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Symplectic symmetry approach to clustering in atomic nuclei: The case of 24Mg
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Symplectic symmetry approach to clustering (SSAC) in atomic nuclei, recently proposed, is mod-
ified and further developed in more detail. It is firstly applied to the light two-cluster 20Ne + α
system of 24Mg, the latter exhibiting well developed low-energy Kπ = 0+1 , K

π = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 ro-
tational bands in its spectrum. A simple algebraic Hamiltonian, consisting of dynamical symmetry,
residual and vertical mixing parts is used to describe these three lowest rotational bands of positive
and negative parity in 24Mg. A good description of the excitation energies is obtain by considering
only the SU(3) cluster states restricted to the stretched many-particle Hilbert subspace, built on
the leading Pauli allowed SU(3) multiplet for the positive- and negative-parity states, respectively.
The coupling to the higher cluster-model configurations allows to describe the known low-lying ex-
perimentally observed B(E2) transition probabilities within and between the cluster states of the
three bands under consideration without the use of an effective charge.

PACS number(s): 21.10.Re, 21.60.Gx, 21.60.Fw,
23.20.Lv, 23.20.-g, 27.30.+t

I. INTRODUCTION

It is known that in nuclear structure physics there are
three fundamental models [1–7] describing nuclear states,
which are based on different physical ideas about the
structure of the nucleus. These models, in their simplest
formulation, are the shell model [8], the cluster model
[3, 4, 9] and the collective model [5]. The shell model
suggests that the atomic nucleus is something like a small
atom, the cluster model suggests that it is like a molecule,
and the collective model says that it is like a microscopic
liquid drop. Decay properties and nuclear reactions are
most naturally interpreted within the framework of dif-
ferent cluster models based on the molecular picture of
the structure of atomic nucleus. The most fundamental
of these three models is, however, the nuclear shell model
representing the atomic nucleus as a proton-neutron nu-
clear system endowed with microscopic antisymmetric
wave functions and described within the framework of
standard multifermion quantum mechanics. The shell
model, in a wider sense, provides a general microscopic
framework, in which other models of nuclear structure
can be founded and microscopically interpreted.
The main connections between the three types of nu-

clear structure models were discovered already in the
1950’s. Elliott [10] has showed how quadrupole defor-
mation and collective rotation can be derived from the
spherical shell model, in which the collective states of the
rotational band are determined by their SU(3) symme-
try. Wildermuth and Kanellopoulos [11], in turn, have
established a connection between the cluster and shell
models based on the Hamiltonian of a three-dimensional
harmonic oscillator. In this case, the wave function of
the one model is expressed as a linear combination of the
wave functions of the another model. This connection has
been interpreted by Bayman and Bohr [12] in terms of the
SU(3) symmetry. As a consequence of this, the cluster

states are also selected from the model space of the shell
model by their specific SU(3) symmetry. In this way,
the mutual relationship between the three fundamental
models of nuclear structure has been established in terms
of the SU(3) symmetry for the case of a single shell. Re-
cently, such a connection between the shell, cluster and
collective models has been established for the multi-shell
case using the Ux(3)⊗Uy(3) ⊃ U(3) dynamical symmetry
chain [13, 14], which appears to be a common intersec-
tion. All this demonstrates the crucial role played by
the U(3) (or SU(3)) symmetry of the three-dimensional
harmonic oscillator.
There are various types of cluster models, which can

be separated into two types − phenomenological and mi-
croscopic. In different cluster models the corresponding
degrees of freedom can be divided into two categories,
related to: 1) the relative motion of the clusters; and
2) their internal structure. Especially powerful are the
algebraic models, based on the use of spectrum generat-
ing algebras (SGA) and dynamical groups [15]. Further
we will restrict our consideration only to the algebraic
nuclear models.
In algebraic models all model observables, such as

Hamiltonian and transition operators, are expressed in
terms of the elements of a Lie algebra of observables.
Moreover, the symmetry approach appears as an uni-
fying concept of different nuclear structure models by
exploiting their algebraic structures. As was mention,
the most fundamental model of nuclear structure is the
nuclear shell model (see, e.g., [8]). Then, a certain nu-
clear structure model becomes a submodel of the shell
model if its dynamical group is expressed as a subgroup
of a dynamical group of the shell model. The full Lie
algebra of observables of the shell model is huge (actu-
ally, infinite), which is the reason for making the shell
model (with major-shell mixing) an unsolvable problem
and for seeking of its tractable approximations. Fortu-
nately, it has a subalgebra which is easier to manage −
the Lie algebra of all one-body operators. The corre-
sponding dynamical group is then the group of one-body
unitary transformations. An example of a complete al-
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gebraic model that is a submodel of the shell model is
provided by the Elliott SU(3) model [10] of nuclear ro-
tations for the light sd-shell nuclei. Another example is
provided by the embedding of the Bohr-Mottelson col-
lective model [5] into the one- [16, 17] or two-component
proton-neutron [18, 19] microscopic shell model nuclear
theory.

