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The three-body formalism for singular cores previously introduced by the author is con-
sidered in some detail. A new derivation is presented which clearly demonstrates the unique-
ness of this formalism and clarifies its relationship to appropriate boundary conditions on
the three-body wave function, It is shown that an auxiliary boundary condition must be im-
posed to uniquely specify a solution; this leads to an integral equation with a square-integra-
ble kernel. A detailed proof of three-particle unitarity is given for the amplitudes defined
by this equation, and explicit formulas are presented for a representative model.

1. INTRODUCTION

In a recent letter,! the present author introduced
a generalization of the Faddeev formalism to in-
clude two-body interactions whose extremely short-
range behavior is characterized by a hard core, or
by a boundary condition on the wave function (BCM).
Using the special properties of the BCM ! matrix
developed earlier,? it was shown that the usual
Faddeev equations do not yield a unique solution
for such interactions, but that a particular solution
can be defined which yields the desired physical
properties. In particular, the resultant three-body
wave function vanishes whenever any pair of parti-
cles are within their respective core radius, while
its asymptotic behavior corresponds to a unitary
three-particle ¢ matrix. In this paper we give de-
tailed proofs of these assertions, present a new
derivation of our equation which clearly demon-
strates its uniqueness, and consider in some de-
tail the special case of BCM alone (no external
potential). This provides the theoretical ground-
work for subsequent articles in this series deal-

ing with the actual solution of our equations for
specific models.

The principal motivation for this development is
the versatility afforded by being able to utilize this
additional class of interactions in the three-body
problem. For example, calculations to date in the
three-nucleon system with realistic interactions
have been almost exclusively restricted to soft-
core models, the single exception being the long
and difficult variational calculation on the Hamada-
Johnston hard core by Delves et al.® The results
of these computations have generated some doubt
as to the ability of such models to fit the experi-
mental data. For example, it appears that any
soft-core model which fits the two-nucleon phase
shifts reasonably well will underbind the triton by
about 2 MeV. It has also been suggested that a
significant discrepancy exists in the case of the
triton charge form factor.? Of course, it is quite
possible that the source of such disagreement does
not lie with the nature of the potential model, but
with the neglect of corrections due to three-body
forces and relativistic effects, which could well be
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significant. However, the inclusion of such cor-
rections would be largely ad hoc, and would greatly
diminish the predictive power of the present
theory. It thus seems highly desirable to explore
such possibilities as might be afforded by an en-
larged class of two-body interactions before re-
signing oneself to this situation.

From this point of view there are two excellent
reasons for utilizing the singular-core models.
The first is simply that both the hard core and the
BCM have been employed as the basis for excellent
fits to the two-nucleon data.® Secondly, it is not
unreasonable to expect such models to produce
qualitatively different results in the three-body
problem; functionally, the corresponding off-shell
t matrices are quite different from those of soft
cores, exhibiting the typical oscillatory properties
of entire functions. Moreover, as shall be demon-
strated in Sec. II of this paper, the inclusion of
singular cores requires significant changes in the
whole theoretical structure upon which current cal-
culations have been based, i.e., the Faddeev equa-
tions.® Whether or not singular cores can reduce
the discrepancy with experiment is of course
speculation; the single piece of information one
has (the Delves calculation which also underbinds
by 2 MeV) is not too encouraging. On the other
hand, there is still plenty of room for modifica-
tions in the form of the potential external to the
hard core, i.e., a “revised Hamada-Johnston”;
and the BCM model of Feshbach and Lomon® is
totally unexplored. In any case, calculations with
singular core models are bound to produce either
one of two very interesting results: (1) Such a de-
scription of the very-short-range nucleon-nucleon
interaction is indeed more “realistic,”” as evi-
denced by better predictions of three-nucleon ob-
servables; or (2) the inclusion of corrections due
to three-body forces or relativistic effects is ab-
solutely essential in order to understand the data.

Nuclear physics aside, the formalism also leads
to a number of applications of interest to statistical
and chemical physics. An example is the third
virial coefficient for a (quantum-mechanical) sys-
tem of hard spheres. This can be obtained know-
ing the wave function for three particles interac-
ting via hard cores,® a special case of our formal-
ism. In fact, with no increase in difficulty, one
could also perform such a calculation with hard
cores plus weak attractive forces characterized
by the BCM. Such computations would be facili-
tated by a fact pointed out in B1; namely, that for
the BCM (or hard core) alone, our equation can be
reduced to integral equations in only one variable.

We begin in Sec. IT with a brief review of the
development given in Bl. By observing a special
property of the BCM ¢ matrix unnoticed in our
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earlier work, we are able to present a new deri-
vation for our equation which emphasizes the fact
that it is unique. We also clarify the relationship
between our formalism and direct imposition of

the boundary condition on the three-body wave
function. In Sec. III we introduce a “supervector”
notation in order to simplify evaluation of the oper-
ator product /@ appearing in our kernel.

The structure of our equation is analyzed in
Sec. IV, where we consider the simplest possible
case in some detail. We thereby demonstrate that
an auxiliary boundary condition must be added to
the previous development in order to uniquely
specify a solution; our equation then reduces to a
less complex form with a square-integrable ker-
nel. As an illustration, we present explicit formu-
las for the driving term and kernel relevant to
this model. The structure of corresponding equa-
tions for the general problem is outlined at the
end of the section.

Section V is devoted to explicit proofs of the
three-particle unitarity relations for our ampli-
tudes. At the same time, the operator notation
introduced in B1 (and recapitulated in Sec. II) is
employed to construct particularly transparent
derivations of unitarity for the usual Faddeev am-
plitudes.

Finally, in Sec. VI we discuss various aspects
of the formalism and its relation to the work of
other authors. In the Appendix we give a deriva-
tion of the operator @ which plays a crucial role
in our development.

II. THREE-BODY FORMALISM
FOR SINGULAR CORES

In this section we briefly review the theoretical
development given in B1, recapitulating some use-
ful notational conventions. We also present a new
derivation of the integral equation introduced in B1.
This derivation supplements the previous (more
physical) argument by clearly demonstrating the
fact that our new equation is unique. As in Bl, we
make the nonessential but simplifying assumption
that our three particles are spinless.

