Photon data shed new light upon the GDR spreadidthwn heavy nuclei.
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Abstract

A global study of the electric dipole strength indabelow the isovector
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giant dipole resonance (GDR) is presented for massbers A>80. It relies
on the recently established remarkably good mattiwden data for the
nuclear photo effect to novel photon scatteringadadvering the region
below the neutron emission threshold as well asabgrage resonance
neutron capture (ARC). From the wide energy cowerafjthese data the
correlation of the GDR spreading width with ene@n be studied with
remarkable accuracy. A clear sensitivity to detaflshe nuclear shape, i.e.
is demonstrated. Based hereon a new
parameterization of the energy dependence of tlteau electric-dipole
strength is proposed which — with only two new peeters — allows to
describe the dipole strength in all heavy nuclegihwA>80. Although it
differs significantly from previous parameterizatsoit holds for spherical,

B- and y-deformations,

transitional, triaxial and well deformed nuclei. €T EGDR spreading width

" Present address: Physics Dept., Duke University,
Durham NC 27708, USA.

Key properties of nuclei are their mass and shapwel as
their response to electromagnetic radiation. Photdear
processes were among the first nuclear reactiardiest [1]
and their appreciable strength has triggered timelasion [2]
that they are likely to play an important role fbie cosmic
nucleosynthesis: In the intense photon flux durinigh
temperature cosmic scenarios particle emissiorshiotds are
reached leading to the photo-disintegration of jonesly
formed nuclides. For a full assessment of photatuded
processes the knowledge of the underlying smooéngth is
similarly important as the “pygmy” structures obsst in that
energy range [3-5]. Finally, photon strength fuows
influence not only cosmic processes but they also af
importance for the detailed understanding of rackateutron
capture [6]: To analyze-spectra following capture the photon
strength has to be known up to threshold. A detaile
knowledge of neutron-induced processes is of pralcti
importance for future systems dedicated to tranemuiclear
waste as well as new concepts on nuclear reactors.

The electric dipole strength in heavy nuclei is mhai
concentrated in the isovector giant dipole resoea{@DR).
The centroid energyqof the GDR is related to the symmetry-
energy constant J aride surface-stiffness Q — as determined
in a fit of the finite range droplet model (FRDM)[# the
nuclear masses — with the effective nucleon massasnan
additional parameter [8]. The energy-integrated okdip
strength is determined by rather general quanturcharécal
considerations leading to the Thomas-Reiche-KuhRK(T
sum rule [9]. Thus it is mainly the width of the &Cand its

depends in a regular way on the respective resenanergy, but it is
independent of the photon energy.

detailed shape which are of interest for furtherdgt Very
recently a covariant calculation based on densityctional
theory has resulted in a satisfactory descriptibthe GDR for
spherically symmetric nuclei [10]. Although equieat
calculations not restricted to spherical symmetraymbe
possible it is important to know how well our
phenomenological understanding of nuclear massgsslaapes
can be extended to the dipole strength. This igrthi subject
of the comprehensive study presented here for heashgi.

In this Letter electric dipole strength data foe tBDR as well
as for energies at and below the neutron threslr@ldompared
for nuclei with A>80 to a new parameterization;stiillows to
shed new light upon the GDR width. Starting frora fact that
the width due to particle escape is sufficientlyalim as shown
by respective calculations [11] — one has to gfyariie other
contributions to the apparent width of the GDR. @re hand
these are due to the spreading into underlying texnp
configurations and on the other hand they are chime a
splitting induced by deformation of the nuclearmhaWe use
nuclear spectroscopy data to derive informationttea shape
and on its influence on the electric dipole strangthis allows
us to extract the portion of the width caused beaging and to
derive a suitable parameterization for it. The $dsr this is a
Lorentzian parameterization [3] of the resonanthhanced
photo-absorption cross section,,)> in the GDR and below
— after averaging over the underlying many levelsning a
quasi-continuum. Although not originating from ttecay into
the free vacuum, but rather from the spreadinghef GDR
strength into the nuclear quasi-continuum, the mgtsen of the



dipole strength by Lorentzians has been proven [b2be

if it suffices to regard transitions starting frahe ground state

justified. Mainly from (y,n) reactions [13, 14] a rather detailed - as is usually done for smaller photon energiés [2 case the

experimental knowledge on the average absorptiasscr

section ©,(E,)> exists for many nuclei at energies well above

the particle-separation energy. 81 many nuclei near closed
shells one-component Lorentz fits [14] to the G[2Ruited in
values for the productonmaeT” which considerably exceed
the TRK-value 11.9/-(NZ/A)MeV-fn?; in well deformed
nuclei two Lorentzians have been used. Such fit§ flave
neither resulted in a systematic scheme for thenaixe
widths " nor for the spreading. In contrast to this procedu
we apply a parameterization for the width and vg@nously
require the integrated Lorentz curves to fulfil thRK sum-
rule. By comparing the result of such a calculatomnlata we
avoid a fit, we demonstrate the role of the spmegalidth and
we visualize eventually unaccounted effects.