Symmetry, particularly the permutational symmetry,
allows also to distinguish the phenomenological nuclear
structure models from the microscopic ones. It is well
known that a characteristic feature that distinguishes
between the two groups (phenomenological and micro-
scopic) is provided by the Pauli principle. The models
are referred to as microscopic if they fulfil the Pauli prin-
ciple, which originates from the fermion nature of atomic
nucleus. For phenomenological models the situation is
opposite − they do not respect the Pauli principle, i.e. the
composite fermion structure of the nucleus is not taken
into account. The important role of the Pauli princi-
ple in the cluster models of nuclei has well been demon-
strated recently in Ref. [20]. Examples of algebraic phe-
nomenological cluster models are provided by the nuclear
vibron model (NVM) [21–25], the algebraic cluster model
(ACM) [26–29], whereas the microscopic cluster models
are represented by the semimicroscopic algebraic cluster
model (SACM) [30, 31], the semimicroscopic algebraic
quartet model (SAQM) [32].

Recently, a microscopic algebraic cluster model based
on the symplectic symmetry has been proposed [33]. In
the latter work, considering the 16O + α → 20Ne two-
cluster system, the equivalence of the new approach to
the SACM has been demonstrated. The approach of
Ref.[33] has not been, however, yet practically applied to
the description of cluster states in specific nuclear system.
Thus, it is the purpose of the present work to test the new
approach, which we term the symplectic symmetry ap-
proach to clustering (SSAC), to a real nuclear system. As
a such system, we choose the two-cluster system 20Ne +
α → 24Mg. In contrast to the case of 16O + α → 20Ne con-
sidered in [33], one of the clusters here is characterized by
a non-scalar UC(3) representation. In addition, 24Mg ex-
hibits in the experimentally observed low-lying spectrum
well developed Kπ = 0+1 , K

π = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 rotational
bands. The nucleus 24Mg has been studied within the
framework of different algebraic nuclear structure mod-
els. For instance, it has been studied long time ago within
the nuclear SU(3) shell model [34]. In Refs.[35, 36] the
low-lying structure of the ground and γ rotational bands
in 24Mg has been investigated within the framework of
the microscopic Sp(6,R) symplectic model (sometimes
referred to as a microscopic collective model), whereas in
Ref.[37] this nucleus has been studied within the SACM
considering the single 12C + 12C → 24Mg channel, in-
cluding both the low-lying and the high-energy quasi-
molecular resonance states. For different cluster model
approaches to 24Mg see, e.g., the detailed list of relevant
references given in [37]. In the present work we consider
only the low-energy excited states of the lowest Kπ = 0+1 ,

Kπ = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 bands, observed in the experimen-
tal spectrum of 24Mg.

II. THEORETICAL APPROACH

Consider an A-body (one-component) nuclear system,
which can be described in terms of m = A − 1 transla-
tionally invariant relative Jacobi coordinates qis. This
allows us to avoid the problem of the center-of-mass
motion from the very beginning. All bilinear Hermi-
tian combinations of the Jacobi position qis and momen-
tum pis (i = 1,2,3; s = 1,2, . . . ,m) coordinates generate
Sp(6m,R) − the full dynamical group of the whole nu-
clear system. The Sp(6m,R) group contains different
kinds of possible motions − collective, internal, cluster,
etc., which can be obtained by reducing it in different
ways. By doing this, one performs a separation of the
3m nuclear many-particle fermion variables {q} into kine-
matical (internal) and dynamical (collective) ones, i.e.
{q} = {qD, qK}. According to this, the many-particle nu-
clear wave functions can be represented, respectively, as
consisting of collective and internal components [33]

Ψ(q) =∑
η

Θη(qD)χη(qK). (1)

For example, the (one-component) symplectic symme-
try approach to clustering in atomic nuclei for a two-
cluster nuclear system was firstly introduced by consid-
ering the chain [33]:

Sp(6(A− 1),R)

⊃ Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6(A1 − 1),R) ⊗ Sp(6(A2 − 1),R)

⊃ Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)A1−1 ⊗O(A1 − 1)

⊗ Sp(6,R)A2−1 ⊗O(A2 − 1)

⊃ UR(3) ⊗ UA1−1(3) ⊗ UA2−1(3) ⊗ SA1
⊗ SA2[nR,0,0] [nC1

1 , nC1

2 , nC1

3 ] [nC2

1 , nC2

2 , nC2

3 ] f1 f2

⊃ UR(3) ⊗ UC(3)[nR,0,0] [nC
1 , n

C
2 , n

C
3 ]

⊃ U(3) ⊃ SU(3) ⊃ SO(3). (2)[N1,N2,N3] (λ,µ) κ L

The groups Sp(6,R)R, Sp(6(A1 − 1),R) and Sp(6(A2 −
1),R) are related to the intercluster, first and second
cluster system degrees of freedom, respectively. The in-
tercluster relative motion of the two clusters is described
by one of the (A−1) relative Jacobi vectors, denote it by
q
R, whereas the rest (A − 2) Jacobi vectors are related
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to the internal states of the two clusters. Sp(6,R)Aα−1

subgroups with α = 1,2 in Sp(6,R)Aα−1 ⊗ O(Aα − 1) ⊂
Sp(6(Aα − 1),R) are the dynamical groups of collective
excitations of the two clusters (referred also to as inter-
nal cluster excitations), while the groups O(Aα−1) allow
to ensure the proper permutational symmetries of both
clusters.
According to the reduction chain (2), corresponding to

the case of two-cluster nuclear system (A = A1 +A2), the
well-known resonating group method (RGM) anzatz [3]

