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Knockout nuclear reactions, in which a nucleon is removed from a nucleus as a result of the
collision with another nucleus, have been widely used as an experimental tool, both to populate
isotopes further removed from stability, and to obtain information about the single-particle nature
of the nuclear spectrum. In order to fully exploit the experimental information, theory is needed for
the description of both the structure of the nuclei involved, and the dynamics associated with the
nucleon removal mechanisms. The standard approach, using theoretical shell-model spectroscopic
factors for the structure description coupled with an eikonal model of reaction, has been successful
when used in the context of the removal of valence nucleons in nuclei close to stability. However, it
has been argued that the reaction theory might need to be revisited in the case of exotic nuclei, more
speciﬁcally for highly asymmetric nuclei in which the deﬁcient species (neutrons or protons) is being
removed. We present here a new formalism for the nucleon-removal and -addition reaction through
knockout and transfer reactions, that treats consistently structure and reaction properties using
dispersive optical potentials. In particular, our formalism includes the dynamical eﬀects associated
with the removal of a neutron from the projectile, which might explain the long standing puzzle of
the quenching of spectroscopic factors in nuclei with extreme neutrons-to-protons ratios.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Radioactive Ion Beams (RIBs) facilities are transforming the field of low-energy nuclear physics by setting
short-lived, exotic isotopes within experimental reach.
The availability of new experimental data has been
matched by theoretical efforts towards the description of
nuclear systems away from the stability valley, and, more
generally, towards an understanding of nuclear structure
in an exotic context [1]. The corresponding paradigm
shift in the theory of nuclear structure has to be complemented by a revision of nuclear reaction theory, needed
for the description of the experiments in which radioactive ions are involved. Within this context, a considerable effort has been devoted recently to the description
of reactions with weakly-bound nuclei [2–6].
However, the study of neutron-rich (resp. proton-rich)
raises a complementary question about the behaviour of
the deeply-bound protons (resp. neutrons) belonging to
the same nucleus. This question has been highlighted in
publications by Gade and collaborators [7–9], in which
they present a review of results of one-neutron (resp. oneproton) knockout experiments expressed as a function of
the difference ∆S = Sn − Sp between the neutron Sn
and proton separation Sp energies (resp. ∆S = Sp − Sn ).
In this work, they arrive at the puzzling conclusion that
theory is unable to account for as much as 80% of the
quenching of single-particle strength when the knocked
out particle belongs to the deficient species in systems
with a large value of ∆S. Several authors have suggested that nuclear structure calculations might fail to
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fully account for short-range correlations between neutrons and protons in highly asymmetric systems, leading
to an overestimation of the single-particle content of the
states populated in knockout reactions [10, 11].
On the other hand, the fact that the strong dependence on ∆S of the spectroscopic factor quenching is not
observed in transfer and quasifree scattering experiments
has led some authors to suggest that the issue might be
in the theory associated with the description of the reaction process in the case of knockout experiments [12–16]
(see Ref. [17] for a recent review). Knockout experiments
are often described within the eikonal model [18, 19], assumed to be valid for high beam energies. The sudden
and the core spectator approximations, in which the nuclear degrees of freedom are frozen during the collision
process, are used to describe the one-nucleon removal
from the projectile. The core spectator approximation
is based on the asumption that the characteristic decay
times of the core states populated in the nucleon removal
process are large compared to the collision time. This
seems reasonable when the nucleon is removed from a
state not too far away from the Fermi energy on a stable nucleus, since the narrow associated energy width
is small, the corresponding damping (decay) time being
therefore rather large.
However, it has been well known since knockout experiments were performed in the early 60’s (see, e.g., [20])
that hole states associated with the removal of deeplybound nucleons have much larger widths, sometimes of
the order of tens of MeV. In other words, hole states resulting from the removal of a deeply-bound nucleon can
decay into complicated many-body nuclear states rather
quickly, in times of the order of 10−23 -10−22 s, which is
comparable to the short collision times associated with
fast knockout experiments. This damping process results in dissipative effects associated with the dynamics

