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Spectroscopic amplitudes play an important role in nuclear capture reactions.
These amplitudes are shown to include both single-particle and polarization effects:
the former through their spatial dependence and the latter through their normaliza-
tion (the spectroscopic factors). Coupled-channels equations are developed for the
spectroscopic amplitudes. These equations serve as a convenient starting point for
the derivation of several approximations: Hartree, Hartree-Fock and two different
single-particle models. The single-particle models include antisymmetry in different
ways, but both miss many-body effects. Therefore, cross sections calculated with
either of these models need to be multiplied by the spectroscopic factor.

PACS numbers: 24.50.4+g, 21.60.-n, 26.65.4t

I. INTRODUCTION

Nucleon capture reactions at low energies, such as "Be(p,7)®B, $O(p,v)F*, or
"Li(n,~)8Li, play an important role in our understanding of astrophysical phenomena. For
example, in the hydrogen-burning process in stars such as our sun, low-energy proton cap-
ture on beryllium takes place in the proton-proton chain, and the O(p,v)"F* reaction
occurs in the CNO cycle [fl, B, B]. Exact knowledge of the reaction rates is necessary for
modeling the energy generation and evolution of hydrogen-burning stars. In addition, the
"Be(p,v)®B reaction at solar energies (E.,, < 20 keV) plays a key role in the ‘solar neutrino
puzzle’ since the neutrino event rate in the existing chlorine and water Cerenkov detectors is
dominated by the high-energy neutrinos produced in the subsequent 3 decay of ®B [, B, .
The “Li(n,v)8Li reaction is a key element of primordial nucleosynthesis in inhomogeneous
Big Bang scenarios [[l, f{]. It initiates a sequence of reactions which bridge the mass gap at
A=8 and thus its rate is crucial for determining the amounts of heavier elements produced
in these models.
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Direct measurements of capture reactions at energies corresponding to astrophysically
relevant temperatures, however, are often very difficult, since the cross sections diminish
exponentially at low energies. Thus, theoretical studies of these processes become very
valuable. In addition to microscopic theories, such as the nuclear shell model or cluster
models, one-body potential models provide a popular framework for such investigations.
For example, the potential model was used in ref. [f]] to discuss the energy dependence of
the reaction rates. In the one-body potential model, a single-particle wave function is used
to calculate various observables; microscopic substructure effects are partially accounted
for through the use of spectroscopic factors. This strategy, however, has recently been
the subject of vivid discussions [, §]. At issue is the proper normalization of the cross
section. Cs6té [, for instance, maintains that spectroscopic factors should not be included
in potential-model calculations of the "Be(p,~)®B cross section at low energies, since the
reaction depends only on the asymptotic normalization coefficient of the ®B bound-state
wave function [J], whereas the spectroscopic factor arises from the short-ranged properties
of the wave function. Mukhamedzhanov et al. [§, 0] argue in favor of using a different
approach, based on asymptotic normalization coefficients instead of spectroscopic factors, for
determining the relevant cross sections. However, the asymptotic normalization coefficient
contains short-range effects. It can actually be given in terms of an integral over the interior
of the nucleus [[(] and its interdependence with the spectroscopic factor has been noted in
the earlier work of Locher and Mizutani [[1]] and of Lovas et al. [[F].

These recent discussions have motivated us to revisit the question of the proper treatment
of microscopic nuclear structure effects in one-body models. In the present work we focus on
the role of spectroscopic amplitudes and factors. The use of spectroscopic factors in nuclear
reaction calculations dates back to the early days of nucleon transfer reactions [[J] and
continues to be central in the interpretation of such processes [[4]. With the renewed interest
in nucleon capture reactions in the context of astrophysical scenarios, and the emerging need
for very accurate reaction rates, it becomes necessary to review and clarify the assumptions
associated with one of the most basic models of nuclear physics, the one-body potential
model.

Before proceeding with the formalism, it is necessary to clarify the meaning of the terms
spectroscopic amplitude, spectroscopic factor, and one-body model. For example, it is im-
portant to realize that there are many spectroscopic amplitudes and spectroscopic factors
associated with an A-body system, namely one corresponding to each excited state of the
(A — 1)-body system. The different amplitudes are not independent since they are related
by a model-independent sum rule [[5]. In addition, the spectroscopic amplitudes are related
by a set of coupled-channels equations.

The question of what is meant by a one-body model is more complicated since different
notions are associated with the term. The coupled-channels formalism presented here is
used to derive two different one-body models and to study the connections between them.
One approach, which uses either the Hartree or the Hartree-Fock approximation in an in-
termediate step, leads to A non-interacting nucleons in a one-body potential. This, strictly
speaking, is not a one-body model since there are still A particles. However, the orbitals
corresponding to the different particles decouple and the problem reduces to solving A one-
body equations. The fact that we still have A nucleons explicitly present has the advantage
that antisymmetry can be built in ab initio using a Slater determinant for the A-body wave
function. Another method for generating a one-body model is based on integrating out the
coordinates of (A — 1) nucleons, effectively projecting onto a low dimensional space. In



this approach antisymmetry is enforced separately for each channel in the coupled-channels
equations. Truncating to a single channel results in the approximation advocated by Varga
and Lovas [[[f], who study the cluster substructure of °Li in this framework. Their work is
based on the generator coordinate method. The derivation presented here serves to clarify
the relation between their model and other approximations.

In Section II, we define the terms spectroscopic amplitude and spectroscopic factor, derive
coupled-channels equations for the amplitudes, and discuss several approximation schemes,
including the first one-body model described above. An alternative approach to the spectro-
scopic amplitudes is considered in Section [[I], which includes details on the second one-body
model mentioned above. In Section [V], we explore the physical aspects associated with the
spatial dependence of the spectroscopic amplitude and its norm, the spectroscopic factor.
We give an expression for the reaction matrix elements in terms of the spectroscopic am-
plitudes. For both single-particle models considered here the reactions rates need to be
multiplied by a spectroscopic factor. Our conclusions are summed up in Section [V, and
various technical aspects of our work are included in the appendices.

II. SPECTROSCOPIC AMPLITUDES

In this section we expand an A-body wave function in terms of the ground and excited
states of the (A-1)-body system and derive a set of coupled differential equations for the
expansion coefficients, of which the spectroscopic amplitudes are a special case. The resulting
equations of motion give insight into the long-range behavior of the A-body ground state
wave function and lead to various approximation schemes. In particular, the Hartree and
Hartree-Fock approximations and a one-body potential model approach emerge naturally.
For simplicity, spin and isospin degrees of freedom are suppressed and the Coulomb potential
is neglected.

Let W% _,(ry,---,74-1) denote the n-th (fully antisymmetric) eigenstate of the (A — 1)-
body Hamiltonian H4_;. The collection of all ¥%_,, including both bound and continuum
states, forms a complete set of states in the space of antisymmetric (A — 1)-body wave
functions. Using this set, {W"}_,},—=12, ., one can construct a basis for the space of antisym-
metric A-body wave functions, by defining 4V (ry,---,74) = AV} (r1,---,74), where
U (ry, ooy ra) = 9% (ry, -+, 7a-1)0(r — r4) and A antisymmetrizes between the A-th
coordinate, which occurs in the delta function, and the (A — 1) coordinates in W" . This
‘intercluster’ antisymmetrization operator is normalized so as to satisfy A% = v/ AA.