Ψ(q) = A{φ1(A1 − 1)φ2(A2 − 1)f(qR)}, (3)

can be related to Eq.(1) by making the following identi-
fications: χη(qK) = φ1(A1 − 1)φ2(A2 − 1) and Θη(qD) =
f(qR). In the present work, however, we consider the
following modified coupling scheme:

Sp(6(A− 1),R)
⊃ Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6(A1 − 1),R)⊗ Sp(6(A2 − 1),R)
⊃ Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)C ⊗O(A − 2)
⟨σR⟩ ⟨σC⟩
∪ nRρR ∪ nCρC

UR(3) ⊗ UC(3) ⊃

[ER
1 ,0,0] [EC

1 ,EC
2 ,EC

3 ]
⊃ U(3) ⊃ SO(3), (4)[E1,E2,E3] κ L

which turns out to be more convenient for our fur-
ther considerations and is directly related to the sym-
plectic symmetry associated with the cluster effects in
atomic nuclei. We note that Sp(6,R)C ≡ Sp(6,R)C1

⊗
Sp(6,R)C2

and O(A − 2) ≡ O(A1 − 1) ⊗ O(A2 − 1) are
direct-product groups. If we consider the (A− 1) system
as a whole, not separated into clusters, then the relevant
reduction of the full dynamical group Sp(6(A − 1),R)
is provided by the chain Sp(6(A − 1),R) ⊃ Sp(6,R) ⊗
O(A − 1), which defines the (one-component) Sp(6,R)
symplectic collective model [38] with six microscopic col-
lective (dynamical) and 3(A−1)−6 internal (kinematical)
degrees of freedom [39–42]. Then the permutational sym-
metry is ensured by the symmetric group SA through the
reduction O(A − 1) ⊃ SA. Similarly, the permutational
symmetry of the two clusters is ensured by the chains
O(A1 − 1) ⊃ SA1

and O(A2 − 1) ⊃ SA2
, respectively.

Introducing the standard creation and annihilation op-
erators of three-dimensional harmonic oscillator quanta

b
†R
i =

√
µωR

2h̵
(qRi − i

µωR

pRi ),
bRi =

√
µωR

2h̵
(qRi + i

µωR

pRi ), (5)

the group of intercluster excitations Sp(6,R)R can be
represented by means of the following set of generators

FR
ij = b

†R
i b

†R
j , GR

ij = b
R
i b

R
j , (6)

AR
ij =

1

2
(b†Ri bRj + b

R
i b

†R
j ) (7)

in the form Sp(6,R)R = {FR
ij ,G

R
ij ,A

R
ij}. In Eq.(5)

µ = ( A1A2

A1+A2

)M is the reduced mass and we chose ωR =(A1+A2

A1A2

)ω, so that for the oscillator length parameter

we obtain b0 =
√

h̵
µωR

=
√

h̵
Mω

. As can be seen, the

operators (6) create or annihilate a pair of oscillator
quanta, whereas the operators (7) preserve the number
of quanta and generate the subgroup UR(3) ⊂ Sp(6,R)R.
In this way, the Sp(6,R)R generators of intercluster ex-
citations can change the number of oscillator quanta
by either 0 or 2. Thus, acting on the ground state
by the Sp(6,R)R generators one can produce only the
positive-parity SU(3) cluster-model states of even os-
cillator quanta only. The negative-parity cluster-model
states, in turn, consist of odd number of oscillator quanta
and are associated with the SU(3) basis states of the
odd irreps of the group Sp(6,R)R. Alternatively, one
may consider the slightly extended semi-direct product

group [HW (3)R]Sp(6,R)R = {FR
ij ,G

R
ij ,A

R
ij , b

†R
i , bRi , I},

consisting of the Sp(6,R)R and HW (3)R = {b†,Ri , bRi , I}
generators. In this way, by acting on the ground state
by the WSp(6,R)R = [HW (3)R]Sp(6,R)R generators
one generates the cluster-model states of both even and
odd number of oscillator quanta by changing the num-
ber of oscillator quanta by 0, 1 and 2. The latter con-
siderations can be made rigorous by replacing the group
Sp(6(A−1),R) in (2) by [HW (3(A−1))]Sp(6(A−1),R),
which will be the maximal dynamical group for the
whole A-nucleon nuclear system. We note also that the
WSp(6,R)R = [HW (3)R]Sp(6,R)R group contains, in
contrast to the group Sp(6,R)R, the E1 dipole operator
among its generators, which actually couples the even
and odd Sp(6,R)R irreps.
Similarly one obtains the oscillator realizations for the

dynamical group of collective (internal cluster or major
shell) excitations of the two clusters Sp(6,R)C = {FC

ij

= ∑A−2
s=1 b

†
isb

†
js, G

C
ij = ∑

A−2
s=1 bisbjs, A

C
ij =

1

2 ∑
A−2
s=1 (b†isbjs +

bisb
†
js)} in terms of the harmonic oscillator creation and

annihilation operators

b
†
is =

√
Mω

2h̵
(qis − i

Mω
pis),

bis =

√
Mω

2h̵
(qis + i

Mω
pis), (8)

where i, j = 1,2,3, s = 1,2, . . . ,A − 2 and M is
the nucleon mass. Actually, this realization of the
Sp(6,R)C ≡ Sp(6,R)C1

⊗ Sp(6,R)C2
group corresponds

to the case when its C1XC1
+C2XC2

generators (withX1 ∈
Sp(6,R)C1

and X2 ∈ Sp(6,R)C2
) are taken in the form
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XC1
+XC2

, i.e. when C1 = C2 = 1. This particular case
corresponds to the reduction Sp(6,R)C1

⊗ Sp(6,R)C2
⊃

Sp(6,R)C1+C2
. If required, one can consider the sym-

plectic groups related separately to each cluster, i.e.

