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Faddeev equation approach for three-cluster
nuclear reactions

A. Deltuva, A. C. Fonseca, and R. Lazauskas

Abstract In this lecture we aim to present a formalism based on Fadilezv

equations for describing nuclear three-cluster reactibasinclude elastic, trans-
fer and breakup channels. Two different techniques basedamnentum-space and
configuration-space representations are explained inl.détaimportant new fea-

ture of these methods is the possibility to account for tipeilstve Coulomb inter-

action between two of the three clusters in all channels. @2oigon with previous

calculations based on approximate methods used in nu@eation theory is also
discussed.

1 Introduction

Nuclear collision experiments, performed at ion accetesgtare a very powerful
tool to study nuclear properties at low and intermediategias. In order to inter-
pret accumulated experimental data appropriate theatetiethods are necessary
enabling the simultaneous description of the availablstielarearrangement and
breakup reactions.

Regardless of its importance, the theoretical descrigifaquantum-mechanical
collisions turns out to be one of the most complex and slowlaacing problems in
theoretical physics. If during the last decade accuratisols for the nuclear bound
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state problem became available, full solution of the sdatjeproblem (containing
elastic, rearrangementand breakup channels) remairisditaithe three-body case.

The main difficulty is related to the fact that, unlike the hdistate wave func-
tions, scattering wave functions are not localized. In gpnfition space one is
obliged to solve multidimensional differential equatiomgh extremely complex
boundary conditions; by formulating the quantum-mecharscattering problem
in momentum space one has to deal with non-trivial singtigsrin the kernel of
multivariable integral equations.

A rigorous mathematical formulation of the quantum mecbainthree-body
problem in the framework of non relativistic dynamics hasmtroduced by Fad-
deev in the early sixties [19], in the context of the threelaan system with short
range interactions. In momentum space these equationg begightly modified
by formulating them in terms of three-particle transitiqgrecators that are smoother
functions compared to the system wave functions. Such afioation was proposed
by Alt, Grassberger, and Sandhas [1] (AGS).

Solutions of the AGS equations with short range interastiamere readily ob-
tained in the early seventies. As large computers becaniklaleaprogress fol-
lowed leading, by the end eighties, to fully converged sohsg of these equations
for neutron-deuteromgd) elastic scattering and breakup using realistic shorteang
nucleon-nucleonN-N) interactions. Nevertheless the inclusion of the long eang
Coulomb force in momentum space calculations of protortaten (p-d) elastic
scattering and breakup with the same numerical relial@btgalculations with short
range interactions alone, only become possible in the E=ide.

Significant progress has been achieved [16, 17] by deveddhmscreening and
renormalization procedure for the Coulomb interaction onmentum space using a
smooth but at the same time sufficiently rapid screenings Tahnique permitted to
extend the calculations to the systems of three-particiésaxbitrary masses above
the breakup threshold [11, 18].

However it has taken some time to formulate the appropriad@bary conditions
in configuration space for the three-body problem [32, 33,a3@ even longer to
reformulate the original Faddeev equations to allow theiiporation of long-range
Coulomb like interactions [34, 35]. Rigorous solution oétthree-body problem
with short range interactions has been achieved just di¢=ettheoretical develop-
ments, both below and above breakup threshold. On the o#met the numerical
solution for the three-body problem including charged ipk$ above the three-
particle breakup threshold has been achieved only recéitht it has been done
by using approximate Merkuriev boundary conditions in agunfation space [27].
Nevertheless this approach proved to be a rather complextaserically, remain-
ing unexplored beyond thg-d scattering case, but not yet for tped breakup.

Finally, very recently configuration space method basedomptex scaling have
been developed and applied fod scattering [31]. This method allows to treat the
scattering problem using very simple boundary conditi@agiivalent to the ones
employed to solve the bound-state problem.
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The aim of this lecture is to present these two recently dgesd techniques,
namely the momentum-space method based on screening amwnadization as
well as the configuration-space complex scaling methods THuture is structured
as follows: the first part serves to introduce theoreticahfalisms for momentum
space and configuration space calculations; in the secah@/pgresent some se-
lected calculations with an aim to test the performance aidity of the two pre-
sented methods.

2 Momentum-space description of three-particle scatterig

We describe the scattering process in a system of threeslparinteracting via pair-
wise short-range potentialg, a = 1,2, 3; we use the odd-man-out notation, that is,
vy is the potential between particles 2 and 3. In the framewdénkomrelativistic
quantum mechanics the center-of-mass (c.m.) and the alterotion can be sepa-
rated by introducing Jacobi momenta

myk g — mgk
pa = — L2, (1)
g + My
Mg (kg 4 ky) — (Mg + my)Kq
Qo = ) (2)

with (aBy) being cyclic permutations of (123; andm, are the individual particle
momenta and masses, respectively. The c.m. motion is fikaéahe following we
consider only the internal motion; the corresponding kinehergy operator islg
while the full Hamiltonian is

3
H=Ho+ 3 va. 3)
a=1

2.1 Alt, Grassberger, and Sandhas equations

We consider the particle scattering from the pairr that is bound with energgy .
The initial channel stath,qq ) is the product of the bound state wave functjiog)
for the paira and a plane wave with the relative particle-paimomentungg; the
dependence on the discrete quantum numbers is suppressathiotation)byqq)
is the eigenstate of the corresponding channel Hamiltodjae- Hp + v with the
energy eigenvaluE = &4 + g3 /2My WhereM is the particle-paio reduced mass.
The final channel state is the particle-pair state in the sardéferent configuration
lbgap) in the case of elastic and rearrangement scattering oreioase of breakup,
it is the state of three free particlés,q,) with the same energ = pf,/Zuy—i—
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qf,/ZMy and pairy reduced masgy; any set of Jacobi momenta can be used equally
well for the breakup state.