The ¥'}" span a space which includes both totally antisymmetric A-body states and
mixed-symmetric states, which are antisymmetric in the first A-1 coordinates and symmetric
under interchanges involving the A-th coordinate. The basis sets {U%_;}, {¥')"}, and
{a¥"}"} are discussed in more detail in Appendix [A].

An arbitrary antisymmetric A-body wave function 14 can then be expanded as:

o) = 53 [ drlavio(r)
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with expansion coefficients:

Gu(r) = (V4" [¥a)
= VAV [a) (2)
= (Viifa(r)[¢a) .

Here a(r) [a'(r)] is an annihilation [creation] operator which destroys [creates] a nucleon at
position r and obeys the usual anticommutation relations. Note that only the first expansion
in eq. ([l) is manifestly antisymmetric, while in the other two expressions the antisymmetry
information is carried by the expansion coefficients. The coefficients are identical in all
three expansions if and only if ¢4 is fully antisymmetric. In this case, the mixed-symmetry
components of Uy do not contribute.

When 4 denotes a bound state, the ¢, (r) are called spectroscopic amplitudes, and the
associated integrals

5, = [ ariou)f Q
are the frequently used spectroscopic factors [[7. They obey the sum rule > > S,
A (see ref. [[] and also eq. (A2[)). We observe that for a bound A-body state, there
are many spectroscopic amplitudes (and thus many spectroscopic factors), namely one for
each excited state of the (A — 1)-body nucleus. Given the structural information on the
(A — 1)-body system that enters the wave functions W’_,, the spectroscopic amplitudes
completely determine the wave function 4. The spatial dependence of ¢, (r4) is related to
the properties of the single-particle orbital of the A-th nucleon in the larger system, and the
norm of ¢,(r), the spectroscopic factor, provides a measure of the structural similarity of
the n-th excited (A — 1)-body state and an (A — 1)-body subcluster of the full A-nucleon
system.
The interdependence of the spectroscopic amplitudes can be made explicit upon deriving
a set of differential equations for the ¢, (7). For an A-body Hamiltonian H A, which contains

i,j=1 (‘Ti_er

a kinetic energy term and a two-body potential, Hy = — Z

=1 2m
can write Hy = 2mA ZA 11 (|ri—7al), where Ha_q denotes the Hamiltonian of the
(A—1) body system and m; is the mass of the i-th nucleon (for simplicity we assume m; = m
fori=1,...,A). Since |[¥%_,) and |1h4) are eigenstates of H,_; and Hy, respectively, we

have:

(Vi1 Halba) = Ea(V_|Ya)

V2 A-1
= B (Vi) + (W] = o + Y Vllri—ral)la) . (4)
1=1

Inserting the expansion given in eq. ([l]) for [1)4), we obtain a set of exact, Schrédinger-like,
coupled equations for the spectroscopic amplitudes:

00 A-1
+ Z_llzv(m—7“|)|‘1’Z/_1>¢n/(7“)- ()

(Ba— B} )on(r) = —



This set of equations, originally derived for stripping reactions (see for example ref. [[§), is
not sufficiently appreciated. In the form just given, these equations may be too complex for
use directly in calculations, since the Vi (r) = (W% | 2 V(|r — r])|¥7%_,) couple an
infinite set of coefficients. However, they allow us to discuss the long-range behavior of the
A-body ground state wave function as well as derive commonly used approximation.

The solutions of eq. (fl) include not only the physically relevant completely antisymmetric
states, but also the mixed-symmetric, i.e. unphysical, states. As long as the coupled equa-
tions are solved exactly this does not cause any problems since the two classes of states do
not mix. However, when approximations are invoked one needs to ensure that the unphysical
solutions are eliminated.

From eq. (f) we can extract information on the long-range behavior of the A-body ground
state wave function. The matrix element V,,,/(74), for n or n’ corresponding to an (A —
1)-body bound state, has a range which is determined by the convolution of the (short-
ranged) two-body potential with the bound-state wave function. Thus it falls off rapidly
with increasing r4 = |r4|. When both W% _, and ¥’} , describe continuum states, the
matrix element has a long-ranged, but infinitesimal, tail. Solving eq. () outside the range
of the potential, we find that the ¢,(r4) decouple and fall off exponentially, ¢,(r4)
exp[—+/2m(E%_| — Ea)ra]/r. Since (E%_; — E,) is smallest for n = 1, the long-range
behavior of the A-body wave function is dominated by ¢1(r4)¥Y_,(r1,---,74_1). Thus
processes with reaction probabilities that are peaked in the asymptotic region depend only on

the asymptotic normalization coefficient, A,,. = lim,_,, ¢1(7)r exp[\/ 2m(Ea — EY_)r] (see

also refs. [§, B]). The asymptotic normalization coefficient is a property of the spectroscopic
amplitude and hence implicitly includes the spectroscopic factor.

To obtain an explicit expression for the asymptotic normalization coefficient, we Fourier
transform eq. ([]) (to include center-of-mass corrections use eq. (DI])). This gives us:

~ 1 A-1 /
k) = s > [ I V= D). )

2m n/=1

The pole in ¢, (k) is thus explicitly seen. It is this pole which is responsible for the upturn
in the astrophysical S-factor of the "Be(p,)®B and 160 (p,v)"F* reactions as the incident
momentum goes to zero [{f]. As shown in ref. [[0], the residue at this pole for n = 1 is
proportional to the asymptotic normalization coefficient. We have:

Ay = lim_ dma? z/dremr W, @vm—w )b (r) | (7)

k——ik

where K = \/ 2m(Ea4 — EY_,), i.e. the asymptotic normalization coefficient can be given

as an integral over the interior of the nucleus (since W) | has the spatial extent of the
ground state of the (A — 1)-body system). The price paid is that there is a sum over all the
spectroscopic amplitudes.

For arbitrary distances, we may consider approximating the W% _; in eq. (f) by Slater
determinants constructed from the spectroscopic amplitudes ¢;(r) with ¢ € {1,..., A}. In
this case, we obtain the Hartree-Fock equations in coordinate space. The A Hartree-Fock
orbitals can thus be identified as approximations to the spectroscopic amplitudes and the
Hartree-Fock single-particle energies approximate single-nucleon separation energies. The



local (Hartree) term arises from the diagonal terms (V,,,) in eq. ([), and the off-diagonal
terms (V,,,y with n # n’) give the non-local (exchange) potential, i.e., the Fock terms origi-
nate from the channel coupling. If the off-diagonal elements (V},,,, n # m) are neglected we
obtain the Hartree approximation.

A one-body potential model, which treats the nucleus as a system of A non-interacting nu-
cleons, can be obtained from either the Hartree or the Hartree-Fock approximation. Starting
from the Hartree equations, one can express the many-body wave functions U’ _, as Slater
determinants of the ¢;(r), i € {1,..., A}, and impose the condition that the one-body po-
tential be the same for each single-particle orbital, V,,,(r) = V(r). Alternatively, beginning
from the Hartree-Fock equations, one can dictate the replacement:

A-1
Vi (1) = (W5 Y V([ri = e [WE) = V()b - (8)
i=1
In both cases, one obtains the following equation for the ¢, (r):
V2
(Ba = Ea1)ou(r) = —5 - du(r) + V(r)en(r) , (9)

which defines a one-body potential model with A non-interacting nucleons in a common
potential. Thus, the one-body potential model may be regarded as an approximation to
either the Hartree or the Hartree-Fock approach. In this model, antisymmetry can be
ensured in a straightforward manner: many-body wave functions, such as W, or ¢4, are
— like in the Hartree-Fock picture — Slater determinants constructed from A given single-
particle wave functions.