Sp(6,R)Cα
= {FCα

ij = ∑Aα−1
s=1 b

†
isb

†
js, G

Cα

ij = ∑
Aα−1
s=1 bisbjs,

ACα

ij =
1

2 ∑
Aα−1
s=1 (b†isbjs + bisb†js)} with α = 1,2.

The symplectic basis states of the R- or C-subsystems
are determined by the Sp(6,R)α (α = R,C) lowest-
weight state ∣σα⟩, defined by

Gα
ij ∣σα⟩ = 0,

Aα
ij ∣σα⟩ = 0, i < j

Aα
ii∣σα⟩ = (σα

i +
mα

2
)∣σα⟩, (9)

and are classified by the following reduction chain

Sp(6,R)α ⊃ Uα(3). (10)⟨σα⟩ nαρα [Eα
1 ,E

α
2 ,E

α
3 ]3

For the R-subsystem nR = ρR = mR = 1 and the allowed
UR(3) irreps are only fully symmetric, i.e. of the type[ER,0,0]3. Similarly, for the C-subsystem mC = A − 2
and the UC(3) irreps are of general type [EC

1 ,EC
2 ,EC

3 ]3.
The Sp(6,R)α basis states can then be represented in
the following coupled form

∣Ψ(σαnαραE
αηα)⟩ = [P (nα)(Fα) × ∣σα⟩]ρEα

ηα
, (11)

where Eα = [Eα
1 ,E

α
2 ,E

α
3 ]3 denotes the coupled Uα(3)

irrep and ρα is a multiplicity label of its appearance in
the product n ⊗ σα with nα = [nα

1 , n
α
2 , n

α
3 ]3 and σα =[σα

1 , σ
α
2 , σ

α
3 ]3. Finally, the symbol ηα labels basis states

of the group Uα(3). Hence, the total wave functions of
the whole two-cluster system with respect to the whole
chain (4) can be written in an U(3)-coupled form as Ψ =[ΨR × ΨC]ρEkLM

with the identifications: ΨR = f(qR),
ΨC = φ(A − 2) and φ(A − 2) = φ1(A1 − 1)φ2(A2 − 1).
Generally, the physical operators of interest (e.g.,

Hamiltonian and transition operators) within the fully
algebraic approach should be expressed through the gen-
erators of different subgroups in (4). For instance,
the quadrupole generators of the groups Sp(6,R)R and
Sp(6,R)C can be written in the form

QR
ij = q

R
i q

R
j = A

R
ij +

1

2
(FR

ij +G
R
ij), (12)

QC
ij =

A−2

∑
s=1

qisqjs = A
C
ij +

1

2
(FC

ij +G
C
ij). (13)

Additionally, to obtain the charge quadrupole operators,
the cluster subsystem quadrupole operators QC

ij must be

multiplied by the factor eeff(Z − 1)/(A − 2). The total
charge quadrupole operator of the whole system, accord-
ing to the group part Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)C of (4), can
be represented as

Qij = α1Q
R
ij + α2Q

C
ij . (14)

The equal strengths α1 = α2 = α would correspond to the
chain Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)C ⊃ Sp(6,R), which differs
from the chain (4) with obvious identifications α1 = eeff
and α2 = eeff(Z−1)/(A−2) (i.e. α1 ≠ α2). Alternatively,
according to the group part UR(3) ⊗ UC(3) of (4), one
could consider as a transition operator only the SU(3)
components of the charge quadrupole operator

Q̃ij = eeffA
R
ij + eeff(Z − 1

A − 2
)AC

ij . (15)

In spherical coordinates the latter operators become

Q̃2m =
√
3(eeffAR

2m + eeff(Z − 1
A − 2

)AC
2m). (16)

