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Exact finite-range distorted-wave Born-approximation calculations have been carried out for (d,*He) and (d, t)
reactions at incident energies up to 80 MeV. It is found that the local energy approximation does not
correctly reproduce the energy variation of exact calculations for *'V(d,*He)**Ti (g.s.) between 30 and 80 MeV
and, in addition, overestimates finite-range effects for '*O(d,’He)'*N (g.s.) at 80 MeV. The effects of various
choices for the range function for (d, t) and (d,’He) reactions are discussed. Some new values for the zero

range normalization constant are discussed.

|:NUCLEAR REACTIONS Normalization and finite-range effects in DWBA. 51V—]
d,*He), *'vd,t), %0(d,He), T,=30-80 MeV, calculate o(6).

I. INTRODUCTION

Single-nucleon transfer reactions are widely
studied in the hope of obtaining information about
nuclear states. Typically, data are analyzed
using the distorted-wave Born-approximation
theory (DWBA).

For light ion projectiles (A <4) most DWBA
analyses utilize the so-called zero range (ZR)
approximation® in which the interaction potential
responsible for the transition is approximated by
a 0 function. This has the advantage of reducing
the evaluation of the DWBA transition amplitude
from a complicated six-dimensional integration
to a much simpler three-dimensional integration.
As a result there are considerable computational
savings. The problem of evaluating the full inte-
gral has been faced for transfer reactions induced
by heavy ions.? However, surprisingly few exact
calculations have been reported for light ion trans-
fer reactions.** Instead, it is usual to employ an
approximate treatment of finite-range effects
known as the local energy approximation®’ (LEA)
which retains the simplicity of the ZR calculation.
Tests of the validity of the LEA have been made
by means of comparisons with exact finite- range
(EFR) calculations for a few selected transitions.®
In addition a higher order correction term (though
not all such terms) has been shown to be small for
certain cases.”

Clearly the LEA has acquired legitimacy largely
by default. Thus, it should not be relied upon for
transitions in which the kinematic conditions or
optical potentials differ appreciably from the ex-
amples considered in Refs. 6 and 7. Such is the
case for the (d,*He) reaction which has recently
been studied at incident energies up to 80 MeV.%*

In the present paper our purpose is threefold.

Firstly, we wish to present a formulation of the
EFR DWBA amplitude for light ion induced single-
nucleon transfer reactions. Our expression is
simpler to evaluate than that given in Ref. 3, is
easily coded for the computer, and leads to quite
rapid computations. Secondly, we present specific
results for the (d,3He) reaction at or near energies
corresponding to the data of Refs. 8 and 9. For
selected transitions EFR calculations are com-
pared with LEA results in order to investigate the
validity of the latter approach. Detailed EFR anal-
yses of the data have been presented elsewhere.®®

Finally we investigate the effect of different
choices for the deuteron and trinucleon internal
wave functions and for the deuteron-nucleon inter-
action responsible for the transition in the EFR
calculations for (d,f) and (d,3He) reactions. The
effect of these choices upon the angular variation
and the absolute magnitude of the predicted cross
sections is discussed. Possible limitations of the
treatment of the finite-range effects given by
Bassel'® are investigated.

II. FORMULATION

Exact formulas for finite-range DWBA calcula-
tions of transfer reactions have already been
given by Austern and others.® We here present
new expressions which are precisely equivalent
to the expressions given in Ref. 3 but which employ
a different coordinate system. The result is a
somewhat simpler final expression which is con-
venient to program for the computer.

We consider a pickup reaction A(a,b)B. Then
it may be shown!! that the differential cross sec-
tion is given by
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where, for simplicity, spin orbit coupling has
been omitted. The quantities p; and k; are, re-
spectively, the reduced mass and wave number of
particle ;. The target has isospin T,, projection
N,, and the residual nucleus isospin quantum num-
bers are defined similarly. The transferred nu-
cleon has total angular momentum J, orbital an-
gular momentum L (projection A), and isospin
projection 7. The quantity S, ; is the usual single-
nucleon spectroscopic factor'” and bg,’ is related
to the overlap of the light particles @ and . In an
isospin representation it is § for (p,d) reactions
and 3 for (d,*He) and (*He, @) reactions.