The Slater determinants, in one-body potential models, usually play only a formal role
and disappear from sight in actual calculations, to the extent that their existence is often for-
gotten causing conceptual confusion. For the matrix elements of a one-body operator, O(r),
between states that differ only in one orbital the remaining (A—1)-body orbitals integrate out
leaving just the active orbitals. Thus we have a matrix element like [ dre,,(r)O(r)g. (r)
were m and m’ denote the active orbitals. At first sight this expression is a pure one-body
expression that seems to have no antisymmetry present and indeed at the computational
level this is true. In calculating the matrix elements of one-body operators there is no need
to explicitly consider the Slater determinants. However the Slater determinants did their
job of ensuring antisymmetry before they were integrated out.

Since the single-particle Schrodinger equation, eq. (H), originates from the coupled-
channels equations for the expansion coefficients, eq. (H), the bound-state single-particle
wave functions of the potential model discussed here approximate the spectroscopic ampli-
tudes. Therefore, the potential model approximation gives A nonzero spectroscopic ampli-
tudes, all of which are normalized to one. Consequently, the associated spectroscopic factors
are one and carry no information on the many-body correlations of the nuclei involved.

One can, however, move beyond the simple picture of A non-interacting particles in a
common potential and include some many-nucleon correlations in a schematic manner. As
a first correction, one usually allows for single-particle orbitals which are different for the
(A — 1)-body and A-body systems. As a result, the expansion of 14, eq. ([l), will have
contributions from more than A terms. Consequently, the spectroscopic factors will be, on
average, less than one, and most individual factors will be smaller than one.

Another important correction to be taken into account involves the treatment of the
center-of-mass motion and leads to the introduction of an intrinsic spectroscopic amplitude



(see Appendix [[). In both the Hartree-Fock and the one-body potential-model approach,
the center of mass is erroneously confined in a potential. In potential models which are
based on a harmonic oscillator potential the center-of-mass corrections can be taken into
account exactly. In this case, the spectroscopic amplitudes corresponding to valence shell
orbitals increase by a factor [A/(A—1)]™/2, where m denotes the major oscillator shell under
consideration, while the amplitudes associated with lower shells decrease accordingly [L3].
The sum rule for the spectroscopic factors remains unaffected. The center-of-mass correction
causes some of the spectroscopic factors to be greater than unity.

The above considerations illustrate that information on the structure of the A-body wave
function of a nuclear system, which is lost in a simple one-body potential model approach,
can be in part recovered through the appropriate correction to the single particle wave
functions, that is by multiplying by the spectroscopic factors. In section [V] we will discuss
how the resulting deviations of the spectroscopic factors from one (or zero) affect physical
observables such as the cross sections for external capture reactions.

III. AN ALTERNATIVE PERSPECTIVE

In this section we approach the spectroscopic amplitudes from a different perspective.
Motivated by cluster-model results, we derive a set of coupled integral equations. While
general cluster-model calculations involve two or more clusters of arbitrary size, we restrict
ourselves to describing an A-body nucleus as an (A-1)-body cluster plus a single nucleon.
The approach pursued in this section has the advantage that explicit channel coupling is no
longer required to ensure antisymmetry. Again, various approximation schemes can be used
to simplify the coupled equations. In particular, in one of these schemes the Hartree-Fock
equations can be recovered; in another a one-body model emerges, which was previously
discussed by various authors [[IG, and which differs from the model presented in the last
section.

Starting with the Schrodinger equation for an A-body system, Ha®q = Ea14, and
expanding 14 in terms of the antisymmetric basis states 4U"}", we obtain:

> / dr' (AU | Hal 4P ) () = EAZ / dr' (4| AVS Vb (r') . (10)
n'/=1
or, equivalently:

Z/dfrA”Hn'rnr)gbn EAZ/dr’Nnrnr)gbn( ", (11)

where sH(n,r,n',r') = (A\IIZ’T|HA|A\DZ/’T,> and N(n,r,n',r') = <A\IIZ’T|A\IIZ’T,>. The ma-
trix N'(n,r,n’,r’) serves as the norm operator for the antisymmetrized basis { 4¥’y"} and
has many interesting properties which are discussed in Appendix B. N(n,r,n/,7")/A is a
projection operator which projects an arbitrary many-body state onto the set of completely
antisymmetric wave functions. Thus, eqs. ([() and ([[1]) contain an explicit projection onto
completely antisymmetric states, in contrast to the coupled differential equations discussed
in the previous section, eq. (). This projection means the ¢,(r) can contain arbitrary con-
tributions from mixed-symmetric states while still satisfying the equations of motion. Thus



the projected state, 1/AY > [dr'N(n,r,n’,r")¢,(r'), rather than ¢,(r) corresponds to
the physical state.

With eq. ([[) (or, equivalently, eq. (1)), we have derived a set of coupled-channels (in-
tegral) equations, analogous to the system of coupled differential equations in the previous
section, eq. ([J). In the present approach, however, antisymmetry is explicitly enforced,
resulting in a set of equations which contain a projection operator and a complicated ex-
pression for the effective Hamiltonian. To illustrate this, we compare the Hamiltonian kernel
in the non-antisymmetrized basis, H(n,r,n’,r’), with the corresponding expression in the
antisymmetrized basis, 4H(n,r,n’,r’). The former is local, i.e. diagonal, in the spatial
coordinate, although not in the discrete variable n:

H(n,v,n',7') = (U Hu W) (12)

v2 A—-1
b (B3 = 32 ) + (03I V=l | 13
=1

= 0(r—1r') 5

whereas the latter has off-diagonal contributions from both r and n:

aHnrdr’) = S [ dr Wl NG ) (14)

n/'=1

n V? / n — n'
= (B = 5 ) MOt ) 8 = T YV = D
=1

A-1
—(A—l)/Hdri UL (e, ra)
=2
A-1
< V(' =v) > V(i — 7)) | U4 (e, masn) (15)
=2

Imposing antisymmetry via the projection operator associated with N (n,r,n’, ') leads to
exchange terms in the effective potential.

For the special case of a one-body Hamiltonian, H = Zle H(r;), we obtain the
Hamiltonian kernels H(n,r,n’,7’) = 0,,0(r — v') (E%_, + H(r)) and 4H(n,r,n’, ') =
N(n,r,n',7") (E%_, + H(r)), and eq. ([]) reduces to the single-particle Schrédinger equa-
tion. The operator N(n,r,n/,r’") guarantees that only expansion coefficients originating
from an antisymmetric A-body wave function are considered, i.e. N (n,r,n/,r’) ensures
that the associated single-particle orbitals are not among the occupied states of the (A-1)-
body system. This can be trivially taken into account in the calculations. Nevertheless,
even in a case as simple as this one, N'(n,r,n/, ') is not diagonal in n,n'.