At this point we want to make a comment, concern-
ing the other approaches to clustering in atomic nuclei
that are more or less related to the symplectic symmetry.
The relation of the Sp(6,R) and α-cluster model states
has been done in Refs.[43–45], using complicated over-
lap integrals between the symplectic and cluster bases.
In Refs.[43, 44] it has been demonstrated that the α-
cluster and Sp(6,R) states are essentially complemen-
tary with decreasing overlap with the increase of the os-
cillator quanta excitations 2nh̵ω. Sometimes, subsets of
the full set of the SU(3) basis states, contained in the
Sp(6,R) irreducible spaces, are used in the practical ap-
plications. In this respect, the Sp(2,R) ⊂ Sp(6,R) [46]
and Sp(4,R) ⊂ Sp(6,R) submodels [47] represent the gi-
ant resonance collective excitations along the z-direction
or the z and x directions, respectively. The connection
of the α-cluster and Sp(2,R) states has been investi-
gated in Refs.[48, 49] for the case of 8Be, again confirming
their complementary nature. The Sp(2,R) and Sp(4,R)
symplectic models of nuclear structure, however, don’t
contain an SO(3) subgroup, which requires the usage of
sophisticated angular-momentum projection techniques
(often combined with the complicated generator coordi-
nate method (GCM) [50] calculation of the Hamiltonian
and norm overlap kernels). Recently, the no-core sym-
plectic model (NCSpM) [51, 52] with the Sp(6,R) sym-
metry has been used to study the many-body dynamics
that gives rise to the ground state rotational band to-
gether with phenomena tied to alpha-clustering substruc-
tures in the low-lying states in 12C [51, 53, 54]. Actually,
the approach of Refs.[51, 53, 54] exploits the symplectic
symmetry, related to clustering, indirectly by using the
complicated technique of Y. Suzuki [44] for computing,
just as in Refs.[43–45], the overlaps between the comple-
mentary symplectic shell model and cluster model bases
to project the cluster wave functions out of the NCSpM
[51, 52] (or ab initio symmetry-adapted no-core shell
model (SA-NCSM) [53, 55]) microscopic wave functions.
The NCSpM differs from the standard Sp(6,R) symplec-
tic model of Rosensteel and Rowe [38], proposed for de-
scription of the quadrupole collectivity of atomic nuclei,
only by the type of nuclear interactions exploited in the
calculations. Thus, using the overlap technique [44], the
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cluster wave functions can be projected out of the stan-
dard Sp(6,R) model instead of those of the NCSpM. In
this way the symplectic symmetry of Refs. [51, 53, 54] is
actually related to the standard Sp(6,R) model [38] of
quadrupole collectivity and the cluster effects in atomic
nuclei are implicitly included by considering sufficiently
large model symplectic spaces able to describe spatially
expanded nuclear configurations (high-lying np-nh exci-
tations). In contrast, the microscopic cluster-model type
wave functions within the present SSAC are computed
directly, using the symplectic symmetry (even for the
0p-0h valence subspace). As can be seen from Eq.(4),
the symplectic symmetry appears at many levels within
the present approach and is associated with both the in-
tercluster and intracluster (internal) nuclear excitations.
We note also that the SUR(3) ⊗ SUC(3) ⊃ SU(3) un-
derlying substructure of various cluster models, i.e. the
SU(3)-based RGM, has first been considered in [56].
The Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)C group structure exploited

in a full account in the present paper, to our knowl-
edge, has never been used in the literature. In this
way, in contrast to the Refs. [43–45, 51, 53, 54] in
which the overlaps between the cluster model and the
Sp(6,R) model wave functions have been calculated in
the attempt to ”unify” these two models of nuclear exci-
tations (and revealing their complementary character),
the present work introduces a fully algebraic cluster

model that is directly based on the symplectic symme-
try. Through the Sp(6,R)R⊗Sp(6,R)C group substruc-
ture, the conventional Sp(6,R) (associated now with
the group Sp(6,R)C) symplectic excitations, related to
the quadrupole collectivity in atomic nuclei, are also
naturally incorporated in a purely algebraic and self-
consistent way within the present SSAC. In the limit-
ing case of no clustering, the group of the whole system
Sp(6(A − 1),R) reduces to Sp(6,R)⊗O(A − 1), i.e. we
obtain the Sp(6(A − 1),R) ⊃ Sp(6,R)⊗O(A − 1) group
structure, by means of which the standard Sp(6,R) sym-
plectic model of quadrupole collectivity is recovered.

III. PHYSICAL OPERATORS AND BASIS

STATES

A. Hamiltonian

A typical shell-model Hamiltonian within the fully
algebraic symplectic symmetry approach can be repre-
sented in the form

H =H0 + V (F,G,A) +Hres, (17)

where H0 is the three-dimensional harmonic oscillator
Hamiltonian and V (F,G,A) is a potential, which can be
expressed by mean of the symplectic generators F,G,A of
the Sp(6,R)R and Sp(6,R)C groups. In particular, the
interaction, related to the intercluster relative motion,
can be represented by means of the Sp(6,R)R generators
only as V = V (FR

ij ,G
R
ij ,A

R
ij). H0 corresponds to the mean

field and determines the shell structure of the nuclear sys-
tem. It orders the shell-model states with respect to the
number of oscillator quanta. Within a given oscillator
shell the oscillator states are degenerated, but the intro-
duction of the potential V (F,G,A) splits them in energy.
Hres is a residual part, not included in V (F,G,A). We
note also that a large class of microscopic cluster-model
Hamiltonians of the type

H =HC1
+HC2

+ T (qR) + V (qC1
, qC2

, qR), (18)

with qC1
= (q1, . . . , qA1−1) and qC2

= (q1, . . . , qA2−1), can
be expressed in the algebraic form (17) by means of
the elements of the corresponding symplectic dynamical
groups.