of hole states in nuclei, not taken into account within
the core spectator approximation. These effects have already been estimated in Ref. [21] within the intra-nuclear
cascade approach, showing that they can excite the core
above the particle emission threshold, leading to particle
evaporation and a loss of flux in the outgoing channel
that could account for the observed spectroscopic factor
quenching.
The above parlance highlights the general need to integrate in a consistent theoretical framework the structure
and dynamics of many nucleons in a nucleus, and the
description of reactions used to study them in an experimental context. An attempt to account for the dynamics
between a nucleus and a transferred nucleon has already
been implemented in the the Green’s Function Transfer
(GFT) formalism, albeit in a one-nucleon addition context [4, 22] (see also equivalent theories in Refs. [23–25]).
We present here an extension of this idea, the Green’s
Function Knockout (GFK), which describes one-nucleon
removal processes.
In Sec. II, we derive the general formalism for onenucleon removal reactions, such as knockout and (p, d),
and we show in Sec. III its connection to one-neutron
addition processes and the GFT formalism. In Sec. IV
we discuss different approximations that can be made in
the context of the GFK, before concluding in Sec. V with
a summary and outlook of future developments.
II.
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phase space factor (density of states), kP T is the initial
P -T wave number and µP T = (mP mT )/(mP + mT ) is
the P -T reduced mass.
The final wavefunctions of the core and the N -T sys(f )
(f
)
tems, respectively ψc c and ψN TN T , are many-body objects which depend on all the coordinates describing the
internal structure of c and T . These functions satisfy the
Schrödinger equations


Let us introduce the GFK by considering a reaction
involving a projectile nucleus P of mass mP impinging
on a target T of mass mT . This system is described by
the solution Ψ of the many-body Hamiltonian Ĥ
(1)

EfN T − T̂N T − V̂N T − ĥT

X

2

fN T ,fc

fN T ,fc

(f


Efc − ĥc ψc(fc ) (ξ c ) = 0,

(3)


(f

)

ψN TN T (ξ T , RN T ) = 0,
(4)

where we define the many-body core (ĥc ) and target (ĥT )
Hamiltonian operators, the many-body nucleon-target
interaction V̂N T and the kinetic energy operators T̂N T
and T̂cT . ξ c and ξ T denote the core and target intrinsic coordinates, respectively, while RN T and RcT are the
nucleon-target (N -T ) and core-target (c-T ) relative coordinates (see Fig. 1).
Let us emphasize at this point that the expression (2)
contains no approximations, insofar as the wavefunction
Ψ is exact. However, it is to note that it is only suitable
for experimental conditions in which, when c is detected,
it is very far away from T and N . The c-T and c-N
interactions can then be neglected in the final state and
the product form of the bra is justified.
We now write the sum over delta functions in Eq. (2),
which enforces energy conservation, in terms of the imaginary part of the Green’s function [28]

where E is the energy of the system. We are interested
in the reaction channel in which a nucleon N is knocked
out from the projectile and only the residual core c is detected with a kinetic energy EfcT . Since the final state of
the N -T system is often not measured, we focus here on
deriving the inclusive cross section in both the core c and
N -T systems, i.e., summed over all energy-conserving final states fN T of the N -T system [19, 26, 27], and over all
the energetically available states fc of the core c. When
expressed as a function of the deflection angle of the core
Ω and its final kinetic EfcT , the cross section reads

× δ(E − EfcT − Efc − EfN T ),

T

FIG. 1. Set of coordinates used in this article: the c-N , c-T
and N -T relative coordinates r, RcT and RNT , respectively.
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dσ(EfcT , Ω)
2πµP T
ρ(EfcT )
= 2
dEfcT dΩ
~ kP T
E
X D (f ) (f )
χcTcT ψN TN T ψc(fc ) Ψ
×

RN T
R

RcT



Ĥ |Ψi = E |Ψi ,

N

P

(2)

)

where χcTcT is the wavefunction describing the final c

f
/ (2π)3 ~2 is the
T relative motion, ρ(EfcT ) = µcT kcT

(f

)

ψN TN T ψc(fc )

ED
(f
)
ψc(fc ) ψN TN T

1
× δ(E − EfcT − Efc − EfN T ) = − Im Ĝ(E; EfcT ),
π
(5)

which expresses the relationship between the spectral
2

function and the many-body Green’s function

Different possible choices for the distorting function will
be discussed in Sec. IV.
1
In order to reduce the dimensionality of the problem,
.
Ĝ(E; EfcT ) = lim
η→0 E − E
we average the Green’s function over the ground state of
fcT − ĥc − T̂N T − V̂N T − ĥT + iη
the projectile
(6)
D
E
(0)
(0)
(f
)
φP Ĝh φP
Making use of the complete set of product states ψN TN T
(f )
X (f ) E D (f )
and ψc c , the Green’s function can be written in the
ψN TN T
ψN TN T
=
lim
Lehmann representation,
η→0

Ĝ(E; EfcT ) = lim

η→0

X

fN T ,fc

ED
)
(f ) (f
(f
) (f )
ψc c ψN TN T
ψN TN T ψc c

E − EfcT − Efc − EfN T + iη

×

,

lim

η→0

X
fc

ED

1

(0)

