strength should be associated with final nuclear
states ]b) located in the giant dipole resonance
region (for 'O this implies analog states of ex-
citation energy ~23 MeV +3 MeV). Actually adopt-
ing values of ¥ consistent with assuming the cap-
ture strength is concentrated in the giant reso-
nance region leads, for capture on ‘°O, to a pre-
dicted capture rate 1.5 to 2 times greater than ex-
perimentally observed [if-a simple closed shell
model 4(1s)+12(1p) ground state is adopted].*
Similar overestimates result if one simply sums
the partial transition rates obtained from assum-
ing a closed shell ground state and using a parti-
cle-hole model (with residual interaction diagonal-
ization) for the final nuclear states.

In what foilows we list more explicit formulas
for evaluating expression (8). It is convenient to
separate the sum over 7 and j in Eq. (8) into two
parts: i=j andi#j. The sum ¢=j (which yields a
one-body operator that is a projection operator
for protons) is easily carried out for the muon
capture operators, yielding

~ 2
<VL) Z for M,?, M,% and M,” . 9)
ab

For i +#j the actual two-body matrix elements that

7 o\2 e =

2(1} b ) Z<nAlAlZAtZASZA,nalslzstzaszal 11 e™ 200, Lyl 5 al 7 aSza Malslzat 255 28) anti 5 (10)
ai

AB
T

where for single particle shell model for the target nucleons.

M2 O.=1: The sum over A and B is over levels occupied in
v e the ground state. The factor of 2 appearing in Eq.

M, Op,= V6,03, ; (10) would not normally be present if one takes the
Mg, 0,=%5- 5, . expectation value of a two-body operator such as

In Eq. (10) we have assumed, for definiteness, a

the mutual interaction energy >;<; V;;, but is pres-
ent here because the restriction 7<j is not present
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in Eq. (8). Assuming a closed shell ground state Here y = (37b)? and b = (i/M,w)"'? is the usual oscil-
and adopting harmenic oscillator single particle lator constant. Equations (11a) and (11b) yield
orbitals, one can easily evaluate Eq. (10). Com- what we shall refer to as the muon capture matrix
bining the results with Eq. (9) for i=j yields (M,?2 elements in the closure approximation using un-
=M,?=M,?) for “He (1s*) correlated wave functions.

—\ 2 We wish to transform expression (10) to a form

M,2= (;E-) (2-2e7%) | (11a) where one may replace the simple shell model
u

wave functions by correlated wave functions ob-
tained from solving the BG equation. It is there-
fore useful to rewrite Eq. (10) in a form where
the wave function depending on the relative coor-
dinate T =X, — X, appears explicitly. We obtain

while for %O(1s*, 1p'?)

Mf:(—;f—) [8 -8e72(1+9%)] . (11b)

J

Z (nal bz atz4Sz400l60 20t 255 28| TV T3 [0 @)X OMNG) )| 0 sl al 2t 245 2 M6 161 282 28 S 2B Nni
48

1/2
== 2 [(-1),T](—21"F(;3(———:2%ii<nlN£,L]nAlAnBlB,L)lz(nlSéJ“[Ox(f)XO"(E)]"llnlSé)anﬁ , (12)

nala

nglpg

niNL

SLIT
where the bracketed expression (nINE, L|n 4 smzls, L) is a standard Moshinsky bracket. Since we are con-
sidering only J =0 nuclei, the rank of the operator appearing in Eq. (12), i.e., [0*XO}*, must have k=0,
The particular form for the operator appearing in Eq. (12) depends on whether one is evaluating M,2%, M,2?,

or M,=.
For M,?
7 T2 3 M@r+ AT, (7)Y o(R5), k=0-~1=0,
X
and (13a)

OX(F) = (4”)1/2jo(W)Yo(QT)’ OK(E) =1.

For M,*

> -
1,i0-

3775, 5,2 30 i M@+ AT Y o(@D(= V373 [0,%0,]%),  R=0-2=0,
X

and (13b)
OMNr) = (Am)Y 2 ()Y o(Q7), OM©)=(~1/V3)[G,x5,]° .

