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We investigate the single-scattering optical potential in the multiple scattering approaches of Watson and of
Kerman, McManus, and Thaler. Since the kinematics of single scattering is three body in nature, we build
a three-body model of this term. This approach can include the proper kinematics for the struck nucleon, the
identity of the target nucleons, and the binding interaction of the struck nucleon. Integral equations of the
Faddeev type are derived for both the Watson and Kerman-McManus-Thaler single-scattering optical
potentials. Unitarity relations are investigated and we observe that these relations can be expanded in order
to identify the intermediate states responsible for the absorptive parts. The transition amplitudes to the
inelastic states implicit in the model are extracted and evaluated. This permits one to understand the
physical meaning of the imaginary part in precise terms. The same procedure is applied to the closure and
impulse approximations for the single-scattering term and their implicit inelastic states and reaction
amplitudes are identified. These approximations are evaluated by analyzing the inelastic data. We conclude
that the impulse approximation to the Watson single-scattering term should provide the best two-body
approximation to a single-scattering optical potential.

NUCLEAR REACTIONS Study optical potential in Watson and KM T multiple-
scattering theory, three-body model introduced, Faddeev equations derived,
unitarity studied; applied to intermediate energy nucleon-nucleus scattering.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Most calculations of the optical potential for
hadrons scattering from nuclei at intermediate
energies are based on the multiple-scattering
series of Watson' in the rearranged form of Ker-
man, McManus, and Thaler (KMT).2 The lowest
order term of this series, the single-scattering
term, gives the optical potential arising from scat-
tering with uncorrelated single nucleons. Single
scattering can be expected to give the dominant
contribtuion to the optical potential at energies
above about 100 MeV for nucleon projectiles and
from even lower energies for pions and kaons.!

This term yields an optical potential which is
the folding of an effective hadron-nucleon inter-
action over the nuclear wave function. The exact
effective interaction prescribed by the theory can
not be calculated exactly, so approximations must
be made. In practice, hadron-nucleon scattering
amplitudes are usually used as effective inter-
actions. These amplitudes are complex and there-
fore lead to optical potentials with absorptive (im-
aginary) parts. These absorptive parts play an

essential role in determining the elastic scattering.

The physical meaning of the imaginary part con-
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structed from folding a scattering amplitude is
somewhat obscure. Crudely, one can say that any
scattering leads to an absorption so the imaginary
part corresponds to something like the total pro-
jectile-nucleon cross section times the nuclear
density. Since different approximations for the
single-scattering term lead to different imaginary
parts for the optical potential, it would be useful
to have a detailed relation between the effective
interaction used and the reactions which are im-
plicitly causing the absorption. It is the goal of
this paper to provide such a relation via the study
of unitarity.

A sharper understanding of the single-scattering
optical potential is interesting for two reasons.
First, microscopic calculations of nuclear re-
actions usually employ a distorted wave approxi-
mation. These calculations require optical wave
functions in the neighborhood of the nuclear sur-
face. The optical potentials giving these wave
functions are obtained by fitting the elastic scat-
tering data phenomenologically. Unfortunately, the
optical potential is not uniquely determined by the
asymptotic wave function (experimental elastic
cross section). The resulting ambiguity leaves an
uncertainty in the optical wave function inside the
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nucleus. The theoretical structure of the potential
needs to be better understood in order to remove
the uncertainties from distorted wave calculations.

A second reason for a careful study of the sin-
gle-scattering term is that one hopes to extract
information about nuclear correlations from elas-
tic scattering. The multiple-scattering series can
be arranged in such a way® that the second order
term depends on the correlations of pairs of nu-
cleons in the nucleus, the third on correlations
of triples, and so on. These correlations are of
considerable interest in nuclear physics, and the
small corrections they make to elastic scattering
have been proposed as a way to measure them.
Since these corrections are small compared to
the first order term, the first order term must be
known with high accuracy before correlations can
be extracted from the data.

The optical potential in the single-scattering ap-
proximation is given by a sum of terms corres-
ponding to the projectile scattering from one nu-
cleon at a time. This is physically reasonable
since most of the time the individual nucleons are
moving in uncorrelated shell-model orbits. A
dimensionless size parameter also suggests the im-
portance of scattering from one nucleon at a time.
The range of the strong part of the hadron-nucleon
force, 7,, is about 1.5 fm for nucleon projectiles
and less than 0.5 fm for pion and kaon projectiles.
The average separation of nucleons in the nucleus,
d, is about 1.8 fm. The ratio of the force range to
the average spacing 7,/d, is therefore between 0.3
and 0.8 for the various projectiles. The nucleus
appears dilute to the probe so it should most often
see one nucleon at a time. This is consistent with
the experimental observation that most of the re-
action cross section at intermediate energies goes
into nucelon knockout.*

The kinematics of the single-scattering approxi-
mation is effectively that of a three-body problem,
the three particles being the projectile, the struck
nucleon, and the rest of the nucleus or “core.” We
construct a three-body model of the single-scatter-
ing optical potential and write Faddeev equations
for both its Watson and KMT forms. This permits
us to include the correct collision kinematics and
the effect of the nucleon-core binding potential in
intermediate states. '

The difficult part of constructing a three-body
model of a projectile-nucleus optical potential is
that for a target having A particles there are A
distinct three-body problems involved. These must
be superposed in a manner which does not do vio-
lence to the true many-particle structure of the
amplitude. To be certain that our model yields a
reasonable weaving together of three- and many-
body aspects, and to obtain more physical insight

into the reactive content of our model, we study
the unitarity relation.

Standard manipulations of the Lippmann-Schwin-
ger (LS) equation with an optical potential show
that the imaginary part of the forward elastic am-
plitude is equal to the total elastic cross section
plus a unitarity defect.® This defect is given by a
distorted wave matrix element of the imaginary
part of the optical potential. Since the optical po-
tential in our model is obtained from an operator
which satisfies a unitarity theorem of its own, an
expanded unitarity relation can be obtained. Care
must be used in constructing this relation since
Lippmann-Schwinger expressions do not specify
the asymptotic boundary conditions uniquely in a
three-body problem and “hidden” singularities
corresponding to rearrangement states can result.
Here, the Faddeev structure of our representation
of the optical potential allows us to use the stan-
dard methods of three-body unitarity and to dem-
onstrate the absence of hidden states.

Our unitarity relation shows that the imaginary
part of the forward elastic amplitude is the sum of
the total elastic cross section and total reaction
cross sections to pickup and knockout states.® It
has a correct many-body structure and permits
the identification of the pickup and knockout am-
plitudes implicit in the three-body construction of
the optical model. A brief description of these re-
sults has been given in a recent letter.”

This expanded form of unitarity is most conve-
nient for assessing the validity and applicability
of approximations to the optical model. The stan-
dard impulse?® and closure® approximations to the
single-scattering optical potential can be obtained
as approximations to our three-body model. We
can therefore determine the reactions responsible
for absorption in these approximations and even
the reaction amplitudes which are implicit in the
model. In both methods, the coordinates of only a
single nucleon may be modified so knockout is the
only possible inelastic intermediate state. No pick-
up states arise in these approximations since nei-
ther retains the off-energy-shell pole of the scat-
tering amplitude. The two approximations differ
from each other and from our three-body model in
the kinematics of the allowed inelastic states and
in the reaction amplitudes to these states.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Sec.
II we review the derivation of the Watson and KMT
versions of the multiple-scattering series for the
optical potential, specifying the first order term
carefully. We present the three-body model in Sec.
III. The nature of the intermediate states involved
is discussed, and the Faddeev equations for the
optical potential operators derived. Techniques
for deriving explicit unitarity relations are devel-
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oped in Sec. IV and the absorptive reaction am-
plitudes in the three-body model are extracted and
interpreted. In Sec. V the closure and impulse ap-
proximations are studied and their reactive content
obtained. The resulting reaction amplitudes are
considered for the two approximations made both
for the Watson and KMT single scattering opera-
tors. The paper is summarized in Sec. VI and a
discussion and evaluation of the different methods
is given. The derivation of the three-body uni-
tarity relations used in Secs. IV and V are given
in the Appendix. This Appendix also contains dis-
cussions of the various limits taken in the paper to
convert discontinuity to unitarity relations.

II. MULTIPLE-SCATTERING THEORY

We consider the scattering of a projectile of
mass m, from a target consisting of A nucleons
and described by the Hamiltonian H,. The nucleon
mass we write as m.

We choose to describe the scattering by Watson's
multiple-scattering expansion of the optical poten-
tial.! We begin by reviewing the derivation of this
expansion briefly. The methods of Watson and
Kerman, McManus and Thaler? for obtaining the
elastic scattering due to the first term of the Wat-
son expansion are reviewed and the relationship
between the two methods is explained. The con-
sequences of the identity of the target nucleons is
considered at the end of this section.

The transition operator for elastic and inelastic
scattering to bound target states is given by the
Lippmann-Schwinger (LS) equation

T,(E)=V+VG(E)T,E), (1)
where
GE)=([E+ie-K-H)™, (2

K is the kinetic energy operator for the projectile,
and V=204 v, is the sum of the interactions of the
projectile with each target nucleon. The many-
body scattering problem described by Eq. (1) can
be formally reduced to a two-body elastic scatter-
ing problem by introducing the projection operators

P,= [@r]0, D& ¢, ,
(3)

Q.= 1- Pe
where ¢, is the target ground state and K is the
projectile momentum. The subscript e is used to
label the elastic channel quantities. Splitting the
Green function in Eq. (1) into the components
G=P,G+Q,G, the operator T,(E) can be separated
into the pair of equations

T,(E)=U,(E)+U,(E)T(E)T,E), (4)

U/(E)=V+VQG(E)U,E), (5)
where we have defined, for convenience,
r(E)=PG(E). (6)

’I;he on-shell glastic scattering amplitude is

&0, |T,(E)| ok,) with [k;|= [K,| and E=E,+E2/
2p,. We use E, to denote the internal energy of

the target ground state and p, is the projectile-tar-
get reduced mass. When target ground state matrix
elements of Eq. (4) are taken, the standard two-
body Lippmann-Schwinger equation for elastic
scattering is obtained. The optical potential is
given by the target ground state matrix elements

of U,.