φP

η→0

or in two other equivalent representations,
ED
(f
)
(f
)
ψN TN T
ψN TN T
X
,
Ĝh (E; EfcT ) = lim
η→0
E − EfcT − EfN T − ĥc + iη
fN T
(8)
(f )
ψc c

fN T

(0)

E − EfcT − EfN T − ĥc + iη
X (f ) E D (f ) opt
= lim
ψN TN T
ψN TN T Ĝh (Eh )

(7)

ĜN T (E; EfcT ) =

D

φP

E

.
(14)

fN T

where Eh is the core-hole energy and we define the optical
reduction of the Green’s function
−1

E
D
(0)
(0)
−
ĥ
+
iη
E
φ
φ
Ĝopt
(E
)
=
lim
c
f
h
c
P
P
h
η→0

−1
,
(15)
= lim Eh − T̂h − Ûh + iη
η→0

(f )
ψc c

E − EfcT − Efc − T̂N T − V̂N T − ĥT + iη

which is a one-body operator. In this equation, we have
defined the one-particle T̂h kinetic and Ûh hole potential operators, which in general is non-local, complex
and energy-dependent [29]. The eigenstates of the hole
Hamiltonian correspond to discrete overlap functions
E
D
(f )
(0)
(16)
φh c (r) = φP ψc(fc ) ,

. (9)

Using Eq. (7) we can rewrite (2) as
2µP T
dσ(EfcT , Ω)
ρ(EfcT )
=− 2
dEfcT dΩ
~ kP T
D
E
D
E
(f )
(f )
× Ψ χcTcT Im Ĝ χcTcT Ψ ,

(10)

solutions to the Schrödinger equation [28, 29]


(f )
Eh − T̂h − Ûh φh c (r) = 0.

or, equivalently,

2µP T
dσ(EfcT , Ω)
ρ(EfcT )
=− 2
dEfcT dΩ
~ kP T
D
E
D
E
(f )
(f )
× Ψ χcTcT Im Ĝh χcTcT Ψ .

The energy needed to promote a nucleon of the projectile P to a zero-energy state, leaving the core in its
(c)
(P )
ground state ǫ0 , is the nucleon separation energy Sx ,
which we define positive for particle-bound systems, according to the standard convention. Therefore, the core
ground state is obtained by creating a hole of energy
(P )
Eh = −Sx in the projectile. An excited state of the
core with energy Efc is obtained by delivering the corresponding additional energy, thus creating a deeper hole,

(11)

This expression is still exact, but difficult to handle
as it contains the exact solution Ψ of the many-body
system, as well as the many-body operator Ĝh . As a
first approximation, we will thus assume that Ψ can be
written as the product of a distorting function F and the
(0)
(0)
ground states of the target φT and the projectile φP ,
(0)

(17)

Eh = −Efc − Sx(P ) .

(0)

Ψ(ξT , ξc , RN T , RcT ) ≈ F (RN T , RcT ) φT (ξT )φP (ξc , r).
(12)

(18)

Note that Eq. (17) does not constrain the proper normal(f )
ization of φh c , namely its spectroscopic factor S. Since
a dispersive optical potential can be identified with the
self-energy of the nucleon in the nuclear medium, the
spectroscopic factor is connected with the energy dependence of the hole potential,

Using the factorization (12) into (11), the inclusive cross
section becomes
dσ(EfcT , Ω)
2µP T
ρ(EfcT )
≈− 2
dEfcT dΩ
~ kP T
D
E
D
E
(f )
(0) (0)
(0) (0)
(f )
× F φT φP χcTcT Im Ĝh χcTcT F φT φP .

S(Efc ) =

(13)
3

∂Uh (E)
1−
∂E

Eh

!−1

.

(19)

The above equation is verified only for dispersive potentials [28, 29], and expresses the relationship between the
optical potential and the energy distribution of single
particle strength. It highlights the importance of the use
of dispersive potentials in the present formalism, where it
is essential to have an accurate description of the spectral
function, including the verification of sum rules based on
the conservation of the number of particles.
By also defining the target overlaps
D
E
(0)
(f
)
(f
)
φT ψN TN T = φN N T (RN T )
(20)

We can now rewrite this propagator as




opt† †
opt
opt,0
Ĝopt
=
1
+
Ĝ
Û
Ĝ
− Ĝopt†
Ûh† Ĝopt
Ĝ
1
+
Û
h
h
h
h
h
h
h .
h
(27)