The stationary scattering states [42, 22] correspondititgt@bove channel states
are eigenstates of the full Hamiltonian; they are obtaimechfthe channel states
using the full resolven® = (E+i0—H)™ 1, i.e.,

[baQa)'") = i0G|bgQla), 4)

IPala) ™) = i0G|pada). (5)

The full resolventG may be decomposed into the channel resolvéts= (E +
i0—Hg) ! and/or free resolver®, = (E+i0— Ho) * as

G= GE + Gﬁ\TBG’ (6)

with 3 =0,1,2,3 andvg = Z?/:l 6_[;yvy whereé_ﬁy: 1— dgy,. Furthermore, the chan-
nel resolvents
Gg = Go+ GoTpGo, (7)

can be related to the corresponding two-particle tranmsibjperators
TE =Vpg+Vg GoTE, (8)

embedded into three-particle Hilbert space. Using thefinitlens Eqgs. (4) and (5)
can be written as triads of Lippmann-Schwinger equations

baqa) ) = 5ﬁa|baqa>+Gﬁ\TB|baqc>(+)7 9
|pa%r>(+) = (1+GOTB)|DGQa>+GB\TB|pGQG>(+), (10)

with a being fixed and3 = 1,2,3; they are necessary and sufficient to define the
states|bg0q) ") and|paqq) ) uniquely. However, in scattering problems it may
be more convenient to work with the multichannel transitiperatord)g, defined
such that their on-shell elements yield scattering amgdigi.e.,

Uﬁa|ba%> :\TB|bGQG>(+)- (11)

Our calculations are based on the AGS version [1] of thre@gbascattering theory.
In accordance with Eq. (11) it defines the multichannel ftarsoperatord),, by
the decomposition of the full resolve@tinto channel and/or free resolvents as

G= 6BGGC!+GBUBGGC!- (12)

The multichannel transition operatasg, with fixeda andf3 = 1,2, 3 are solutions
of three coupled integral equations

— 3 _
Uga = 8aGo™ + 3 93, TyGolya- (13)
y=1
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The transition matridp, to final states with three free particles can be obtained
from the solutions of Eq. (13) by quadrature, i.e.,

3
Uoa = Gy' + 5 TyGolya (14)
y=1

The on-shell matrix elemen(bﬁqb|uﬁa|baqa> are amplitudes (up to a factor)

for elastic 8 = a) and rearrangemenB(# o) scattering. For example, the differ-
ential cross section for the+ (By) — B+ (ya) reaction in the c.m. systemis given

by

/

do, q
asb _ (2n)4|v|a|v|5q—f{|<b,3q;3|uﬁa|baqa>|2. (15)

Qg

The cross section for the breakup is determined by the olhsiarix elements
(Pyay|Uoa[bada). Thus, in the AGS framework all elastic, rearrangement, and
breakup reactions are calculated on the same footing.

Finally we note that the AGS equations can be extended todiechlso the three-
body forces as done in Ref. [12].

2.2 Inclusion of the Coulomb interaction

The Coulomb potentialc, due to its long range, does not satisfy the mathemat-
ical properties required for the formulation of standardt&ring theory as given
in the previous subsection for short-range interactignsHowever, in nature the
Coulomb potential is always screened at large distances.cbmparison of the
data from typical nuclear physics experiments and thezaigpiredictions with full
Coulomb is meaningful only if the full and screened Coulongledme physically
indistinguishable. This was proved in Refs. [44, 43] whéeedcreening and renor-
malization method for the scattering of two charged pagtiglas proposed. We base
our treatment of the Coulomb interaction on that idea.

Although we use momentum-space framework, we first choosestheened
Coulomb potential in configuration-space representation a

Wr(r) =we(r) e (/R", (16)

and then transform it to momentum-space. Hergthe screening radius anaon-
trols the smoothness of the screening. The standard sogttieory is formally
applicable to the screened Coulomb potenival i.e., the Lippmann-Schwinger
equation yields the two-particle transition matrix

trR = WR + WRJotR, (17)

whereqp is the two-particle free resolvent. It was proven in Ref.][¢t in the
limit of infinite screening radiuR the on-shell screened Coulomb transition matrix
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(screened Coulomb scattering amplitu¢ig)tr|p) with p’ = p, renormalized by an
infinitely oscillating phase factaz!(p) = e#%(P), approaches the full Coulomb
amplitude(p’|tc|p) in general as a distribution. The convergence in the sense of
distributions is sufficient for the description of physichlservables in a real exper-
iment where the incoming beam is not a plane wave but wavegpacid therefore

the cross section is determined not directly by the scatjeximplitude but by the
outgoing wave packet, i.e., by the scattering amplitudesayed over the initial state
physical wave packet. In practical calculations [2, 16} taveraging is carried out
implicitly, replacing the renormalized screened Coulomiphtude in theR —

limit by the full one, i.e.,

lim z2*(p) (p'telP) — (P'ltclp)- (18)

Sincez,;l(p) is only a phase factor, the above relations indeed demaeashat the

physical observables become insensitive to screeninggeadvt takes place at suf-

ficiently large distanceR and, in theR — <o limit, coincide with the corresponding
1

quantities referring to the full Coulomb. Furthermore,aemalization byz; 2 (p;)
in the R — o limit relates also the screened and full Coulomb wave famsti[23],
ie.,

lim (14 9ote) p)2 2 (p) = |4 (0)). (29)

The screening and renormalization method based on the ablat®ns can be
extended to more complicated systems, albeit with somedtions. We consider
the system of three-particles with charggsof equal sign interacting via pairwise
strong short-range and screened Coulomb potentjals war with a being 1, 2,
or 3. The corresponding two-particle transition matricesaalculated with the full
channel interaction

& = (Va +WaR) + (Va +War)GoTa (20)

and the multichannel transition operatdaré‘z> for elastic and rearrangement scat-
tering are solutions of the AGS equation

(
Ug

3
N =8aGot+ Y Gy Ty Golys (21)

y=1
all operators depend parametrically on the Coulomb scngaaidiusk.