All the complexity of the many-body problem
still appears in Eq. (5). Separating U, into com-
ponents in which the projectile interacts last with
a particular target nucleon, we have

- (i
= )
V=2 U
i-1

U =p,(1+Q,GU,) .

(M

From the perturbation expansion of Eq. (7) we iso-
late the infinite series involving v; only, by de-
fining the Watson single-scattering operator

TNE)=v,+v,Q,Gv;+v Q Gv,QGv ;+***

=v,+v,Q,GE)T(E) @)

=0, +7)E)QG(E);.

This operator describes the scattering of the pro-
jectile from one of the bound nucleons. In between
interactions with the projectile, all the target nu-
cleons—including the struck one—propagate by the
full target Hamiltonian. As a result 7{¥’ is a many-
body operator. Upon eliminating v, in Eq. (7) in
favor of 7{# by multiplying on the left with (1+7{¥
x@Q,G), we obtain

Uéi)=T;i)+T;”QeG : Uéj)- (9)

Iterating Eq. (9) and summing over i yields the
Watson multiple-scattering series

U=ZA;T(”+$T‘”QGT“’+2 (10)
e - e £ e e e

i#j#k

The first term of this series is the single-scatter-
ing term to which the remainder of this paper will
be devoted. Higher order terms describe processes
in which the projectile scatters from at least two
bound nucleons and depend on two-nucleon corre-
lations in the target.®

Taking only the first term of Eq. (10), the cor-
responding elastic scattering operator is given by
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A A
=z; () =Z (i)
Te & Te (1+reTe) & Te ) (11)
: : : A
T =70+ 70T, 5" T . (12)
j=1

In many circumstances the presence of the pro-
jection operator @, in Eq. (8) renders the operator
7¢¥ difficult to work with. Following a technique
employed in KMT calculations® we introduce an
auxiliary operator defined by

FHOE)=v,+v,G([E)FE). (13)

It is straightforward to relate the operators T;"
2(i)

and 7.’ by
20 = 2 L DO 5D
Te Te +Te reTe (14)

=7+ 7D

Upon eliminating 7{ in favor of 7{!’ by multiplying
from the left with (1+7T',), Eq. (12) becomes

A
T =7H+70r, ‘;T;”. (15)
FEd]

Comparing Egs. (14) and (11), we see that 7{¥ is
the elastic scattering operator that would result if
the full optical potential were taken as 7{¥. In
other words, comparing Egs. (15) and (12), we see
that the introduction of 7{¥ to replace 7{¥ has se-
lectively solved part of the elastic scattering equa-
tion given in Eq. (11). In KMT calculations the
Green function G is approximated by a propagator
for the relative motion of the projectile-nucleon
system, and ?e“’ becomes a free projectile-nucleon
t matrix. The model used in this present work can
also be formulated as a specific approximation to
G as will be seen in the following section.

Once 7¢¥ has been constructed, the elastic scat-
tering calculation may proceed in two ways. The
Watson single-scattering operator may be con-
structed by solving Eq. (14) in the form

() = 300 _ 30O 70D
Te Te Te reTe
=20 _ ()P 5D
T =7, 70 (16)

The amplitude T, is then obtained from the two-
body Lippmann-Schwinger equation (11). Alterna-
tively, Eq. (15) may be solved directly. When the
identity of the target nucleons is introduced this
equation may be reduced to Lippmann-Schwinger
form. Using a properly antisymmetrized target
ground state we may write

- A
R I
i=1

where any choice may be made for the struck tar-
get nucleon described by 7, and the label is omit-

¢3,E>=A<E',¢>ei%,|¢g,ﬁ>, 17

ted. Since this property also holds for the target
matrix elements of 7,, we may rewrite Eqgs. (11)
and (15) as

T,=A7,(1+T,T,), (18)
T,=AT,+(A-1)7.[,T,. (19)
Defining an auxiliary elastic operator f‘e by
A A
To= il (20)

Eq. (19) reduces to the Lippmann-Schwinger form
T,=(A-1)7,0+T,7T,). (21)

The consequences of identical particle symmetry
for the nonelastic intermediate states involved in
the optical potential will be discussed in Sec. V.

It should be noted that up to this stage no approx-
imations have been made except for the truncation
of the multiple-scattering series (10) at the first
term. Therefore the resulting elastic scattering
amplitude calculated through each of the routes
discussed above will be the same. We will refer
to Eq. (18) as the Watson method, and to Egs. (20)
and (21) as the KMT method for the calculation of
elastic scattering due to the single-scattering op-
tical potential.

III. THREE-BODY MODEL
FOR THE SINGLE-SCATTERING TERM

In this section we consider in detail the operator
given in Eq. (13). This operator describes the
scattering of the projectile and a given bound tar-
get nucleon. By virtue of the many-body Hamil-
tonian H, contained in the propagator G this scat-
tering operator is necessarily of many-body char-
acter. Equation (13) can be written

1
‘E+z‘e—K—Ki—KR{—HRi-—w,

FOE) =0+ #O(E),

(22)

where we have used the decomposition HT=K‘.+KR',
+Hp +w;. The terms are, respectively, the kinet-
ic energy of the ith nucleon, the center of mass
energy of the residual nucleus R;, its internal
Hamiltonian, and the interaction of the ith nucleon
with the remaining nucleons given by w, =Z‘=,.vi ;e
This latter term can give rise to many-body inter-
mediate states.

The nonelastic intermediate states in Eq. (22)
provide the absorption for the optical potential.
For intermediate energy nucleon projectiles we
can infer that the nucleon knockout states play a
dominant role.* Consequently we will ignore bound
excited target states and also excited states of the
residual nucleus. We concentrate on the problem
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of treating the continuum states of the projectile
and struck nucelon including the recoil of the re-
sidual nucleus and the distortion effect of the bind-
ing potential w;. Following the theories of the nu-
clear bound state we introduce a single particle
potential by writing w,=u,+ (w;-u,). We then
expand in powers of the residual interaction (w,
~u;) and ignore terms of first order and above.
The model target Hamiltonian is therefore H ‘T"
=K,;+Kp +HR', +u;. At this level of approximation,
Eq. (22) becomes a three-body scattering problem.
We define the free Hamiltonian of the three-body
model as

H{"=K+K,+Kp +Hp . (23)

Since the internal Hamiltonian of the residual nu-
cleus, H, , does not involve the coordinates of
either the projectile or the struck nucleon, it com-
mutes with all the other operators. When the tar-
get wave function is expressed in a parentage ex-
pansion (in terms of the eigenstates of H, ) the op-
erator H R will produce a simple shift of the ef-
fective energy. Within this model, Eq. (22) becomes

?;i’=v,-+viG§"?;", (24)
where
G =(E+ie—~H{" —u,)™" . (25)

The corresponding model for the Watson single-
scattering operator 7¢¥) can be obtained by sub-
stituting Eq. (24) into Eq. (16) to yield

r0=0,v, [640- L8] 70 (26)

To ensure that Eq. (26) has no elastic channel
intermediate states (and so produce a valid optical
potential), we must ensure that the target ground
state contained in the propagator I', is the same as
that generated from the model target Hamiltonian
H{P. How this is done can be seen from making a
parentage expansion of the target ground state.

One expands in eigenstates of the core Hamiltonian,
H Ry Explicitly, we write

(6= [ x [}, (27

A

where |} ) is an eigenfunction of Hp of energy
E,. The coefficient |¢’;} is given by the overlap
integral (¢}, [¢,).

If the single particle potential is chosen so that
the ¢} are eigenstates of the single particle Ham-
iltonian K, +u; with energy E, - E, then the cancel-
lation at the pole is exact.? Thus we will write
Eq. (26) as

T =t -T4h, (28)

. S
iE+ie—H)'"V -y,

where @, has the interpretation, within this model,
of projecting onto those three-body states in which
nucleon ¢ is not bound to the residual nucleus to
form the target ground state. A more definitive
description of these states will be provided by the
study of unitarity relations presented in Sec. IV.

The Green function in the conventional Lippmann-
Schwinger equation (24) does not give the most con-
venient representation of the intermediate states
involved. An exact solution of the three-body prob-
lem represented by Eq. (24) will involve inter-
mediate state contributions from the break-up
eigenfunctions of H{" and the bound eigenfunctions
of H{" and the bound eigenfunctions of H" +u; and
H{? +v, describing the elastic and rearrangement
channels. A theory of three-body scattering in
which the boundary conditions for all physical pro-
cesses are properly specified is provided by the
Faddeev® integral equations. The kernel of these
equations does not give rise to disconnected dia-
grams and allows the use of standard matrix meth-
ods for the solution. We therefore employ the
Faddeev technique to restructure Eq. (24) not only
as a means of clarifying the nature of the inter-
mediate states, but also as a starting point for a
practical calculation.