The finite- range problem arises in evaluating
B,,. Specifically

By, =(2L+1)"? f f F F V()Y oo (@)U, (R)

XY (R (F,,)d8dT,,
()

where the vectors T,, T,, ¥,, and R locate the
particles a,b,A, and the transferred nucleon x,
each with respect to the residual nucleus B. The
vector §=7,~ R and ¥;;=7, - T,. The distorted
waves x{*) describe the motion of the projectile
and emitted light particle. The spatial part of
the wave function of the nucleon bound in the tar-
get nucleus is iUy, ,(R)Y 1, (R) where R is a unit
vector along R. The quantity V(s) we refer to as
the “range function.” It is defined by

V()Y 00(8) = (05| V| 900 3)

where ¢, and ¢, are internal spatial wave func-
tions for the respective particles. Each is as-
sumed to be symmetric and to carry zero orbital
angular momentum. The quantity V, is the effec-
tive interaction between the projectile and trans-
ferred nucleon. It will be noted that an additional
term V, - U,, involving the interaction between
a and B, V,,, and the entrance channel optical
potential U,, has been omitted. This has been
shown to be a reasonable procedure for (d,p) re-
actions.® In the present paper we shall assume
that this is also the case for all light ion induced
single-nucleon transfer reactions. We shall re-
turn to the details of the evaluation of Eq. (3)
later. For the present we assume that V(s) can
be found and proceed to the evaluation of B, .
Inspection of Eq. (3) reveals that it is identical
in form to an expression given by Chant in an ex-
act finite-range calculation for two-nucleon trans-
fer.”® Thus Eq. (11) of Ref. 13 reduces to the
present Eq. (2) provided we restrict the summation
tol=0 L’=L and replace the quantity F,,(s,R) by
V(s)Uy,,(R). Proceeding precisely as in Ref. 13
we thus obtain
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where #=(2x+1)"/2 and d!_(6) is a reduced rotation
matrix element. The quantity I; b is given by

L= | U 00G oy, o)
where
Gtax,,zf gc’;f,taxb(s,m)szds (6)
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In Egs. (5) and (7) the quantities U and U, are
defined by

Xa" (Fon) =7

ZZ U, (7aA) [ (k )YI Aa(‘?aA)

a nA z A
(8)
and
Xff)*( =l Zfsz (7’:;)Y1,,l (k,,)Y,b,\ (7)) . 9)
LTSV

In evaluating the integral in Eq. (7) the needed
geometrical relationships are

R=(r}+a’s?+2arsx)t/?, (10)

Vou= (P72 + u2s%+ 2ypr,sx)t/? (11)

cosBR:r.Ltéc.x_'?ﬁ , (12)

cosgaA :-__MS._)C. s (13)
1/'cAA

where a=-a/b, y=B/A, and u=(b-a)(A+a)/Ab.
On inspection Egs. (6) and (7) are found to be
identical in form with the expressions given by
Bayman and Kallio'* in calculating zero range
form factors for two-nucleon transfer reactions.
The calculation of each G, ;, is thus equivalent in
difficulty to the evaluation of the Bayman-Kallio
form factor for two-nucleon transfer for a transi-
tion in which the nucleons originate from orbits
carrying angular momenta L and [, respectively,
and transfer total orbital angular momentum Z,.
Such a calculation is quite feasible and it is con-
venient to employ Gauss- Legendre integration in
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evaluating the angular integration in Eq. (7) and
Gauss- Hermite integration in the radial integration
of Eq. (6). Unlike Ref. 14 we are unable to give a
prescription for choosing the number of integration
points. For the (d,*He) calculation at 80 MeV
which follows we find empirically that eight points
for the angular integration and four points for the
radial integration are sufficient to insure better
than 1% accuracy in the final cross sections. As

a result, the calculation proceeds quite rapidly.
For example, an EFR calculation for transferred
angular momentum L =3 using 50 partial waves
takes only ~60% longer than the corresponding ZR
calculation using the March 1974 version of the
code DWUCK.

III. COMPARISONS OF ZR, LEA, AND EFR CALCULATIONS
FOR (d.’He) REACTIONS

A. Calculations

For (d,3He) reactions the problems of normal-
ization and finite- range effects have been discussed
previously by Bassel.!° He chose to approximate
the range function by a Gaussian

1 3/2
V(S)Y 4,(8) =D, <W> exp(-s?/R?) , (14)
where D,=- 172.8 MeVfm®/2 and R=1.54 fm. In-
tegrating we find

f V(s)Y,(8)d =D, (15)

so that the equivalent ZR approximation is
V(S)Y 0(8) = D,8(8) . (18)

The LEA approximation is discussed extensively
elsewhere.>” The procedure involves a Taylor’s
series expansion of all functions of R and ¥,, about
T,. For the range function defined in Eq. (14) the
result is the ZR expression Eq. (16) together with
an additional operator