In order to facilitate working with the above (exact) set of coupled integral equations,
eq. ([)), various approximations may be considered. For example, the Hartree-Fock equa-
tions are recovered by taking the (A — 1)-body basis states, U _;, to be Slater determinants
constructed from the expansion coefficients ¢, (7). In contrast to the approach presented in
the previous section, the current method does not require channel coupling to obtain the
Fock terms. Instead, the nonlocal (exchange) terms are now explicitly present in the effective
potential, as can be seen in the last line of eq. ([J). Thus, the advantage of using antisym-
metric basis states — coupled channels are not needed to include the Fock term contributions



— is offset by additional complications in the resulting equations of motion: the Hamilto-
nian is no longer local and the antisymmetry operator appears explicitly in eq. ([[T). Note
also that in the Hartree-Fock approximation the channels are implicitly coupled through the
use of expansion coefficients in the (A — 1)-body Slater determinants.

Another approximation method leads to equations which were previously obtained by
Lovas et al. [1d] in the framework of the cluster model. In this approach, we ignore those
terms in 4H(n,r,n',r") and N(n,r,n’,r’) that couple different values of the discrete vari-
able, i.e. contributions for which n # n’ holds. The equations of motion for the coefficients
¢n(7) then take the following form:

/dr'AH(n,T,n,T')%(?“') ZE/dT'N(n,T,n, )on(r') (16)

that is, we have effectively integrated out the coordinates of (A — 1) particles to obtain
a set of one-body equations. This equation is more general than Hartree-Fock, but the
Hartee-Fock approximation can be recovered by taking the (A — 1)-body wave functions to
be Slater determinants composed from the spectroscopic amplitudes. We can then derive the
one-body potential model, eq. ([]), as in the previous section. In these cases anti-symmetry
can be exactly imposed through the use of Slater determinants and the explicit projection
operator, N'(n,r,n,r’), is not needed.

A second one-body equation can be obtained by taking the (A — 1)-body wave functions
from an external source independent of the spectroscopic amplitudes. This can go beyond
Slater determinants and Hartree-Fock since the (A — 1)-body wave functions can include
many-body correlations, in principle they can even be exact. The quality of this approxima-
tion will depend on how well the (A — 1)-body wave functions are chosen. In this approach
the orbitals can be considered one at a time. The price paid for this convenience is two-fold.
First, the expressions for the Hamiltonian become more complicated, compare eq. ([[3) and
eq. ([3). Secondly, when we move beyond Slater determinants, N (n,r,n’, r') is explicitly re-
quired and, moreover, its diagonal element, N (n,r,n, '), is no longer a projection operator
(see Appendix B), so antisymmetry is only approximately enforced in eq. ([[@).

The one-body models associated with egs. (§) and (@) differ, but in most situation both
lead to a decoupling of the expansion coefficients. The exceptions are the Hartree-Fock
approximation and other self-consistent models in which the (A — 1)-body wave functions
are constructed from the expansion coefficients. While the decoupling is in many ways
advantageous, it also implies that we have lost the information on the relative normalizations
of the ¢, (r). If we assume that A of the coefficients are nonzero we may take them to be
individually normalized to one. This is consistent with the overall normalization condition
A=3"2_3% [drdr' ¢, (v)N (n,r,n,v")d, ().

In the work of Lovas et al., eq. ([§) was considered for the case n = n’ = 1. The
Hamiltonian kernel h = 1_11/ M 1_11/ ? and the wave function y; = Nlll/ ?¢1 were defined,
where N1 = N(n = 1,7,n" = 1,7'). These redefinitions have the advantage of leading to
an equation which takes the same form as the standard Schrodinger equation, hy; = Fx;.
The y; provides a better approximation to the true spectroscopic amplitude than the model
¢1 (the solution of eq. ([[d)) since it includes the effect of Nlll/ ?_an approximate projection
operator onto antisymmetric states. As noted previously, a projection operator is needed
and this is amplified in the discussion of ref. [[]] in the next section. It is also y; (normalized
to one) that in this approach should be identified with the single-particle wave function, both
because of this better correspondence with the true spectroscopic amplitude and because of
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the form of the equation which it satisfies.

IV. SPECTROSCOPIC AMPLITUDES AND PHYSICAL OBSERVABLES

In this section we discuss how the spectroscopic amplitudes can be used to calculate
physical observables and elaborate on their physics content. We show that the spatial
dependence of the spectroscopic amplitude and its norm, the spectroscopic factor, describe
different physical aspects of the many-nucleon system, namely single-particle properties of
the A-th particle and distortions of the (A — 1)-body system, respectively. We make the
connection to the potential model approach and find that both aspects are included, at least
approximately, when spectroscopic factors are employed to scale the wave functions. Since
our findings contradict the conclusions of ref. [i], we explore the claims made in that paper.

To calculate the relevant reaction cross sections, we expand both the A-body bound
state, [¢a(r1,-+-,74)), and the wave function in the incident channel, [f(ry, .-+, 74)),
as in eq. (). Here K specifies the asymptotic momentum of the incident particle relative
to the (A-1)-body target nucleus. The corresponding expansion coefficients are given by
bu(r) = VA [oa(ry, -+ 7)) and 6 () = VAWK (1, -+, 7)), respectively. The
expansion coefficient ¢ (r), associated with the continuum wave function, is the optical
model wave function [B0, R1]. Thus the formalism based on expansion coefficients is suffi-
ciently general to include both spectroscopic amplitudes and optical model wave functions.
It will be useful whenever we are dealing with one-body operators. The matrix element for
the one-body transition operator O(r) can then be written as:

M = <w§\20<m>m> = AWK |O(ra)va) (17)

= Z/drgsf(r)O(r)gbn(r). (18)

To make the connection with the potential model we separate the spatial dependence of the
spectroscopic amplitude and its normalization, /.5, as follows:

¢n(r) = @én(T) ) (19)

where [ dr|é,(r)]> = 1. In Section II, we have shown that the potential model wave
functions approximate the spectroscopic amplitudes. Since the norm of an('r) is one, whereas
that of ¢, (7) is Sy, the ¢, (r), rather than the ¢, () should be identified with the potential-
model wave functions. There is no equivalent normalization factor associated with the
scattering state; ¢X is normalized asymptotically.

The transition matrix element given in eq. ([§) can now be written as M =
S VS, [droE(r)O(r)ga(r).  Both the "Be(p,7)*B and O(p,~)'"F* reactions at
threshold are peripheral, i.e. the capture processes take place at large distances from the
center of the target nucleus, which is in its ground state. In such situations, as for all direct
capture reactions, only the first expansion coefficient for ¢4 contributes and the matrix
element reduces to M — /Sy [ dréX(r)O(r)di(r). Since the cross section is proportional
to | M %, the spectroscopic factor associated with the ground state of the (A-1)-body system,
S1, occurs linearly in the expression for the reaction rate. Thus we conclude that when a
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potential-model wave function (or any other function normalized to one) is used to calculate
the transition matrix element M, the resulting cross section needs to be multiplied by the
associated spectroscopic factor in order to account for (some of) the many-body correla-
tions in the nuclei involved. The implications of this for the asymptotic normalization are
discussed at the end of this section.