To introduce this standard three-body descrip-
tion, we eliminate the potentials «; and v; in favor
of the two-body ¢ matrices defined by

tDE)=u;+u G ENE), (29)

tBOE)=v,+v,GNEWD(E) , (30)
where

GS(E)=(E+ie-H{P)™ . (31)

The subscript p labels the pickup channel. We
multiply Eq. (24) on the left by (1+£{"'G{") to ob-
tain

;.éi)=t2i)+t;i)(céi)_G‘(,i)).;éi)- (32)
Using the relation

G =G +GE{MEIG (33)
Eq. (32) becomes

T = 40 4 1 {DG (DEOG HFD (34)

It is'useful to recast Eq. (34) into the coupled chan-
nel form

(i) = (D23
T = G, (35)
23 = ()1 4 (DR (D2
Ty =G T+ VG T (36)

by introducing the operator -?p. Equations (35) and
(36) arethree-body integral equations of the Alt,
Grassberger, and Sandhas (AGS) form.!° In the
present case only two pair-wise interactions are

present. The effects of the single particle binding
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potential %, enter through t{. If we take u,=t{"
=0, then 7{" ~¢{", and the folding model of the
KMT method is obtained apart from the three-body
kinematics implicit in Eq. (30). We will discuss
this special case of our model in more detail in
the next section.

The physical meaning of the operator 7§’ can be
clarified in the following way. Equation (24) can
be written

=y o (E+ie-H{P —u;-v) ;. (37)

Substituting Eq. (37) into Eq. (36) gives

=G+ G (v, +v,8 ) , (38)
where
gD =(E+ie-H{D —u;—v)". (39)

Applying the identity #{G{P =u,G{?, and the re-
solvent relation G{ +G v, g"’=g‘" to Eq. (38) we
have

)= (i)l (i)
Tp' =G, +u; gy
=u+u, gV, +(E +ie-H{ —u,) . (40)

When -?g"’ operates to the right upon the on-shell
elastic state !d)e,l?e), the last term of Eq. (40) does
not contribute. Thus 7{f’ can be identified as an
off-shell transformation of the pickup transition
operator for the three-body system.!® We assume
for convenience that the projectile-nucleon sys-
tem has one bound state, which we refer to gener-
ically as a “deuteron.”

The corresponding integral equations for the cal-
culation of 7{¥ are obtained by multiplying Egs.
(35) and (36) on the right by (1 - I',7¢{¥) and using
Eq. (16) to obtain

7= £IGEHTE | (41)
=G+ <t;“Gé”—G<§"’"1”8) 7 (42)
where we have defined
=71 -1, 7). (43)

The term of Eq. (42) in parentheses has the prop-
erty of prohibiting on-shell propagation of the elas-
tic channel in intermediate states, and thus takes
account of the projection operator @, in the de-
fining equation (28). To clarify this we note that in
the neighborhood of the elastic pole, ¢{?’ has the
form u, T u;, so G{Vt{"G{" has the form G{"u,T,
xu,G§). Since G{*u, isunity when applied on shell

to the target ground state, G{¥t{P'G{" agrees with
T, at the pole. We emphasize that the manner in
which the elastic intermediate states are excluded
from Eq. (42) is not an approximate interpretation
of the projector @,, but is an exact representation
of its role in the three-body model we have set up.

Equations (41) and (42) are completely equivalent
to, but more practical than, Eq. (28). A direct
way to establish this equivalence is to derive Egs.
(41) and (42) from Eqgs. (26) or (28). To do this,
v, must be eliminated in favor of i’ by multipli-
cation from the left with (1+£{'G{"). Use of Eq.
(33) and separation into coupled channel form re-
covers Eqs. (41) and (43) immediately. The three-
body AGS integral equations for the single-scat-
tering optical potential operators constitute one
of the principal results of this work. The numer-
ical methods developed in three-body theory may
be applied to these equations to include three-body
kinematics and binding effects into the optical po-
tential calculations.

A somewhat similar application of three-body
equations to the multiple-scattering series is
found in the work of Revai.!!

IV. UNITARITY
AND THE ABSORPTIVE REACTION AMPLITUDES

The non-Hermitian part of the optical potential
arises from the nonelastic channels implicit in the
model. For any microscopic model of the optical
potential the reaction amplitudes for these non-
elastic channels are implicitly contained in the
singularities of the elastic operator and may be
revealed through an examination of the unitarity
relation. In this section we analyze this relation
in detail for our three-body model of the single-
scattering optical potential. We develop explicit
operator unitarity equations which permit us to
identify the types of reaction responsible for the
absorption and their amplitudes. In order to do
this, the use of a connected kernel (Faddeev) for-
mulation of the three-body model is essential.

The unitarity relations are obtained by investi-
gating the discontinuity of the scattering operators
across the right-hand (unitarity) cut in the energy
plane. For operators related by the equation

A(E)=B(E)+B(E)C(E)A(E), (44)
the discontinuity relation is

AA=A'ACA +(ATC'+1)AB(1+CA), (45)
where

AA[E)=AE +i€)t - A(E +i¢). (46)

We refer to Eq.(45) as the operator unitarity theo-
rem. The discontinuity across the cut is defined
by

2mi disc A(E) =11_rgmA (E). (47)

This relation must be used with extreme care. In
general, the € -0 limit may not be taken inside an
expression of the form AYACA if A and A" have
singularities. If the matrix elements of AC are
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not sufficiently connected, the 6 functions may re-
sult in more than one pole of A occurring at the
same energy. Since the poles of At and A will be
just below and just above the real axis, respec-
tively, taking the limit € - 0 can pinch an integra-
tion contour and lead to the production of an un-
suspected singularity. An example of this and a
discussion of all relevant cases are given in the
Appendix.

If we apply the operator unitarity theorem (45)
to the elastic scattering LS equation (4) we obtain

AT,=TIAT,T,+(TIT!+1)aU(1+T,T,). (48)

In the first term, the presence of the projection
operator P, permits us to take the limit € -0 in-
side (see the discussion of a similar term in the
Appendix) giving

disc T, = T;AeTe + 2171 1€i£n(T;I‘; +1)aUu,(1+1,T,),
(49)
where

A,(E) =discT, (50)

= [ @[k, 60 - E, - 1*/20,)8,,E]. (5D

When forward on-shell matrix elements of Eq.
(49) are taken, the first term can be identified as
the total elastic cross section. The optical theo-
rem is therefore obtained inthe form o, = 0,, + 0gs-

If we were dealing with a complete and exact
microscopic theory of the system we would expect
to obtain a unitarity relation of the form

disc T,=TIA, T+ TIAT, (52)

in which n labels all possible nonelastic channels,
and T, and A, are the associated transition ampli-
tude and on-shell projector, respectively. Thus,

when U, is the exact optical potential, the absorp-
tive term is expressible in the form

1
5o Um(TIT +1)AU,(1+ T, T,) = D TIAT,. (53)

n

The corresponding relation for an approximate
optical potential will involve only selected reaction
channels described by approximate reaction ampli-
tudes.

In the case of the model of the single-scattering
optical potential given in the previous section, U,
is given by

A
U,= Z T$H | (54)
T

The operator 7{? is essentially a three-body op-
erator so AT{" may be obtained by using the uni-

tarity relations for three-body scattering. As
these are normally expressed in terms of opera-
tors satisfying equations without projectors in the
kernel it will be convenient to express the discon-
tinuities in terms of the operators 7¢¥’. Since 7,
and 7, are related by Eq. (16), which has the struc
ture of Eq. (44), the operator unitarity theorem
(45) may be applied to recover AT{" in the form

AT =7 DIAT 740 + (1 = 74T AT (1 - T, 749).
(55)

Therefore, the reactive content of the optical po-
tential in our model may be explicated by express-
ing AU, in Eq. (48) in terms of AT{?’ using Eq. (54),
expressing A7{" in terms of the three-body opera-
tor a7{¥ via Eq. (55), utilizing three-body unitar-
ity on the operator 7{¥, and finally taking the lim-
it € = 0. The expression implied by the substitu-
tions takes the form

AT,=T!AT,T,
+ 3 (TP +1)(1 = 70T a?{P(1 - T, r(P)
i
x(1+TI,T,)

= ) (T + 1)TOtAT, T+ T,T,).  (56)

When target ground state elements of this equation
are taken, the operator AT!! and all outside trans-
ition operators are averaged over the target ground
state. Since each of these operators has at least
one interaction of the projectile with a target nu-
cleon, each matrix element is fully connected.
The singularities of the outside operators are
therefore never allowed to match and cannot pro-
duce a singularity through a pinch (see the Appen-
dix for more details). Therefore, all possible on-
shell intermediate state processes are accounted
for by evaluating AT, and A7{? in the limit € ~ 0.
The limit of AT, is given in Eq. (51). To deter-
mine the limit of AT{", we first apply the operator
unitarity theorem (45) to Eq. (24). The result is

20) = 20D A o (D2(D
AT =T, TAG, T,
=2 A (DD A ~ GG (D236
=7,01G T AG G T, (57)

where the second equality follows from Eq. (35).
The intermediate states in Eq. (57) receive con-
tributions from the elastic channel and the nucleon
knockout channel due to the polesof G{’. However,
when we now apply the limit € — 0 carefully, the
disconnected (or d function) part of AG{?’ allows

a contribution from the nucleon pickup channel due
to the bound state pole present in (' and ¢{?’. In
the Appendix we give the details of a derivation of
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this typical three-body unitarity relation for 7¢"
from this point of view. The result is'?

iae 20 = S2GTA 23 L 23T A (D33)
disc7, TSN T+ T VTADT,
+%£i)fnéi)TAéi)gén;éh , (58)

where the wave operator Q¢! and the projection
operators A{?’ and A{" are given by

Qé”:l'*-t;”G(()“» (59)
A;‘)=fd3k ‘4)(:) k
k2 >
x6<E‘2—fL—,—El(’”)<k»’ ¢;“l ’ (60)
Aét):fd“kodapo]¢§;”,§o, ko)

kol p . - ;
x6<E iﬁ; 2‘; E“))(po,ko,%”l.
(61)

The operator A{" projects onto the on-shell states
of the channel corresponding to pickup of the ith
target nucleon. A state in this channel is speci-
fied by the product of the internal wave functions
of the deuteron and residual nucleus denoted by
¢5#?, and the relative momentum of the deuteron
and the residual nucleus, k The operator A"
projects onto the on-shell sta.tes corresponding to
knockout of the 7th nucleon. This state is speci-
fied by the state of the residual nucleus, ¢y, and
two momenta k and P, specifying a three-body
plane-wave state The reduced masses appearing
in Eqgs. (60).and (61) are as follows: pu,, the re-
duced mass for the relative motion of the projec-
tile-nucleon bound state and the core ( p.," =m,*
+my™?); W, the reduced mass for the relative mo-
tion of the projectile and the target (p,™ =m,™
+m,'); and p, the reduced mass for the relative
motion of the struck nucleon and the core (p™*=m™
+mgt).