We denote the mass of particle @ by m, and the
total three-body c.m. energy by W. Three-particle
states are described by the usual Jacobi variables
Pa» 4o, With the corresponding reduced masses .,
M,:

-1 _ -1 -1
He “=Mg +my ’

M, t=my T+ (mg+m) 7t

(1)

and (aBy) are cyclic permutations of (123). In the
usual channel decomposition, the three-body state
vector is |¥) =33,l¢,), where the |y,) satisfy
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| =3

|¢a> = (1 - Gotu)l¢> - Gotot B§ l¢8> . (2)

Here ¢, represents the two-body ¢ matrix as an
operator in the three-body Hilbert space, |¢) is a
plane-wave state, and G,=G,(W) is the free
Green’s function. Equation (2) is one expression
of the Faddeev equations.®

It is convenient to introduce the states |apQ),
where

(ap’q’[BPE) =6,80(D

% [ apdilapa)abal-
o4

5)6(-&’ _a) ’

We can then define the operators ¢, I such that

(o' §'|t8D -0, 5 W -q*/2M,),

(b’ §'111BD >=—6(§ m—"ﬁ —%— ) (q+p+m—q>

if aBy are cyclic,

- “-B-» g -, - >, Mo >,
== 2B, L 2ol = o
6(p+m7p+M q) (q p+m7q)

o

> = 60(86(6.,

if Bay are cyclic.
4
Here ¢ (p’, D; s) is the off-shell two-body ¢ matrix

for particles B8 and y, energy s; the diagonal ele-
ments of I vanish. With the identification®

YoBer Go) =(Bollalbe? =(aBdol¥), (5)

and letting |¢) =M |¢p), we can rewrite Eq. (2) in
the form

M=1=G,t+ GtIM . (6)

It is important to keep in mind that the operators
in Eq. (6) act on the states of Eq. (3); in particular

686(p’' —P)6(q’ - @)
D2/ 21+ q2/2My =W — i€’

ap'q’ [G,|8Dd) = (M
One can easily verify that 7 and G, commute.

The development up to this point is completely
general, with the object of obtaining the operator
equation for M, Eq. (6). Since Eq. (6) is exactly
equivalent to the equations of Faddeev, one can
immediately infer that it serves to uniquely define
M for a large class of two-body potentials. How-
ever, it was shown in B1 that this is not the case
in the presence of singular cores. The proof is
based on the fact that for such interactions, the
two -body ! matrix has the special property that

VGyt=tG,V =V, (8)
where the projection operator V corresponds to a

square-well potential of unit strength and a range
a, for the matrix element
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(aB'q'|VIBBE) = 0,50 ~DV (B —B). 9

That is, Vu(p) is the Fourier transform of the unit
step function 6(a, — 7). Moreover, one can con-
struct an operator @ of the form @=1+ VB -1)
with the following properties:

QQ=Q,
V(1-1)Q=(1-1)QV =0,
1-VNR=1-V,
QV=VQV.

(10)

(An explicit derivation of @ is given in the Appen-
dix.) Using Egs. (8) and (10), one observes that

(1-G,t)G,QV =0, (11)

and hence that (1 - G,¢I)™" does not exist. There-
fore, one cannot use the ordinary Faddeev equa-
tions [Eq. (6)] to uniquely determine M in the pres-
ence of singular cores.

To overcome this difficulty, a generalization of
the Faddeev formalism was presented in B1. We
consider a new operator Z chosen such that

1=Gyt=(1~=V)1-G,). (12)

A particular solution M to Eq. (6) can then be de-
fined as M =@M,, where M, satisfies the new equa-
tion

M,=1-Gyt + G lLIQM, . (13)

This new equation was motivated in B1 by imposing
reasonable physical requirements on the resultant
three-body wave function; namely, that it should
vanish whenever any two particles are within their
respective core radius, and must correspond to a
unitary three-body ¢ matrix.

We now consider a somewhat different derivation
which employs another special relation concerning
the two-body ¢-matrix: the fact that 7 can be chosen
such that

tv=0. (14)
Postponing a proof of this assertion until the end
of this section, we proceed by assuming that M is
any solution of Eq. (6). Employing Eq. (8), it fol-
lows that

VM = V(1 = G,t+GytIM)

= VIM . (15)
The form of @ then implies that @M = M. Noting
that with our choice of states [Eq. (3)] the relation-

ship between M and the three-body state vector is
given by |¥) = (1 =I1)M|¢), we have that

(B =(1-1)QM|¢) . (16)

We next observe that, as a consequence of Eq.
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(14) and the properties of @,

=0. amn

Hence, substituting Eq. (12) into Eq. (6), we de-
duce that

HQM =HQ(1 = Gt + G tIM). (18)
Defining
X =t1QM
=iIM, (19)

we obtain an integral equation for X:
X =HQ(1 - G, 1)+ QG X . (20)

Comparing this equation to Eq. (13), we infer that
X =1IQM,, i.e., the two equations are totally equiv-
alent.

Moreover, we observe that X is all that is re-
quired to form [¥), since Egs. (6) and (12) imply
that

M=(1=V)1=Gyi+G,X)+VIM. (21)

Hence, due to Eq. (16), we have
[ = (1 =1)Q(1 - G,7 + G, X)|$)
=(1-DQM,|¢) . (22)

Finally, we note that although 7 is not uniquely de-
fined by Egs. (12) and (14), any change in 7 must be
of the form Af =G, 'VA. If we suppose that M, is

the solution of Eq. (13) under the replacement

I-t =%+ Al it follows from Eq. (17) that

M., =M, + VA(-1+1QM.). (23)

However, |¥) is invariant under such a change.
We thus conclude that our equation is to all intents
unique.

We conclude this section by considering the na-
ture of  and the proof of Eq. (14). To do so it is
clearly adequate to drop subscripts and work in a
two-body space. Denoting the core radius by a,
we shall first deal with the case of the BCM alone
(f =3); the subsequent generalization to BCM
plus external potential is trivial. We look for 7€,
the projection of 3¢ on partial wave [ in the form

B p; 8)=Gi(p', )Pk, p; 5). (24)

Here k=(2M, s)'/? is the on-shell momentum value;
#5€ is thus proportional to the half-on-shell BCM
amplitude. We assert that G, may be constructed
in the form
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Gi(p, s)=1+(p* =) 35  anr®)j,,(ap),

n=0,2,...