The separation introduced in eq. ([9) is motivated by the realization that the spatial
dependence of the spectroscopic amplitude ¢, (r4), and its norm, the spectroscopic factor
Sp, describe different physical properties of the nuclear many-body system. The former is
related to the shape of the single-particle orbital of the A-th nucleon in the system, and
can therefore be expressed through the normalized amplitude ¢, (7). The latter provides a
measure of the structural similarity of the n-th excited (A—1)-body state and an (A—1)-body
subcluster of the larger system. Equivalently, the set of spectroscopic factors associated with
the expansion of 14, eq. (), can be viewed as describing the distortion of the (A — 1)-body
core due to the presence of an extra nucleon. This can be seen, for example, by casting .S,
into the following form:

&:;/wwam2 (20)

A-1
= A/(Hdm)/(ﬂdr)‘l’A ryy e )V (P )
X [/dT¢A(T1""a"ﬂA—l’r),’vbA(ri,'",7’;1_1’7“) ‘ (21)

In the last line (expression in square brackets) we have integrated out the dependence on
the A-th particle. We are left with expressions involving wave functions of the (A —1)-body
system. The extra particle’s influence is still present in the modification it has induced
in the (A — 1)-body cluster. Upon decoupling the equations of motion for the expansion
coefficients, as required in our derivation of the one-body models, this information on the
last particle’s influence is lost, the many-body correlations contained in the integrals S,
disappear and the spectroscopic factors become one.

The spectroscopic factors carry information both on the dynamical distortions induced by
the interaction between the (A-1)-body system and the extra particle and on antisymmetry
effects. Specifically, as shown in Appendix [J, the spectroscopic factor can be written as:

Su = Na(li [l (22)

where ( Il "|¢” ") reflects the influence of the distortions, and the normalization factor N,
contains antisymmetry effects. Specifically, N, keeps track of the requirement that the
nucleon orbitals in the n-th excited (A — 1)-body state must be orthogonal to the orbital
én(r) of the Ath particle (for details see eq. (CF)). When center-of-mass corrections are
taken into account, N, may be greater than one, otherwise it is less than or equal to one.
The matrix element ( Il "|w” ") is always less than or equal to one. Consequently, when
center-of-mass corrections are ignored, we have the restriction S,, < 1 for the spectroscopic
factor. The influence of these corrections are discussed in detail in Appendix [D.

At this point we would like to reassert that it is correct and necessary to include spectro-
scopic factors in potential-model cross sections of nuclear capture reactions. This procedure
was questioned in ref. [[]]. The author of that paper argues that the short-range correlations
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contained in the spectroscopic factor should modify the bound-state wave function only in
the nuclear interior and have no effect on the asymptotic behavior. Since multiplying the
potential model wave function by /S, however, affects its overall normalization, including
in the tail region, the usual procedure of treating microscopic correlations in the potential
model, viz. through spectroscopic factors, is pronounced to be incorrect. To illustrate his
point, the author compares a wave function y.(r), which describes the relative motion of
"Be and p in ®B, to the spectroscopic amplitude function of the “Be+p configuration in B
[Note that this y. is different from the wave function y; introduced by Lovas et al. [1G]
and discussed in the previous section]. The wave functions y. considered individually do
not contain Pauli effects but, when used in cluster-model calculations, appear behind an
antisymmetrization operator. The spectroscopic amplitudes, on the other hand, are cal-
culated from properly antisymmetrized wave functions. The two functions are shown to
agree with each other and with the appropriately normalized Coulomb-Whittaker function
in the asymptotic region, but they differ at small radii, as can be seen in Fig. 2 of ref. [[.
Their difference is interpreted as a measure of the Pauli effects. Since multiplying x.(r)
by a spectroscopic factor would affect both its short-range and asymptotic behavior, the
author concludes that this cannot be the proper procedure for incorporating microscopic
substructure effects in potential model calculations.

The argument presented in ref. [ is not correct. The function x.(r) does not, in general,
correspond to a potential-model wave function. First, unlike the one-body wave functions
we have considered, it already includes the spectroscopic factor through the normalization
of the A-body wave function. Moreover, very little physics can be associated with x. outside
the context of its usual use as a component in a properly antisymmetrized cluster-model

wave function. To show this, we consider an arbitrary product state ¥4 (r,--- r4) =
o(ra)Y_(r1,--,74_1). In the non-antisymmmetrized basis, it has expansion coefficients:
o (1) = VAW [0]) = o(r) VAW [¢h_,) (23)

and the associated antisymmetrized, i.e. physical state, has expansion coefficients ¢, (r) =
Yooy JdrN(n,r,n',v")¢r (r). In the product given above, ¢(r) can be taken to corre-
spond to the relative-motion function x.(r) of ref. [[J. As discussed in the previous section,
N(n,r,n',r'") enforces antisymmetry by projecting onto a completely antisymmetric state.
Thus, the choice of ¢(r) is somewhat arbitrary, since many functions lead to the same
physical state. We may, for example, consider the case in which ¢4 | and ¥%_, are Slater
determinants and ¢ | = WY . If we then take ¢(r) to be orthogonal to the orbitals in
Y|, the antisymmetry requirement will turn the product into a Slater determinant and

we obtain ¢1(r) = ¢V(r)/vVA = ¢(r). On the other hand, if ¢(r) is not orthogonal to
the occupied orbitals, the non-orthogonal components will be projected out as well. In
the extreme case of ¢(7) being a linear combination of the occupied states, ¢;(r) is zero.
From these considerations we conclude that the difference between ¢(r) and the associated
physical state has no particular significance. The effect that antisymmetrization has on
©(r) is not pertinent to the one-body models considered in this paper since both already
include antisymmetry, at least approximately. (The effect of antisymmetry on the shape of
the spectroscopic amplitudes is distinct from the effect of antisymmetry contained in the
N, of eq. (BF).) A more useful comparison would be between the spectroscopic amplitude
and ./\flll/ *p(r"), since this would measure the influence of the off-diagonal matrix elements
of N(n,r,n',r") and thus test the validity of the single-particle model based on eq.([[§).
Neither comparison clarifies the role of the spectroscopic factors since, as previously noted,
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the spectroscopic factor is contained in both y. and the spectroscopic amplitudes.

At this point it is useful to return to the asymptotic normalization, A,., of the spectro-
scopic amplitude. For the low-energy “Be(p,)®B and O(p,v)'"F* reactions, for example,
the capture occurs at large radii. Thus the asymptotic normalization of the spectroscopic
amplitude is sufficient for describing the bound state in the physically relevant region. This
is in line with the conclusions of refs. [§, fl]. As explained above, there are two different
physical effects included in the spectroscopic amplitude and hence in its asymptotic normal-
ization: one is related to the distortions of the (A —1)-body cluster due to the presence of an
additional nucleon and is contained in the spectroscopic factor and the other is related to the
single-particle properties of that extra particle and is described by the spatial dependence
of the amplitude. Both are needed.

V. CONCLUSION

Spectroscopic amplitudes play a central role in the description of single-particle transfer
reactions such as radiative nucleon capture. The amplitudes contain both single-particle
and many-nucleon aspects of the nuclear many-body problem and can be, in principle, ob-
tained from a fully microscopic model. We have presented two alternative approaches, each
based on a set of coupled-channels equations, and have shown how one-body approximations
can be derived in a systematic manner. We obtained two different single-particle models.
In both cases, the single-particle wave function was found to be an approximation to the
spectroscopic amplitude but normalized to one rather than to the spectroscopic factor. The
quality of the one-body approximation depends on how well it describes the spatial depen-
dence of the spectroscopic amplitude. However, even the best single-particle wave function
will miss the spectroscopic factor.