0 = exp[sR*(C,V 2+ C, V.2 + C,V,2)] (17

acting upon the wave functions. The quantities C;
are known functions of the particle masses and

V.2 acts upon the wave function of particle ;. The
operator is evaluated by using the series expansion
of the exponential together with the Schrédinger
equation for each particle. The result is

2
2 mm, R

O(rb)zexp{ﬁz T[Ua(w’b)— E +U,(r,)

-E.- Ub(‘rb)*'Eb]}*

(18)
where m; is the mass, U, is the optical potential,
and E; is the energy of particle ;. Using this ex-

pression our LEA approximation is
V(s)Y0(8) =D, 0(r,)5(8) . (19)

Notice that, while a calculation using the expres-
sion for the operator given in Eq. (17) would be
exact, the expression for @(r,) given in Eq. (18)
is an approximation in which terms involving V,;?
operating on U; have been neglected in comparison
with the derivatives of the wave functions them-
selves.

In summary our ZR approximation is Eq. (16),
our LEA approximation is Eq. (19), and our EFR
calculation is defined by Eq. (14). If finite- range
effects are indeed small we would expect to obtain
identical results in all three cases.

B. Results

The EFR calculation described above has been
coded for the computer!'® and calculations have
been carried out for (d,*He) transitions at various
incident energies. We here consider representa-
tive results which are compared with ZR and LEA
calculations.

The transition considered is *'V(d, 3He)*°Ti(g.s.)
in which a proton is removed from the 1f,,, shell.
Optical potentials used in the calculation are listed
in Table I and are consistent with elastic scatter-
ing data in this region of the Periodic Table.® For
the proton bound state the potential was adjusted
to reproduce the empirical separation energy.
Nonlocality ranges'® used were 0.54 fm for deu-
terons, 0.2 fm for 3He ions, and 0.85 fm for the
bound proton.

Results are shown in Figs. 1-3 for incident en-
ergies of 30, 52, and 80 MeV, respectively. For
each differential cross section shown we have as-
sumed that C%S; ,, the product of the isospin cou-
pling Clebsch-Gordan coefficient and the spectro-
scopic factor appearing in Eq. (1), is unity. Three
results emerge. Firstly, the shapes of the calcu-
lated cross sections are quite insensitive to finite-
range effects, even at 80 MeV. Secondly, the ZR
calculation generally underestimates the absolute
cross section. Thirdly, the LEA somewhat over-
estimates finite-range effects and leads to cross
sections somewhat larger than the EFR results.

It is clear from the figures that these effects,
though small, are not energy independent. In
Table II we list differential cross sections at the
first peak of the calculated angular distributions
each divided into the EFR result at the same ener-
gy. The resultant ratios are thus the spectro-
scopic factors which would result from analyses
of hypothetical experimental data identical to the
three EFR calculations. We see that, while the
EFR necessarily yields an energy independent
spectroscopic factor (of unity), the LEA introduces



1766 N. S. CHANT AND J. N. CRAIG 14
TABLE 1. Optical potentials.
System E? 14 7, a w Wp 7y a' 7. Ref.
Sy +d 30 96.64 1.061  0.81 o 17.14  1.28 0.751 1.3 24
Sy +d 52 89.00 1.05 0.852 s 12.40 1.29 0.761 1.3 25
Sly+d 80 73.00 1.2 0.74 12.20  1.14 0.930 1.3 26
180+d 80 78.90  1.05 0.78 8.14  1.32 0.86 1.3 27
507i + 3He 30 174.5 1.14 0.723  15.5 oo 1.62 0.85 1.3 28
0Ti + 3He 52 173.5 1.14 0.723 16.5 o 1.62 0.85 1.3 28
50Ti +3He 80  158.32 1.2 0.671  --- 18.51  1.095 0.942 1.3 29
15N + 3He 80  145.0 1.34 0.580  15.0 e 1.56 1.15 1.4 27
Bound
statePsC 1.20 0.65 1.3
Bound
. .65 .
stateb'd 1.25 0.6 1.25
2 Energies are in MeV and lengths in fm. The optical potential is
Vv iW  4iWpe*
U(r)——l+e"—1+e*'_(1 rexn2 Ve,
where
7= 7, AV/3 , _7—'76A1/3
- a y X' = al »
and Ug(r,) is the Coulomb potential due to a sphere of charge of radius 7,A'/3, E is the inci-
dent deuteron laboratory energy for the transition in which the listed optical potential is used.
b Also includes a spin-orbit potential of 25 times the Thomas term.
¢ Used in 51V calculations.
d Used in 10 calculations.
a spurious energy variation of about 7.5%. Roughly lower energies.
twice this energy variation would result from a ZR We conclude this section with a warning that,
analysis which, it is seen, would also overesti- while the above results may apply qualitatively to
mate the spectroscopic factor by about 20% at the other (d,*He) analyses, such small finite-range
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FIG. 1. Comparison of EFR, LEA, and ZR calculations FIG. 2. Comparison of EFR, LEA, and ZR calculations

for the 'V, *He)*'Ti(g.s.) reaction at 30 MeV.