[ even

=%%é+(ﬁ2-xz) 2

n=1,3,...

ﬁ,,(Kz)j,._z(aP)} ,

! odd
(25)

with a,=8,=0, and the remaining a,, 8, chosen
such that G,(p, s)x p' as p~0. To prove the latter
statement we note that the a, (8,) can be determined
inductively, i.e., suppose that the statement is
true for a given ! (say ! is even for definiteness),
then
)
Gulp, 5) ~o G0 1, (26)
$ -0 *
with G{)(0, s) completely determined by the a,,
n< [. Noting that

Gi.2(p, 8) = Gi(p, 8)=(P? = K*)a;,2(K?)ji (ap),
(27
we can clearly satisfy the condition for /+2 by
taking

@1+ 1)1 G¥0, s)
K2[! al .

al+2(K2)= (28)
Since the condition holds for /=0 we are done (the
proof for odd ! follows similarly). Given G,, we
can now apply Eq. (39) of B2 to evaluate the opera-
tor product VG,I%¢; together with the explicit form
for ¢8C given in Eq. (48) of B2, this immediately
verifies Eq. (12) for the BCM alone.

In order to generalize this result to the case of
BCM plus external potential, we recall Eq. (71) of
B2, which states that

t=t% 4+ (1-t5G)V,(1-G,t), (29)

in which V, is the external potential. In view of
the pure BCM result, we simply observe that the
choice

=154 (1-75CG,)V,(1-G,t) (30)

satisfies Eq. (12). Given Egs. (24) and (30) it is
straightforward to verify that 7 satisfies the uni-
tarity relation

ZI(P’;P; S +i€) - ZI(P' ,D; s —ie)
= —im2M, ki, (p’, Kk; s +i€)t (K, p; S = i€).

(31)
In the subsequent sections we shall denote this
symbolically by

Al =t =1 ==FAG "
==FaG T, (32)
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AG, being the discontinuity of the free Green’s
function. _
Finally, having established the form of /, we turn
to the consideration of Eq. (14). It is clear from
Eq. (30) that f is of the form 7 = Af5¢ + BV,. How-
ever, since V,=(1= V)V, =V, (1 - V), we infer that
itV « B¢ V; hence it is only necessary to treat the
case of BCM alone. From the formulas developed
in B2 one can easily show that
BC -1 (D) 3
tl (Kypy S)-— DI(K) ’ ( 3)
with
&i(p)=(ax; = 1)ji(ap) + apjy..(ap), (34)
Dy(xk) =it M, k[(ax, = I) h,(aK) + akh, ,,(aK)] .

(With our convention /¢, =X, at the core radius.)
Note that the verification of the above is greatly
aided by the alternative formula

filp, a, k)= iaK[aKhl+1(aK)jl(ap) - h(ax)apj;.,(ap)],

(35)
for the quantity f; defined in B2.
Consequently, the proof that 7V =0 rests on show-
ing that

L= dppia(p)Vilp,p")=0. (36)
o
This, however, is somewhat delicate since /; is ill

defined. To see this it is convenient to employ the
representation

a®)= [ drr(mam,

, @n
FAGE ——-—(a)\;:l)c(r —-a)+ or-a (’;_ a) .
Thus
L= [ arrigea=- it
o
=000)&i(p") - a6(0)ji(ap"), (39)

and hence is dependent on the ambiguous quantities
6(0), 6(0).

In this circumstance we argue that /; must be
evaluated as a limit in which the radial parameter
related to g; is taken to be b>a, the integral is
performed, and the limit b - a is taken at the end;
this prescription clearly gives zero as a result.
This interpretation can be justified by elucidating
the relationship between our formalism and the
basic statement of the boundary condition. Let
¥,(r) be the partial-wave amplitude for the two-
body system, and consider the integral

3’ ‘[0 drr2g ,(r),) =0 9,(a) - 9/ (a). (39)
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This clearly vanishes if one evaluates the right-
hand expression in terms of the suggested limit.
The boundary condition can thus be expressed as
an operator condition on the two-body state vector
loy, viz.,

151 -V)|y)y=0. (40)

Here we observe that (1 - 7)|¢) is the projection
of |¥) onto the region exterior to the core. Since
|9y =(1 = Got)| ¢), we infer that

IC(1-Gyt)=0,

FC(1 = G,)=0; (41)

one can prove these relations directly from the
formulas given in B2,

If we now consider the three-body state vector
|¥), the boundary-condition can be expressed in
the form

(P |¥)=0, (42)

where P, projects |¥) onto the region exterior to
all three cores. In an obvious notation,

P,=(1-7)(1-6,)1-6,) (43)

(the operators 6,, 6, are defined explicitly in Sec.
II). In terms of our formalism, Eq. (42) requires
that

%P, (1-1)M,=0. (44)
On the other hand, we prove in Sec. III that

1-"(1-1Q)=P,(1-1). (45)
Thus Eq. (42) is equivalent to the condition

5 (1 - V) (1 -1Q)M,=0. (46)

In view of Eqs. (13) and (41), this is clearly sat-
isfied by our formalism, provided that one accepts
Eq. (14). The latter is equivalent to the replace-
ment 75~ #5¢ (1 - 7) wherever it occurs; this in-
terpretation is quite natural in view of the connec-
tion we have established between £ and the bound-
ary condition [e.g., Eq. (40)].

In concluding this section, it is worth noting that
in the particularly simple case of V, =0, where
P,|¥) is just a superposition of eigenstates of
the kinetic energy operator, one can derive an
integral equation for the superposition function by
directly imposing the boundary condition; this
equation is identical to our formalism.

IIIl. EVALUATION OF /Q

In order to apply our formalism, Eq. (13), one
must first evaluate the operator product I which
appears in the kernel. In view of Eq. (14), it is
sufficient to consider only (1 - f’)IQ; our result
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has already been stated as Eq. (45). While direct
verification of this formula is quite tedious, this
may be avoided through the introduction of a
“supervector” notation to describe our operators.
We shall thus find it convenient to work in the co-
ordinate representation, and to represent the pair
of three-vectors %, ¥ by the “supervector” p,

5=(f‘>, (47)
y

represented as a two-component spinor, each
component being a three-vector.