For M,*?
70,505, = 3 P(2A+ 142, ()Y ao( @ - (1/V8 )]0, X 0,1°+ (3)2[0, %0, ] 7} (13c)
A
k=0-21=2,0.
For A=0 It is important to note that for correlated wave
O(F) = (4)/2j (7)Y o(Q7) , functions .the matrix element (nisgll o| nlS&{) will
1 be a function of § =1+ § so the sum over J in ex-
0°@0G) = -—‘/—?,:[ELXEZ]" . (134d) pression (12) cannot be trivially performed. In
For A<2 the simple single particle (uncorrelated) picture
rA=

the contribution of the operator given by expres-
[O*(F)x 0*(F)]° == (81/3)2j, (7)Y, (27)[ 6, XT,]% . sion (13e) for M, * vanishes and one immediately
(13e) obtains M,%=M,>2.
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III. CORRELATIONS AND THE BETHE-GOLDSTONE
WAVE FUNCTION

A. Linked cluster expansion

To obtain the simple results in the preceding
section we assumed that the ground state wave
function was a Slater determinant of single parti-
cle (SP) harmonic oscillator (HO) wave functions.
The ground state expectation value of a sum of
two-body operators could then be written as a
simple sum over (relative) two-body matrix ele-
ments. We now want to extend our calculations
to allow for the existence of 1p-1h and 2p-2h cor-
relations in the ground state wave function. Our
approach is based on the linked cluster formalism
for calculating ground state expectation values.'?
The expectation value of a two-body operator is
given as a sum of Brueckner-Goldstone diagrams.

The diagrams shown in Fig. 1 can be summed
by replacing matrix elements of the operator be-
tween uncorrelated two-body wave functions by
matrix elements calculated between correlated
(BG) wave functions. That is,

<¢AB|OLZI<I>AB>"<‘I'ABIOQ[\I’AB> ’ (14)

where ¥ 45 is defined in the SP basis by

G $
Wyp(wap) =y + Z gjb _f% o ;:bb
B

(15)

Here ¢ is a two particle HO wave function; @,
projects into unoccupied SP states (@, =0 if a or
b is occupied); w,p =E,+E, is the starting energy
of the two nucleons interacting; E,+E, is the en-
ergy of the intermediate (unoccupied) two particle
state; and G is the nuclear reaction matrix.

it is possible to include a selected class of high-
er order diagrams by normalizing the BG wave
functions. The lowest order (in G) diagrams of
this class are shown in Fig. 2. These diagrams
are needed to ensure correct normalization of
the number of pairs'® in the nucleus and will turn
out to have an important effect on our results.

The diagrams shown in Fig. 3 are the lowest
order diagrams needed to account for the fact
that our unperturbed ground state is a Slater de-

FIG. 1. Linked cluster diagrams summed by replacing
uncorrelated wave functions with conventionally nor-
malized BG wave functions. The solid lines represent
muon capture operators, while wiggly lines represent
G matrix interactions.

pef °
A A
22! :

FIG. 2. Lowest order diagrams included by renor-
malizing the BG wave functions.

terminant composed of HO SP wave functions rath-
er than SP wave functions determined through a
Hartree-Fock procedure. These 1lp-1h diagrams
cannot be included by modifying the correlated
two-body wave function and must be calculated
separately. Thus in our results we will refer to
the 2p-2h contributions as those which are ob-
tained by the replacement

(V5| O Wap)
<A‘iIBAB]\I/AB> ’ (16)

and the 1p-1h contributions as those which are ob-
tained by directly evaluating the diagrams in Fig.

3. The latter contribution turns out to be of some
importance for **O but not for *He.

(‘bABlO|‘I’AB>‘

B. Calculation of the Bethe-Goldstone wave function

Two problems arise in trying to evaluate the
BG wave function from Eq. (15). The first prob-
lem is that the unoccupied SP state energies E,
and E, are not unique. We have chosen our basis
states to be defined by HO wave functions. How-
ever, we are free to define the zero of our HO po-
tential in any way we like in an attempt to improve
the convergence of the linked cluster expansion.
Thus we will define the single particle energies
by

E =E - C=(2ny +1, = 3)iw-C , am

where C is an arbitrary parameter.