The explicit unitarity relation is obtained by
taking the limit € - 0 in Eq. (56) and inserting Eq.
(58) to obtain

disc T,=THA,T,+ ) (TITT+1)(1 - 7{9'TY)
i
X FOTADTO - T, 7)1+ T,T,)
+ Z (T;l":i- 1)1 - T;mr;)?é""ﬂg”'Aé”
i

xQOFPA - "1 +T,T,). (62)
If we introduce the operators

T =7{"(1+T,T,) (63)

T =001 +T,T,) (64)
then Eq. (62) becomes

disc T,=TIAT,+ 3 TSAOTH
i
+ZT¢§”'A3”T(§” . (65)
-

Equation (43) has been used to replace 7" by 7}
and Eq. (16) to replace 7' by 9. ThlS umtanty
relation has the desired structure [of Eq. (52)] so
the operators T{!’ and T’ may be identified as
amplitudes for the pickup and knockout of the ith
particle, respectively.

We note that the limit € ~ 0 cannot simply be tak-
en inside the operator string if a three-body treat-
ment of the optical potential is not employed. Thus,
if the operator unitarity theorem is applied direct-
ly to the LS Eq. (1) one obtains

AT!=T!aG,T,
=T:P8AGeTe+T:QeAGeTe ‘ (66)

In the first term one may take the limit inside due
to the connectivity of the operators as discussed
above and in the Appendix. In the second term,
however, the limit may not be taken inside since
Q, does not produce a connected operator. The
discontinuity of G, only begins at the elastic thresh-
old, while it is clear that reactive channels may
open at energies below this. These reactive con-
tributions describe rearrangement channels and
will arise due to the singularities of 7,. Our pres-
ent three-body model can demonstrate this. Sub-
stituting Eq. (57) into Eq. (56), and using Eqs. (16)
and (12), we have

AT,=TIAT,T,+)  T{NAGY - aT )T . (67)
i

This operator relation has a structure which is as
close as possible (within the confines of our three-
body model) to that of Eq. (66) satisfied by the ex-
act 7,. From the foregoing discussion it is clear
that the components 7!’ will introduce the same
pickup channel singularities into Eq. (67) that 7
introduced into Eq. (57). In the case of the exact
operator relation of Eq. (66), these considerations
associated with the limit € — 0 should be borne in
mind when discussing the reactive content of the
second term.

We now turn to the interpretation of our main re-
sult, Eq. (65). As expected from the three-body
structure of our single-scattering model, the re-
actions possible in the model are pickup and knock-
out of a single nucleon. We note that the unitarity
relation Eq. (65) has a proper many-body struc-
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ture, i.e., distinct many-body channels enter in-
dependently in the sum. This therefore demon-
strates that the proposed model weaves together
the three-body structure of the assumed reaction
mechanism with the many-body nature of the true
problem in a consistent manner.

We can interpret from the structure of the oper-
ator strings what effective reaction mechanisms
are included in the model description of the re-
actions which are occurring in the intermediate
states. Both the pickup and knockout operators
[given by Eq. (63) and (64), respectively] begin on
the right with the operator 1+I',T,. When applied
to the initial plane wave state, Td)eﬁe), this opera-
tor produces the state

[0 = (L+T,T,) |6 K,) (68)

which has the structure of the target in its ground
state times a distorted wave in the relative coor-
dinate. Using Eq. (4) it can be easily shown that
x,ﬁ;’ satisfies the two-body LS equation

. 1
X =K+ e = (Ge | Ul @) [ X - (69)

The operators T;f and T§*’ therefore can be seen
to have a quasidistorted wave structure. The oper-
ators 75 and {"'7¢!? are the three-body transition
operators for pickup and knockout of the ith par-
ticle given the constraint that the target is never
in its ground state. These reactions therefore
take place as follows: the projectile comes in,
distorting in the optical potential field as it goes.
It then interacts with the ith particle extracting

it from the nucleus. These particles then go out,
the projectile continuing to interact with particle

7 as often as it wants, possibly binding it to itself.
Particle ¢ continues to interact with the binding po-
tential of the core, but the projectile and the core
no longer interact.

These amplitudes therefore do not have a full
distorted wave structure. The final state absorp-
tion is restricted to that which arises from inter-
actions with the extracted nucleon. This makes
sense as, for the outgoing projectile to interact
absorptively with the core, it would have to ex-
tract a second nucleon from the core to interact
with. This leads to a four-body intermediate state.
Models including some outgoing distortion in a
three-body framework (for example, by the intro-
duction of a third potential in the projectile-ith
nucleon-core three-body problem) can be construc-
ted. This will be discussed in a subsequent paper.

V. COMPARISON WITH CLOSURE
AND ON-SHELL APPROXIMATIONS

In actual calculations of single-scattering optical
potentials the three-body states are usually sup-

pressed so that a one- or two-body treatment is
obtained. In this section we consider the reactive
content of two standard approximations, the closure
and the on-shell impulse approximations.

We begin this section by converting our equations
to the “reference particle” notation. Since the tar-
get nucleons are identical, the matrix elements of
the transition operators involving any one of the
A particles also carry all the information as to
what are the matrix elements for the other A-1
particles. This permits us to replace the sums
overi=1, **+A by factors of A.

Consider, as an example, the pickup operator
T{). Its matrix element between on-shell states
is

M=k, 0T |0 .k,) . (70)

The target ground state is completely antisymmet-
ric with respect to exchange of any pair. Further-
more, all the information on the ¢ dependence of
¢{? and T{ is contained in the arguments of its
matrix elements, i.e.,

(Epd)g(;“lqo;qp . :6A>

e <m’

m+m, %
xﬁ[l?,—(tioﬂi,-—Z q,)], (71)
where the internal wave functions of the deuteron

¢,, and residual nucleus ¢, are independent of i.
It therefore follows that

-

_m -.. - - -
q)d’z(ql: 3'--7qi-1:qi+1,---;qA)

M,=fM,, (72)
where f; is the sign of the permutation exchanging
7 and 1. If we then define

T,=TS'VA, (73)

A=A, (74)

and similarly for T, and A,, the unitarity relation
(65) becomes

discT,=TIA T, + TN Tp+ TIA, T, , (75)

where the transition operators for pickup and
knockout are

T,=VAT,(1+T,T,), (76)
T,=VAQ,T,(1+T,T,)

1
="\/—2-' QT,. (77)
Since both the approximations we wish to inves-
tigate are sometimes applied in KMT form [i.e.,
as approximations to Eq. (21)], it is useful to have
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the unitarity results of our three-body model ex-
pressed in terms of the auxiliary (KMT) elastic
operator T,= (A - 1)T,/A. Multiplying Eq. (75) by
(A-1)/A, we have

discT, = (Zf_1> (TIAT,+ TIN T, + TIAT),  (78)
where
. [A-1 A-1
T,,=< = )T,=( = )T,(1+I‘ET9), (19)
A [A-1 A-1
To=< = >T°=< = >Q,_.Te(1+rere). (80)

The transition operators in Eqs. (79) and (80) can
be expressed in terms of ’.7‘3 by converting the
operators 7, and 7, into the corresponding KMT-
type operators %, and 7,. Using Egs. (16) and (43)
together with the identity

(1-T,7)1+T,T,)=(1+T,T,), (81)

which is easily verified from Eqs. (18) and (20),
we can write

A1 )
?,= (7_A_> 2,1+T,1), (82)
. [A-1 A QT
= | — ? =_e e,
7, ( = >sz‘r (T F) == (83)

Equation (78) is the equivalent of the unitarity re-
lation (75) for our three-body model of the single-
scattering optical potential when expressed in
terms of KMT-type operators.

The closure and on-shell impulse approximations
may now be obtained as approximations to our
three-body model and the resulting unitarity rela-
tions displayed. The KMT-type transition opera-
tors that are employed to formulate both these ap-
proximations must be converted to properly nor-
malized physical transition operators before in-
formation on the reactive content is deduced from
a unitarity relation.

In the closure approximation® the Green function
in Eq. (24) is approximated by the free propagator
for the projectile alone. One therefore replaces
?, by the operator

t(EN)=v+v (E"), (84)

———————1 ¢

E'+ie-K ¢
where E’=FE - A, with A a constant which is an

“average value” of the target Hamiltonian. Fol-
lowing the KMT method as described in Sec. II,

the auxiliary optical potential in the closure ap-
proximation is therefore

U,=@-1,, (85)

and the elastic operator T¢ is given by

To=g— 1%, (86)
where
Te=0,+0,1,7¢. (87

The operator £, is not simply a one-body operator
since it contains a potential involving the nucleon
coordinate, but the dependence on this coordinate
is simple. Explicitly, the two-body matrix ele-
ment of {,(E) in the mixed representation (momen-
tum space for the projectile, coordinate space for
the target nucleon) is given by*?