We also note that Eq. (1) can be shown to imply
the following relations between the reduced
masses:

Hs _ Ho

Ma MB,

e, 48)
Y

U

M, m, mgm,°

Defining the rotation matrices (a#8#v)

-l 1
m
R. = Y 49
Bo _“8 _“B 3 ( )
M, m,

Eq. (48) implies that detR;, =1,

— -1
m
R1lg,= Y . 50
Bo Mo  =Ho (50)
Mg m

It is also easy to verify that
R)'CYRO(BRB}’ = 1 . (51)

In what follows we shall mean by Rg,p the “super-
vector” p’, where

i

o - -
X +y
-~ m
pr={ _ Y (52)
e X - K8 -3;
M, m,

Three-particle states can now be specified as
|apy=|axy), and the effect of the I operator can

be expressed in the relations
(aplI| Fy==(0R o p|F)y=(€R™4P|F),
(GII| aB)y==(G|oR, o)~ (Gl€R™ o),
where aoe are cyclic. Thus the operator I which

connects the Faddeev channels has the effect of a
rotation on p.

If one defines operators 6,, 6, such that

(53)

<a5|ellﬁﬁ'>=6asac5—5'>e(ao—

2
(54)
)

the operator B derived in the Appendix can be ex-
pressed as

(apl0,185") =00s (5 =16 (0= | 2%

a

B=1-%(6,+6,)+%6,6,. (55)

We recall for convenience that the relationship
between @ and B is such that

1-1Q=(1+IVB)1-1I). (56)
To proceed, we use Eqgs. (9) and (53) to obtain
(ap|IV(1=-1)BR"

=—0<a0—

—9<a€- !ff§+§
o

Ky = - - -
;fX—y‘)<oRUap|1—1lﬁp’>
€

)(eR"aeﬁu ~116p").
(57)

However, by again employing Eq. (53), it is easy
to show that

(aBI1=1|B5"y= (R, upI1~1|45")

=(eR 4Pl -1|6p"). (58)
Recalling Eq. (54), we thus obtain
ITA-1)==(0,+6,)(1 =1). (59)

It is easy to verify that the effect of / on the oper-

ators V, 6,, 6, is to permute them among them-
selves; hence one deduces that

1, Ve,6,]=0,
I, Vo, +V0,+6,6,] =0, (80)
(1-V)16,6,=0.

If we now employ the above relations in evaluat-
ing the right-hand side of Eq. (56), we obtain

(1= -1Q)=(1 = V)1 -6, — 6, — $6,6,1)(1 =1).
(61)

At this point we observe that the definition of I,
Eq. (4), implies that

ITt=3(1+1),
1-1?%=3(1-1), (62)
(1=-1)2+I)=0.

With this input Eq. (61) reduces to the desired re-
sult,

(1-V)(1-1Q)=(1 = V)(1-6)1-6,)1=1).
(63)



IV. STRUCTURE OF EQUATIONS FOR A
SPECIAL CASE

In Sec. II it was shown that while the Faddeev
equations do not determine a unique solution in
the presence of singular cores, there exists a
one-to-one correspondence between the three-
body wave function and the solutions of a new in-
tegral equation [Eq. (13)]. In this section we
analyze the properties of this equation by consid-
ering the simplest possible case in some detail.
We thereby demonstrate that this equation by it-
self is not sufficient to uniquely specify a solution,
although it embodies the full content of the BCM.
We further show that this ambiguity may be elim-
inated by imposing an auxiliary boundary condi-
tion pertaining to the behavior of the channel
wave functions in the interior region. When this
has been done we arrive at a well-defined formal-
ism with a square-integrable kernel, the solutions
of which correspond to a unitary three-particle T
matrix (as is shown in the next section). This
development may be extended to the most general
form of Eq. (13); we quote the structure of the
resulting equations at the end of this section.

We shall thus consider the case of identical
particles of mass M, interacting only in relative
s waves, with no external potential (BCM alone).
We then have 7=, and

N P e A
(apq|E°C18D' ") = 33 6@ -q)%’%(—)), (64)

with g,, D, defined in Eq. (34), and k=(MW - $4?)'/2.

It is obvious that Eq. (13) reduces to an equation
in a single vector variable (q); however, for con-
venience in manipulation we choose to embed this
equation in the full |apq) space. We therefore de-
fine operators F, f such that

i 5 -
(apdlZBpq )= 722 6@ - Q)go(P),

, (65)
_— R'a’\ = [ Z 6 )
(ap(IIFlﬁp q’) 6«86@ Q) DO(K) s
where 7(p) is an arbitrary function such that
fdf)f(ﬁ)=1 . (66)

We may then express € as the operator product
fC=Fif (67)

in the full Hilbert space. As a consequence of
Eq. (41) it follows that

fG,Ff =F. (68)

For this model Eq. (13) implies that we can
write M, in the form
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M,=1+G,FY,
where (69)
Y=£(-1+1QM,).
Thus Y must satisfy the equation
(1-fIQG,F)Y=-{(1-1Q),
or (70)
f1-1Q)G,FY=-f(1-1Q),
using Eq. (68). We observe that this is in actuality
an integral equation in q alone, since Eq. (69) im-
plies that
(Pl Y18D'd") = Yas @l P'Q"). (71)

Since we have assumed identical particles, in this
case it is sufficient to consider the symmetrized
sum

Y@IP'E) =2 ¥ as(@lp'd". (12)

The significance of Y is obvious if we consider
its relationship to the three-body wave function
or T matrix. For example, the channel wave
function in the exterior region (each pair outside
the range of its interaction) is in this case

vk, y) =em P oV ¥

;¢ 5 Y@p'a)
+21rszdq € Do)

(73)
with p”2+ 3¢q”%=W. That is, a superposition of
plane waves in ¥ and outgoing waves in x weighted
by Y(@|p'q’). Clearly (H,—W)|¥ &t)=0, and hence
(since I and H, commute) (H, - W)|¥* =0, as it
must. In fact, Eq. (73) is the most general form
for the exterior solution of any finite-range s-wave
potential model. Equivalently, the three-particle
T matrix for this problem has the form

T(@4lp'q") =T°@|p'a")+ T°(-D - #dlp'q")

+T°(®-#4lp’'q"), (74)
where
P Y (493"
TC 137 = —
q9'q) Dy

PP+3P=p"+3q%=W.