The first one-body approximation considered here results in A non-interacting particles in
a single-particle potential. The simplification occurs since the equations for the spectroscopic
amplitudes are no longer coupled; instead, we have A independent equations. Since we still
have A particles and A orbitals, we can construct an antisymmetric A-body wave function
by taking it to be a Slater determinant. In this model, it is redundant to explicitly enforce
antisymmetry, e.g. through projection operators. The quality of this approach depends
on how well the single-particle potential is chosen and how well the single-particle wave
functions reproduce the shape of the spectroscopic amplitudes.

The second one-body model presented here is usually derived within the generator-
coordinate formalism. We obtained it by truncating a set of coupled integral equations. In
this approach, antisymmetry is (approximately) imposed for each orbital separately through
(approximate) projection operators. Unlike the first one-body approximation it can include
many-particle correlations in the (A —1)-body subsystem. In principle, this approach is also
simpler since we do not need to consider all the orbitals together. The price we pay is that
the potential can not be approximated as simply since it implicitly contains a projection
into antisymmetric states. There is also an explicit projection operator that must be ap-
proximated. The quality of this approach depends on the choice of the (A — 1)-body wave
functions and the importance of the channel coupling.

It is important to realize that there is not one unique single-particle model. Different
one-body approximations to the nuclear many-body problem exist and can be derived in-
dependently of each other. The resulting single-particle models may differ in subtle but
crucial details and should therefore not be confused with each other. We have derived two
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such models and discussed their relation to each other and distinctions between them. In
particular, the very different techniques for including antisymmetry should be noted.

The spectroscopic factor, in its simplest form, reflects the partition probability of the
A-body system into smaller clusters with allowance for antisymmetry effects. In the present
paper it is cast in a complimentary light. It presents itself as a manifestation of the distortion
of the (A — 1)-body system due to the presence of the Ath particle. This distortion is
both dynamical due to the interactions and kinematical due to antisymmetry. Since these
are pure many-body effects they are, by definition, absent from one-body approximations.
When center-of-mass corrections are included, the spectroscopic factors can be greater than
one without violating the Pauli principle. Otherwise they must be less than or equal to one.

A full calculation must include both the one-body and many-body effects. As the present
paper emphasizes, this can be accomplished through the use of spectroscopic amplitudes.
Obtaining these amplitudes, however, requires the full solution of the coupled equations
presented here or a fully microscopic model. While this is still a distant goal, some recent
fully microscopic approaches show promising results for low-mass systems [BZ]. Furthermore,
models such as the shell model, the continuum shell model, or the cluster model, include
some many-nucleon correlations and provide reasonable approximations to the full problem.
Since many-body effects are not contained in one-body models, cross sections calculated in
this framework need to include the spectroscopic factor. For processes that are strongly
peaked in the tail region, like the low-energy "Be(p,v)*B and %O(p,~)!"F* reactions, the
one-body and many-body effects can be combined into a single parameter — the asymptotic
normalization coefficient.
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APPENDIX A: THE BASES

We begin by defining a basis {¥%_,},—12_ for H4_,, the space of completely antisym-

metric (A — 1)-body wave functions ©¥4_1(71,---,74_1). The basis states are orthonormal,
A-1

/ H dri\I]Z_l(Irl’ T, TA—1>\IIZ_1(T17 Tty ’rA—l) = 57”1’ ) (Al)
i=1

and complete in H7{_,, that is:

A-1 00
/ H d’l"; Z \Iﬂ;&—l(rlv T TA—l)\IIZ—1<T£7 B rf4—1) wA—l(rllv T rf4—1)
i=1 n=1

= Ya_1(re, -, Taz1) (A2)
holds for any 14_; € H4_,. Specifically, for the sake of convenience, we choose ¥%_, which

2
are eigenstates of the (A —1)-body Hamiltonian Hy_; = — S i +1 SV (e —7)).

i=1 2m; ij=1
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To do so, we have to include both bound and scattering states. The superscript n labels the
discrete as well as the continuous spectrum of H4_;.
We now consider two different A-body spaces. The first, denoted by H 4, is spanned by

\I]ZT(TM ) TA) = Z—l(rlv T 'rA—l)(S(r - TA) ) (A?’)

where 7 is a continuous parameter. The U'y" are orthonormal with respect to both n and r:

A
/Hdri‘l’ﬁ’r(rb )R () = (= 1) (A4)
1=1

and the completeness condition for this basis is given by:

A 00
/Hd'l"; (Z/d'l" \IIZT(TM T TA)\DZT(T/D T 7"14)) ¢A(Iria T 7414)
i=1 n=1
:¢A(T17'”7TA) ’ (A5)

where 14 € Hy. The space Hy is a direct sum of the subspaces H4 and H%' which contain,
respectively, totally antisymmetric and mixed-symmetry A-body states. The latter are an-
tisymmetric in the first A-1 coordinates and symmetric with respect to exchanges between
the A-th nucleon and any other particle. For A=2, the space H%L, is completely symmetric.

An arbitrary wave function ¢4 € H4 can thus be written as the sum of an antisymmetric
and a mixed-symmetric component:

%WM%MPj%WMWﬂM+O—%awmwwW (46)
:wﬁ(rlf'WrA)+wﬁ/{(rla"'>rz4)? (A7)

where ¢ € H4 and 4" € H4', and A denotes an ‘intercluster’ antisymmetrization operator,
which antisymmetrizes between the A-th coordinate and the remaining A-1 coordinates. A is

normalized by the condition A% = v/AA. Since A /v/A (1 - A/ \/Z) = 0, the two subspaces

are orthogonal to each other, that is:
A
/HWMmemWWmmmMZU (A8)
i=1
Furthermore, a symmetric operator OS5 cannot connect the two subspaces:
A
/Hdri,lvbﬁ(rla"'arA) Osw%(rla”'arA) =0 (Ag)
i=1

This includes the case where OS5 = H A, where H, is the A-body Hamiltonian.
The space H7 is spanned by

AV (P, ma) = AVRT = AW (71, mas)0(r — 7a)] (A10)
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or, equivalently,

ATL") = al(r) |95y (A11)
where af(r) creates a nucleon at position r and we have used the convention 1, (ry, - -+, 74) =
(ry,---,7altba). The creation and annihilation operators a'(r) and a(r) obey the usual

anticommutation relations, which ensure that the right-hand side of eq. (A1) is totally
antisymmetric. The completeness condition for the basis { 4 ¥y} takes the form:

A oo
/ 1 n,r nrs , , ,
/gd’m <Z;/dTA\IfA’ (ry, -, ra) A0 (frlj...’frA)) Ya(rl, -, (A12)
:wA(rla"'7rA>,

where 14 is a fully antisymmetric A-body wave function from H4. When v, in eq. (AI3) is
replaced by a state from H%!, the right-hand side of the equation vanishes. In other words,
Pa= %|A\PZ’T><A\DZ’T| acts like a projection operator, projecting states 1, € H4 onto their
antisymmetric component ¢4 € H7.