for the 5'vd, °He)*'Ti(g.s.) reaction at 52 MeV.
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FIG. 3. Comparison of EFR, LEA, and ZR calculations
for the 1V(d, *He)*'Ti(g.s.) reaction at 80 MeV.

effects cannot be guaranteed. Thus, in Fig. 4 we
show ZR, LEA, and EFR calculations for the
160(d, *He)'°N(g.s.) reaction at 82 MeV. In this
transition a proton is removed from the 1p,,,
shell. The optical potentials used are listed in
Table I. The same nonlocality ranges were used
as before. It is seen that not only do the three
calculations differ somewhat in absolute magnitude
but also there are large differences in shape be-
tween all three calculations. Indeed the LEA over-
estimates finite- range effects so seriously in this
case that the ZR calculation bears a greater re-
semblance to the EFR results. While this differ-
ence in behavior is not understood in detail it is
worth noting that the calculations shown in Figs.
1-3 are each matched for /=3 transfer at some
nonzero scattering angle. On the other hand, for
the calculation shown in Fig. 4 the preferred an-
gular momentum transfer even at zero degrees is

TABLE II. Energy variation of the spectroscopic fac-
tor for *'V(d, 3He)*Ti(g.s.). The quantity tabulated is
[do /dQpp(0)1/[ do/dS(6)] where i = EFR, LEA, or ZR.
The angle 0 is 18° at 30 MeV, 11° at 52 MeV, and 8° at
80 MeV.

Cispy
Calculation 30 MeV 52 MeV 80 MeV
EFR 1.00 1.00 1.00
LEA 0.95 0.95 0.88
ZR 1.20 1.17 1.04
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FIG. 4. Comparison of EFR, LEA, and ZR calculations
for the ¥0(d,*He)!°N(g.s.) reaction at 82 MeV.

slightly greater than 177. Thus the transition is
mismatched at all angles and owing to the resul-
tant destructive interference effects, can be ex-
pected to show an enhanced sensitivity to the
treatment of the nuclear interior.

Clearly a proper treatment of finite- range ef-
fects is an essential ingredient in any analysis of
data®?” for the latter transition. Thus, it is no
surprise that Doubre ef al.,>” in a DWBA analysis
of their experimental data for °0(d, *He)'°N at 82
MeV, obtain closest agreement with experiment
using a ZR calculation and find that inclusion of
finite- range effects in LEA leads to some deteri-
oration in the fit to experiment. In addition, their
extracted spectroscopic factor C2S is 2.8 which is
unexpectedly large. In contrast, our EFR calcu-
lations, being very similar to the ZR results
would reproduce the experimental data quite well
and, in addition, would yield a spectroscopic fac-
tor of ~2.0 which is the expected (1p,,,)™* shell
model value. It should be noted that our LEA cal-
culations yield a spectroscopic factor of ~1.83
while our ZR calculation leads to a value of
C25~2.23. This behavior is consistent with an
enhancement of the ZR form factor at large radii
which, as we shall see in Sec. IV, is to be ex-



1768

pected in LEA. In contrast, Doubre’s LEA result
of C3S=2.8 is quite similar to his ZR value
(C?s=2.5). Such a result is consistent with an LEA
form factor incorrectly normalized to reproduce
the ZR form factor at large radii.

IV. EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT RANGE FUNCTIONS

The effects of different choices for the light
particle wave functions and deuteron-nucleon in-
teraction which determine the range functions for
(d,3He) and (d, ) reactions have already been in-
vestigated in part.'®!™%° Most calculations mere-
ly evaluate the zero range normalization constant
D, although Goldfarb and co-workers'”?° use an
LEA approach which permits the evaluation of an
equivalent finite-range constant D which is argued
to be a useful measure of the overall normaliza-
tion of the cross section at low energies where
finite- range effects are negligible.