Here the physical values of g, ¢’ are the domain
[0, ($ MW)'?] for W>0, and the point @, =[% M(W
+E)]"? for W +E >0, where E, is the binding
energy of the two-body bound state (if any). In
the usual fashion, appropriate combinations of
these values correspond to the amplitudes for
elastic scattering from the bound-state, breakup,
and (3) -~ (3) scattering processes.
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Returning to Eq. (70), we observe that Eqs. (14)
and (45) imply that

F1-1Q)=tp,(1-1)=F1-6)1-6,)(1=1).
(75)

In evaluating this product it is convenient to work
in a mixed momentum and coordinate representa-
tion, where for example

(XTI BPA) =04 = ¥ P T, (76)
Recalling Eqs. (37) and (54), we have

(apylE(-6,)(1 - 02)|Bi’§’>

-y'|-a).
(7M7)

Since the properties of g,(x ') require that x’ is
effectively equal to a, we observe that this matrix
element vanishes identically for y< + V3 a.!® Thus,
if we define the projection operator 6 such that

(aXy|6|BX'T") =050 =X)0F - 7)6($V3a~-y),
(78)

xo(l g X' +y'| - a)6(| § X’

we deduce that
6f(1-6,)(1-6,)=0, (79)

a fact which has important consequences for our
formalism. Employing Eq. (77), it is straight-
forward to show that

t(1-6,)(1 = 6,)GoF =(1 =K )i G,F, (80)
where K is the local operator

(@XF|K|BX'J')=6,50(X" =X)6(F - DK, (y);

1, y<3V3a
2_3 2
Kin=q1- 228 S Fasy<ia (8D
0, y=3a

It is thus convenient to define an operator H such
that

0fH =0 . A (82)
(1-K.)t(1-H)=t(1-1Q).
Equation (70) then takes the form
(1-K)(1-H)GFY=(1-K.)F(H~-1). (83)
Defining a kernel K such that { HG, Ff =K}, or

(aB | K| BB'T) =6(B - 5K 6@, §'),
(84)
Kap(G, G fdp (aBd|{HG,F|BH'T'),

we may write Eq. (83) in the form

1-K)(1-K)Y-iH-1)]=0. (85)
The general solution of this equation is
Y=2Z[(1-6)lH~1)+06Y], (86)

where Z=(1-K)™', and 6Y is arbitrary (note that
by definition §K=0, and hence 6Z = 6).

In writing Eq. (86) we have casually assumed that
Z exists. With the possible exception of a few dis-
crete values of W, this follows from the fact that
K(W) is square-integrable.!! In the special case
under consideration, we need only

K(a’ 6,; W)EE KaB(aﬂ 6') ’
8

pLE R
=2y K@ d; WP, (G-3). (87)

1
A straightforward but tedious calculation yields

Ny(q,q’; W)

KI(Q: q’; W)= D (k") ’
(4]

_ (88)
Ni(q,q';W)=N,(q, q'; W)

b dya2j
+f y y2),(yq)

N(y,q"; W)
Vsasz  Zo(y) 145 ’

with 5> $a. Here
Nig,q'; W)

f(q, , Q) Qgo(K)
—-—Mf dzP,(z Q% mMw- (1f~zz)q'2]“2’

with
Q=-z22¢'+[MW - (1-52%)q"?]"2,

K=[MW-3Q2]"*; o

while

ixgk’

Zo e ,
Ny, a5 W)==Ma [ " de 10y, 2, 4% W),
e

. 2_102
Zo(y)=m1n{1,y—a;— ’
x°=(§a2-ayz+y2)”2,
5,(y,2,9"; W)=C,(y, 2)j,(yq")
(a -2yz2) ) ,
+{[ j;;L(l-lon ):l]x@oq )

9a+6 Iy ,
(—a_l-'-sy_yZ)q ]1+1(yoq )}P,((M),

(90)
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3 1
o=_1 2)y
Yo

’

(8 2,3 L.2V1/2
vo=(15a°+ 1ayz + 1y*)2,

(9a +6yz)
16y,

(I+1)y
2ay,

C,ly,2)==1 Pl(a)

+ [Py, (@) -aP,(a)].

We note that the integrand of the expression for
N, is complex for fixed z; for W< 0 its value at
-z gives the conjugate, and K, is thus real for neg-
ative W. On the other hand, for W>0 the denomi-
nator (g2 - @?) can vanish and the contribution to
K, is complex. The N, term is analogous to the
ordinary Faddeev kernel in the case of separable
potentials. Despite the profusion of equations,
the resultant kernel is quite simple in structure
and easy to handle numerically; power-counting
estimates are adequate to demonstrate that TrK?
<o  establishing the above assertion.

However, although Z is well defined, the pres-
ence of Y in Eq. (86) illustrates the following im-
portant consequence of Eq. (79): The BCM does not
uniquely specify the three-body wave function.'?
Therefore, in order to eliminate the resulting am-
biguity, one must specify an auxiliary boundary
condition to determine Y. Since, for x~a, 6Y
corresponds to the channel wave function in a re-
gion where at least one pair of particles is within
their core radius, it might seem reasonable to re-
quire that Y =0. However, it is easy to demon-
strate that this choice is not compatible with three-
particle unitarity. Instead, it turns out that one
may require

(ey)w=w0=0 (91)

for some particular energy W, by imposing the
condition

9DY =0. (92)
Here
(@FG [ DIBBT) =6 45 8(F - PG’ - ) 20
aB q q DO(K) ’

(93)

ke=(M W, - 1 g?)'2, and Eq. (92) is to be satisfied
at all energies W, reducing to Eq. (91) at W =W,,.
Applying this condition to the general solution
given in Eq. (86), we find that
6Y =-n6DZ(1 - 6)i(H -1),
n=[6226]", 04)

with [ ]~ denoting the inverse on the finite § sub-
space (7 is an operator on that space to itself).

While this form is compact and convenient for the
unitarity proof given in the next section, a more
useful form for computation (and proof that 7
exists) may be obtained by defining R(q, W) such
that D=1-R,

Dy(kq) .