CENIXCDI

= 6(F, - F)et o koM |t (B kY, (88)
where (k,|t,(E")|k) is the one-body T matrix ob-
tained by assuming the struck nucleon is held fixed

at the origin.
The matrix elements of U, are given by

&9,|0.]9.%)
~4-1) f A%odktd 7, d v (&', | & F,)
x (k oF, |1 (E) [k (Fydk Tt ko), (89)
where the complete set of mixed representation
states for the projectile and particle 1 have been

inserted on both sides of /.. Defining the one-body
density matrix

R AR ROREAE A A
X F, Ty Ty G0y odPr,,  (90)
and applying Eq. (88), Eq. (89) becomes
&'d,| 0|0k =4 - D) |t,(B") | Rk - k) ,
(91)

where we have defined
@ = f d*re'TTp(F, 7). (92)

Information concerning the intermediate states
which are implicit in Eq. (91) can be obtained
through the unitarity relation for #,. Defining
g.(E’')=(E’+ie~ K)™, applying the operator uni-
tarity theorem to Eq. (84) and taking the limit €~ 0
we obtain

&' o,|discl, |00 = (A - )& ¢, |tIA L, |0k .  (93)

(See the Appendix for a discussion of a limit of
this type.) The projector A, only involves the co-
ordinates of the projectile, viz.,
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A E)= fd3kolio>6(E'_k:/zuo)(l?ol. (94)

Because g, is a one-body operator, the state of
the target particles is not restricted by the on-
shell condition. To identify the reaction ampli-
tudes we apply the operator unitarity theorem to
Eq. (87) and use Eq. (93) to get

disefs= T3, B5s 2y ToUALTS, 99)
where

pe-A1y (141, B0 = oA

7‘;__‘—\/:4?_ c( +FBT3)=T9/ A . (96)

Converting to a relation for the physical transition
operators by multiplying Eq. (95) by A/(A - 1)
yields

A-1

discTe = ( T) T, T+ TSR T2 o)

where we have used Eq. (86) and the definition
TS=VAL(1+T,T8)=TS/VA. (98)

This permits us to move the apparently extraneous
(-1/4) piece of the elastic term over to the reac-
tive part giving

discTS= TS'A, TS+ TS (R, - A)TE. (99)

Equation (99) is the unitarity relation for the
elastic scattering amplitude arising from a closure
approximation to the KMT pseudo-optical potential.

We can now use Eqgs. (98) and (99) to explicate
the reactive content of the closure approximation.

Because £, is a two-body operator, when it is
applied to the initial state l¢eﬁe), only the coordi-
nate of a single nucleon in the target is affected.
Since the dependence of 7, on the struck particle is
extremely simple, the final state of the nucleus
can be easily obtained. We expand the target wave
function in a parentage expansion. Taking matrix
elements of Eq. (27) gives

<511' .. ;5A,¢e>=z: ¢’x(§1)¢’}e(§2:- .-

2

,b,) - (100)

(This state should be antisymmetrized but we will
not consider the effect of this here.) Writing the
coordinates of the target nucleons, 2,...,4, com-
pactly as &, the relevant “reactive” matrix ele-
ments are

&ipie| TS0,k ,)

=VA 37 (Kgpi |21+ T IO [$'K,)0%(8) . (101)
A

The operator 1+ I',7¢ converts the projectile’s
plane wave into a distorted wave state y§'*. In-

serting a complete set of plane waves for the pro-
jectile and particle 1 on the right of £, and using
Eq. (88) yields the explicit expression

(kb | 76| 9K
=\/;1—Z ¢;(£)f&élt"(E)IEO}G(ﬁé‘fﬁi—EO—BI)
by
X e R ) )%k, d %, . (102)

The 6 function from 7&c at the intermediate states
in Eq. (99) restricts the magnitude of El; to be
equal to the projectile’s initial momentum &, (or
to some value slightly shifted from it) but it per-
mits any values for p] and &.

The physical interpretation of this matrix ele-
ment is straightforward. It is the matrix element
for knockout of a nucleon from the target, con-
serving momentum at the projectile-nucleon scat-
tering vertex but not necessarily conserving ener-
gy in the final state. The knockout amplitude ap-
pears as a distorted wave impulse approximation
(DWIA) with the initial distortion given by the
auxiliary optical potential in the closure approxi-
mation. Although the Fermi motion and recoil of
the struck nucleon have not been ignored, the de-
finition of £, is such that its matrix elements in
Eq. (102) do not involve the momentum of the
struck nucleon. There is no distortion in the final
state.

A second approximation which is commonly em-
ployed is an approximation suggested by KMT.?
They take 7,7 where

1 -

(103)
where E=E - E, is the projectile’s initial kinetic
energy. The total kinetic energy of the pair is
given by K+ K, =K, + k;, where K, is the kinetic
energy of the projectile-nucleon center of mass
and &, is their relative kinetic energy. It is com-
mon to neglect the spread in the kinetic energy of
the pair c.m. and replace E - K, by its initial val-
ue when the Fermi motion of the struck nucleon is
ignored, viz., E(1+m,/m)™. [For typographical
convenience we will define x=m,/m and 7
=(1+x)™]. This eliminates the energy shift in the
Green function which couples the effective two-
body collision energy to the Fermi motion. It is
essentially a three-body effect and cannot always
be ignored in certain important cases. If we make
this replacement then the T matrix in Eq. (103) is
replaced by the T matrix defined by the equation

tia(ME)=v+v——=

e ). (104)

This equation is a two-body problem in the relative
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coordinate alone. The auxiliary optical potential
matrix element implied by Eq. (104) is

(&8, | Opp [0K)
=(A-1) [ @%@, - k4K B)

x (&’ — xn(&+D,) [ £, (nE) | (- x5,)
(105)

If the dependence of £,, on the momentum p, is
suppressed by setting p, =0 in the arguments of
t1a, then this becomes

& 6, | Ura [0K)
~ (A - )&’ - xnk|ty, (E) [ nR)p(k’ - &) . (106)

The structure of this equation should be compared
with the structure of Eq. (91). Further approxima-
tions are often made in order to reduce Eq. (106)
to a simply calculable form in coordinate space.
(One such approximation is the assumption that

t,4 is local, i.e., only a function of the difference
of its momentum arguments.) We will not consider
these here but will investigate the implications of
the full impulse approximation form (105).

Applying the operator unitarity theorem to Eq.
(104) and taking the limit € - 0 gives

discty, = t5,A Lt (107)

where
Run= [ d%eap [R5, (ni_% (&, - x51)2> (& B, | -
0
(108)

The 4 function in /A\m restricts the intermediate
states to the plane wave states of the projectile
and struck nucleon which have a relative kinetic
energy equal to their initial relative kinetic ener-
gy, assuming the struck nucleon is at rest. The
reactive amplitudes are constructed by building a
unitarity relation for f‘j“ and then multiplying by
(A-1)/A as in the case of the closure approxima-
tion discussed above. The result is

discT A= TIATA TIA 4 TIAV A, — AT, (109)
with
T = VAt (1+ T, T14) = T1A/VA. (110)

The reactive amplitudes then take the form

®pre| T3 [0,k ) =VE 3 040 [ (g~ B0 | t1a0B) | 0y~ ¥ DSR4 B~ Ko = B (R )8 B1)d %o %,
A

The physical interpretation of this matrix element
is straightforward. It is the nucleon knockout am-
plitude to the quasifree states ignoring the binding
energy of the struck particle. The amplitude is a
standard DWIA matrix element with the final state
distortion turned off. The impulse T matrix has
the two-body kinematics appropriate to quasifree
knockout. When Eq. (111) is employed in the uni-
tarity relation (109), the projection operator Km
restricts the matrix elements of £;, to be half-
shell.

As with the closure approximation, we see that
the unitarity relation Eq. (109) has a correction to
the projection operator in the reactive part. How-
ever, because f\m- A, is not a true projection oper-
ator, this relation is nof a model consistent uni-
tarity relation in the sense that each term does
not represent a distinguishable asymptotic state
of the model system.

The difference between Eqs. (99) and (109) and
our model unitarity relation, Eq. (75), is that in
the reactive contributions of the latter the inter-
mediate states are described by genuine projec-

111)

—

tion operators. This difference stems from a pro-
perty of the three-body model operator %, which is
not preserved by the closure or impulse approxi-
mation to #,. We recall from Sec. II that the in-
troduction of the exact %, through Eq. (13) effec-
tively solves part of the two-body elastic scatter-
ing equation for the transition operator T,. Thus
intermediate states of %, include propagation of
the target ground state, thereby avoiding direct
treatment of the projection operator inherent in
the Watson operator 7,. Proper counting of the
elastic channel intermediate states in T, and a
proper unitarity relation for T, is then guaranteed
if the KMT method of Egs. (20) and (21) is em-
ployed. Any approximation to 7, must contain
elastic channel intermediate states if that proper
and model consistent unitarity relation is to be
maintained. In our three-body model we have as-
sumed that the target has a good single particle
structure generated by the potential «;. It is the
presence of this potential in the Green function,
Eq. (25), which allows elastic intermediate states
for #,, as evidenced by the first term of Eq. (58).
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However, the closure [Eq. (84)] and impulse {Eq.
(104)] approximations to %, cannot contribute elas-
tic intermediate states, as evidenced by Eqgs. (93)
and (107).