It is important to understand the relation be-
tween the constant C, the starting energy wyg,
and the energy gap between occupied and unoccu-
pied states. For example, the 1p nucleons in '°0
are bound by ~10 MeV S0 wyz =E ,+Ez =~ 20 MeV
for |AB)Y=|(1p)?). If we choose C =0, the energy
needed to scatter both nucleons into the 2s-1d
shell is given by TZw — (=20 MeV) =110 MeV for

o] A
{5

-—=X

FIG. 3. Hartree-Fock contributions to the capture rate.
The operator--- xrepresents (—U°").
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7iw=12.8 MeV. If we choose C =3%w (a value which
yields reasonable binding energies in Brueckner
calculations'*!%), the energy needed for a 2p-2h
excitation into the 2s-1d shell is reduced to ~30
MeV, a value much closer to the usual shell mod-
el choice of 27Zw. A similar argument for *He fav-
ors a choice of C=27w.

We do not attempt to specify an exact value of
C since we are not treating the occupied state en-
ergies exactly (e.g., we neglect spin-orbit split-
ting and Coulomb effects), and there are still a
number of uncertainties in binding energy calcula-
tions about the “best” choice of intermediate state
spectrum. Thus we will present our results for a
number of values of C. However, we do wish to
emphasize that the choice of C ~27w for *He and
3iw for %0 is clearly consistent with our present
understanding of nuclear many-body calculations.

The second difficulty in evaluating Eq. (15) for
the BG wave function is purely technical in nature.
The sum over unoccupied states extends to very
high energies due to the strong short-range nature
of realsitic nucleon-nucleon interactions. Thus it
becomes much more convenient to work with an
approximate BG wave function which is defined to
separate in relative and center-of-mass (RCM)
coordinates and to be diagonal in center-of-mass
HO states. This approximation has been used
quite extensively in binding energy calculations
and shown to be satisfactory.'> However, as we
will discuss in detail later, muon capture cross
sections are more sensitive to fine details of the
calculation than are total binding energies. Thus
the approximations we now make to transform into
RCM coordinates are probably the most serious
problem with our calculations. We will return to
this question when discussing our results.

Since our basis states and intermediate state
Hamiltonian already separate into RCM coordin-
ates and are diagonal in center-of-mass HO states,
the desired transformation to RCM coordinates
can be carried out if we replace the exact Pauli
operator @ by an approximate Pauli operator.
There are two common approximations for @
which could be used. The first is the Eden-
Emery*® Pauli operator @ which replaces the
sum in Eq. (15) by a sum over all two particle
states with energy greater than some chosen en-
ergy. For example, Qp:(N) excludes all two par-
ticle states with 2n, +1, +2n,+1,=2n+1 +2N+L <J.
The major advantage of using @y, aside from its
obvious truncation advantages, is that Q. is di-
agonal in both the RCM and SP representations.
The Eden-Emery @ has a major problem, how-
ever, in that it cannot distinguish between 1p-1h
and 2p-2h excitations and thus one cannot treat
the intermediate state energies correctly.'®

The second approximation for @ is slightly
more difficult to use but it does treat the differ-
ence between 1p-1h and 2p-2h excitations correct-
ly on the average. We use Wong’s'” GA(0) approx-
imation for @ in which matrix elements of @ be-
tween RCM states no longer have the values 0 or
1 but are given by the overlap of the particular
RCM states with allowed 2p-2h states. The matrix
elements of @ are averaged over the allowed total
relative angular momentum for a given relative Z,
and matrix elements off-diagonal in center-of-
mass states are ignored. With this choice for @,
which is commonly referred to as an angle-aver-
aged @ or Q,,, the energy denominators can be
treated correctly and one can distinguish between
1p-1h and 2p-2h excitations. We will present re-
sults obtained with both approximations in order
to show the sensitivity of our results to the Pauli
operator. However, it is the results obtained us-
ing Qs that we consider more reliable.