In comparing their results for the constants D
and D,, Goldfarb ef al. find that a proper treatment
of the long range behavior of the range function is
a crucial ingredient of the calculation and, in add-
ition, that quite large differences in absolute mag-
nitude between ZR and EFR calculations are to be
expected. As a result of this sensitivity to the
long range part of V(s), Goldfarb and Parry'’
argue that Bassel’s decision to approximate V{(s)
obtained from a Hulthén deuteron wave function
and an Irving-Gunn trinucleon wave function by a
Gaussian may lead to error. This possibility is
investigated in Sec. IVA in which, in order to
avoid explicit consideration of a possible Coulomb

N.S. CHANT AND J.

N. CRAIG 14

term!® in the interaction for (d,%He), we have con-
sidered only the (d,?) reaction.

In Sec. IV B we turn to the more general problem
of the extent to which calculations of D,? for differ-
ent light particle wave functions and interactions
accurately reflect the relative magnitudes of the
corresponding EFR calculations. Goldfarb and
Parry’s arguments that the results should be
sensitive to the long range behavior of the corre-
sponding range functions imply that relative values
of D may be misleading. On the other hand val-
ues for D?/D? reported in Ref. 20 do not show
much variation. Also presented are some new
values for D? together with a discussion of ex-
isting results.

A. Accuracy of the Gaussian approximation

We first compare the Gaussian range function
of Eq. (14) using Bassel’s values for (d,?) of D,
=-183.6 MeV fm®/2 and R=1.69 fm with the “ex-
act” result which Bassel hopes to simulate with
the Gaussian expression, i.e.:

V() oo = [ 04r)(B,= T)o,0r, )T,  (20)
where B, is the empirical {—~d+n separation en-
ergy and T is the kinetic energy operator acting
on the coordinate s. The expression (B, - T,) is
the result of using the Schrddinger equation to
obtain the interaction V,,. The functions ¢, and
¢, are, respectively, the Hulthén and Irving-Gunn
spatial wave functions used by Bassel. In Fig.
5(a) the two range functions are shown. Although

C T T v T T I T T A T ‘ T T F T T T T v T T T
(a) [ (b) 1 (c)
00 -—-—GAUSSIAN | ~——GAUSSIAN | ‘—-—GAUSSIAN |
E RO et GIVRVA L oS S CH|V+V,| TANG)]
i IR I (x5) ]
- .2 -
) 70 £ 1
- N\ N
3 °F \ TN EFERAN 3
s \ I AN T =\ 3
3 ! \, T R\ I \,\ ]
> [ \ 'L N\ r LN 1
- \ 1 N\ + AN :
N\ W\
3 \ E3 W\ Ed 5o\ E
i \ I \ 1 5w\ ]
i \ I \ 1 5\ ]
! \ 1 \ 1 5\ ]
\ N A\
oplb— v v N PR SR R S \ R R RO W
62 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 o0 1 2z 3 5
S (fm)

FIG. 5. Range functions for the (d, ) reaction. The notation

is identical to that of Table III.
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the Gaussian function has been adjusted to repro-
duce the momentum dependence of Eq. (20) to
order K2, it is clear that the two range functions
differ appreciably in detail. Most notable are the
differences at radii less than 1 fm and the inevita-
ble difference in asymptotic behavior (radii
greater than ~3 fm).

Comparisons between EFR calculations using
the two range functions were carried out for the
Sy (d, t)*°V(g.s.) transition at 30, 52, and 80 MeV
incident deuteron energy. The transferred neutron
was assumed to be picked up from a 1f,,, orbit
and all optical potentials and nonlocality ranges
were identical to those used in the earlier calcula-
tions for (d,%He) on the same target. At all three
incident energies differences in the angular varia-
tion of the two calculations were quite small.
Thus, at 30 and 52 MeV the shapes of the predicted
cross sections were indistinguishable, while at 80
MeV, as shown in Fig. 6, very minor differences
were apparent. Clearly, even at 80 MeV, differ-
ences between the two calculations are very small
though very precise data might possibly differen-
tiate between them. Differences in absolute mag-
nitude are, however, more significant and are not
energy independent. Thus, at 80 MeV, the
Gaussian range function underestimates the result
obtained using Eq. (20) by about 3% whereas at 30
MeV the Gaussian result is roughly 8% too low.