Our three-body formulation of the optical poten-
tial also shows how this unitarity defect of the
closure and impulse approximations can be
avoided. The integral equations (41) and (42) for
the Watson operator 7, yield the projectile-nu-
cleon T matrix £, as the first term when the equa-
tions are iterated. Thus the operators ¢, and ¢,
can be used as closure and impulse approxima-
tions to 7, rather than to #,. Furthermore, since
in the Watson method the elastic intermediate
states are inserted when the Lippmann-Schwinger
Eq. (18) for T, is solved, proper unitarity will be
preserved. A calculation following this prescrip-
tion for the example of the closure approximation
is summarized by the equations

TS=At (1+T,TS), (112)

discT¢=T<'A, TS+ TS'A,TE, (113)
where

T¢=VAt,(1+T,TS)=T/VA. (114)

We note that a comparison of the standard Lipp-
mann-Schwinger Eqgs. (8) and (13) for 7, and 7,
suggests that 7, may be more accurately approxi-
mated by a two-body free T matrix than may 7,,
because of the projected intermediate states in the
latter. However, the present work shows that
within a three-body formulation, the two-body
component given by the first term of the iterated
series is the same for both operators. [See Egs.
(35), (36) and (41), (42)]. In the absence of calcu-
lational comparisons, the implications of the uni-
tarity equation suggest that the Watson operator
T, is more suited to approximation by a two-body
T matrix than is the KMT operator 7,. This point
will be discussed further below.

V1. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we develop a three-body model for
the single-scattering term of the optical potential
in multiple-scattering theory. This model assumes
that a distinguishable projectile scatters from a
target of identical nucleons and that the target
wave function has a good single particle structure.
The formulation can accommodate the kinematical
three-body effects arising from the transformation
from projectile-nucleus c.m. frame to projectile-
nucleon c.m., from the Fermi motion of the struck
nucleon, and from its separation energy. It can
also include the intermediate state distortion ef-
fects due to the potential which binds the struck
nucleon to the rest of the nucleus. The result is

that the effective interaction describing the scat-
tering of the projectile from a bound nucleon is a
three-body T matrix.

The operator introduced by Watson to describe
the scattering of a projectile from a single bound
nucleon is a many-body operator. The struck nu-
cleon may interact with any of the other bound nu-
cleons during the scattering with the projectile
thus leading to further excitations. Consistent
with the assumed diluteness of the nucleus and the
single-scattering nature of the first order term,
we replace the interaction of the struck nucleon
with the other nucleons in the nucleus by an effec-
tive single particle potential. This potential plays
two roles, binding the struck nucleon to the rest
of the nucleus and providing intermediate state
distortions for the motion of the struck nucleon.
This replacement is the only approximation we
make.

The on-shell intermediate states present in Wat-
son’s optical potential operator provide the absorp-
tive channels since elastic intermediate states are
expressly excluded. In exploring the consequences
of our model, we have omitted explicit treatment
of the bound excited states of the target nucleus,
and have concentrated on the proper handling of
the more difficult (and more important) continuum
and rearrangement states. The bound inelastic
states may be easily included by making the opti-
cal potential a matrix on these states, and then,
if desired, formally eliminating all states but the
ground state.

We present a pair of coupled integral equations
for the single-scattering optical potential in our
model. These equations have a structure similar
to the AGS version of the Faddeev equations!® for
a three-body problem having only two interactions,
the projectile-nucleon interaction and the nucleon-
core interaction. The projectile-core interaction
is absent as we are writing equations for the opti-
cal potential. This interaction is obtained by sum-
ming over all the nucleons in the nucleus and its
effect obtained by solving the LS equation with the
optical potential.

Since the equations have Faddeev structure, they
permit the exact inclusion of the “two-particle”
continuum states without the difficulties of unspec-
ified boundary conditions or noncompact kernels.
They should be amenable to the numerical tech-
niques which have become well established in work
on the three-nucleon problem.

The Green function in the original LS equation
for the Watson single-scattering optical potential
contains a projection operator which prohibits in-
termediate state propagation of the target ground
state. The effects of this projection operator ap-
pear in the context of our model as a modification
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of the kernel compared to the standard three-body
equations. This extra term in the kernel cancels
exactly the on-shell intermediate state contribution
which corresponds to the target ground state. This
cancellation allows us to have a three-body-like
model which is still consistent with the many-body
structure of the amplitude. The intermediate state
corresponding to the struck nucleon bound to the
core is present in'all A three-body problems. If
these A three-body problems were superposed in-
judiciously, considerable overcounting would re-
sult. Our study of the unitarity relation for this
model demonstrates that the modification of the
Faddeev equations which we obtain prevents this
overcounting. This happens because the elastic
intermediate states are all produced by solving the
LS equation and they are therefore totally excluded
from the states used to construct the optical poten-
tial. This is maintained in our model but not in

all approximations to it.

In the KMT approach an auxiliary optical poten-
tial is defined by removing the projection operator
from the Watson single-scattering term. This
auxiliary optical potential is then used in an LS
equation to produce an auxiliary transition opera-
tor which can be shown to be exactly equal to the
physical transition operator when multiplied by the
factor A/(A-1). The exact equivalence has been
shown to hold if the exact single-scattering opera-
tors are used. We demonstrate that the equiva-
lence also holds in our three-body approximation.
The resulting KMT single-scattering operator sat-
isfies three-body integral equations of the same
type as does the Watson single-scattering opera-
tor, but without the overcounting modification in
the kernel. The processes included in the three-
body model are illustrated in Fig. 1.

If full three-body calculations are to be done, it
is not clear whether Eqs. (41), (42) (Watson form)
or (35),(36) (KMT form) have an advantage. The
major numerical difficulty in solving either set

exactly is in the three-body nature of the equations.

If, however, one considers iterating the equations,
then the weakening of the kernel of Eq. (42) by the
subtraction of the pole, suggests that Eqs. (41),
(42) for the Watson optical potential may converge
faster than Eqgs. (35), (36) for the KMT optical po-
tential. The weakening of the kernel in this man-
ner is similar to the quasiparticle method of Alt,
Grassberger, and Sandhas!® which has proved very
successful in providing rapidly convergent correc-
tions to three-body calculations. Unfortunately,
counterexamples are known where a pole subtrac-
tion worsens the convergence.!* Firm statements
will have to await realistic calculations. Our cur-
rent estimation of the three-body experience, how-
ever, suggests that the free two-body 7T matrix

HONNINC
(o y——('5)
- WAYANS

FIG. 1. A diagrammatic representation of the optical
potential in the three-body model proposed. The heavy
black line indicates the nucleus, the heavy black dot the
struck nucleon-core wave function, and the open circle
a two-body T matrix. The terms shown correspond to
the first few iteration of Eqs. (35) and (36) for the aux-
iliary optical potential of the KMT approach. The itera-
tions of Egs. (41) and (42) for the Watson optical poten-
tial can be represented by the above diagram if ¢, is re-
placed by ¢, — G4, Gy~

will be a better approximation to the Watson sin-
gle-scattering optical potential than it will to the
KMT single-scattering optical potential in contrast
to previous expectations.!®> This is because the
presence of the @ operator tends to cancel the dis-
torting effect of the binding potential leaving an
operator which is closer to a free T matrix.

Considerable effort has been devoted to the deri-
vation of the unitarity properties of the model.
Unitarity relations assist in understanding the
physical basis of the optical potential’s absorptive
part by allowing us to examine the reaction mech-
anisms which are implicit in its construction and
to check if a consistent and experimentally reason-
able treatment of these reactions is given. This
can provide a valuable guide to the validity of the
approximations. Our principal result is Eq. (65)
which displays explicitly the structure of the ab-
sorptive part of the cross section in terms of the
inelastic states of the model and the associated in-
elastic transition operators. Equations (63) and
(64) give the inelastic transition operators con-
sistent with the model. The inelastic states ob-
tained are nucleon knockout and pickup. The tran-
sition operators for these reactions have a quasi-
distorted-wave form. The initial distorted wave
is the elastic scattering wave function generated
by the model optical potential. The departure from
standard distorted wave approximations lies in the
way the final state distortion is handled.

In a distorted wave approximation, the initial
distortion is followed by a single scattering given
by a projectile-nucleon potential or T matrix. The
outgoing bound pair or the two free particles may
scatter from the residual nucleus producing final
distorted waves. No single-scattering optical
model can provide the full final state distortion to
the intermediate reactive states. In single scat-
tering, only one particle at a time can be extracted
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(a)

(b)

A A-l A

FIG. 2. (a) A diagrammatic representation of a single-
scattering folded-7-matrix approximation for the optical
potential. (b) The imaginary part of diagram (a) using
unitarity on the effective interaction. The contribution
to unitarity is obtained by taking the DW matrix element
of this operator. [See Eq. (48).] The hatched line indi-
cates an on-shell intermediate state.

from the nucleus. The nucleus must return to its
ground state before a second particle can be seen.
Once the first particle has been extracted, the pro-
jectile is not allowed to interact with the rest of
the nucleus at all. The extracted particle may only
interact with the rest of the nucleus via its binding
potential. Since most of the important final state
distortion in knockout or pickup comes from the
imaginary part of the particle-core optical poten-
tial, which in turn arises from knockout of an add-
itional particle, this cannot be present in the re-

(a)

(b)

A A-l A-2 A-l

FIG. 3. (a) A diagrammatic representation of part of
a DW amplitude for knockout. The zig-zag line indicates
a particle-nucleus scattering. (b) Part of the diagram in
(a) with the final state knocked-out nucleon-nucleus scat-
tering expanded by using single scattering for the optical
potential. Observe the presence of four-body inter-
mediate states.

actions implicit in single scattering. Our three-
body model is characterized by the fact that it in-
cludes as much scattering as is possible in the
context of the three-body reaction mechanism con-
sistent with single scattering.