B. E2 transition operator

As E2 transition operators we chose

TE2
2M =

√
5

16π
[eeffQR

2M + eeff(Z − 1
A − 2

)QC
2M], (19)

which generally have both (internal) cluster and in-

tercluster excitation components. QR
2M =

√
3[AR

2M +

1
2
(FR

2M+G
R
2M)] and QC

2M =
√
3[AC

2M+
1
2
(FC

2M+G
C
2M)] are

the quadrupole generators of the groups Sp(6,R)R and
Sp(6,R)C, respectively. We recall that Sp(6,R)R repre-
sents the intercluster excitations, whereas Sp(6,R)C is
associated with the internal cluster excitations. In the
case of unchanged internal cluster structure, only the in-
shell SU(3) components Q̃C

2M =
√
3AC

2M of QC
2M , which

does not affect the internal structure, will contribute to
the B(E2) transition probabilities. In present approach,
we use the bare electric charge, i.e. eeff = e. We point
out that within the cluster models the full quadrupole op-
erators associated with the intercluster excitations, i.e.
the symplectic Sp(6,R)R generators QR

2M only (with-
out the QC

2M components; cf. Eq.(19)), were used as
E2 transition operators in Refs. [58, 59] in contrast
to the widely exploited in-shell or SU(3) components
[14, 32, 60, 61]. We note also that in Ref.[57] the in-

shell SUR(3) quadrupole operators Q̃R
2M are multiplied

by the factor (eeffZ

A
), which in our opinion is redundant

since the intercluster motion is associated with the single
relative Jacobi vector qR (hence the related charge factor
of the R-subsystem is simply eeff since AR = ZR = 1).
We stress that for light nuclei the quadrupole moment

Q2M usually is multiplied by the numerical factor
√

5

16π

[10, 34–36, 57], i.e. one uses TE2
2M =

√
5

16π
( eeffZ

A
)Q2M .

This factor distinguishes the form of the quadrupole op-
erator from that which is commonly used in the shell

model, in which TE2
2M = ( eeffZ

A
)Q2M [2, 8, 62, 63]. We

recall that the units of Q2M are in b20, where b0 =
√

h̵
Mω
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Function WU[A] =

(1.010A1/6)4 1

(5.940×10−2)A4/3 , representing the Weisskopf

units, as a function of the even values of the mass number A
in the range 2 − 200.

is the standard oscillator length parameter. Then, using
the bare electric charge eeff = e, one obtains the charge

quadrupole moments ( eZ
A
)Q2M in units of eb20. Making

use of the expression for the harmonic oscillator length
b0 = 1.010A1/6 fm [2], the units of charge quadrupole
moments become efm2. To obtain the B(E2) transi-
tion strengths in Weisskopf units, one thus must multi-
ply the corresponding expression by the numerical fac-
tor WU = (1.010A1/6)4 1

(5.940×10−2)A4/3 . This factor as a

function of even A values in the range 2 − 200 is shown
in Fig. 1, from which it can be seen that for light nuclei
it produces too huge values. In this respect, the fac-
tor 5

16π
entering in the expression for the B(E2) values

will reduce the latter approximately 10 times. When an

effective charge is used, the numerical factor
√

5

16π
is ir-

relevant. But it is crucial in obtaining the proper experi-
mentally observed B(E2) values when no effective charge
is used. Otherwise, too huge values are obtained for the
light nuclei due to the large values of the WU factor given
above. For instance, for A = 20− 24, WU[A] ≃ 2.2, while
for A ≈ 100, WU[A] ≃ 0.8. This means that the B(E2)
values for light sd-shell nuclei with A = 20 − 24 will be
about three times larger compared to the B(E2) values
for heavy nuclei with A ≈ 100. For example, assuming a
pure SU(3) structure (8,4), the B(E2) transition prob-
ability produced by the transition operator (19) without

the factor
√

5

16π
is 124.7 W.u., which is too huge com-

pared to the experimental value 20.3 W.u. Using a ver-
tical mixing of different SU(3) states, corresponding to
the relative motion cluster excitations, will increase the
B(E2) values even more dramatically. The same kind
of dramatic difference will be obtained for lighter nuclei

from the s and p major shells without the factor
√

5
16π

in the definition of the E2 transition operator (19).

C. Basis states

The basis along the reduction chain (4) can be written
in the form

∣Γ; [ER,0,0]3, [EC
1 ,EC

2 ,EC
3 ]3; [E1,E2,E3]3;κL⟩, (20)

where [ER,0,0]3, [EC
1 ,EC

2 , EC
3 ]3, [E1,E2,E3]3, and

L denote the irreducible representations of the UR(3),
UC(3), U(3), and SO(3) groups, respectively. The sym-
bol Γ labels the set of remaining quantum numbers of
other subgroups in (4), and κ is a multiplicity label in
the reduction U(3) ⊃ SO(3). Using the standard Elliott’s
notations (λR, µR) = (ER,0), (λC = E

C
1 −E

C
2 , µC = E

C
2 −

EC
3 ), and (λ = E1−E2, µ = E2−E3) for the various SU(3)

subgroups and the relationN = (E1+E2+E3)+3(A−1)/2
for the number of oscillator quanta (including the zero-
point motion), the basis (20) can alternatively be pre-
sented as

∣ΓN ; (ER,0), (λC , µC); (λ,µ);κL⟩, (21)

which turns to be more convenient and will be used in
what follows. The matrix elements of different physical
operators then can be represented in this basis in terms
of the U(3) coupling and recoupling coefficients. The
required computational technique for performing a real-
istic microscopic calculations is shortly presented in the
Appendix.