1 "R(q) W)= DO(K) ’

(95)
one may infer from this that R =0(g¢™?) as g—~=.
Our constraint then takes the form

0Y=6RZ(1 - 6)f(H-1)+6RZ6Y . (96)

Furthermore, there is no loss in generality in
letting Y =(1 - K)X, where X must satisfy
X=6RZ(1-06)f(H-1)+KX,
K=K+6R. 67)

In this particular case,

Ki(9,9';W)=K,(q,q9';W)+6,(q,9'; 2V3a)R(q’, W),
(98)

_ 2R? qjx+1(Rq)jx(RQ') - qul+1(Rq ,)jx(Rq)

T q*-q'?

It is clear that K is as well behaved as K; we can

thus define Z =(1 - K)™, and write

X=Z6RZ(1 -0 (H-1). (99)

6,(4,9'; R)

Moreover, we have Y = 6X, and hence we arrive
at the result

Y=2(1+6Z6RZ)1-6)f(H-1). (100)

We have thus established that the extension of the
two-body boundary condition to the three-body sys-
tem, plus the auxiliary boundary condition of Eq.
(92), serve to uniquely determine Y and hence the
exterior wave function (the interior wave function
vanishes identically). By choosing W,<0, we
maintain the reality of our kernel K for W<0, and
guarantee the unitarity of the resulting three-par-
ticle T matrix. Of course, nothing in the BCM
tells us how to choose W, we shall return to this
point in Sec. VI.

In order to determine the various amplitudes of
physical interest, one needs to compute matrix
elements of the form (ap{d| Y| ¢). In general, we
take | ¢) =|aJMIrp’q’), coupling A(F’) to I(T’) to
form a state of total angular momentum J; the on-
shell condition is that p’ =«’. In the present case,
Eq. (100) implies that we need the quantity

Q,(glirp’q’)
= %%) (abgIM|(1 - 6)f(H-1)|BIMINp'q") .

(101)

Of particular interest is the value of Q for A =0,
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dJ =1; we denote this by £,(¢|p’q’) and present the evaluated expression below. In terms of the notation

stated in Eqs. (89), (90), and (98),

r ot =§ !
Q(qlp'a)=2(qlp'a") + s 20

dy y%,(yq) 2,01p'q",

qlp’q’)———{go(p)[b(qq A -0,(q, 9 ,zf"a)] f dzP(ﬁ)go(Po)[ (e~ Q°)—9,(q,Q°;b)]}.

—p'z-}q’

Q , Q°=(p'2+P'q'Z+%q'2)”2,
o

B=
%0

,(ylp'q’) =--3—ﬂ‘1mf dzJ(y,2;0',q’),
x

Jl(ya Z;p', q,) =Cl(yv z)jo(xop,)jt(yoq’)

+{[xojo(xop')+(“ 22) 15, (xa ' >]1.<yoq)+ Toy

In Eqs. (88)-(90), (98), and (102), we have all the
information necessary to investigate the conse-
quences of Eq. (100) numerically for the simple
model under consideration. The results of such
calculations will be presented in a subsequent
article.

We conclude this section by exhibiting the struc-
ture of our formalism in the most general situa-
tion. It is helpful to define

U=1-€G)V,(1-G,), (103)

so that 7=7"C+U. With a simple generalization of
the operators 7 and F to nonidentical particles and
an arbitrary number of partial waves, we can re-
tain Eqs. (67) and (68); as a result /G,U =0. From
Eq. (13) we deduce that

Mg,=1+GyA,
A =p[U(IQ - 1) + FY], (104)
p=(1-UIQG,)™.

The existence of p can be demonstrated for typical
short-range potentials V,. Applying Eq. (44), Y
must satisfy

E(1-1Q)G,pFY = - (1 - IQ)[1 +G,pU(IQ - 1)].
(105)
Extending our definition of K to { HG,pFi=K{, we
find
Y=zZ{(1-6)(H -1)[1+G,pU(IQ-1)]+6Y}.
(106)

In order to determine 6Y we need the generaliza-
tion of Eq. (92); we therefore require that

Po=(4p2=3p'a'z+8q )", (102)

(_Mjo(xop/)q’j;u( yoql)} P;(a) .

61Gy(Wo)A =0. (107)

This condition reduces to Eq. (92) in the simple
case considered previously, and again implies Eq.
(91). In similar fashion to the above, we finally
obtain

0Y =—-0Z6EGo(WolpZ,

(108)
Z=FZ(1-6)f(H-1)[1+G,pU(IQ - 1)]
+U(IQ-1).
Here
Ki=(K+6R - 6f Go(W)pF)i,
(109)

p=p-1.

V. THREE-BODY UNITARITY

In this section we give an explicit proof of the
three-particle unitarity relations for our new for-
malism. In doing so, it will be convenient to
adopt a notation of the type illustrated in Eq. (32)
in order to express the discontinuities of an am-
plitude across its cut. As is well known, the dis-
continuities of the off-shell three-body ¢ matrix
T as a function of the total energy W arise from
two sources: (1) scattering to states consisting of
three free particles, with a threshold W =0, (2)
elastic scattering of a single particle from a bound
state of two others. In the latter case thresholds
are found at W =v,;, where -y, is the binding
energy for the jth bound state of particles 8 and v.
The cuts from both sources are taken to lie to the
right of the corresponding threshold along the real
W axis.
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As an illustration, we first consider the relation
for cut (1) in the ordinary Faddeev formalism. We
note that the relationship between M and T is
given by

1-G,T=(1-I)M. (110)

By assumption, we have that in this case the opera-
tor

Z=(1=Gyt)™* (111)

exists. The unitarity condition for fis that A¢

= —t"AG,t'; thus
AZ=Z"(1-G;t )Gt IZ" . (112)

From Eq. (6) we have M =Z(1 - G,!); it follows that
AM=0Z(1=Gt')=Z (1 =Gyt )AG,t

=M AGHIZT(1 = G} t*) - 1]

=M AGt (IM* =1). (113)
However, Eq. (6) implies that
tIM -1)=G, (M -1), (114)

while AG,G,"A=0 unless a corresponding factor
of G, occurs in A (AG, puts the operator to the
right on shell). Thus