The advantages of using totally antisymmetric basis states are obvious. The disadvan-
tages of employing this basis lies in the fact that the states are no longer orthonormal.
Instead, we have:

A
/H dri A\IIZJ,(Tla ) TA) Alllzlml(rb ) TA) = N(n> r, n/> 'I"/) . (A13)
=1

The norm operator, N (n,r,n’,7'), has various interesting properties and is discussed in
Appendix B.

The basis states 4 U’y are not linearly independent, but are related to each other through
the norm operator: AU (ry,---,r4) = > 0, fdr’/\/(n,r,n’,r’)A\IfZ’rl(rl, <+, 1ra). In
fact, the { 4¥'y"} basis is overcomplete and, at least in the case where the W’;_, are Slater
determinants, spans the space H7 A times. This accounts for the factor % in the first line
of eq. (), and in the completeness relation, eq. (A1J).

An arbitrary antisymmetric A-body wave function ¢4 (71, -+, 74) can now be expanded
in one of the above bases. Using the set {U"}"}, we have:

wA(Tlv Ty TA) = ﬁ Z / dr ‘I’Z’T(Tla Ty TA)¢”(T) ) (A14>

with expansion coefficients

A
Pn(T) = \/Z/Hdr,. U (g, - ra)0alry, -7 a) (A15)
i=1
Alternatively, we can use the antisymmetric basis, {40y}, to write:

dalrs ) = 53 [ AW o), (16)
n=1
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where

A
On(r) = /Hdri AV (P ra)Pa(ry, o ma) (A17)
i=1

Eq. (ATd) follows by applying the antisymmetrization operator to eq. (A14]) and eq. (AT7)
can be derived from eq. (KI9) by using the identity ¥4 (r1,---,74) = A/VA Ys(r1,---,74),
which holds for totally antisymmetric A-body states, and the Hermitean properties of A.
Thus, the coefficients are the same in both expansions.

From eq. (AT3), it follows that is also possible to write the wave function 14 as

Ba(r ) = 2 D W ra) 6,0 (Al8)
n=1

The coefficients ¢,(r) are identical to those in the previous expansions. From egs. ([AT]])
and ([AT7), one infers that they take the following form:

Pn(ra) = (Vi_ila(r)|ea) . (A19)

When t4(rq, -+, 74) denotes a bound state and the % _,, that occur in the definitions
of both ¥'}" and 4¥'}", are eigenstates of the (A — 1)-body system, then the ¢,(r) are the
spectroscopic amplitudes and the associated integrals S, = [ dr \¢n(r)|2 are the spectroscopic

factors. The A-dependent normalization factors in the above equations are included so that
fH?;l dr;|a(ry, -, 74)]* = 1 holds, as well as

Z/dr o (r)]> = A, (A20)

in accordance with the conventional normalization of the spectroscopic factors. This last
equation follows by squaring eq. ([AT4), integrating over the coordinates and using the com-
pleteness of the ¥'y".

APPENDIX B: THE NORM OPERATOR

The norm operator N(n,r,n’,7’) for the antisymmetric basis { 4¥'y"} has many inter-
esting properties. To start with, it can be written in several equivalent forms:

A
N(n,r,n,r) = /H dry A (71, ) A0 (P, T a) (B1)
i=1
A
= \/Z/ H dri \DZT(Tla ) TA)A\IIZX7T (7"1, T, TA) (BQ)
i=1

A
= \/Z/Hdri Py, ) AT (P, ) (B3)
i=1

A
A )
— A [TLar vy )20 ) (B
=1 \/z

= (Wi_la(r)a’ ()| W_y) . (B5)
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We see that N (n,r,n’,7’) is not only the norm operator for {4¥’y"}, eq. (BI), but is
also proportional to the overlap of an element from {4¥";"} with an element from the
non-antisymmetrized basis {U;"}, eq. (BZ). Furthermore, N'(n,r,n’,7')/v/A is the matrix
element of the ‘intercluster’ antisymmetrization operator, A, in the basis {¥'y"}, eq. (BJ),
or — equivalently — N(n,r,n’,7')/A is the matrix element of the projection operator A/v/A
in that same basis, eq. (B4). Finally, we can write N (n,r,n/,r’) as the matrix element of
a(r)a’(r') in the (A-1)-body basis, eq. (BF), where af(r) and a(r) create and annihilate,
respectively, a nucleon at position r.

Since N (n,r,n’,r’) is proportional to a projection operator, it has no inverse. However,
its square root — in the sense of a matrix operation — can be given. It is simply the matrix
element of the antisymmetrization operator A:

A
VN (n,r,n/ 1) = /Hdm U (g, e A) AU (g, 1 g) (B6)
i=1

To see the projection operator nature of N (n,r,n’,7") more directly, one can multiply

eq. (AT) by A\II’X’T/(TI, -+-,74) and integrate over the coordinates. If ¢4 is completely
antisymmetric, we obtain the following equation for the expansion coefficients:

1 - / / / /
%WZZZQW”NW“W”%”V (B7)
For a mixed-symmetric state 14, on the other hand, we find:
o 1 - / o /
0= [ ar' Noral #1600 (B3)

i.e. N(n,r,n',7")/A, when acting on a set of expansion coefficients ¢, (r), behaves like a
projection operator: It returns the coefficients ¢, (r) of an antisymmetric state and yields
zero when the ¢, (7) correspond to a mixed-symmetrix state. It follows immediately that
in a restricted space of coefficients which originate from a completely antisymmetric wave
function, N(n,r,n',r")/A becomes the identity matrix. In this restricted subspace, the
functions A\DZ’T( /v/A act in many ways as if they where orthonormal.

If we expand an excited state of the A-body system, WX (7, --,74), as in eq. (), we
obtain expansion coefficients ¢7*(r) = (¥4 |a(r)|V%). For k = 1, Uk describes the
ground state of the A-nucleon system and the ¢“*=!(r) reduce to the usual spectroscopic
amplitudes. For a fixed n, on the other hand, the ¢2¥(r) correspond to particle states built
on |U%_,). Similarly, one can expand an (A-1)-body state, W _,, in terms of (A-2)-body
basis states, U} ,, and obtains expansion coefficients ¢A=5"(r) = (U _,|a(r)|¥%_,). With
respect to the (A-1)-body system, the (A-2)-body functions represent hole states and the
A-body functions are particle states. The expansion coefficients ¢2=1"(r) can be used to
rewrite the equations of motions (eq. ([)):

(Ba— Bj0)ou(r) = —226,(r)

+Y ) / dr' g (e (P )WV (I = ) (r) . (BI)

n/=1m=1
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The norm operators can also be written in terms of the particle or hole states. For the
particle states, we insert a complete set of intermediate A-body states, W% (ry,---,74) in

eq. (BY) to obtaln.
N(n,rn' v’y = k(o (r') . (B10)
k=1

On the other hand, using eq. (A3), the norm operator can be expressed in terms of the
(A-1)-body wave functions:

N(n,r,n' r") = Spd(r —7r') —
A-2

(A - ]') / H d”“z’\I’Z—l("“b - TA-2, Ir/)\ljzl—l(rla - TA-2, Ir) (Bl]‘)

1=1

This is not diagonal, in either n or r, even for the simplest systems. From the last expression
we derive the hole-state form:

N(n’ r n,’ T‘l) = 5nn’5(r - T',) -
> on e ) (B12)

m=1

Combining egs. (BI0) and (BIJ), we obtain a completeness relation for the spectroscopic
amplitudes corresponding to the set of particle and hole states:

oo

6nn,5,r_,r, Z¢A ln Aln +Z¢Ak ) (Bl?))