’O_ T T T T T T nl T T T T -

o 51 50 ]

C v(d,t) V(g.s.) i

u E =80 Mev )

i 22 1

Tt | = -

w r -

o :

vE C j
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c

o r B
~
b
©

= Ol -

- EFR/G ]

- = EFR/B-T 3

0.0l 1 1 | ! | P ! | L
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c.m. angle (deg)

FIG. 6. Comparison of EFR calculations for the *'V-
d,t)*V(g.s.) reaction at 80 MeV. The curve denoted
by EFR/G results from the use of Bassel’s Gaussian
range function while EFR/B —T is the result of an “exact”
calculation using the range function given in Eq. (20).

Provided the Coulomb part of the d-p interaction
may be neglected [Bassel’s approximation (b)],
quite similar results are to be expected for
(d,3He) reactions.

Clearly, for most purposes, the Gaussian ap-
proximation is quite adequate. On the other hand
the above results indicate that greater care may
be necessary in the analysis of very precise data.?

B. Alternative wave functions and interaction potentials

In Table III we compare the results of calcula-
tions for °'V(d,#)*°V(g.s.) at 30 and 80 MeV using
various simple choices for V(s) including the two
range functions discussed in Sec. IVA. In no case
were significant changes in shape observed. Con-
sequently, in Table III we present values for
N=%D,? and the ratio [do/d2(EFR)]/[do/d2(ZR)]
evaluated at the first maximum in the angular dis-
tribution. If Goldfarb’s LEA approximation is
satisfactory the latter ratio should approach
D?/Dy? at low energies; where available this ratio
is also listed.

On comparing the Gaussian range function with
its “exact counterpart” [Eq. (20)], which is de-
noted by (H|B- T|IG), the differing energy de-
pendence of the two calculations discussed in Sec.
IV A is quite evident. Significantly, for the second
range function, Goldfarb and Parry find D?/D =0,
a consequence of the fact that the Irving-Gunn tri-
ton wave function does not correctly reproduce the
empirical { -~d +n separation energy at large dis-
tances. On reducing the incident deuteron energy
to =6 MeV so that Coulomb distortions dominate
we find [do/dSUEFR)]/[do/dUZR)] of 1.5 at 130°.
Thus, at least for range functions which do not
have proper asymptotic behavior, it appears to be
necessary to modify Goldfarb and Parry’s low en-
ergy LEA procedure by including at least some of
the omitted higher order terms.!?

A third choice for V(s) is to replace the operator
B, - T, appearing in Eq. (20) by

V= V) + V(r,,) , (21)

where V(r;,) reproduces low energy nucleon-nu-
cleon scattering. Specifically, we use™

VST(r,,) == USTexp(Bs1°7:,7) » (22)

where, in the singlet even state U =29.05 MeV
and B,,2=0.292 fm™%, while in the triplet even state
U'=66.92 MeV and B,,°=0.415 fm™. Since ¢, is
space symmetric in our calculations it is unneces-
sary to specify the interaction in the odd states.
Properly'® taking into account the spin integrations,
Eq. (21) becomes

Vdn: Z [—%Vm(rnj) - %Vm(rnj)] * (23)
j=ny p
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TABLE III. Effects of different range functions for (d, {) reactions.

N=3D? do’
Range function ® (units S)f E(EFR)/E(ZR)
(g | Vanld2) 10! Me V2 fm?) 80 Mev® 30 Mev® D*/Dy? Notes

1 Gaussian 5.06 1.10 1.27 1.344 Bassel. Dy=-183.6 MeVfm%?,
R=1.69 fm

2 (H|B-T|IG) 5.06 1.13 1.37 0.00° 6=0.768 fm™!

3 (H|V+V,|IG) 4.09 1.11 1.27 0.00>f  6=0.768 fm™!

4 (H|V,+V,|G) 3.79 1.10 1.27 0.00%f  (H|B-T|G) gives
N=1.43x10* MeV?*fm?

5 (H'|V{+V}|TANG) 14.11 1.01 1.14 oo In error due to omission
of surface terms

6 (H'|B|TANG) 3.51 Assuming that T operator
cancels surface terms;
7.=0.45 fm

7 (H”|B-T|TANG) 5.00 1.92°¢ Goldfarb’s result; 7,=0.4 fm

2 H: Hulthen deuteron, Ref. 10; H’: modified deuteron wave function Eq. (27); H”: unspecified deuteron wave func-
tion used by Goldfarb and Parry; B—T: see Eq. (20); V,;+V,: Gaussian interactions Egs. (22) and (23); V{+Vj,: hard
core interactions Egs. (26) and (23); IG: Irving-Gunn triton; G: Gaussian triton; TANG: hard core triton.

b Evaluated at 7° c.m.

¢ Evaluated at 17° c.m.