The first term of Eq. (27) corresponds to scattering states
of the core-hole system. Since the hole Hamiltonian describes the removal of a nucleon on the projectile ground
state, it does not have any scattering solutions and this
first term vanishes. We therefore obtain
opt†
Im Ĝopt
Im Ûh Ĝopt
h .
h = Ĝh

and the source term

(28)

By defining the hole wavefunction

ρh (r; EfcT , EfN T ) =
Z
(f
)∗
χ(fcT )∗ (RcT ) φN N T (RN T ) F (RN T , RcT ) dRcT ,

φh (r; Eh ) = Ĝopt
h (Eh ) ρh (r; EfcT , EfN T )
we can then write the cross section (22) as

(21)

dσ(EfcT , Ω)
2µP T
ρ(EfcT )
=− 2
dEfcT dΩ
~ kP T
X
hφh (Eh )| Im Ûh (Eh ) |φh (Eh )i
×

Eq. (13) becomes
dσ(EfcT , Ω)
2µP T
ρ(EfcT )
=− 2
dEfcT dΩ
~ kP T
X
×
hρh (EfcT , EfN T )| Im Ĝopt
h (Eh ) |ρh (EfcT , EfN T )i

fc

× δ(E − Efc − EfcT − EfN T ).

(22)

(P )

with Eh = −Efc −Sx (see Eq. (18)). Eq. (22) can be interpreted in terms of the source term (21) expressing the
probability of the production of a hole in the projectile
P at a position r, while the Green’s function describes
the dynamical evolution of the core-hole system. Dissipative effects associated with core excitation are connected
with the imaginary part of the optical potential, and are
fully accounted for. When these excitations take place
at energies above the nucleon emission threshold they
can result in particle evaporation, and thus reduce the
knockout cross section of deeply-bound nucleons [21].
In order to highlight the effect of the absorption of the
core by the hole, we will express Eq. (22) in terms of Ûh
by first defining the free hole propagator Ĝopt,0
as
h

−1
,
Ĝopt,0
(E
)
=
lim
E
−
T̂
+
iη
h
h
h
h

(23)

−1
(Ĝopt,0
)−1 − (Ĝopt
= Ûh .
h
h )

(24)

η→0

dσ(EfcT , Ω)
2µP T
ρ(EfcT )
=− 2
dEfcT dΩ
~ kP T
(P )
−Sx

×

hφh (Eh )| Im Ûh (Eh ) |φh (Eh )i

× δ(E − Efc − EfcT − EfN T ).

(31)

Let us stress that the above expression is inclusive in
both the N -T and the final states of the core. The sum
over all energy-accessible final states of the core is implied in the imaginary part of the hole potential Im Ûh ,
while it is explicit in the N -T channel, as we sum over
the hole states φh , which contain the N -T overlaps in
the source term (21). The only approximation made in
the derivation of Eq. (31) is the factorization of the solution of the many-system into a distorting function and
the projectile’s and the target’s ground states. In particular, no sudden or core spectator approximations has
been made concerning the dynamics of the N -T and N -c
systems. This is in contrast with the standard eikonal
framework [7, 19, 26], where dynamical, non-sudden effects associated with the nucleon extraction from the projectile (or hole creation) are neglected. It is reasonable
to expect that these effects will be particularly important for the knockout of deeply-bound nucleons, creating deeply-bound holes, which could give rise to core

By manipulating this expression, we obtain
i
h
opt,0 −1
opt −1
Ĝopt
Ĝopt,0
(
Ĝ
)
−
(
Ĝ
)
h
h
h
h
opt,0
= Ĝopt
h − Ĝh

(25)

which leads to the Dyson equation
opt,0
Ĝopt
+ Ĝopt,0
Ûh Ĝopt
h .
h = Ĝh
h

X

(c)
(P )
Eh =−Sx −Sx

so that we can write

= Ĝopt,0
Ûh Ĝopt
h ,
h

(30)

If we assume that for excitation energies above the first
(c)
particle emission threshold Sx the core will evaporate
particles, the experimental cross section for observing the
(c)
core c is restricted to 0 < Efc < Sx and therefore the
(P )
(c)
(P )
hole energy is restricted to −Sx − Sx < Eh < −Sx .
The cross section therefore reads

fN T

× δ(E − Efc − EfcT − EfN T ),

(29)

(26)
4

channel, in which the deuteron has been detected in its
single bound state, namely its ground state. According
to the notation of the previous section,

excitation above particle emission thresholds and therefore to particle evaporation. The quenching of spectroscopic strength is further enhanced in systems with high
neutron-proton asymmetry by the fact that the emission
threshold of the deficient species tends to be low, and the
sum in Eq. (31) is severely restricted.