In order to isolate the screened Coulomb contributionsedrémsition amplitude
that diverge in the infinit& limit we introduce an auxiliary screened Coulomb po-
tential WSS between the particle and the center of mass (c.m.) of the remaining
pair. The same screening function has to be used for botho@dupotentialsvgr
andWSg'. The corresponding transition matrix

TS =W + WER G TS, (22)
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with GE,R) =(E+i0—Hp—vq — wgr) ! is a two-body-like operator and therefore
its on-shell and half-shell behavior in the linit— « is given by Egs. (18) and (19).
As derived in Ref. [16], the three-particle transition cgters may be decomposed
as

Uy = BpaToR + 1+ T5r Gy 1047 [1+ G ToR (23)

- 5[30( aR "’( [(;a)_éﬁa aR ) (24)

(R)

where the auxiliary operatchﬁ is of short range when calculated between on-

shell screened Coulomb states. Thus, the three- partmiemon operatolrJ ) has

a long-range paids, Tyr" whereas the remalndek —%qTyR" is a short-range
operator that is externally distorted due to the screeneddmb waves generated
by [1+ G&R)ng‘]. On-shell, both parts do not have a proper limitRas> co but
the limit exists after renormalization by an appropriatag factor, yielding the
transition amplitude for full Coulomb

<bp%|Uf;?|baqa> 5Ba<baq[3| ™ ba0a)
_1
+ 1M (252 () O (UL — SpaTE D) Zed (G0)): (@5)

The first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (25) is known atiedyly [44]; it cor-
responds to the particle-pair full Coulomb transition amplitude that results from
the implicit renormalization of $§* according to Eq. (18). ThR — co limit for the

remaining par(U —0ga Tar') Of the multichannel transition matrix is performed
numerically; due to the short-range nature of this term thievergence with the
increasing screening radilsis fast and the limit is reached with sufficient accu-
racy at finiteR; furthermore, it can be calculated using the partial-wasgaasion.
We emphasize that Eq. (25) is by no means an approximatice #ins based on
the obviously exact identity (24) where tRe— o limit for each term exists and is
calculated separately.

The renormalization factor fdR — « is a diverging phase factor

Zar(Oa) = e*Zi‘DaR(qq)’ (26)

where®;r(dq), though independent of the particle-pair relative angmamentum
l¢ in the infiniteR limit, may be realized by

Par(0a) = 01 (da) — N R(Aa), (27)

with the diverging screened Coulomb phase snli;f'h(qa) corresponding to stan-
dard boundary conditions and the proper Coulomb oﬁéqa) referring to the
logarithmically distorted proper Coulomb boundary coidis. For the screened
Coulomb potential of Eg. (16) the infinitelimit of ®yr(qqs) is known analytically,
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®Par(0a) = Ha(da)[IN (204R) —C/n], (28)

whereC ~ 0.5772156649is the Euler number a@ (qa ) = demZa ¥ y OyaZyMa /da
is the Coulomb parameter withe, = 1/137. The form of the renormalization
phase®;r(qq) to be used in the actual calculations with finite screenirntj R
is not unique, but the converged results show independédrbe @hosen form of
Par(Ga)-

For breakup reactions we follow a similar strategy. Howethes proper three-
body Coulomb wave function and its relation to the threeybexteened Coulomb
wave function is, in general, unknown. This prevents thdieation of the screening
and renormalization method to the reactions involvingehree charged particles
(nucleons or nuclei) in the final state. However, in the systé two charged parti-
cles and a neutral one witly = 0, the final-state Coulomb distortion becomes again
a two-body problem with the screened Coulomb transitiorrimat

TpR = WpRr+ WpRGoTpR. (29)

This makes the channgl corresponding to the correlated pair of charged particles
the most convenient choice for the description of the finabkup state. As shown
in Ref. [17], the AGS breakup operator

3
Use =Got+ S Ty¥GoUye (30)
y=1
can be decomposed as
Uge = (1+ TorGo)Ugg (14 GGV TSR, (31)

where the reduced operat?b&? (Z) calculated between screened Coulomb distorted

initial and final states is of finite range. In the full breakmeratmués) (Z) the ex-

ternal distortions show up in screened Coulomb waves geatebgy (1 + G&R)ng-)

in the initial state and byl + TorGo) in the final state; both wave functions do not
have proper limits aR — . Therefore the full breakup transition amplitude in the
case of the unscreened Coulomb potential is obtained vieti@malization of the
on-shell breakup transition matﬂiiés) in the infiniteR limit

_1 1
(P |Uos |batia) 12,2 (P)) (P tp U Ibala)Zof (Aa)].  (32)

= lim
R—

Wherep;, is the relative momentum between the charged particleifinial state,
q}, the corresponding particle-pair relative momentum, and

2o IR - @)
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the final-state renormalization factor with the Coulombapagterk, (p),) for the
pair p. The limit in Eq. (32) has to be performed numerically, bute do the short-
range nature of the breakup operator, the convergence métieasing screening
radiusR s fast and the limit is reached with sufficient accuracy atdiR. Thus, to
include the Coulomb interaction via the screening and maatization method one
only needs to solve standard scattering theory equations.