IV. APPLICATION

In the present application, we consider only the 20Ne
+ α → 24Mg channel and the ground state configura-
tions of the two clusters, the latter being unchanged as
it is assumed in the RGM [3]. The α particle repre-
sents a closed-shell nucleus and hence is characterized by
the scalar SU(3) irrep (0,0). The 20Ne cluster has two
protons and two neutrons in the valence sd shell. Us-
ing the supermultiplet spin-isospin coupling scheme and
the codes [64, 65] one easily obtains the following Pauli
allowed SU(3) states (8,0), (4,2), (0,4), (2,0). A com-
mon practice is to choose the leading, i.e. maximally de-
formed SU(3) state, especially for the strongly deformed
nuclei. Hence, for the ground-state cluster SUC(3) ir-
rep (λC , µC) we obtain (λC1

, µC1
)⊗ (λC2

, µC2
) = (8,0)⊗(0,0) = (8,0). The Wildermuth condition [3] requires for

the minimum Pauli allowed number of oscillator quanta
ER = 8 of the intercluster excitations. We note that
nonzero values for the minimal value of ER, in contrast
to the case of phenomenological cluster models, in the
present microscopic approach means that we have de-
formed two-cluster nuclear system that can rotate, which
crucially changes the traditional interpretation of the
U(3) (or, equivalently, SU(3)) excitations as being of
a pure vibrational nature. Then the 20Ne + α model
space is obtained by the outer product (ER,0)⊗(λC , µC),
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which produces the following set of SU(3) cluster states:
(8,0)⊗ (8,0) =(16,0), (14,1), (12,2), (10,3),(8,4), (6,5), (4,6), (2,7), (0,8). (22)

To obtain the Pauli allowed cluster states, however,
one needs to compare them to the standard shell-
model SU(3) states of the combined two-cluster
system 24Mg. Using again the supermultiplet spin-
isospin scheme, the codes [64, 65] for 8 valence
nucleons in the sd shell produce the following set:(8,4), (7,3), (8,1), (4,6), (5,4), (6,2), (3,5), (4,3), (5,1),(0,8), (2,4), (3,2), (4,0), (1,3), (0,2). The matching
SU(3) condition between the latter and the set (22)
defines the Pauli allowed 20Ne + α cluster model
space for the lowest value ER = 8: (8,4), (4,6), (0,8).
The relevant 20Ne + α cluster model space for the
lowest values of ER is given in Table I. The mem-
bers of each SU(3) multiplet form a rotational-like
sequence of levels, which can be interpreted as a ”cluster
band”. Similar considerations, for instance, produce
the following Pauli allowed sets of SU(3) states: a)
3(8,4),3(7,3), (8,1),2(6,2), (5,1), (4,0) and b) (8,4)
for the 12C + 12C → 24Mg and 16O + 8Be → 24Mg
channels, respectively.

TABLE I: SU(3) basis states (λ,µ) of the 20Ne + α cluster
model space for 24Mg, classified according to the chain (4),
for the lowest values ER of the intercluster excitations. The
multiple appearance is denoted by ̺.

ER h̵ω SU(3) IR′s ̺(λ,µ)

⋮ ⋮ . . .

10 2

(10,4), (8,5),2(6, 6), (9,3), (7, 4), (8,2),

(4,7),2(2,8), (5, 5), (3, 6), (4,4),

(1,7), (0,6),

9 1

(9,4), (7,5), (8,3),

(5,6), (3,7), (4,5),

(1,8), (0,7)

8 0 (8,4), (4,6), (0, 8)

In the present application we use the following model
Hamiltonian of algebraic form

H =HDS +Hres +Hvmix, (23)

where the dynamical symmetry Hamiltonian

HDS =H0 + ξC2[Sp(6,R)R] +BC2[SU(3)]
+C(C2[SU(3)])2 + 1

2J
C2[SO(3)] (24)

is expressed by means of the Casimir operators of dif-
ferent subgroups in the chain (4). The SU(3) Casimir
operators in the Hamiltonian (24) will arrange the 0h̵ω
SU(3) irreps in energy with the (8,4) multiplet becom-
ing the lowest. In order to account for the experimentally

observed bandhead energies of the lowest Kπ = 0+1 and
Kπ = 2+1 bands contained in the (8,4)multiplet, we intro-
duce also a K2 term, i.e. Hres = bK

2, which is a common
practice. In addition, to take into account the different
experimental moments of inertia of various bands we take
them energy dependent, i.e. J = J0(1 + αiEi), where Ei

is the excitation energy of the corresponding bandhead.
Such energy- and/or spin-dependent moments of inertia
of the type J = J0(1 + αiEi + βL) are often used in the
literature, e.g. [66–68]. Related to 24Mg, e.g., energy-
dependent moments of inertia were use in [37], whereas in
[36] the third- and fourth-order SU(3) symmetry-braking
interactions X3 and X4 were used to split the degeneracy
of the Kπ = 0+1 and Kπ = 2+1 bands, instead of the simpler
K2 operator (which is a special linear combination of the
operators X3, X4 and L2) used in the present work and
in Ref.[37].
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Comparison of the excitation energies
of the lowest Kπ = 0+1 , K

π = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 bands in 24Mg
with experiment [69]. The values of the model parameters are:
ξ = 0.314, B = −1.203, C = 0.0017, b = 0.841, vmix = −0.0022
(in MeV), and J0 = 2.6, α2

+
1

= 0.076, and α0
−
1

= 0.145 (in

MeV−1).