c≡B

An essential ingredient of our formalism is the calcu(f
)
lation of the target overlaps φN N T (20) and the hole
wavefunctions φh (29).
The overlap (20) can be calculated with the help of the
optical reduction of the Green’s function ĜN T (9)

× hφh (Eh )| Im Ûh (Eh ) |φh (Eh )i
× δ(E − EfB − Efd − ǫd ),

(32)

where ÛN T is the optical potential describing the N (0)
T interaction and ǫT is the target ground-state energy. This single-particle Green’s function can be calculated numerically with Lagrange mesh techniques [30].
Although straighforward for local potential, computing
Green’s functions for non-local potentials is not trivial
and will be reported in another contribution [31]. The
overlap can then be obtained making use of the relation
(f

)∗

(f

)

φN N T (r; EfN T )φN N T (r; EfN T ) =
1
− Im Gopt
N T (r, r; EfN T ). (33)
π
As mentioned in Sec. II, this procedure enforces the
proper normalization of the overlap as the spectroscopic
factor is directly encoded in the energy dependence of the
Green’s function (see Eq. (19)). Since the cross section
(f
)∗ (f
)
(31) is a functional of φN N T φN N T , it is unchanged un(f
)
(f
)
der an arbitrary phase change φN N T → eiϕ φN N T , and
(fN T )
.
the expression (33) is enough to provide φN
Once the overlap has been determined, the source term
(21) and the hole wavefunction (29) can be computed by
numerical integration.
III.

(34)

where EfB is the energy of the final state of the core
(A)
B, Eh = −EfB − Sn is the B-hole energy, and Efd
(A)
the final kinetic energy of the deuteron and Sn is the
neutron separation energy of the A nucleus.
The GFK formalism describes non-sudden, dissipative
processes in the core B system, and takes into the account
the quantum many-body dynamics (encoded here in the
imaginary part of the optical potential Im Ûh ) to describe
its final state. Typically, Im Ûh will be spin- and paritydependent. Within this context, this framework might
be useful in situations in which one is interested in the
determination of the energy, spin, and parity of the final
state of the residual nucleus, as in, e.g., (p, d) surrogate
reactions [32, 33].
In reactions where a nucleon is transferred from the
target to the projectile, such as B(d, p)A, the state of
the nucleus A is not measured. However, as for pickup
reactions, its energy can be deduced from the energy of
the final proton Efp . In this case, we have

η→0

η→0

T +N ≡d

dσ(Edf , Ω)
2µpA
ρ(Efd )
=− 2
dEfd dΩ
~ kpA

Ĝopt
N T (EfN T )
−1
D

E
(0)
(0)
EfN T − T̂N T − V̂N T − ĥT + iη
φT
= lim φT
−1

(0)
,
= lim EfN T − T̂N T − ÛN T − ǫT + iη

c+N ≡A

In this case, the final N -T wavefunction corresponds to
(f
)
the ground state of the deuteron φN N T ≡ φd . The
A(p, d)B cross section can be obtained from Eq. (31)
by only keeping in the sum over the T + N states, with
EfN T = ǫd , ǫd = −2.2246 MeV being the binding energy
of the deuteron. The differential cross section reads

Determining the N -T overlap functions

A.

T ≡p N ≡n

dσ(Efp , Ω)
2µd
= − 2 ρ(Efp )
dEfp dΩ
~ kd
× hφn (En )| Im Ûn (En ) |φn (En )i
× δ(Ed + ǫd − En − Sn(A) − Efp ),

(35)

with Epf the final kinetic energy of the proton, Ed the
initial kinetic energy of the deuteron, En is the excitation
energy relative to the ground state of the final nucleus A
and Ûn is the n-B optical potential. We also define the
neutron wavefunction φn

APPLICATION TO A(p, d)B AND B(d, p)A
TRANSFER REACTIONS

φn (r; En ) = Ĝopt
n ρn (r; Efp , ǫd )

Let us now consider a pickup reaction, in which a nucleon is transferred from the projectile A(≡ B + n) to the
proton target p, resulting in the formation of a deuteron d
and the core nucleus B. In these reactions, the deuteron
is detected with kinetic energy Efd , and the residual nucleus B is not observed. While this process is still inclusive in the core (B) channel, it is exclusive in the n-p