AM =M AG,G,"*M *. (115)
On the other hand, Eq. (110) says that
T==G, [(1-1)M -1], (116)
and hence
AT ==G,"'1 -1)AaM . (117)
Since
M=Z(1 =Gyt +1=-1)I"
=+ Z(I-1r17", (118)
using Eq. (62) we find that
Q-IM=51-0)MQ1-1I). (119)
Thus
AT ==3G," (1 =1)M " AG,G, "1 =1)M "
=—4T"AG,T", (120)

where we have used the fact that / and G, commute.
Note that the factor of § appearing in Eq. (120)
arises from triple counting due to our choice of
intermediate states; Eq. (120) is exactly equivalent
to the usual statement of three-particle unitarity.
We now turn to an analogous derivation based
on our formalism. For simplicity, we will as-
sume'® that V,=0; the general case requires more
lengthy manipulations but is not qualitatively dif-
ferent. We thus have M =QM,, with
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M,=1+G,FY,

Y=2(1-16DZ)(1-0)(H-1). (121)

Let A be any operator such that { apq| A|pp’q’)

=6(p' -P)A,@,d’). From the definitions given

in Sec. IV, it is easy to show that
DAl =1G,(W,) FAL,

. R 122

KAl =fHG,FAF . (122)

Thus, due to the final f in the above formula for

Y, we may effectively take D =7G (W )F, K =IHG,F
in calculating the discontinuity of that expression.
With this understanding, we employ the formula

(123)

which follows trivially from Eqs. (67) and (32), to
deduce that

AF =—F~[AG,F*,

AZ=Z THA(GF)Z*

=[t +Z-F(H=1)]AGF*Z*. (124)
Similarly, we arrive at
AY=(f + Y )AG,F*Y*,
(125)

AM,=M_AG,F*Y".
Substituting the latter expression into Eq. (117),
we have determined that

AT==G, Y (1 =DQ M, AG,F*Y". (126)

We now observe that the definitions of @, M,, Y
imply that

1-1QM,=5(1-1)QM,(1-1). (127)
Thus,
AT==4G, M1 =1)Q M;AG,(1 -I1)F*Y*
=4 TTAG,(1-1)F*Y*
=—3T AG,T*, (128)
as desired.

We next consider cuts of type (2), recalling that

’

. » 20+1 o o Zai(D)8ai(P)
t,@,D;s) ~ Py(p’ - p) 2o
sov,, 41 ! S =Vy;

(129)

[ being the partial wave in which the bound state
occurs. It is helpful to define the operators 7 ;,
S, such that

2] +1.
4

BB 7 05| VD) = Bp08,,0 @’ = )

XPI(Z” 'Z))gaj(p ,)gaj(p)i

(130)
e >y (@' -Dp)é(@’ -aq)
(BBQ (Sl 7B D) =%edya W -q%/2M ~v,, +ic’
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The cut of ¢ arising from the bound-state pole v,;
then has the discontinuity

At=7AS,;. (131)
Clearly, AS,;«6(9~4,;), where

G2 =2M (W =v,;). (132)
For the usual Faddeev theory it follows that

AM =AZ(1 =Gy t") - Z~G,At

=Z G AHIM ™ = 1); (133)

thus

AT ==G,"*(1 =1)Z G At(IM " -1). (134)

On the other hand, we note that the effect of the
operator AS,;S,,;”! is to pick out the residue at the
v,; pole of the operator it acts on; hence

AS;S,; Mt=AS 7, (135)
for example. Therefore

AS;Sq; ™ T = =4S ;S 4; Gy H1 = Gyt + Gyt IM)
wi¥o; UM =1)
= =AHIM-1). (136)

==AS

Similarly,

TSy, MAS ;= =Gy (1 = 1)Z(1 = G41)S o, P AS

=G, (1 -1)ZG,AtL. (137)
We also note that »,2=p,,+,,;, where!
Pus= [ AP 1*.7(P). (138)
1]
Thus

AT ==G,"Y(1-1)Z"G, g"—"AtuM* -1)

ol

=G, M1 =1)Z7Gy =22 AS S, T
pm‘

= T‘sm.'l%swflr. (139)
Defining
A, =S5, %ﬂisw’ﬂ’ (140)
we finally obtain
AT =T A,T". (141)

When Eq. (141) is inserted between the proper ini-
tial and final states one obtains the usual unitarity
relations connecting the breakup, elastic scatter-
ing, and rearrangement amplitudes.

Finally, considering the same cut for our sin-
gular core formalism (again with V, =0 for sim-

plicity), we observe that F contains the bound-
state poles; thus F~R,;S,,;, or

AS,;Se; 'F=R,; . (142)
Recalling Eq. (12), we deduce that

G o;8So;=(1=G,R o, TAS,, . (143)
It is helpful to define 7 ,; such that

Tojt =7y (144)

this corresponds to the definition of F in Eq. (67),
and we use the same dummy function. Thus
GoP ;DS o;=(1 = V)GR 4, AS ;- (145)
If we again invoke Eq. (122) and the subsequent
discussion, we can effectively take
AK =t HG,AF
=IHGR ; AS o
=FHG 7 o AS o - (146)
Here we have employed f HV =0, which may be de-
duced from Eq. (82). In this fashion it is straight-
forward to obtain
AT=-G,"Y(1-1)Q{G,F~Z 6aY
+[1+GF~Z TH]GoAS o7 o, Y},
7 147
BAY == 0Y™AS,, S, Tes v+ (147)
Paj
where we have used 7,; 7 ;=py; 7 o;-
In order to put this expression for A7 into the
form of Eq. (141), we apply similar reasoning to
deduce the relations

BS4;Sa, M T = =AS o, 7o, Y,

(Z-1)aS ;S ., ' =ZIHG 7 ,; AS

ais
T=AS 4y Sa; ' = =G, (1 =1QA , (148)
A=GoF~Z=0Y "0S8 ;847"

—[1+GoF~Z IH|Gyr o AS,;.