¢ Using Eq. (18), D*/Dy*=lim, . «|O() [%
¢ Reference 17.

f Provided V,+V, is replaced by B—T.

This choice for the range function is motivated
by the notion that, although Eq. (20) has the merit
of self-consistency, the generation of V,, by oper-
ating with (B, - T,) on ¢, may lack precision. The
resultant range function (& | Vi+V, IIG) is plotted
in Fig. 5(b) where it is seen to resemble most
closely the Gaussian range function, particularly
at large radii. In Table I, it is seen that these
two range functions lead to nearly identical values
for the ratio of EFR and ZR cross sections and
differ only by about 20% in absolute normalization.

In our fourth choice for the range function,
(H|V,+V,|G), the Irving-Gunn triton wave function
is replaced by the Gaussian function

®,(r,s)=Ngexp[-1(s*+ 37%)], (24)

where 7=0.242 fm™ and N, is a normalization
constant, and the d- n interaction is given by Eq.
(23). The only effect is a slight (~8%) reduction in
overall normalization with respect to the previous
calculation using the Irving-Gunn wave function.
This result is contrary to the result obtained by
Bassel who, using (B, - T,) to generate V,,, ob-
tained N=1.43 x 10* MeVZfm®. Evidently, in the
present context, the Gaussian wave function is
deficient mostly in its ability to specify the d-»
interaction. Provided this interaction is specified
independently, the use of the Gaussian wave func-
tion does not lead to appreciable error.

The fifth entry in Table III, (H’|V]+ V}| TANG)

uses the triton wave function and nucleon-nucleon
potential of Tang and Herndon.?* Specifically

¢: =f(712)f(7’23)f(731) y (25)

where f(r;,) is the trial function discussed in Ref.
22 and

Vs T('rij) =-US TeXp[—Ks 7= 7’c)] y Y27,

, T<¥,, (26)

=4

where the hard core radius 7,=0.45 fm. In the
singlet even state U® =277.07 MeV, K, =2.211
fm™ and in the triplet even state U'°=549.26 MeV,
K,;,=2.735 fm™.

The deuteron wave function used in conjunction
with Eqs. (25) and (26) is denoted by H’ in the
Table III. It is given by

exp[-a(r-r,)] - exp[-B(r-7,)]

¢(7)=N¢ 7 ’

@7

where a=0.231 fm™, §=1.438 fm™, 7»,=0.45 fm,
and N, is a normalization constant. This wave
function is correct asymptotically but does slightly
overestimate the deuteron rms radius. The re-
sults are, however, quite insensitive to the de-
tails of the deuteron wave function and no serious
error results.

As shown in Fig. 5(c) the function
(H'| Vi+ V5| TANG) has a significantly shorter
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range than the other range functions considered.
Thus, it is no surprise that the ratios of EFR and
ZR cross sections which result are ~10% to 15%
smaller than for the other range functions. Pre-
sumably this is a consequence of high momentum
components which arise due to the introduction of
a hard core in the nucleon-nucleon interaction.
The normalization constant N= %Do"’ for this
range function is N=14.11 x 10* MeV?fm®. This
is in moderate agreement with the value of
N=11.93 x 10* MeV?fm? obtained by Rook'® in a
similar calculation using a 0.4 fm hard core nu-
cleon-nucleon interaction in conjunction with the
Ohmura triton wave function. However, both re-
sults are considerably larger than the other val-
ues listed in Table III and are in serious disagree-
ment with experiment. In Ref. 19 Rook interpreted
this result to be a consequence of the rather sim-
ple form of the Ohmura triton wave function. It is
our contention, however, that the difficulty lies in
the treatment of the hard core potentials. Thus,
Dobes?® in a discussion of (d,p) calculations,
points out that the use of a hard core nucleon-
nucleon potential necessitates the inclusion of an
additional surface term in the interaction, eval-
uated at the hard core radius. Dobes also points
out that similar terms must arise in (d,*He) and
(d,t) calculations and that, for (d,p) neglecting
the surface term leads to a value of D,? which is
2 to 3 times too large. Thus Rook’s calculation
and our own calculation for (d,¢) using the range
function (H’ I Vi+ V;!TANG) are probably in error.
While we have not yet carried out EFR calculations
including the surface terms, we are able to obtain
a revised estimate of N. Following Dobes result
for (d,p) that, using the operator (B- T) to re-
place the interaction potential, the integrals of
the kinetic energy operator 7 and the surface
term exactly cancel, we can obtain N simply by
evaluating the volume integral of (H’|B|TANG).
The result is N=3.5 x 10* MeV? fm?® which is simi-
lar to other values in Table III. This is to be com-

pared with N=5.0 x 10* MeV?fm?® obtained by
Goldfarb and Parry'” using a slightly different
hard core radius and an unspecified deuteron
wave function. These authors also find D?/D?
=1.92, a surprisingly large value. However,
this ratio could be in error if proper account has
not been taken of the surface terms.