(36)

with the source term ρn . Note that if the distorting wave
function F is obtained within the Distorted Wave Born
Approximation (DWBA) described in Sec. IV C, this expression is similar to Eq. (25) of Ref. [4]. The framework presented here represents therefore a generalization
of the GFT [4] to describe inclusive measurements of both
5

accurately described by the eikonal model [19, 34–37].
This approximation [18] assumes that the projectiletarget relative motion does not differ much from the
initial plane wave χi , strongly simplifying the three-body
problem (more details can be found in Ref. [3]). The
distorting function is therefore given by

one-nucleon addition and removal reactions. Compared
to previous models, the GFK is therefore applicable to
both transfer and knockout reactions. This general applicability of the GFK is a great advantage, as it provides
a theoretical framework to compare their analysis and
gives insights on what are the reaction mechanisms at
play.
Consequently, the GFK might allow to shed some light
on the discrepancy between the analyses of transfer and
knockout experiments for projectile with large neutronto-proton asymmetry [7–9, 12, 13, 17]. The difference
between Eqs. (34) (resp. (35)) with Eq. (31) is apparent, as the final energy of d (resp. p) is measured, and the
energy of the final state of B (resp. A) is known. The
dynamical effects associated with the extraction of the
neutron from the projectile A (resp. of the interaction of
the neutron with the nucleus B), and hence absorption
of the core B by the hole (resp. of the projectile B by
the neutron) are smaller. This suggests that the overestimation of experimental knockout cross section by theory
is most likely due to these dynamical effects as suggested
in Ref. [21].

F (RcT , RN T ) ≈ SN T (RN T ) ScT (RcT ) χi .

(38)

where SN T and ScT are respectively the N -T and c-T
eikonal S-matrices, and χi is the eikonal incoming scattering wavefunction. The eikonal model exhibit cylindrical symmetry, it is therefore often expressed in terms of
the transverse (bN,c ) and longitudinal (ZN,c ) coordinates
2
2
.
= b2(N,c)T + Z(N,c)T
R(N,c)T

The eikonal S-matrices can then be written as
h
i
eik
SN T (ZN T , bN T ) = exp iδN
(Z
,
b
)
NT NT ,
T
h
i
eik
ScT (ZcT , bcT ) = exp iδcT
(ZcT , bcT ) ,

(39)

(40)
(41)

eik
eik
in terms of the eikonal phases δN
T and δcT

IV.

CHOOSING THE DISTORTING FUNCTION

eik
δN
T (ZN T , bN T ) = −

The only approximation of the GFK formalism is the
factorization (12) of the many-body wave function onto a
distorting function F and the ground states of the target
and projectile. The choice of the distorting function will
therefore embody the specific approximations that we are
willing to make.

A.

eik
δcT
(ZcT , bcT ) = −

kN T =
One of the simplest approximation one can make is

′
′
UN T (ZN
, bN T ) dZN
,

−∞

Z

(42)

ZcT

UcT (Zc′ , bcT ) dZc′ , (43)

−∞

µN T
kP T ;
µP T

kcT =

µcT
kP T ,
µP T

the χi eikonal incoming scattering wave reads
h
i
χi (RN T , RcT ) = exp i (kN T ZN T + kcT ZcT ) .

(37)

where R is the P -T relative cooordinate (see Fig. 1) and
χP T is a distorted wave describing the elastic channel.
This distorting wave and can be obtained as a solution
of the Schrödinger equation with a P -T optical potential
ÛP T . With this approximation, the many-body wavefunction (12) describes the elastic channel, and does not
contain breakup channels. Consequently, this two-body
approximation describes a process in which the absorption of the core by the hole (resp. the core by the nucleon)
happens before breakup has occurred, which is likely to
miss part of the physics at play in knockout and transfer
(p, d) reactions (resp. (d, p) reactions).

B.

µP T
~2 kP T

ZN T

with ÛcT the c-T optical potential. By assuming that
the neutron and the core have the same initial velocity
as the projectile, i.e.,

Two-body approximation

F (RcT , RN T ) ≈ χP T (R),

Z

µP T
~2 kP T

(44)

(45)

Since the wavefunction (38) takes into account breakup
effects [38], the eikonal approximation is able to describe
physical process in which the hole or nucleon absorption takes place before as well as after (or simultaneously
to) the breakup process. However, it should only be applied when the kinematical conditions are suitable for an
eikonal approximation, i.e., when the bombarding energy
is large enough. It is important to note that, contrary
to the usual eikonal description of knockout reactions
[19, 26], the cross section (31) accounts for non-sudden
effects in the breakup of the projectile, by treating explicitly the dynamics of the core-hole system in terms of
the hole optical potential Ûh .
Finally, let us stress that the extension of the eikonal
approximation to treat explictly non-local N -T and c-T
optical potentials is not straighforward [39]. The issue
lies in the fact that non-local interactions depend on a