2.3 Practical realization

We calculate the short-range part of the elastic, rearraegé and breakup scat-
tering amplitudes (25) and (32) by solving standard sdatiezquations (21), (22),
and (30) with a finite Coulomb screening radiRid\Ve work in the momentum-space
partial-wave basis [10], i.e., we use three sets

|PabaVa) = [Pala(la{[La(S3Sy)Su]laSa }Ka)IM) with (a,B,y) being cyclic per-
mutations of (1,2,3). Hersy is the spin of particlex, L, andl, are the orbital an-
gular momenta associated witlh andqy respectively, whereed,, |4, andK, are
intermediate angular momenta that are coupled to a totallangnomentund with
projectionM. All discrete quantum numbers are abbreviated/fpyThe integration
over the momentum variables is discretized using Gaussiadrgture rules thereby
converting a system of integral equations for ed@nd parity/7 = (—)-e e into

a very large system of linear algebraic equations. Due tttlge dimension those
linear systems cannot be solved directly. Instead we exgi@ndGS transition op-
erators (21) into the corresponding Neumann series

— 3 _ _ 3 _ 3 _ _
Upel = 3paCo™+ 3 3y 8+ 5 /TG 3 8roTa Bou+-- (34)
y= y= o=

that are summed up by the iterative Pade method [5]; it yiefdaccurate solution
of Eg. (21) even when the Neumann series (34) diverges. Beatparticle tran-

sition operatoﬂ'y(R) is evaluated in its proper badig,q,Vvy), thus, transformations
between all three bases are needed. The calculation oftbleéa overlap functions
(PgYBVp|PadaVa) follows closely the calculation of three-nucleon permistabp-

erators discussed in Refs. [10, 22]. A special treatmerit(bjs needed for the in-

tegrable singularities arising from the pair bound statepo TV(R) and fromGy.
Furthermore, we have to make sure tRa& large enough to achieve (after renormal-
ization) theR-independence of the results up to a desired accuracy. Howtbwose

R values are larger than the range of the nuclear interacésulting in a slower
convergence of the partial-wave expansion. As we found i 6], the practi-
cal success of the screening and renormalization methoshdispvery much on the
choice of the screening function, in our case on the powerEg. (16). We want to
ensure that the screened Coulomb potemtighpproximates well the true Coulomb
onewc for distances < R and simultaneously vanishes rapidly for R, provid-
ing a comparatively fast convergence of the partial-wavygaasion. As shown in
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Fig. 1 Differential cross without Coulomb - - -
section and deuteron vec- i R= 5fm e
tor analyzing poweiT;; of 300 [~ V! R=10fm ---
the ad elastic scattering at R =15fm —
4.81 MeV deuteron lab en-
ergy as functions of the c.m.
scattering angle. Convergence
with the screening radiug 100 0 N e :
used to calculate the short- i —
range part of the amplitudes 0.4
is studied:R =5 fm (dotted
curves),R= 10 fm (dash-
dotted curves), anB =15 fm
(solid curves). Results without
Coulomb are given by dashed
curves. The experimental data
are from Refs. [4, 30]. 0.4

200 | “\

do/dQ (mblsr)

r d+a -d+a
E4 = 4.81 MeV

0 60 120 180
O 1. (deg)

Ref. [16], this is not the case for simple exponential scirgg(n = 1) whereas the
sharp cutoff(n — ) yields slow oscillating convergence with the screeningusd
R. However, we found that values of<3n < 8 provide a sufficiently smooth and
rapid screening around= R. The screening functions for differentvalues are
compared in Ref. [16] together with the results demonstgatie superiority of our
optimal choice: using X n < 8 the convergence with the screening radRjsat
which the short range part of the amplitudes was calculasefist enough such
that the convergence of the partial-wave expansion, thdaing slower than for
the nuclear interaction alone, can be achieved and there isead to work in a
plane-wave basis. Here we use- 4 and show in Figs. 1and 2 few examples for the
R-convergence of the-deuteron scattering observables calculated in a threg-bo
model (a, p,n); the nuclear interaction is taken from Ref. [11]. The cogeerce
with R is impressively fast for botlw-deuteron elastic scattering and breakup. In
addition we note that the Coulomb effect is very large an@rtjeimproves the
description of the experimental data, especially for tHedintial cross section in
a-deuteron breakup reaction. This is due to the shift ofdipeP-wave resonance
position when ther p Coulomb repulsion is included that leads to the correspandi
changes in the structure of the observables.

In addition to the internal reliability criterion of the smning and renormal-
ization method — the convergence with— we note that our results for proton-
deuteron elastic scattering [15] agree well over a broadggnenge with those
of Ref. [28] obtained from the variational configuratiorasp solution of the three-
nucleon Schrodinger equation with unscreened Coulomdrpial and imposing the
proper Coulomb boundary conditions explicitly.
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Fig. 2 Fivefold differen-
tial cross section of the
ad breakup reaction at

15 MeV a lab energy for Wy without Coulomb - - -
several combinations af wop - R =10 fm o ]
and proton scattering an- / AN R=15fm ---
gles as function of the final- 50 . . s R=20fm —
state energy variabl8 with A
dS= (dE3 +dE3)Y/2. Con- o Lo T MSaasit
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radiusRis studiedR= 10 fm
(dotted curves)R= 15 fm
(dash-dotted curves), and
R =20 fm (solid curves).
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3 Configuration space

In contrast to the momentum-space representation, theo@diinteraction has a
trivial expression in configuration space and thus may seebeteasier to han-
dle. However the major obstacle for configuration-spacainent of the scattering
problem is related with the complexity of the wave functi@ymptotic structure,
which strongly complicates once three-particle breakugpvalable. Although for
short range interactions the analytical behavior of thakue asymptote of the con-
figuration space wave function is well established, thiisancase once long range
interactions (like Coulomb) are present. Therefore a nkttitich enables the scat-
tering problem to be solved without explicit use of the wawvadtion asymptotic
form is of great importance. The complex scaling method leasiproposed [39, 6]
and successfully applied to calculate the resonance posif37] by using bound
state boundary conditions. As has been demonstrated hettéaimethod can be ex-
tended also for the scattering problem [7, 46]. We demotestrere that this method
may be also successfully applied to solve three-parti@détesing problems which
include the long-range Coulomb interaction together whthrsrange optical poten-

tials.