With the above approximation on the Pauli oper-
ator @ we can now define a relative BG wave func-
tion as

’l NL) s.sNL
\IIAB(nlSQNL; W, )=@us9 + Z Eosc nl n’ l'( )

rd
X Pnr11sg, (18)

where
w,=E  +Eg —E¥s+2C . (19)

The relative BG wave functions are obtained using
the Barrett, Hewitt, and McCarthy (BHM) method,'®
adapted to calculations in the relative coordinate
system. For relative S states we included inter-
mediate states up to »’=36, while for higher par-
tial waves n'=24 was sufficient. The Pauli opera-
tor was set equal to 1 for »'= 6, which should
cause no appreciable error. Note that for tensor
coupled partial waves, where I’=[ and 28 -1, up
to 72 HO states are included in the BG wave func-
tion.

When relative HO wave functions are replaced
by BG wave functions, a number of complications
are introduced into the formalism of Sec. II. In
general, since the radial matrix elements now de-
pend on relative §, M,? and M, ? are no longer
equal to M,2%. Moreover, since the total spin S
of the nucleus is no longer zero, M,? is not equal
to M,2.

For HO wave functions we have

(pfl (;‘) _&) = (1/1’)RM(7’)Y33[(-6, QT) ’ (20)
where R, is the radial HO wave function and

Ygs5,(0,Q7)= Z (lS;m,ms](ﬂMg)Y;"les"S . (21

ms™



11 EFFECTS OF GROUND-STATE CORRELATIONS ON MUON... 389

In this case the right-hand side of Eq. (12) can be written as

J+n
S e (ZL&zll(if”)l<nlN£,LlnAlAnBlB,L>|2{l > ‘9}(sﬂo*(ﬁ)llsxnzno*mnnz) : (22)
nal 4 S
et
STLY

(1+S+T odd)

Because the sum over J can be easily performed, considerable further simplification is possible. How-
ever, for the case of correlated wave functions we obtain

‘I/;glf' (F,0)=(1/7)u; ()Y g5, (G, Q) +wp (¥)Ygs (G, 7)]

(23)
V=1+2if d=lx1 ,
and the right-hand side of Eq. (12) becomes
(=1)%*M2L+1)(29+1) 20cll A
Z (2l+1)(2)\+1)l/2 l(nlN"e’LlnAlAnBlB’L)l (S“O (-6)“8
nat 4
nglp
niNg
STLY
(1+S+T odd) I s 5 1S 3 ,l, S 5
x[{ }(nzn 0 @l nl)+2{ Ll 0> @) n) + | Lol 0* @)l nz'ﬂ . (24)
S1 a sl Is o2
Since the u’s and w’s depend on §, further simplification is not possible. We have employed Eq. (24) to
calculate muon capture matrix elements using correlated wave functions.
Finally, we list the expression needed to evaluate the 1p-1h diagrams shown in Fig. 3. We have
1 ’ 3 ’
2 - S —_— - T ’ ’ (=TSt T
AM?(1p-1h) > 4(21A+1){ D (=1)T'@L'+1)(@28 +1)[1 = (- 1) ]
nan gla L's'r’
n'ninpg
RLig
X INL, L nilynply, L' Y(IRL, L' |l pigly, L)'l jo(7) | L >}
1 [ 1
X e 2 @T+1)(L+1)29+1) Y BT
'ATA aa " nnlg nn'l
Lsdr ae
X(n'IRL, L nl mcle, LYnINEL, Ln,l cle, L)
X IRLSYIT| G| nINLSIT Y, = 421 4+ 1) (m L 4| U °%| nAlA)] . (25)

IV. RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS
A. Results

All of the results presented are calculated using
the Hamada-Johnston nucleon-nucleon potential
and bound state SP energies:

E,,=-20 MeV for *He ,
and

E,  ==-30MeV, E,=-10MeV for 0 .

Coulomb effects and spin-orbit splitting have been
neglected because of the large uncertainty in un-
occupied state SP energies.