Eikonal approximation

Reactions
measured
at
energies
above
60 MeV/nucleon, such as breakup reactions, are
6

and using Eqs. (8) and (12), we obtain
D
E
(f )
(0) (0)
Ĝh χcTcT F̂ (∆) φT φP
D
E
(f )
ˆ χP T φ(0) φ(0)
∆
(54)
= Ĝh χcTcT Ĝopt
PT
T
P


X
−1
lim E − EfcT − EfN T − ĥc + iη
=

integral over the whole space of the wavefunction and
the non-local potential, while the eikonal wavefunction is
not accurate at short distances. One way to avoid this
issue is to derive the local-equivalent potentials, (i.e, local
potentials producing the same elastic phase shifts as the
original non-local ones), and to use them to compute the
eikonal phase shifts (42)–(43).

fN T

η→0

(0)

C.

Distorted Wave Born Approximation

(0)

with

(48)

Ĝopt
P T T̂fN T χP T

E

× Im Ĝopt
h (E − Efc − EfcT − EfN T )
E
D
(fcT )
Ĝopt
× χcT
P T T̂fN T χP T

(55)

(57)

Using the manipulations (23)–(28) on the imaginary part
of the Green’s function, we obtain the cross section due
to the distorting operator F (∆)
dσ (∆) (EfcT , Ω)
2µP T
ρ(EfcT )
=− 2
dEfcT dΩ
~ kP T

(P )

where E0 = E − ǫ0 − ǫ0 , and ǫ0 is the projectile
ground-state energy. We now approximate the manybody solution of the system by the first order in the Born
series
E
E
(0) (0)
ˆ (0) (0)
|Ψi ≈ φT φP χP T + Ĝopt
(50)
P T ∆ φT φP χP T .

(P )
Eh= −Sx

×

X
(c)

(P )

Eh =−Sx −Sx

D

E
(∆)
(∆)
φh (Eh ) Im Ûh (Eh ) φh (Eh )

× δ(E − Efc − EfcT − EfN T )

From this expression, the first two terms of the Born
series of the distorting operator can be deduced, they
read

with

ˆ
F̂ DW BA = |χP T i + Ĝopt
P T ∆ |χP T i

and

= F̂ (2b) + F̂ (∆) .

)

fN T

where T̂P T is the P -T kinetic operator.
We can then define the optical Green’s function in the
P -T channel as
−1

′
,
(49)
Ĝopt
P T (R, R , E0 ) = E0 − T̂ − UP T
(T )

(f

χcTcT

The integral over the internal coordinates of the target ξT
is, in general, not explicitly performed. Usually, an optical potential ÛN T depending only on the target-nucleon
relative coordinate is used instead of the many-body potential V̂N T .
We can therefore rewrite the matrix element appearing
in Eq. (11) as
D
D
E
E
(f )
(0) (0)
(0) (0)
(f )
φP φT F̂ (∆) χcTcT Ĝh χcTcT F̂ (∆) φT φP
E
XD
(fcT )
χP T T̂fN T Ĝopt
=
P T χcT

Let us start by writing the Schrödinger equation in terms
of the projectile ĥP and target ĥT many-body Hamiltonian


ˆ |Ψi ,
(47)
E − T̂P T − ĥT − ĥP − ÛP T |Ψi = ∆

(P )

ED

(56)

Ψ(ξT , ξc , RN T , RcT ) ≈ F̂ φT (ξT )φP (ξc , RN T ). (46)

ˆ = ÛcT + V̂N T − ÛP T ,
∆

)

where we have introduced the transition amplitudes
Z
(f
)
(0)
T̂fN T (R, r) = ψN TN T (ξT , RN T ) ∆(ξT , r, R) φT (ξT ) dξT .

In order to approximate the distorting function with
the DWBA, one needs to generalize Eq. (12), and define
a distorting operator F̂ such that
(0)

(f

× φP ψN TN T

(∆)

(∆)

φh (r; Eh ) = Ĝopt
h (Eh ) ρh (r; EfcT , EfN T , E0 ),

(51)

(58)

(59)

(∆)

(52) Z

where the first term corresponds to the simple two-body
approximation detailed in Sec. IV A. Since F̂ (∆) is now
an operator that does not commute with the projector
ED
(0) (0)
(0) (0)
(53)
φT φP ,
P0 = φT φP

ρh (r; EfcT , EfN T , E0 ) =
′
′
′
′
χ(fcT )∗ (RcT ) Gopt
P T (R, R ; E0 )TfN T (R , r) χP T (R ) dR dR .