In a first step, we make use of the abovementidaet that
the centroid energiesyBf the GDR are well predicted by the
FRDM [7, 8 (cf. Eq. 4.12)]:
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We use the standard fit to the nuclear masses éoyFRDM
[7] with Rp = 1.16fm-A™®, J =32.7 MeV and Q = 29.2
MeV. The second term in the square root correctsttie
approximation on Z/A made in [8]. From our compango
the data for many heavy nuclei we get m*-874 MeV as the
optimum value. A satisfactory expression for theor&nce
widths is not available in the FRDM [8] and a maoedined
description of the width has to be found. Becausthe long
lever arm data taken near the thresholds especially

experiment is performed in a bremsstrahlung cootimu
inelastic scattering cannot be directly identifidthe necessary
correction has been shown to be obtainable fromtdi@arlo
methods [19, 20] which weakly depend on the energy
dependence of the level density. Then the AxeldBrire [15]
and a self consistency condition allow to extraohf the data
an electric-dipole strength- function with reasdeahccuracy
up to § [19, 20]. Data obtained for many nuclei betw&&r
and®®b obtained at the Dresden Radiation Source ELBE ha
been analyzed that way [18-21]. The high photor #uad the
strong background suppression combined with a photo
detection system with favourable response [18] Iteduin a
rather high statistical significance of the datpe@al care was
taken to identify all strength by properly subtiagt non-
nuclear scattering. Porter-Thomas fluctuations wareounted
for by averaging the raw data.

Photon strength information is also obtainable fritia multi-
step decay of neutron resonances [17, 25-27] om ftbe
complex gamma decay following transfer reactior&.[th both
cases the absolute normalization has to come fnol@piendent
data like neutron capture through resonances witturately
known photon widths. To reliably deduce from suditada
photon strength and its energy dependence gammay dec
branching ratios as well as spins and paritieshiea decay
cascade have to be well known and thus the phdtengihs
determined such are likely to be hampered by inaoies [29,
see section B]. To avoid possible ambiguities we literature
data only from ARC-experiments with sufficient saging over
many neutron resonances and with targets ofabd 3/2°,
resulting in predominant E1 decay. As connectivement
between absorption and decay data a continuousietdipole
strength-function {E,) was introduced [3]. It is derived from
the average photon absorption cross sectig(E)> but it can
also be expressed by the ratio of the photon width,> to the

sensitiveto the energy dependence of the photon strength andeével distance D(E J=1) both averaged at the top of the

thus the dipole spreading width. To correlate thpolé
strength at energies below threshold to photo-rudeata for
the GDR the suggestive idea [3, 15, 16, 17] wasymd of
extrapolating the Lorentzians to lower energiese €ksential
ingredient for such an extrapolation is the enatggendence
of the resonance width, which is dominated by sgirep We
extend the experimental basis by complementingtimg-data
by results from photon scattering and fromy)Jsesults. To
account for Porter-Thomas-fluctuations [15] the tpho
strength information has to be extracted from prigpe
averaged measurements in both cases.

Photon scattering directly delivers the E1 strerajtienergies
up to the thresholds [15-16, 18-22]. The cross icector

photon scattering is identical to the photon ab$ompcross
section as long as no particle emission or fissiaeurs.
Theoretical arguments [15, 22] as well as data §B% show
that M1 and E2 excitations in heavy nuclei contr&only

weakly to the photon absorption cross section betvieMeV
and the neutron binding energy. & is thus justified to first
concentrate on the influence of the E1l-strengththad to test

electromagnetic transition. Relating these two psses one has
for even-even nuclei [3]:

<o0,(E,))> _ f(E) = <le,> 2)
3(7mhe)’[E, VU EXD

Applying the principle of detailed balance and #ueel-Brink
rule [15] the strength ‘upwards’ from the groundatst is
identified to the ‘downward’ strength related t@ thverage for
E1 gamma decay of energy lietween any two states.