Appropriate substitutions then give us the required
result,

V1. DISCUSSION

In the preceding sections we have considered in
some detail a specific prescription for introducing
singular cores into the three-body problem. It is
important to note that we have made the explicit
assumption that our three-body wave function must
vanish whenever any pair of particles are within
their core radius. This is equivalent to assuming
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that the BCM is present in each two-body partial
wave, i.e., that there is some minimum radius 7,
within which all two-body partial waves vanish.
However, it is quite possible to introduce models
in which the hard core or BCM appears in only a
finite number of partial waves. Our proof that the
usual Faddeev formalism does not yield a unique
solution does not apply to this case; on the other
hand, the Faddeev kernel is not square-integrable,
and hence one cannot prove the existence of solu-
tions. Of course, this does not mean that such
solutions do not exist, and numerical solutions
have in fact been obtained for the case of hard core
plus square well (two-body s waves only) by Kim
and Tubis.'®

Due to the centrifugal barrier, it does not ap-
pear likely that one will be able to distinguish
between these two possibilities from the experi-
mental information contained in higher partial
waves; their relative usefulness will hinge on the
nature of the three-body predictions generated and
the ease of calculation they afford. From this
point of view, our approach has the advantage of
possessing a square-integrable kernel, which
both guarantees unique solutions and simplifies
numerical analysis. Moreover, in the special case
of BCM alone (no external potential) our formal-
ism reduces to a one-dimensional integral equa-
tion, a simplification analogous to that occurring
in the usual Faddeev formalism for separable
interactions. Although this is of no direct help in
performing computations with “realistic” singular
core models, it does facilitate initial calculations
designed to explore the possible consequences of
this approach.

On the other hand, we have had to introduce a
boundary parameter W, which is not specified by
the BCM. Depending on one’s point of view, there
are several procedures available for selecting W,.
One may, for example, take it to be the ground-
state energy of the three-body system; our formal-
ism then defines an analytic continuation of the
bound-state wave function to the scattering region,
while W, is the largest negative value of W for
which Z has a pole (and hence is determined unique-
ly by the BCM parameters). Conversely, one
may take W, as a free parameter and adjust it to
produce a three-particle binding energy in agree-
ment with experiment; this is then the largest
negative value of W for which Z has a pole. In
the latter case one is clearly extending the phe-
nomenological treatment of singular cores (e.g.,
the BCM) to the three-body system. In fact, this
approach may be generalized to provide a com-
plete phenomenology of three-particle final states,
atopic we shall discuss in a related article now
under preparation.
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APPENDIX: CONSTRUCTION OF Q

In this appendix we derive an explicit form for
the operator @ employed in the text. We want @
to be of the form

Q=1+VBU-1), (A1)

where V and B commute, and @ satisfies the prop-
erties summarized in Eq. (10). We first observe
that it is sufficient that B satisfies

VA-1)VB1=1)=V(1=1I), (A2)

and is diagonal in the coordinate representation.
Since V is also diagonal the commutativity follows
trivially, while

VA -1)=V@-1)[1-VB(1-1)]=0; (A3)

hence

1=-VDNR=1-7V)=1-V.

Also, it is easy to verify that /T =1; thus, taking
the transpose of Eq. (A2),
(1-1)V=(1-1)VBQ-1I)V. (A4)
This implies that
(1-1)QV=(1-1)V[1-B(1-1)V]=0, (A5)
while the remaining properties of Eq. (10) follow
trivially.

Therefore, it is only necessary to find a diagonal
operator B such that Eq. (A2) is satisfied. To do
so it is convenient to make the double Fourier
transformation p —X, ¥ and to consider Eq. (A2)
in coordinate space. It is also convenient to utilize

the “supervector” notation introduced in Sec. III,
such that

()
)

Let

=b,5e "X PeiT T, (AB)

One can then easily verify that
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(aXy|18pd)=0, a=8
=-F(Rg,p, M), apBcyclic
==F(R™,sP,7), Ba cyclic.
(AT)
Similarly, representing
(aXF| B BX'F’) = 0,50(X =X")3(F ~ §')B(P),
(A8)
it follows that
(aX§| V(A =1)VB|BX'F)
= 8(a, - 0 (aXF|(1 =1)| BX'F)6(ag = x')B4(5").
(A9)
Using Eqgs. (A7) and (A9), one can easily show that
(aXF|VA-1)VBA-D|yHT)

- [ota, - 18,(5) 0 (a, -

how = -
';n—i'x"YDBa(Raap)
+6<a€— %)’(+§

.

x(aXF|VA=-D]»Dd),

with aoe cyclic.

Comparing this result to Eq. (A2), it is clear
that our purpose can be achieved if we choose
B,(p) such that the bracket in Eq. (A10) is unity
for x<a,. To do so, we consider in turn four sep-
arate domains. Suppose first that

x<ag,

(A10)

ﬂg_y

. >ag, (A11)

Pz, 3
mC

>a,;

let us call this region /,. In this region the last
two 6 functions in the bracket vanish and we may
obviously choose

B.(p)=1, peEl,. (A12)
We next consider region II,, defined by
x<ag,
bo > =
m—‘:x—y <ag, (A13)
—'uii+§ >a,.
[o}

| -3

For this case the first two terms in the bracket
contribute, but we must be careful in handling
B,(R,, D) since its argument lies in a different
domain. Letting §’=R,,P, we have that

Hogr 3= E9‘-i+§ >a.,
m, mg
(A14)
Hozr i y]= %] < a,,
€

for p€1l,,. Hence, defining region III, to be the
domain

x<ag,,

o o

_—X—"
m, y

>ag, (A15)

Ha £+
mc

<a,

it is straightforward to verify that for p€11,,
R,,PEI,. Similarly, one finds that for p €I,
R, pEN,. Therefore, we can satisfy our re-
quirement in the regions II, and III , by taking

B(p)=%, BEN,, or FEI,. (A16)

Finally, we consider region IV, defined by

x<ag,

Loz 3
€

<ag, (A17)

o -
Lo X+y
a

<a,.

Here all three terms in the bracket contribute, but
one can show that for €IV, R,,pEIV, and
R, HEIV,.. Thus all of the B functions are in the
same relative domain and we may simply take

B, (P)=3 Pew,. (A18)

The above requirements on B, may be summar-
ized in the explicit formula
Hoag 3
. X+y >

bo = =
m—ix - y,)-%@(as—
(A19)

Ba(5)=1 - %9<a0 -

+30 (a0 -

Ho > = -
m, X yl)O(aE

[Since B only occurs multiplied by V one need not
put in the explicit factor 6(a, - x).]

We have thus demonstrated the existence of our
Q operator by actual construction.

Hoz¥
mO
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