(60)
Using Eq. (54), the total inclusive cross section can be
written as
dσ (2b) (EfcT , Ω) dσ (∆) (EfcT , Ω)
dσ DW BA (EfcT , Ω)
=
+
.
dEfcT dΩ
dEfcT dΩ
dEfcT dΩ
(61)

some care needs to be exerted in order to derive the final
expression for the cross section. According to Eq. (11),
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ˆ acts on the relative nucleon-core
Since the operator ∆
ˆ
coordinate, the ∆ term accounts for processes in which
breakup has been induced. Moreover, this approximation
is valid for low bombarding energies, for which the eikonal
approximation may not be accurate.
V.

the particle emission threshold during the collision. Our
analysis suggests that the discrepancy observed in the
analysis of knockout and transfer data might arise from
these dynamical effects, that are neglected in the usual
eikonal model.
The main approximation made in the GFK is the factorization of the many-body wavefunction in a factorized
form, in which the effect of the projectile-target interaction is described by a distorting function F . The choice
of this distorting function reflects the approximation of
the few-body problem we are willing to make, and can be
adapted to a specific energy regime. In particular, we discuss a two-body approximation given by the projectiletarget scattering wave, the eikonal approximation and
the DWBA. We plan in the future to test the validity
of these approximations and verify their applicability for
different systems, i.e., with various beam energies and for
nuclei ranging from the valley of stability to the proton
and neutron driplines.
In a future publication we plan to compare knockout
and transfer observables obtained within a standard reaction model, with the GFK calculation along an isotopic
chain. For this study, we plan to use the dispersive optical model developed in Refs. [29, 40–42], which provides a description of structure and reaction properties
for nuclei exhibiting different neutron-to-proton asymmetry. This study will provide quantitative estimates of
the dynamical effects associated with the extraction of
the nucleon, and might help to explain the systematic
discrepancy observed by Gade et al. [7–9].

CONCLUSIONS

One-nucleon knockout and transfer reactions are key
probes of the single-particle structure of nuclei away from
stability. The standard theoretical approach associated
with these observables rely on spectroscopic factors derived within some nuclear structure formalism, and reaction cross sections, and the discrepancy between theory
and experiment is often associated with missing correlations in the structure description [17]. A striking feature of the comparison between the theoretical and experimental knockout observables is a marked neutronto-proton asymmetry dependence which is not observed
in the analysis of transfer and quasifree reactions [7–
9, 12, 13, 16, 17]. In order to understand what causes
this discrepancy, it is pressing to describe both of these
reaction processes within the same framework, providing
a unified description of structure and reaction.
In this work, we introduce a new formalism, the GFK,
which describes one-neutron knockout and transfer reactions making use of dispersive optical potentials, hence
treating on the same footing bound and scattering states.
For one-nucleon addition transfer reactions, which are
typically measured at low to medium energies (from few
MeVs to 50 MeV/nucleon), the use of a DWBA distorting function leads to the GFT formalism [4]. Moreover,
the GFK can also predict one-nucleon removal reactions,
such as (p, d) and knockout reactions, thus allowing the
description of transfer and knockout reactions within the
same framework.
Because the GFK relies on Green’s functions, the link
between the few-body problem and the underlying nuclear structure of the ground states of the target and the
projectile is made explicit. Moreover, no core spectator
or sudden approximation is made, which allows to include
dynamical effects associated with the nucleon extraction
from the projectile, such as excitation of the core above
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B. Kay, A. Moro, et al., Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 118,
103847 (2021).
[18] R. J. Glauber, in Lecture in Theoretical Physics, edited
by W. E. Brittin and L. G. Dunham (Interscience, New
York, 1959), vol. 1, p. 315.
[19] P. G. Hansen and J. A. Tostevin, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part.
Sc. 53, 219 (2003).
[20] G. Jacob and T. A. J. Maris, Rev. Mod. Phys. 38, 121
(1966).
[21] C. Louchart, A. Obertelli, A. Boudard, and F. Flavigny,
Phys. Rev. C 83, 011601 (2011).
[22] G. Potel, G. Perdikakis, B. V. Carlson, and et al., Eur.
Phys. J. A 53, 178 (2017).
[23] J. Lei and A. M. Moro, Phys. Rev. C 92, 044616 (2015).
[24] J. Lei and A. M. Moro, Phys. Rev. C 92, 061602 (2015).
[25] B. V. Carlson, R. Capote, and M. Sin, Few-Body Syst.
57, 307 (2016).
[26] M. S. Hussein and K. W. McVoy, Nucl. Phys. A 445, 124

9