The sum over m runs over all states of the (A—2)-body system [the hole states of the (A—1)-
body system]| while the sum over k runs over the states of the A-body system [the particle
states of the (A — 1)-body system|. The spectroscopic amplitudes for the particle states
are not complete by themselves since they lack the contributions that are Pauli blocked,
namely those contributions corresponding to hole states. Contrary to the impression that
this equation may give, the ¢’s are neither orthogonal nor normalized to one.

To illustrate the formalism, we consider a two-particle system. In this case, the

Uh (ry,...,7a-1) = ¥ (r) are one-body wave functions and the norm operator is given
by:

N(nv r, nlv ’l”/) = 5rm'5(r - ’l”/) - \I]?(’T’/)\I]?/('f’> : (B14)

The terms diagonal in n are projection operators onto states orthogonal to W} (7). This is
also true for larger particle numbers if the W% _,(7y,...,74_1) are single Slater determinants
[In that case N (n,7,n,7') = d(r — ') — S22 ¢"(r")¢7(r), where the sum is over occupied
single-particle orbitals ¢”(7')]. While the matrix elements diagonal in n are projection
operators by themselves, one needs to divide the full norm operator by A in order to obtain
a projection operator.
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APPENDIX C: A BOUND FOR THE SPECTROSCOPIC FACTOR

In this appendix, we show that S, can be written as the product of two factors, which
express antisymmetry and dynamic distortion effects, respectively. When recoil and center-
of-mass corrections are neglected, both factors have to be less than or equal to one, yielding
an upper limit of one for the spectroscopic factor. B

We start by defining a normalized spectroscopic amplitude ¢,(r) = ¢,(r)/v/S, and
express v/.9,, as follows:

VB = [ o) = (AGV5 ) (1)
Next, we introduce a projection operator

where N, = (A[¢, %% ]| A[6,¥%_,]). An arbitrary state [¢04) can then be broken into two
orthogonal parts:

[a) = Pultpoa) + (1 — Po)lwa) = [0 + [wi™) (C3)

where \@L’") and [¢;") are the components of [¢),4) which are parallel and orthogonal,
respectively, to the state |A[¢,¥"_,]). We can then write the spectroscopic factor as:

S = NalW" k™) = No (ala) — (@™ 1x™) - (C4)

The expression in brackets is less than or equal to one since (¢ 4]14) = 1 and both ( IIL’"WJL’")
and (¢7"|[4") are positive semi-definite. When the (A — 1)-body system is completely
described by the wave function ¥’} _,, i.e. when there are no distortions due to the potential

of the A-th nucleon, (¢3¢ 5™) vanishes and (¢i"|h™) = 1. Thus (;"|4/i™), and therefore
Sp, provides a measure of the dynamic distortions induced by the presence of the extra
particle.

Since the factor N,, can be expressed as:

No=1-Y" ( / dmﬁ,,—l’“(r)én(r)f : (C5)

m=1

where the sum is explicitly non-negative and less than or equal to one, it is also restricted,
N, < 1. N, carries the effect of the antisymmetrization and equals one only when ¢, (7) is
orthogonal to ¢A=1"(r) for all m.

From the above considerations it follows that S,, < 1. If antisymmetry was neglected, the
spectroscopic factor could be as large as A, since the sum rule given in eq. (A2(0) would be
the only restriction on S,,. When center-of-mass corrections are inorporated, eq. ([C4) still
holds, but eq. ([C5) has to be modified and N,, can become larger than one. The influence
of center-of-mass corrections is discussed in the next appendix.
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APPENDIX D: CENTER-OF-MASS CORRECTIONS AND INTRINSIC
SPECTROSCOPIC AMPLITUDES

When dealing with the center-of-mass problem it is useful to introduce the Jacobi coor-
dinates p; = R; — 7,41, where R, is the center-of-mass coordinate of the j-body system
defined by particles 1 through j. Taking into account the center-of-mass motion, the A and
(A — 1)-body wave functions are written as:
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respectively. Here k4 and k4_; are the center-of-mass momenta of the A and (A — 1)-body
systems, respectively. We have used box normalization with volume V. The spectroscopic
amplitude is written as:
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This equation is unexpected and requires some comments. Formally it is correct: the spatial
dependence of the spectroscopic amplitude is given by a plane wave and the spectroscopic
- 2 -
o! (%kA — kA_l)’ . Since ¢, (k) is on the order of 1/4/V, it is small and the
condition that the spectroscopic factor must be less then or equal to one is easily satisfied.
The plane wave behavior of the spectroscopic amplitude arises from translational invariance.
The combination (%k/‘ — kA_l) is Galilean invariant. By taking both the (A — 1)-body
and the A-body systems to be in states of good momentum we have forced the Ath particle
to also be in a state of good momentum; ¢! (k) is then the probability amplitude for finding
the Ath particle with relative momentum k when the (A — 1)-body system is in state n. Its
Fourier transform, which we identify as the intrinsic spectroscopic amplitude, is given by

(compare eq. (AIF)):
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In analogy with ¢! (k), ¢L(p) is the probability amplitude for finding the Ath particle at
the distance p from the center-of-mass of the (A — 1)-body system when that system is in
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the state n. The intrinsic A-body wave function can be written in terms of the intrinsic
spectroscopic amplitudes as (compare eq. ([])):

Wh(p1, -+, pac1) chb pa-1)Vi(p1,- -+, pas). (D8)

As we show in the next paragraph, the intrinsic spectroscopic amplitude is also the quantity
that is needed to calculate physical observables.

We now write the transition matrix element, eq. ([[§), in terms of the intrinsic spectro-
scopic amplitude as follows:
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where the transition operator has been taken to be a plane wave as is appropriate for ra-
diative capture and the spin and isospin dependence has been suppressed for simplicity.
The functions ¢X7(p) and ¢!(p) are intrinsic spectroscopic amplitudes for the scattering
and bound states, respectively. The delta function ensures overall momentum conserva-
tion. The (A — 1)/A factor in the exponential takes care of the laboratory center-of-mass
transformation.

The equations of motion for the intrinsic spectroscopic amplitudes are easily derived by

substituting eq. (DJ) in eq. () This gives:
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where p is the reduced mass and
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is the transition density for the (A — 1)-body system. The (A —1)/(A — 2) factors originate
in the conversion from the R4 _o — r4_; coordinate to the R4_; — r4_; coordinate. The
diagonal transition density is the usual density and is normalized to A — 1.

The remaining quantity to consider is the norm operator, N'(n,r, n’,r’). This is most
easily done starting with eq. (BIJ). We obtain:
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In contrast to the situation where the center-of-mass corrections are neglected, the am-
plitudes in the sum given here depend on both coordinates. Consequently, the intrinsic
spectroscopic factors SI = [dp ‘gbﬁ(p)‘z no longer have to be less than one. This is il-
lustrated in ref. [[J for the harmonic oscillator model. The completeness relation for the
particle and hole states, eq. (BI3), is also modified, since this last equation must be used
instead of eq. (BIJ). The spectroscopic amplitudes corresponding to the particle states are
just replaced by their intrinsic counterparts.
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