In this Letter we investigate the energy dependeofcehe
photon strength function(E,) to experimental information on
eight nuclei of different shape and masses in #dr@ge from
A=80 to A=240, selected by the extra requiremeat tkliable
experimental informationabove and belowthreshold is
available. In Figs.1-4 the situation is demonsttdte spherical,
deformed, triaxial and transitional nuclei. In Righe results
from using m*=874 MeV/c? and a single Lorentziangq. (4)
are displayed together with experimental data foe two
spherical nuclef®sr and®®Hg. In®Sr and®®Hg the combined
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Fig. 1: Dipole strength functions(E,) for the spherical nuclé’Hg
(top: "Hg(y,n) [31]; **Hg(ny) [25]) and®Sr (bottom:"*Sr(y,n) [30];
Sry,y) [19]). The calculations are shown as thick lifies I'y=
const. and foly 0 E,2 in thin. The data below,Sre averaged over
250 and 600 keV respectively.
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Fig. 2: Dipole strength functions(E,) from photon absorption [33]
by the well deformed nucléf®U (top) and*>®Gd (bottom). The thick
line depicts the parameterization as proposed &edethe thin lines
correspond td O Eyz. The data below Sn are from photon scattering
[34] and ARC [26], respectively.
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Fig. 3: Dipole strength functiong(E,) for the triaxial nuclet*®Pt (top)

and Mo (bottom). Above S the data are fromyfn)-experiments
[40,41]; the data below,Sare from ¢,y) for ®Mo [20] and from ARC
for %Pt [26]. The thick lines are foF , = const., the thin lines
represent’ 0 E/°.
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Fig. 4:
Dipole strength functions,(E,) for the transitional nuclet®Os (top)
and®Mo (bottom). Above Sthe data are fromy(n)-experiments [44,
40]; the data below Sare from ¢,y) for ®*Mo [21] and obtained from
properly normalized ARC [25] fdr®0s[5]. The thick lines are fdf, =
const., the thin lines correspondrto’] Eyz.



data from above [30-31] and below [19, 25] &e well
described byl'o=const; the widthd, = 4.5 and 3.3 MeV,
respectively, correspond tO(Eg) =1.99 MeV in Eg. (5) (to
be discussed in the following). Even after smodajhime cross
sections “pygmy” structures similar to the ones ewsbed
previously [4, 5] remain visible in these two spbal nuclei.
Independent of that fact the data shown in Fig.ldarty
discriminate against a spreading widfh which decreases
with E2 as was asserted earlier [17, 32].

As mentioned above, fits with a single Lorentziarite GDR
data in nuclei with some deformation — even isismall — do
not yield a systematic A-dependence of the widthg.[For
all nuclei but the really spherical ones we now enalse of
the fact that the vibration frequency/E along a given axis k
is inversely proportional to the corresponding sawis length
Rk. Using the Hill-Wheeler parametepsandy of ellipsoidal
shapes [9, 11] one obtains

E, = E,[R, /R, = E,/ exp[+/5/47(B cos(y - 2km)] (3)

by using the proposed power law dependenc&it,) as well,

i.e. we apply it to different nuclei and thus reeulce number of
parameters for the description of the GDR’s. Byt (8% part of

(5)) we relate the spreading width in all nuclethwinass A>80
to the respective resonance energy of their (uihitee) GDR

components.

From the very instructive compilation of apparemRswidths

in nuclei from Rb to U as obtained iprf)-experiments at CEN
Saclay [13, cf. Fig.5] it is obvious that the shagehe GDR

peak is very strongly influenced by deformationtiodd

splitting. In axially deformed nuclei the GDR sgliinto two

components and the higher (lower) energy one inafgo
(oblate) nuclei should correspond to two times dheorption

cross section as the other one.

Seemingly this is not observed experimentally [18y

combining Egs. (4) and (5) a larger width at thghler energy —
and thus a reduced maximum - is predicted by our
parameterization, even when the extrarEthe denominator of
Eqg. (2) is considered.. We thus directly reprodilnie aspect of

Ro and k are the radius and GDR energy of a spherical the data for deformed nuclei. This is observedimZfor the

nucleus with the same mass A. Eq. (3) is easilyvedrfor
static quadrupole deformation, but due to the Hrglquency
of the GDR oscillation it is assumed to also hotd the
average deformations during quadrupole vibrations —a
quasi-adiabatic approximation. For the general cabea
triaxial nucleus an incoherent sum of three Loreciuzves
with widths T’y is required [11, 20] which correspond to the
dipole vibration of the nucleus along each of tHagipal axes
k=1,2,3:

_102019ZN & E,T,

(4)
<o ,(E )>=
2 3rtA = (EZ-E®)*+ET,’

with the photon energy,Ethe resonance energieg &d the
widths I'y given in MeV and s,(E,)> in fm2. The constant
1.02 in Eqg. (4) accounts for the ratio of the Ldrelmased
integraIIcy(Ev) dE, to the value for Breit-Wigner curves. It
was adjusted to hold for all, EE,, Z, A as dealt with in this
paper (within < 2 %); the term 11.9 stems from TiRK-sum
rule [9]. Multipolarities other than E1 are not linded as we

two nuclei™®®Gd and®**U; the data [33] shown fas,(E,) above
S, were not obtained viay,f) but rather by observing photon
absorption directly, a method which is free frombégnities
related to the detection of neutrons. For thesdehamn axial
shape with =0.27 (0.29) was used in accordance
spectroscopic information [35] and the FRDM [7]. good
agreement to the data [26, 33-34] is observed ¢oyi', =
const(E). The large atomic charge of U required the suliva
of approximately 20% Delbriick scattering contribati[36]
from the photon scattering data [33].

to

Various evidence has been presented pointing t@tistence

of nuclei which are triaxial in their ground st48y7, 38], but
only recently detailed experimental studies [22] 3@ve
determined accurate triaxiality parameterdo test our dipole-
strength calculation for such nuclei we comparia iFig. 3 to
GDR data [40] of®Mo, for which detailed Coulomb excitation
studies [39] givey =23° andf = 0.18. For'*Pt [41] y =29°
andp = 0.13 wereused [41,42]. Like before, the calculation for
I'c = const(E) is satisfactory also in the threshold region and

consider (4) as a reference which, when compared topejow. As an especially sensitive test of our method vemsh
measured data, allows to experimentally quantify al jn Fig. 4 the GDR in two transitional nucléfMo and'*%s.

contributions, e.g. those due to velocity dependent
exchange forces. As mentioned, we make use of thié w
known fact that particle escape contributes tovifigth by a
negligible amount [11].

For a parameterization of the spreading width we nesults
from hydrodynamical considerations [11] thereby ey
surface dissipation to the Goldhaber-Teller mod¢he GDR.
For the widths of the different GDR components thkisults in
a power law dependence on the respective resomaecgy:

E E
M (E) =T (Ey)0=4)°= 199MeViE—r—)° (5)
(B =T (Eo) E0) 10MeV)
This equation holds for the three modes k = 1,2,8 triaxial

nucleus and for the exponent the value 1.6 was derived
from the one-body dissipation model [11]. We geliggathis

Spectroscopic investigations gipe —0.08 for**Mo, p= -0.16
for *°°0s [35] andy=20°. WithT' = const(E) a good description
of the data is obtained. In the past GDR data farlei with
small prolate or oblate deformation were oftereitby a single
Lorentzian [14, 17] with the consequence that angegly large
width is falsely attributed to spreading. Espegidiie width of
I = 4.6 MeV at = 13.7 MeV as used [17] fdP’Au is in
clear disagreement to olir= 3.2 MeV at = 13.5 MeV for
2%Hg and our average 3.3 MeV fotPt. This supports our
view that only for clearly spherical nuclei a orsonance fit is
adequate.

When transitional and triaxial nuclei are considet@ be quasi
spherical one-resonance Lorentzian fits [13] to®@&R falsely
result in too large widths. Thus it was proposed, [A7] to use
I'(E) O E” with a =2 for such nuclei. This is an important



ingredient of the so-called KMF-parameterizatio2][8/hich
results in a reduced El-strength in the low en@ay of the
GDR and below threshold. This ansatz was suppdrjethe
fact that in several “non-deformed” nuclei the d@strength
below threshold as derived from primary capturetph® was
low as compared to the Lorentzian. But, a photoergn
dependence of the width was not indicated for thall w
deformed nuclet*’Gd [28] and"®*Dy [23] and, in contrast, the
necessary two-resonance fit resulted in such al gmeliction
for the strength at low energy that 0 could not be excluded
by these data. As the Landau theory of Fermi ligigdemed
to also justifyo = 2 this problem of the proper remained
unsolved since many years. Previously, a new solut this
puzzle was searched for in a generalized Fermidiguodel
[26]. By an addition developed to account for thmdyupole
degrees of freedom the KMF-term [32] witlh =2 was
complemented. For 8 nuclei between A=146 and A=t@8
“traditional” Lorentz fits [14] were used. As werder these
misleading, we only use the raw experimental datery
recently KMF — includingn = 2 — was selected [43] as basis
for a comprehensive “Compilation of giant electdipole
resonances. . ."”