3.1 Faddeev-Merkuriev equations

Like in the momentum space formalism described above Jammiridinates are
also used in configuration space to separate the center af ah#ise three-particle
system. One has three equivalent sets of three-partiaddilagordinates
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2mgm,

(mp +mym ¥ "8 .

Vo — 2mg(mg +my) . _ Mgrg+myry
: (Mg +mg+my)m" % mg+m,

XC{:

herer, andmg are individual particle position vectors and masses, i&sdy. The
choice of a mass scatais arbitrary. The three-particle problem is formulatedeher
using Faddeev-Merkuriev (FM) equations [34]:

3

(E—Ho- ZlM)wa = (Va +W3) (a + W + Wy).
3

(E—Ho— 5 W)@p = (Vg +W3)(Wa + Wp + Wy), (36)
k=1

3
(E—Ho— leli)‘l’vz (Vy+ W) (Wa + W+ gy),

where the Coulomb interaction is split in two parts (shor émg range)wy =
WS +W,, by means of some arbitrary cut-off functign (Xa, Yo ):

WS (Xa,Ya) =Wa (Xa)Xa (Xa:Ya) Wy (Xa,Ya) = Wa (Xa)[1— Xa(Xa,Ya)] (37)

This cut-off function intends to shift the full Coulomb iméetion in thew?, term
if Xq is small, whereas thaﬁa term acquires the full Coulomb interactionf
becomes large angl, < xq. The practical choice of functiofy (Xa,Ya) has been
proposed in [34]: )

[1+ exp(f220L0 )

with free parametersy, yo having size comparable with the charge radii of the re-
spective binary systems; the value of paramgtenust be larger than 1 and is usu-
ally setu ~ 2. In such a way the so-called Faddeev amplityggentends to acquire
full asymptotic behavior of the binary — (8y) channels, i.e:

Xa(Xa,Ya) = (38)

Wa(Xa,Ya — ®) = Sc.a it (Xa) @ ""(Va) + z Figi (Xa Yo ) W& (Xa) @™ (Ya)
Ja
+ AiK(XavyC!)(Di?(m (p)v (39)

where the hyperradius is = /2 +y2. An expressionpg (Xq )@ (Yo ) repre-
sents the incoming wave for particte on pair (By) in the bound staté,, with
& (xq) representing the normalized wave function of bound statd his wave
function is a solution of théE — Hy — wgy — vg —WS™) two-body Hamiltonian. The
qoé"’om(ya) and (Df}’{”t (pa) represent outgoing waves for binary and three-particle
breakup channels respectively. In the asymptote, one bdsltbwing behavior:
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. (iXa (XG — 00) 0 qu—kjaXa),
@ (Yo — o) O expliti, Ya), (40)
P (p — ) DexpliKp), (41)

with ki, = /=& _ mrepresenting momentum of 2-body bound stateith a nega-

tive binding energy, ; i, = |/ (E — &, )mis relative scattering momentum for the

o — (By) binary channel, whereds= +/mE is a three-particle breakup momentum
(three-particle breakup is possible only if energy vétiie positive).
When considering particle’s scattering on the bound stateof the pair(By),

it is convenient to separate readily incoming Wap’(é*m = Yo (xa)(pf;’"”(ya), by

introducing:

O = gl — gl (xa) 9" () (42)
wr =y B

Then Faddeev-Merkuriev equations might be rewritten in-aadted driven form:

3
(E—Ho— 5 wW)wg" = (Vo +W3) (W + Y + ¢ +
K=1

3
WIK — Wy _Wg.m. (ixn’
Kzl ]
3 .
(E—Ho— 5 W)yg" = (Vg +wW3) (Wg" + W™ + up + ug), (43)
K=1

3 .
(E—Ho— K;M)w;’“‘ = (Vy+ W) (Y™ + W3 + g + yg).

In this expression index of the incoming statehas been omitted in all Faddeev
component expressiong! and @™,

3.2 Complex scaling

Next step is to perform the complex scaling operations calesall the distances
andy by a constant complex factel’, so that bothRe(€?) andIm(€) are posi-
tive (angle@ must be chosen in the first quartet in order to satisfy thigditam).
The complex scaling operation, in particular, implies tthegt analytical continua-
tion of the interaction potentials is performeg:(x,€?) andwy (x,€°). Therefore
the complex scaling method may be used only if these poterdia analytic. It
is easy to see that the solutions of the complex scaled @msatbincide with the
ones obtained without complex scaling but to which the ca@xptaling operation
is applied:[Y/(Xa, Ya)|“® = W(xa€,ya€").