We would first like to demonstrate the sensitiv-

T

ity of our results to various parameters and ap-
proximations used in the calculations. Thus in
Table I we show the reduction factor

R=[M,,lz(osc)—M,,Z(BG)]/Mvz(osc) (26)

obtained for %0 using various values of the energy
parameter C and a number of approximations on
the Pauli operator. The results presented in Ta-
ble I were obtained using an oscillator parameter
7iw=12.8 MeV and average neutrino momentum

7 =0.5fm™, It turns out that the reduction fac-
tors for M,%, M,%, and M,% (but, of course, not
the total capture rate) are roughly independent of
both ¥ and Zw.
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TABLE I. Reduction factor in M,? obtained for 160
using various values of C and different approximations
to the Pauli operator. 7w =12.8 MeV, 7=0.5 fm~1,

C Qg (6) Qg (1) Qg (8) @aa
(MeV) (%) (%) (%) (%)
0 21 16 9 10
20 43 31 13 15
30 68 48 20 21
38.4 29 31

We should first point out that @, (6) and @ ;.:(7)
are not good approximations to @ for 0. We
have included these results only to show the ex-
treme sensitivity of our calculations to the treat-
ment of the Pauli operator. This sensitivity of &
to both @ and the energy parameter C indicates
that the important correlations are relatively
long ranged and tend to populate low-lying 2p-2h
states.

If the normalization diagrams were not included
in the calculation, the results for different approx-
imations on @ would show even more discrepancy.
From Eq. (15) we see that

<‘I’ABH’AB>=<‘I’AB | @ 450

\

-Q"G «i)AB/

e

+2<¢>AB

+<¢M’G%-§Gl¢>w/\ . (217)
If @ is treated exactly (which is not possible in
the RCM representation) the second term on the
right-hand side of Eq. (27) vanishes. However,
various approximations for @ yield substantially
different normalization effects. If we ignored the
normalization we would be making successively
larger errors going from Q,, and @ (8) down to
@y, (6). If calculations were carried out neglect-
ing altogether both @ and the normalization, the
results could be off by orders of magnitude.

In Table II we present our main results for 0
and “He. Again, our results are presented in
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terms of reduction factors for the three matrix
elements M,?, M,? and M,2. In each case we
show R (M?) which is the reduction factor ob-
tained when 2p-2h correlations are taken into ac-
count and RT(MZ) which also includes the contribu-
tion of 1p~1h diagrams. Note that the reduction
factors are roughly independent of 7 and Zw and
are substantially larger for '°0 than for *He. 1t
can also be seen that the 1p-1h diagrams of Fig.
3 have negligible contribution for *He but are ap-
preciable for %0,

The results of Table II are presented using what
we consider “reasonable” values for the energy
parameter C. Note, however, that the excitation
energy involved in a 2p-2h excitation is still larg-
er than that used in shell model calculations.
Thus it would not be surprising if a more detailed
calculation were able to obtain larger reduction
factors than are presented here.

Why is it that two-body correlations seem to
produce such large effects in muon capture ma-
trix elements when the momentum transfers in-
volved are relatively small? Itisobviousfrom Ta-
ble II that the value of the momentum transfer is not
important. It is clear how these effects arise if
one looks at the expression for the M,? matrix
element of *“He. Aside from multiplicative fac~
tors we have

M,*(osc)=2~2(R(")|jo()| Ry 7)),
while for correlated wave functions we have
A{v =2~ {3 (\I'(SSL)[jO(T/V)i ‘1’(35,))/01’(351)] \Ir(331>>]

+ (TS 3T TS NAT(SH TSN - (28)

For iw=21.75, V=0.4 fm™, C=2iw we find

M,*(osc)=2 -2 (0.8586)=0.2829
and
M,*=2-3(0.9973)/1.127]+[(0.8918)/1.024]=0.2160

Thus, while individual (normalized) matrix ele-
ments of j, change by only 2 or 3%, M,? changes by
~24% due to cancellations among terms of roughly

TABLE IT. Reduction factors for M,?, Maz, and MP2 calculated without (R,) and with (R )
the ip~1h contribution. The results were obtained using @ sa-.

Ry(M,?%) Rp(M,?%

R((M,% Rp(M,% R{(M,% Rp(M,?

Nucleus  fiw C v (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Lo} 12.8 8kw 0.5 31 42 18 29 10 21
14.0 3w 0.5 30 41 19 30 11 21

14.0  3kw 0.3 30 42 15 28 9 21

‘He 21.75 2hw 0.3 24 24 14 14 2 2
21.95 2hw 0.4 24 24 i4 14 2 2
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equal magnitude. It is also obvious that the cor-
relations are much stronger in the tensor coupled
35, state than in the 'S, state.