This argument is sketched diagrammatically in
Fig. 2 for an optical potential given by the folding
of a two-body T matrix. In Fig. 2(a) we show the
single-scattering approximation schematically. In
Fig. 2(b) the T matrix is opened to reveal the in-
termediate states. The hatched line cutting the
diagram indicates the presence of an on-shell
knockout state. Figure 3(a) shows the diagram for
the knockout of a single nucleon in a distorted
wave approximation. In Fig. 3(b) the final state
distortion of the outgoing nucleon is opened up to
reveal the lowest order contribution to the distor-
tion in a single-scattering impulse approximation.
This clearly brings up a second nucleon and would
only be present if double-scattering terms were
included in the construction of the original optical
potential.

In our model, after the incident projectile is
distorted in the optical field and interacts with the
target nucleon extracting it from the nucleus, any
number of projectile-nucleon interactions may
take place possibly forming a projectile-nucleon
bound state. The nucleon may also interact with
the nucleus via the binding potential any number
of times. All these interactions are summed to
all orders and in every possible sequence, in the
solution of our three-body integral equations for
the optical potential.

We show how both the closure and impulse ap-
proximations can be obtained as approximations
to our three-body model. Each approximation ig-
nores the binding interaction of the struck nucleon
in calculating the optical potential operator. They
differ in the kinematics used to construct the pro-
jectile-nucleon two-body T matrix. The unitarity
methods developed above are applied to these ap-
proximations to extract the reactions which are
implicit in them and to identify the associated
transition operators. Since both methods ignore
the pole in the off-shell two-body T matrices, no
singularities corresponding to pickup are present.
The only reaction present in the absorptive parts
in the closure and impulse approximations is
knockout.

In the closure approximation, the allowed knock-
out states have the projectile’s kinetic energy re-
stricted to its incident value (or to some fixed val-
ue slightly lower). The energy states of the target
nucleons are unrestricted. If the transition opera-
tor acting on the nucleons of the target only pro-
duces low lying excited states of the target, this
approximation should be reasonable.
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FIG. 4. Inelastic proton spectra at various angles for p + 12C. (a) 160 MeV [Wall and Roos, Phys. Rev. 150, 811
(1966)]. (b) 1000 MeV [Corley et al., Nucl. Phys. A184, 437 (1972)].

In the impulse approximation, the allowed knock-
out states contain the projectile and a knocked out
nucleon. Their relative kinetic energy is re-
stricted to that corresponding to free scattering
from a target nucleon which is initially at rest and
unbound. These are exactly the states of quasifree
knockout at all energies and angles.

In both the closure and impulse approximations,
the transition operator to the knockout states has
a distorted wave character. The incoming projec-
tile is distorted by the relevant optical potential
and the knockout is produced by a two-body T ma-
trix. In the case of the impulse approximation this

is a half-shell T matrix of the commonly used type.

In both cases there is no final state distortion.

In conventional distorted wave calculations of
knockout, final state distortion must be included
for both particles to fit the data adequately. This
suggests that both the closure and impulse approx-
imations will overestimate the knockout amplitudes
and therefore overestimate the imaginary part of
the optical potential. In practice, this overesti-
mate may compensate for those inelastic process-

es which are not included in the approximate opti-
cal potential.

The relative adequacy of the closure and impulse
approximations may be evaluated by a considera-
tion of the experimental reaction data. This is the
particular value of the extraction of implicit re-
action mechanisms; it allows one to check the
consistency of one’s implicit physical assumptions
by comparison with other data.

As an example we consider the inelastic scatter-
ing of protons from '2C at 160 and 1000 MeV.
Singles spectra for the inelastic scattering are
shown in Fig. 4 (from Ref. 4). If these singles
spectra are integrated over angle as a function of
energy loss, one obtains the energy spectra shown
in Fig. 5. At 160 MeV the spectrum is quite flat
and does not peak at small energy loss. The angu-
lar integration is over the forward hemisphere in
the lab, which is the region relevant for quasifree
knockout. A significant fraction of the cross sec-
tion is observed. From geometrical considera-
tions, taking a black nucleus of radius 1.2 x A!/3
gives a total reaction cross section of about 250
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FIG. 5. Angle integrated inelastic proton spectra for
scattering from !2C. Dashed lines indicate extrapola-
tions of the data.

mb. About 120 mb of that is seen between energy
losses of 40 and 120 MeV. If the curves are ex-
trapolated as indicated by the dotted lines in Fig.
5(a) one obtains about 200 mb of reaction cross
section. At 1000 MeV the spectrum does tend to
fall off with increasing energy loss but not as rap-
idly as one might hope. Extrapolating as indicated
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by the dotted lines in Fig. 5(b) one obtains about
70 mb of cross section. The experimental total
reaction cross section has been measured as being
222 mb.

Both sets of inelastic data have knockout charac-
ter. The positions of the broad peaks observed in
Fig. 4 follow the angular dependence of free scat-
tering as shown in Fig. 6. The slight downward
shift is primarily due to the binding energy of the
struck particle. The magnitudes and shapes of the
peaks are fitted reasonably well by distorted wave
calculations.*

One possible reason for the missing reaction
cross section at 1 GeV is pion production. At this
energy, a large fraction of the nucleon-nucleon
cross section goes into pion production. This
means that much of the quasifree scattering pro-
cess would no longer be a three-body process, but
would involve four final state particles. The data
of Corley et al.* did not go to large enough energy
loss to see this.

This kind of process can be included in our
method by adding another stage to the expansion of
the unitarity relation. The nucleon-nucleon poten-
tial itself becomes complex and, given a model for
pion production, satisfies a discontinuity relation
of its own. Extending our procedure, a unitarity
relation would be obtained including three- and
four-body intermediate states. If one is in an en-
ergy region where pion production is described
adequately by an isobar model, the additional

p- C
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states could be included by a simple generalization
of our three-body procedure. We assume that the
1 GeV data support the hypothesis that quasifree
scattering (including inelastic nucleon-nucleon
processes) dominates the reaction mechanism.
More extensive data investigating this point would
be most welcome.

If we accept these data as evidence for the dis-
tribution of inelastic strength, then we must con-
clude that at 160 MeV the average excitation ener-
gy of the inelastic states is too large to be well
treated by a closure approximation. At 1 GeV the
closure approximation may work reasonably well,
especially if the missing cross section is occurring
at energy losses smaller than those observed rath-
er than larger.

We have also seen that although our three-body
model retains the equivalence of the Watson and
KMT single-scattering terms, the closure and im-
pulse approximations do not. Arguments given
above suggest that these approximations will do
better if used for the Watson rather than the KMT
single-scattering potential. Combining this result
with our analysis of the inelastic data suggests
that the impulse approximation for the Watson sin-
gle-scattering optical potential should be the best
of the two-body approximations considered. We
note that this approximation was used by Lerner
and Redish!® for constructing the real part of the
p+1%0 optical potential at 65 MeV. When the off-
shell dependence of the impulse approximation was
retained, i.e., the first iterate to Eq. (41) was
used, an excellent result was obtained.

In conclusion, we have constructed a three-body
approximation to the single-scattering optical po-
tential in Watson and KMT forms. This model
maintains the exact agreement between the two
methods as does the exact single-scattering oper-
ator. The three-body structure permits the use of
unitarity to extract the reactions implicitly re-
sponsible for the absorption and their amplitudes.
This allows one to consult additional experimental
data in order to refine the physical picture inher-
ent in the model and to evaluate approximations to
it. The model itself should provide a-good basis
for further calculations and for extending the de-
scription of the theoretical optical model while
keeping a closer touch with the information con-
tained in the inelastic data.
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APPENDIX: DISCONTINUITIES
ACROSS THE UNITARITY BRANCH CUT

We derive the unitarity relation [Eq. (58)] for
the operator %’ by carefully taking the limit €~ 0
in Eq. (57). This derivation provides an illustra-
tive example of the caution that must be exercised
in evaluating expressions of the form lim, , ATACA
when matrix elements of AC are not sufficiently
connected. Our discussion covers all cases met in
See¢. IV and in particular we demonstrate why the
limit € — 0 may safely be taken inside the operator
strings of Eq. (56).

From Eq. (57) we must evaluate

A 1 | ”
disc?¥’=-—lim A?e‘”=——-2 _lim 2! tAG DT,
€—>0 €—>0

(A1)

Applying the operator unitarity theorem [Eq. (45)]
to the resolvent equation for G’ we obtain

AG;‘ )= (thg+ I)AGo(l + teGO) ’ (AZ)

For convenience we do not label the active target
nucleon throughout the remainder of the Appendix.
Equation (A1) then reads

disc?, =lim= 2(Gi+ VGIGy(1+4,G)%,  (A3)

€—>0
where we have used
AGy(E+i€) =G (E +i€)" = G (E +i€)
=2i€Gy(E +1€)'Gy(E +i€). (A9)

In Eq. (A2) it appears as if only eigenfunctions of
G, appear. The main difficulty is that the structure
of Eq. (A1) suggests that the only on-shell inter-
mediate states will be the eigenfunctions of the
Hamiltonian contained in the operator G}!’. When
matrix elements are taken, we will see below that
such states are present and arise from the singu-
larities of AG}*’ pinching the real axis. In Eq.
(A3) these contributions will be seen to come from
the poles of G[{G0 (the on-shell breakup states),
and the poles of ¢! and ¢, (the on-shell elastic
states). However, Eq. (A3) also suggests the pos-
sibility that the disconnected part of AG}?’, re-
presented by the unity parts of the parentheses,
allows singularities of #] and %, to contribute. We
show, that in our three-body model, this is, in
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fact, the case if the nucleon pickup channel is
open.
It is convenient to define

o= (1+14,G))?,=9Q,7,, (A5)
and using Eqs. (36) and (37) we can write
7‘0 = tpco?p"‘ teGo?'e . (A6)
Equation (A3) now reads
disc?,=lim ; 261G, T, - (A7)
€—>0

The utility of introducing the operator %, is that
Eq. (A6) demonstrates that the extra singularity
mentioned above is the bound state pole of ¢, (and
t;). It will contribute if the pickup channel is open.
To take the limit in Eq. (A7) explicitly, we form
matrix elements and study the intermediate state

(fITNE +i€)| g,k eqe)(keqstbnl?(EHe)lz) d%k,d°

integrations. We work in the center of mass of
the full (A + 1)-body system and introduce two
equivalent momentum representations of the nu-
cleon knockout state. The relative momentum of
the projectile and the active target nucleon is 6,,
while the momentum of the center of mass of this
pair relative to the residual nucleus is Ep. The
other coupling scheme is defined by specifying Ee
as the relative momentum of the active target nu-
cleon and the residual nucleus, while f{e is the mo-
mentum of the center of mass of this pair relative
to the projectile. We use units such that %/(nu-
cleon mass)=1, and will assume that the momenta
are scaled to include reduced mass factors. If the
nucleon knockout state is on shell the momenta
satisfy E=k,2+q,°+Eg=k,?+q,>+E p where E is the
total energy, and E is the internal energy of the
residual nucleus.