Namely, it is easy to demonstrate that all the outgoing wawvetions of eq.(41)
becomes exponentially bound after the complex scalingatioer.
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i Cs
(@4 (Xa — )]~ O exp(—ki, Xq cOSH),
o ,out cs .
[qoa 7 Va 00)} U exp(—Giq Ya SinG), (44)
(@ (p— oo)}cS 0 exp(—Kpsing).
Nevertheless an incoming wave divergeggjnafter the complex scaling:

i or ,OUt

CSs
[qoa (Yo — 00)} O exp(+i, Ya SiN6). (45)

However these terms appear only on the right hand sides afiriien Faddeev-
Merkuriev equation (44) being pre-multiplied with the paial terms and under
certain conditions they may vanish outside of some finitsqltgion) domairx, €
[0,xM® andyq € [0,y"®. Let us consider the long range behavior of the term

“4Cs
[(VB +vvf;) (',”} . Since the interaction ternvg andvv; are of shortrange, the only
region the former term might not converge is alggaxis in(xg, yg) plane, i.e. for

Xg < yg. On the other hang, (xg,yg) ~ /my/(my+mg)/M/(m, +mg)yz and
Ya(Xg,Yp) = {/Mg/(My+mg)\/Mg /(my,+mg)yg under conditiorxg < yg. Then

one has:

CcS myM MgM .

Vg + W iq.in Oexpl| —k; 14 cos6 +q B sing |.
s rwpwle "] " Dexe| K (my M) (my + me) 7P %7+ e [ T Smg (my e 7P
(46)

This term becomes bound to finite domair(ia,yg) plane, if condition:

m,M
tand < [ (47)
My Mg q.a mamg E+\B

is satisfied. This implies that for rather large scatteringrgiesE, above the break-
up threshold, one is obliged to use rather small complexgrphrameteé values.

The term[33_, wh —wq —WS™] wie'™, in principle, is not exponentially bound
after the complex scaling. It represents the higher ordmections to the residual
Coulomb interaction between partideand bound paifBy). These corrections are
weako(1/y?) and might be neglected by suppressing this term close todtaeb
of the resolution domain. Alternative possibility might teeuse incoming wave
functions, which account not only for the bame— (3y) Coulomb interaction but
also takes into account higher order polarization coroesti

Extraction of the scattering observables is realized byleyipy Greens theo-
rem. One might demonstrate that strong interaction anggifara — (By) collision
is:
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i (Xa-Ya) 5 / / Ja |n (Va 4 Wy —WE™)CS [y 1SS0 3y o3y,
Ja
(48)
cs

with [, 195 = [ oot w"‘ O O e '”] being the total wave function
of the three-body system. In the last expression the terrtagdng product of two
incoming waves is slowest to converge. Even stronger cainsthan eq.(47) should
be implied on complex scaling angle in order to make this ter@grable on the
finite domain. Nevertheless this term contains only the pebdf two-body wave

functions and might be evaluated without using complexisgadrior to three-body
solution. Then the appropriate form of the integral (48)¢aised becomes:

fjaix (Xa-Ya) = q / / Ja |n (Va + Wy _Wg.m.)CS {W ‘-I-’Ja m} 6igd?’Xid3yi
Jor

T // (™) (Va+Wa—Wcm)l.UJa "dxidy. (49)

4 Application to three-body nuclear reactions

The two methods presented in sections 2 and 3 were first dpfalithe proton-
deuteron elastic scattering and breakup [16, 17, 12, 3.tAree-nucleon system
is the only nuclear three-particle system that may be censdlrealistic in the sense
that the interactions are given by high precision potestialid over a broad energy
range. Nevertheless, in the same way one considers theonudea single particle
by neglecting its inner quark structure, in a further appration one can consider
a cluster of nucleons (composite nucleus) to be a singlécfmthat interacts with
other nucleons or nuclei via effective potentials whosexpeaters are determined
from the two-body data. A classical example is thearticle, a tightly bound four-
nucleon cluster. As shown in Figs. 1 and 2 and in Ref. [11],déscription of the
(a, p,n) three-particle system with real potentials is quite susiteést low energies
but becomes less reliable with increasing energy wherentier istructure of ther
particle cannot be neglected anymore. At higher energiesititleon-nucleus or
nucleus-nucleus interactions are modeled by optical pialsn(OP) that provide
quite an accurate description of the considered two-bodiesyin a given narrow
energy range; these potentials are complex to account éointiastic excitations
not explicitly included in the model space. The methods thase Faddeev/AGS
equations can be applied also in this case, however, thatmdtewithin the pairs
that are bound in the initial or final channel must remain.rélaé comparison of the
two methods based on the AGS and FM equations will be perfdimsection 4.1
for such an interaction model with OP.

In the past the description of three-body-like nucleartieas involved a number
of approximate methods that have been developed. Well-krexamples are the
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distorted-wave Born approximation (DWBA), various aditbapproaches [26],

and continuum-discretized coupled-channels (CDCC) nie{8h. Compared to

them the present methods based on exact Faddeev or AGSaedteing more

technically and numerically involved, have some disadxges. Namely, their ap-
plication in the present technical realization is so faritéd to a system made of
two nucleons and one heavier cluster. The reason is thatti@ction between two
heavier cluster involves very many angular momentum statesthe partial-wave
convergence cannot be achieved. The comparison betwettioinal nuclear reac-
tion approaches and momentum-space Faddeev/AGS methadsifus neutron +

proton + nucleus systems are summarized in section 4.2.

On the other hand, the Faddeev and AGS methods may be moradlexth
respect to dynamic input and thereby allows to test novedetspof the nuclear
interaction not accessible with the traditional approachew examples will be
presented in section 4.3.