Finally, values of N=3Dg? for the (d,3He) reac-
tion are listed in Table IV. Provided the Coulomb
part of the interaction should be excluded, values
of [do/dSUEFR)]/[do/d2(ZR)] will be quite similar
to the values quoted for (d,#) in Table III. In gen-
eral, the results for N are also quite similar to
the corresponding entries in Table III. It should
be noted that the Irving- Gunn and Tang- Herndon
wave functions are identical to those used for the
(d,?) calculations.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

An expression for the exact finite-range DWBA
amplitude has been obtained which is convenient
for light ion transfer reactions. The method has
been used to investigate the accuracy of the LEA
approach for (d,°He) and (d,?) reactions.

For the 5'V(d, *He)*°Ti(g.s.) reaction it has been
found that the shape of the differential cross sec-
tion is well reproduced in LEA. However, the
LEA calculations lead to an erroneous energy de-
pendence of the absolute cross section between 30
and 80 MeV incident deuteron energy. The energy
dependence is changed by roughly 7.5% as a result
of specifically LEA effects while an additional
change of about 5% is expected if Bassel’s
Gaussian range function is replaced by the “exact”
result (H| B— T- V.|IG). For the
160(d, °He)'°N(g.s.) reaction at 82 MeV it is
found that the LEA seriously overestimates
finite- range effects. The EFR result is, in fact,
closer to ZR.

An investigation of the effects of different
choices for the range function V(s) largely con-

TABLE IV, Different range functions for (d, 3He) reactions.

Range function ? N=3% D,
(ba|Vapl @3> (units of 10* MeV?fm?) Notes
1 (H|B-T|IG) 3.84 Coulomb term included
6=0.768 fm™!
2 (H|B-T-V |IG) 4.42 Coulomb term excluded
6=0.768 fm™!
3 (H|V+V,|IG) 4.09 Coulomb term excluded
6=0.768 fm™!
4 (H|V+V,|G) 4.05 Coulomb term excluded
n=0.206 fm™!
5 (H'|B|TANG) 2.69 Coulomb term included

2V¢: deuteron-proton Coulomb interaction. The remaining notation is identical to Table IIIL.
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forms the validity of the simple Gaussian function
chosen by Bassel. A comparison with the exact
range function (H|B - T|IG) for (d,t) reactions
revealed slight differences in energy dependence
but no serious discrepancies. The use of a
Gaussian, spin dependent, nucleon-nucleon inter-
action to obtain the deuteron-nucleon interaction
resulted in a 20% reduction in the value of N for
(d,t) and some change in energy dependence. How-
ever, the subsequent introduction of a Gaussian
triton wave function had little effect. A calculation
using the Tang-Herndon variational triton wave
function was attempted and difficulties associated
with the use of a hard core nucleon-nucleon inter-
action were discussed.

Normalization constants were also calculated
for the (d,*He) reaction. Generally results were
rather similar to the (d,?) results. It is inter-
esting to note that the normalization constants for
(d,t) and (d, ®*He) obtained by Bassel using the
Irving- Gunn trinucleon wave function are the
largest values in Tables III and IV. Despite the
many other uncertainties in DWBA analyses, ex-
periment does seem to indicate that Bassel’s nor-
malization is too large, and a reduction in N to a

value close to our result obtained with the Tang-
Herndon wave function is to be preferred.®® It is
significant that Goldfarb, Gonzalez, and Phillips,*°
using a variety of methods find

N(d,t)=(3.45+0.9) X 10* MeV? fm?®,
N(d,*He) = (3.0£0.9) x 10* MeV2fm? (28)

which values are in reasonable agreement with
experiment.

In conclusion we point out that the LEA cannot
always be relied upon in analyses of (d,He) and
(d,t) reactions, particularly at energies of 80
MeV or more. In general, EFR calculations are
desirable, and realistic treatments of the light
particle wave functions are essential if we hope to
extract meaningful spectroscopic factors or to
investigate refinements of the DWBA approach.
Indeed precise work may necessitate more sophis-
ticated three body wave functions than those con-
sidered here which, among their other deficien-
cies, are limited to being totally space symme-
tric.!®
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