We propose not to rely on existing Lorentzian fitd] and
strive for an inclusion of shape degrees of freeddmady in
the analysis of the raw GDR data. This is at vamamo
previous work [44], in contrast to that we cleasBparate the
deformation induced widening from spreading effedteady

in the analysis of the raw data. We demonstrategigs.1-4
that for energies above 5 MeV an analysis of phalata
accords too = 0 in heavy nuclei with A>80. We repeat here
that for such nuclei the FRDM [7, 8] relates thentosid
energy k of the GDR to A and Z by only one additional
parameter, the effective mass m*= 874 MeV/c2. Adtie
use of the exponend=1.6 from hydrodynamics [11] and
spectroscopic information [35, 39, 45]
parameters only one new parameter is needed toiloeshe
width of the GDR and its low energy tail. This paeter
describes the width induced by the spreading of Eie
strength into the underlying quasi-continuum. Freamious
test calculations we know that our findings are swisitive to
small changes in the FRDM or the shape paramesetsed.
Far above the GDR our few-parameter description hee
shortcomings due to additional degrees of freedoupling or
competing to the GDR mode. And below 4 MeV the phot
scattering data, e.g. those from the ELBE radia#dyoratory
[18-21], show a strong decrease of dipole streagthveraged
over the few remaining spin 1 states. This suhigdieyond
the scope of the present work and may be confraoté&ermi
liquid theory. At such low energy the influence magnetic
strength has to be studigid, 22-23] and for large Z Delbriick
scattering may become important [36].

The experimental cross section data can be comparéue
calculation by point-wise adding the difference hiit the
range studied. For the nuclei regarded here aneagmet
within a factor between 1.02 and 1.15 was foundhveh
average of 1.08 (5). Even when considering the raxeatal
uncertainties this good accordance to the TRK sue r

on the shape

illustrates that the strength not coming from tHeRGis small.
In some of the eight nuclei resonance-like “pygmsyructures
are seen below the GDR; their strength exceedgxpeession
proposed here for the smooth dipole strength bymae than a
few % of the TRK sum.

In principle, a microscopic calculation may deseritoth, the
more isolated “pygmy” strength as well as the qeasitinuum
characterized by close non-overlapping levels petdow S and
overlapping resonances above. The random
approximation (RPA) is known to treat complicatedny body

problems and it can be considered a density fumatio
formalism when performed with a density dependent
interaction. In the QRPA quadrupole phonons arduded

explicitly and respective calculations have beerfqumed for

various nuclei, mostly of spherical symmetry. Irstpe results
from the only QRPA calculation available [6, 46} fdl nuclei

of this study we find that the parameterizatiorpegposed here
is closer to the data as compared to these QRPdictions.

They are presented in the RIPL-2 web-page [6] togyetvith 6

different parameterizations for the dipole strengtictluding

those mentioned above [14, 17, 26, 32]. As thesealirbased
on the “traditional” Lorentzians [14], they arevatriance to our
findings and, despite additional parameters, threyirferior in

their agreement to the combined data. The “chaflentp find a
. model which can satisfactorily account for thetadof both
spherical and deformed nuclei” [26] is thus not meRIPL-2.

Concluding: In most heavy nuclei the excursion fraimell
closure results in a widening of the GDR. Thus a-tar even
three-component Lorentzian is required for the dpson of
the energy dependent electric dipole strength. défermation
parameters have to be determined independentlyaeralinted
for in detail to extract the electric dipole spriegdwidth. For
all nuclei with A > 80 this spreading width is givey T (El)=
1.99 MeV- (E, /10 MeVY, with theexponen® = 1.6 as derived
from hydrodynamical considerations. This resulttivd GDR
spreading only varying with resonance energy dan be
considered an indication of its common origin ih ladavy
nuclei. In contrast to this change with the dependence of the
spreading on photon energy i negligible, i.e. one may set
=0 in an expansioh(E,) 0 E,* This fact, of major importance
at energies down to 5 MeV, is borne out by photaitsring as
observed with bremsstrahlung [18-21] and by ARGdat low
spin negative parity nuclei [25-26].

The {,n)-data as displayed in the figures are copied froen th
EXFOR-compilation [47]; they were, if applicablgjjasted in
cross section according to a proposition made bynBe et al.
[14].
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