4.1 Numerical comparison of AGS and FM methods

As an example we consider ther p-+12C system. For the-p interaction we use
a realistic AV18 model [47] that accurately reproduces thalable two-nucleon
scattering data and deuteron binding energy. To study rgttbed + 1°C but also
p + 13C scattering and transfer reactions we use-‘&C potential that is real in
thezP% partial wave and supports the ground staté3@fwith 4.946 MeV binding

energy; the parameters are taken from Ref. [38]. In all opfaetial waves we use
the n-12C optical potential from Ref. [45] taken at half the deuteemergy in the

d 4+ 12C channel. Thg-12C optical potential is also taken from Ref. [45], however,
at the proton energy in the+ 13C channel. We admit that, depending on the reaction
of interest, other choices of energies for OP may be moreogpiate, however, the
aim of the present study is comparison of the methods andaatdscription of the
experimental data although the latter are also includelermptots.

We consided + ?C scattering at 30 MeV deuteron lab energy and'>C scat-
tering at 30.6 MeV proton lab energy; they correspond to #mesenergy in c.m.
system. First we perform calculations by neglectingph€C Coulomb repulsion.
One observes a perfect agreement between the AGS and FMdsethdeed, the
calculated S-matrix elements in each three-particle chlaoomsidered (calculations
have been performed for total three-particle angular maomestates up td = 13)
agree within three digits. Scattering observables comvergte slowly withd as
different angular momentum state contributions canceh edler at large angles.
Nevertheless, the results of the two methods are pragtigadlistinguishable as
demonstrated in Fig. 3 fat+ 1°C elastic scattering and transferge- 1°C.

Next we perform the full calculation including th@2C Coulomb repulsion;
we note that inside the nucleus the Coulomb potential isrtasethe one of a uni-
formly charged sphere [11]. Once again we obtain good ageaelretween the
AGS and FM methods. However, this time small variations ughorder of 1%
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are observed when analyzing separ&m@atrix elements, mostly in high angular
momentum states. This leads to small differences in sontéesog observables,
e.g., differential cross sections fdr+ 1°C elastic scattering (at large angles where
the differential cross section is very small) and for thetdean stripping reaction
d+'2C — p+13C shown in Fig. 4. The + 1°C elastic scattering observables pre-
sented in Fig. 5 converge faster wilh As a consequence, the results of the two
calculations are indistinguishable for the- 13C elastic cross section and only tiny
differences can be seen for the proton analyzing power ge langles. In any case,
the agreement between the AGS and FM methods exceeds batbciivacy of the
data and the existing discrepancies between theoretiedigiions and experimental
data.

Fig. 3 Comparison of
momentum- (solid curves) 1000.0 + without Coulomb
and configuration-space =
(dashed-dotted curves) re- 2 1000l — AGS
sults for the deuterof2C [= C EM
scattering at 30 MeV deuteron T
lab energy. Differential cross %
sections for elastic scatter- 8 10 b
ing and stripping are shown d+12c . g+'2c
neglecting the Coulomb inter- 01k
action. 10.00
' d+12c - p+t3c(/2)

o

3 1.00 ¢

E

G 0.10 ¢

3

5

©

0.01 ¢

0 60 120 180
O . (deg)

4.2 Comparison with traditional nuclear reaction approaches

The method based on the momentum-space AGS equations badyabreen used
to test the accuracy of the traditional nuclear reactiorr@gghes; limitations of
their validity in energy and kinematic range have been isétadl. The distorted-
wave impulse approximation for breakup of a one-neutroo maicleus''Be on
a proton target has been tested in Ref. [9] while the adiedvedive approxima-
tion for the deuteron stripping and pickup reactidtBe(p,d)°Be, 12C(d, p)13C,
and*®Ca(d, p)*°Ca in Ref. [38]. However, one of the most sophisticated tiwial
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Fig. 4 Comparison of
momentum- (solid curves)
and configuration-space
(dashed-dotted curves) re-
sults for the deuterof2C
scattering at 30 MeV deuteron
lab energy. Differential cross
sections for elastic scattering
and stripping are shown, the
former in ratio to the Ruther-
ford cross sectionlog/dQ.
The experimental data are
from Refs. [41, 40].

Fig. 5 Comparison of
momentum- (solid curves)
and configuration-space
(dashed-dotted curves) results
for the protont3C elastic
scattering at 30.6 MeV pro-
ton lab energy. Differential
cross section divided by the
Rutherford cross section and
proton analyzing power are
shown. The experimental data
are from Ref. [25].
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approaches is the CDCC method [3]. A detailed comparisonwdst CDCC and
AGS results is performed in Ref. [18]. The agreement is gawddeuteronC

and deuterort®Ni elastic scattering and breakup. In these cases nucleokeus
interactions were given by optical potentials; thus, theas no transfer reaction.

A different situation takes place in protdfBe scattering wheré'Be nucleus is
assumed to be the bound state of°Be core plus a neutron. In this case, where
the transfer channel+ 1°Be is open, the CDCC approach lacks accuracy as shown
in Ref. [18]. The semi-inclusive differential cross sentior the breakup reaction
p+1Be — p+n+1%Be was calculated also using two CDCC versions where the
full scattering wave function was expanded into the eigeestof either tha+1°Be
(CDCC-BU) or thep+ n (CDCC-TR) pair. Neither of them agrees well with AGS
over the whole angular regime as shown in Fig. 6. It turns bat, tdepending on
the 1%Be scattering angle, the semi-inclusive breakup crossose dominated

by different mechanisms: at small angles it is the protoattom quasifree scatter-
ing whereas at intermediate and large angles it is the nedf®e D-wave reso-
nance. However, a proper treatment of proton-neutronantem in CDCC-BU and

of neutroni®Be interaction in CDCC-TR is very hard to achieve since theeva
function expansion uses eigenstates of a different pairsib problem exists in
the AGS method that uses simultaneously three sets of lagis sind each pair is
treated in its proper basis.