The matrix element form of Eq. (A7) will read

9., (A8)

( f|disc?,(E)|i)= 11m f(

—i€e-k2-q -ER(E+ie-k>-q2-Ep)

where, for the present, we suppress any detailed information about the initial and final states. Finite con-
tributions are identified by explicating those pole singularities of the integrand which can pinch the contour
and so lead to terms of order 1/¢. The singularity structure of the scattering amplitudes in Eq. (A8) is
obtained from the matrix element form of Eq. (A6). We have

(@It (E+ie—k? = Ep) |G (k,dsdplT,(E +i€)ld)

(k8,05 To(E+i€)|i)= fdm

(E+ie—kj2-ql?-Ep)
@,It,(E+ie—k2-E)Iqnk,4.¢ |r(E+ze)lz>
3,41 e e eleT R e 9
+fd Qe (E+ie-k2-ql2—Ep) (A9)

Because the residual nucleus does not break up,
Eq. (A9) has the structure of three-body scattering
theory for which the pole singularities in the mo-
menta ke:% are given by the work of Faddeev.
These same singularities are known to be solely
responsible for the unitarity relations.>!?” We
sketch how these results are applied to our partic-
ular case.

When the energy arguments of the two-body T
matrices are in the vicinity of the energies of the
two-body bound states, the pole structure is re-
presented by

@, |ty (E+ie—R2-Eg)|qp

=7
MECAIS/ lqE +nonsingular terms, (A10)
»

E+ie-k2 -

where E,=E +e¢,, and e, is the deuteron internal
energy. A similar relation holds for the matrix

elements of f, by replacing the subscript p by e.
The target ground state energy is E,. The bound
state form factors are related to the corresponding
bound state wave functions by

<aﬁ |fp>= (E?_ ER- qu)(a ’ d)RI q)p) )
@, |f)=(E,- Ex- 4,5, ¢r| 0o -

Since the energy arguments of the 7 matrices are
not integrated over in Eq. (A9), these poles will be
present in the matrix elements of 7, We can use
Eqgs. (A10) and (A11) to extract the residues of the
amplitude 7, at these poles. Given the structure of
the integrand in Eq. (A8), it is convenient to divide
by the factor (E +ie€ - k,?— E ) before extracting the
residues. This introduces an extra pole due to the
vanishing of this factor, and the corresponding
residue is just an on-shell breakup matrix element
of #,. The final result for the pole structure is

(A11)
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(k0,0 5l To(E+i€)|3)
E+ie-k2*-q°-Ep

@R SRy (By31) [ ® gl DR, (B,37)

(E+ie-k;-E,) (E+ice-k’ -E,)
Ro(ﬁo;i)

E+ie-k2-q*-E,

+nonsingular terms,

(A12)

where the residues are given by

Ry(ky;1) = (K, 0, | T, (E+i€) 1) ] 2up-s,»  (A13)

Re(ie;i)=<ﬁe,¢el?e(E+ie)|i>l,,ez,E.Ee, (A14)
Ro(é);i) = <§o’ 4’3, To(E +i€) l i>|PO2E ko2+@e?sE-Epg *
(A15)

In Eq. (A15) we have introduced the six-dimension-
al hyperspherical momentum fo = (k,,q,) = (k,, d,)-
In this space the solid angle P, specifies position
on the surface k,>+¢,°=E - Ep.

The pole structure of the other factor of the in-
tegrand in Eq. (A8) is obtained by reflection
through the real axis. Substituting into Eq. (A8)
we obtain nine singular integrals. However, only
the three integrals in which a pole term is multi-
plied by its complex conjugate survive in the limit
€—~0. Using

lim

€—>0

€
x2+€2‘7’5(x) , (A16)

the surviving integrals yield

€ [ vy 1Gepl o) ZRE(R ;IR (R ,30)
tm = fd ked g E-FZ-E)V+&

- fdake<f|?;(E+i0) [k,0,)6(E - &2~ E,)

x (& 0, |7,(E+30) i), (A17)

€ (o e, | @Rl 80 PRI (ks IR, Ry 1)
lel_r,!; ™ fd kyd*a, (E-EkZ-E)P+€

- [ @R FI9(E +i0)| 6, B8(E - k2~ E)

X (k,b,| 7, (E +i0) [3) (A18)

i € 33, 73 Rg(ﬁo;f)Ro(ﬁo;i)
,;1_?; F's a’%ked7q, (FE-RZ-q2-Eg)>+e

= [ a1 3E+i0)] 95K 5
XO(E = kg~ 4,7 — Eg)

X (R G0 5| To(E+30) [i). (A19)

The integrations over q,,q, in Eqs. (A17) and

(A18) have been carried out by employing the nor-
malization condition for the bound state wave func-
tions. Of the remaining terms from the integrand
of Eq. (A8), the following example is typical:

lim E( ] RO*(Po;f)RQ(kp;i)Gpd)'R | ¢p>
eno T\(E-i€-k2-q2-Ep)(E+ic-kz2-E,)
R} (ky; IRo(Py3i)\9p | D5, )
(E-ie-kjZ-E)E+ic-k>-q - Ep)
(A20)

Setting x=(E -k, -q,> - Eg), andy=(E-k,>~E,),
and using the limits

. €(xy+€?)
l:_l:‘(l, 2+ ) (y2+€?) 0,
E(x-y)

lim =0,
cao B2+ ) (V24 )

this term and all remaining terms vanish.
Collecting together these results, the operator
form of the unitarity relation for 7, reads

(A21)

disc?(E) = #}(E +i0)A, %, (E + i0)
+?}(E +i0)A,T,(E +10)
+ HHE +i0)QL(E +10) A 2, (E +10)T,(E +10) ,

(A22)

where the projection operators are
A= [ @k, |6 EIOE -k -E)K,|,  (A23)
A= f d%,| 0 k)6(E — k- E)&,0,| ,  (A24)

A,= fdakedaq,l ¢ ALK OE k=g ~Ep)

x &4,z - (A25)

We have used Eq. (A5) to obtain the form of the
last term in Eq. (A22). When the label ¢ of the
active target nucleon is restored, one obtains Eq.
(58).

We can now address the question of taking the
limit inside the operator strings of Eq. (56). Con-
sider first the second term of Eq. (56). The treat-
ment of this term can be covered by following
through the above derivation with the states |i)
and ( f| taken to be

[iy= (1= Tyri)(1+ T, T,) | 6K , (A26)

(fl= &, [ (TITI+ 1)(1 - 71T (A27)
The resulting contribution to unitarity will be just
Eq. (A22) multiplied by the extra left and right fac-
tors. This is the result we have employed in Eq.

(62). It is valid only if the extra operators intro-
duced through use of the above states do not alter
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the pole singularity structure we have already de-
duced for the integrand of Eq. (A8). The connec-
tivity structure of the amplitudes in Eq. (A9) en-
sure this. Pole singularities in the momenta
k,,q, can be generated in Eq. (A9) only by having
as a final state process an infinite series of re-
peated interactions internal to a disconnected sub-

system.'® Since the nucleons of the residual nu-
e

e—o 2T

where particle labels are omitted. Since the oper-
ators 7, and T, end with an interaction of the pro-
jectile with a target nucleon, and the target re-
mains in its ground state, there is no possibility
of repeated interactions internal to a disconnected
subsystem in the intermediate states. The only
singularities arise from the denominators. Taking
the limit by using Eq. (A16), the result reads (in
operator form)

lim L ko, [(TtT!+1)7IAT, 7, (1+ r,T,)| (IJJ() =1lim % f a3k,
€—>0

cleus must end up in the eigenstate ¢, the only
possible interacting disconnected subsystems in
the final state are those already described by ¢,
and £,. The taking of the limit inside the second
term of Eq. (56) is therefore a valid operation.
Consider now the third term of Eq. (56). Taking

only one term of the sum, forming matrix ele-
ments, and applying the limit we have

&, o (TITT+ 1) 78 6k V&, P, 1 T, (1+ T,T )08
(E-ie-k’-E)E+ic-k*—E,) ’

(A28)

lim -2% (TIT!+1)7IAT,7,(1+ T, T,)
€—>0

=(TIT}+ )TN, 7,1+ T,T,), (A29)

e

which confirms the validity of taking the limit in-
side the operator strings. This concludes our
proof of Eq. (62).
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