The M,? matrix element of *He is also useful in
examining the effects of normalization. If we ne-
glected to normalize the BG wave function we
would obtain

M,? (unnormalized) =2 - 3(0.9973) + (0.8918)
=-0.10 ,

a negative muon capture rate. Finally, we can
determine whether the bulk of the normalization
effect is obtained by calculating the diagrams of
Fig. 2, or if higher order diagrams are also im-
portant.

Consider the %S, contribution to M,? for *He.
The diagrams of Fig. 2 yield

(Ris)]5o@) | Rys ) {1 = (T () ¥CS,)
=0.8586(—0.127)=0.109 .
The complete normalization contribution is

¥CS)) iy (07) [ ¥CS)))
@es) [eesy)

=TS 7o) [ W CS,))
=0.8849 - 0.9973 = — 0.1124 .

After also investigating the effect of the diagrams
in Fig. 2 on the 'S, contribution to M,?, we find
that M,? is reduced by ~27% (for *He) if only the
diagrams in Fig. 2 are included. As mentioned
on the previous page, including the higher order
diagrams (i.e., the complete normalization con-
tribution) yields a reduction of 24% in M, 2.

We now compare the total capture rate obtained
in the closure approximation (with and without cor-
relations) to the experimental results. Adopting
the coupling constant values listed in Ref. 1 and
using the recoil corrections (A },) given by Refs. 4
and 19 we obtain for %0 (6=1.8 fm, ¥V =0.425 fm™!)

AL‘S =(0.98+0.05)x10° s™* (Ref. 20)
=(0.97+0.03)x10° s™' (Ref. 21) ,
A% =1.57x10° 87",
ART =1.10x10° s~
while for “He (=1.38 fm, 7=0.4 fm™)
A5 =336+175 5™ (Ref. 22)
=375+46 s™' (Ref. 23) ,
A =375 57",

AST =317 87 .

The latter two results for *He include corrections
due to its light mass.!

The effect of correlations definitely improves
agreement with experiment in the case of 0O and
there seems to be no need to drastically alter v
or the coupling constants G,, G,, and G,. The
results for *He are now in somewhat less agree-
ment with experiment. Again, however, the dis-
crepancy is not serious enough to cause concern
over the values of ¥ or the coupling constants. We
do not wish to emphasize a detailed comparison
with experiment here but would simply point out
that the inclusion of correlations results in a sub-
stantial reduction of the predicted total capture
rate in the closure approximation.

B. Discussion

Adopting the closure approximation and using
the linked cluster expansion to introduce correla-
tions in the target ground state wave-functions,
we have calculated the muon capture matrix ele-
ments M, %, M,?, and M,?. The sensitivity of the
results to the various approximate treatments of
the Pauli operator, the energy gap between oc-
cupied and unoccupied states, and the inclusion of
diagrams ensuring pair conservation has been dis-
cussed or exhibited. We find that the introduction
of correlations reduces the total capture rate in
“He and '°0 and, using those parameter values and
approximations preferred, largely eliminates the
experimental-theoretical discrepancy for '°0.

By varying the intermediate states excluded by
the Pauli operator we found that the bulk of the
reduction results from relatively low-lying 2p-
2h admixtures in the g.s. These results indicate
that a standard configuration-mixing shell calcula-
tion using realistic forces should also yield a re-
duction factor for the total capture. An earlier
calculation of this type considering only pairing
correlations did not yield a reduction factor.®
Thus it would be of considerable interest to see
what a more detailed shell model calculation
would yield.

The major approximation in our calculations lies
in replacing the exact @ by Q,x or Q) (N). Itis
hard to judge the effects of this approximation—
even though it works quite well in binding energy
calculations—and it would therefore be of interest
to carry out linked cluster calculations in the SP
representation. Of course, both this calculation
and the shell model calculation suggested in the
preceding paragraph are practical only because
the reduction effect comes mainly from low-lying
admixtures in the g.s.
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