\
3L 1
10°¢ 2000 S
E 2’ 1000 =1
o 10°F 173
= - =
~ L 15 -
G L .
S 107 £
© C ]
11— AGS 7
---- CDCC-BU S E
10°g=—- CDCC-TR | SN T~e--- =
- S~ 27
‘ 1 1 ‘ 1 1 1 ‘\-4'/\
0 50 100 150

0, (" Be) (deg)

Fig. 6 Semi-inclusive differential cross section for the breakemctionp+ 1'Be — p+n+1%Be
at lab energy of 38.4 MeV/nucleon. Results obtained with AB& CDCC methods are compared.
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4.3 Beyond standard dynamic models

The standard nucleon-nucleus optical potentials emplaydlree-body calcula-
tions have central and, eventually, spin-orbit parts thati@cal. This local approx-
imation yields a tremendous simplification in the practicslization of DWBA,
CDCC and other traditional approaches that are based orgooation-space rep-
resentations where the use of nonlocal optical potentiatsivever attempted. How-
ever, nonlocal optical potentials do not yield any seri@ehhical difficulties in the
momentum-space representation. Thus, they can be inctpdedeasily in the AGS
framework employed by us.

There are very few nonlocal parametrizations of the oppcaéntials available.
We take the one from Refs. [20, 21] defined in the configuratfmate as

vy (r',r) = He(X) [Ve(y) +iWe(y)] + 2Sy - L yHs(X)Vs(y), (50)

with x = |[r’ —r| andy = |r’ +r|/2. The central part has real volume and imag-
inary surface parts, whereas the spin-orbit part is rehbbfathem are expressed
in the standard way by Woods-Saxon functions. Some of tiveingth parameters
were readjusted in Ref. [13] to improve the description efélperimental nucleon-
nucleus scattering data. The range of the nonlocality isrdehed by the functions
Hi(x) = (18%)~3/?exp(—x?/B?) with the parameterg; being of the order of 1 fm.

A detailed study of nonlocal optical potentials in threepoeactions involving
stable as well as weakly bound nuclei, ranging fréfae to“°Ca, is carried out in
Ref. [13]. In order to isolate the nonlocality effect we afsrformed calculations
with a local optical potential that provides approximatetuivalent description of
the nucleon-nucleus scattering at the considered enengyndnlocality effect turns
out to be very small in the elastic proton scattering fromidbend neutron-nucleus
system and of moderate size in the deuteron-nucleus sogttétowever, the ef-
fect of nonlocal proton-nucleus optical potential becorsiggificant in deuteron
stripping and pickup reaction®l, p) and(p,d); in most cases it considerably im-
proves agreement with the experimental data. Example€sif@) reactions leading
to ground and excited states of the stable nuclé@sand one-neutron halo nu-
cleus'®C are presented in Figs. 7 and 8. We note that in these tramsfetions the
proton-nucleus potential is taken at proton lab energy énpttoton channel while
the neutron-nucleus potential has to be real in order toauipipe respective bound
states.

Another extension beyond the standard dynamic modelsdeslthe AGS method
using energy-dependent optical potentials Although sadtutations don’t corre-
spond to a rigorous Hamiltonian theory, they may shed sogte bn the short-
comings of the traditional nuclear interaction models. Aaded discussion of the
calculations with energy-dependent optical potentiatgvsn in Ref. [14].
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5 Summary

We have presented the results of three-body Faddeev-tymdations for systems
of three particles, two of which are charged, interactingtigh short-range nuclear
plus the long-range Coulomb potentials. Realistic apptica of three-body the-
ory to three-cluster nuclear reactions — such as scattefidguterons on a nuclear
target or one-neutron halo nucleus impinging on a protagetar- only became pos-
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sible to address in recent years when a reliable and prast@maentum-space treat-
ment of the Coulomb interaction has been developed. Afeeetttensive and very
complete study op-d elastic scattering and breakup, the natural extensioneskth
calculations was the application to complex reactions sisch*He, p-170, 11Be-p,
d-%8Ni and many others using a realistic interaction such as Avéi8veen nucle-
ons, and optical potentials chosen at the appropriate gf@rthe nucleon-nucleus
interactions. The advantage of three-body calculatiossawis traditional approx-
imate reaction methods is that elastic, transfer, and bieakannels are treated on
the same footing once the interaction Hamiltonian has bhesen. Another advan-
tage of the three-body Faddeev-AGS approach is the pasgstbiinclude nonlocal
optical potentials instead of local ones as commonly useafiérstandard nuclear
reaction methods; as demonstrated, this leads to an immpevan the description
of transfer reactions in a very consistent way across @iffeenergies and mass
numbers for the core nucleus.

Although most three-body calculations have been perfoimetbmentum space
over a broad range of nuclei frothle to®8Ni and have encompassed studies of cross
sections and polarizations for elastic, transfer, chaxgba@nge, and breakup reac-
tions, coordinate space calculations above breakup tbigégine coming to age us-
ing the complex scaling method. We have demonstrated hat®dtih calculations
agree to within a few percent for all the reactions we haveutated. This is a very
promising development that may bring new light to the stufiyuclear reactions
given that the reduction of the many-body problem to an &ffec¢hree-body one
may be better implemented and understood by the commundgdndinate space
rather than in momentum space. On the other hand, compa2d/BA, adiabatic
approaches, or CDCC, the Faddeev-type three-body metmedmputationally
more demanding and require greater technical expertiskeramy them less attrac-
tive to analyze the data. Nevertheless, when benchmarklatiins have been per-
formed comparing the Faddeev-AGS results with those obthirsing CDCC or
adiabatic approaches, some discrepancies were foundsférsand breakup cross
sections depending on the specific kinematic conditiongréfore the Faddeev-
AGS approach is imminent in order to calibrate and validgigreximate nuclear
reaction methods wherever a comparison is possible.
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