The second-order Sp(6,R)R Casimir operator splits
in energy different Sp(6,R)R irreducible representations.
In particular it distinguishes between the even and odd
Sp(6,R)R irreps ⟨σR⟩ = ⟨σR

1 +
1
2
, σR

2 +
1
2
, σR

3 +
1
2
⟩, deter-

mined by the Sp(6,R)R lowest-weight state labels σR ≡(σR
1 = ER,0,0) or (σR

1 = ER+1,0,0), which in the present
approach correspond to the positive- and negative-parity
cluster-model states. The lowest even and odd Sp(6,R)R
irreps can conveniently be denoted simply as 0p-0h [ER]3
and 1p-1h [E′R]3, respectively. They consist respectively
of the following SU(3) shell-model states: ER,ER +
2,ER+4, . . . and E′R,E

′
R+2,E

′
R+4, . . . with E′R = ER+1.

These two Sp(6,R)R irreps can be considered as compris-
ing a single irreducible representation of the semi-direct
product group WSp(6,R)R = [HW (3)R]Sp(6,R)R with
the set of SU(3) states: ER,ER + 1,ER + 2,ER + 3, . . . .
The Sp(6,R)R Casimir operator within the symplectic
representation ⟨σR⟩ = ⟨σR

1 + 1/2, σR
2 + 1/2, σR

3 + 1/2⟩ takes
the following eigenvalue [70]:

⟨C2[Sp(6,R)R]⟩ = 3

∑
i=1

σi(σi + 8 − 2i). (25)
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The diagonal part of the Hamiltonian (23), i.e. neglect-
ing the mixing term, thus has the following eigenvalues

E =Nh̵ω + ξ⟨C2[Sp(6,R)R]⟩ +B⟨C2[SU(3)]⟩
+C(⟨C2[SU(3)]⟩)2 + 1

2J
L(L + 1) + bK2, (26)

where ⟨C2[SU(3)]⟩ = 2(λ2 + µ2 + λµ + 3λ + 3µ)/3 is the
eigenvalue of the second-order Casimir operator of SU(3)
group.
Finally, we introduce a simple vertical mixing term of

the algebraic form

Hvmix = vmix(AR
2 ⋅ F

R
2 + h.c.), (27)

which mixes the SUR(3) and, hence, the SU(3) irre-
ducible representations only vertically. The vertical mix-
ing interaction (27) corresponds directly to the interclus-
ter excitations. In this way, we diagonalize the model
Hamiltonian (23) in the space of stretched SU(3) cluster
states only, built on the (8,4) multiplet (see Table I), up
to energy 20h̵ω. The stretched states are the SU(3) clus-
ter states of the type (λ0+2n,µ0) [16] with n = 0,1,2, . . ..
The results of the diagonalization for the excitation en-
ergies of the lowest Kπ = 0+1 , K

π = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 bands
in 24Mg are compared with experiment [69] in Fig. 2.
The values of the model parameters, obtained by fitting
to the excitation energies and the B(E2; 2+1 → 0+1) transi-
tion strength, are: ξ = 0.314, B = −1.203, C = 0.0017,
b = 0.841, vmix = −0.0022 (in MeV), and J0 = 2.6,
α2+

1
= 0.076, and α0−

1
= 0.145 (in MeV−1). From the fig-

ure one sees a good description of the excitation energies
for the three bands under consideration in 24Mg. The de-
scription of energy levels of the ground Kπ = 0+1 band can
be, for instance, improved further by introducing a spin-
dependence of the ground-state moment of inertia at the
price of introducing one more extra parameter. For in-
stance, in Refs. [35, 36] an L4-term has been used, which
is known to mimics the effect of a spin-dependent mo-
ment of inertia (stretching effect). At first sight, it may
seems that too many parameters are used in the present
microscopic calculations. In this respect, we point out
that the two Kπ = 0+1 (ground) and Kπ = 2+1 (gamma)
bands are described in Refs. [36] and [35] by using 5 and 6
parameters, respectively, which is comparable with the 6
parameters used in the present approach. The extra two
parameters in our calculations are used for the descrip-
tion of the additional Kπ = 0−1 band of negative parity,
determining its experimentally observed excitation band-
head energy and moment of inertia, respectively.
In Fig. 3 we show the intraband B(E2) transition

probabilities in Weisskopf units between the states of the
ground band, compared with the experimental data [69]
and the predictions of Sp(6,R) collective model calcu-
lations [35, 36] (denoted by Sp(6,R) I and Sp(6,R) II,
respectively). From the figure we see practically identi-
cal results for the three symplectic approaches, in which
no effective charge is used (i.e., eeff = e). In addition,
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Comparison of the experimental [36,
37, 69] and theoretical intraband B(E2) values in Weisskopf
units between the states of the Kπ = 0+1 band in 24Mg. For
comparison, the theoretical predictions of Refs.[35] (Sp(6,R)
I) and [36] (Sp(6,R) II) are given as well.

TABLE II: Comparison of the theoretical interband or intra-
band B(E2) transition probabilities (in Weisskopf units) for
the lowest states of the Kπ = 2+1 , and Kπ = 0−1 bands in 24Mg
with the known experimental data [36, 37, 69] and the pre-
dictions of Refs.[35, 36] (Sp(6,R) I and Sp(6,R) II), and those
of SACM [37]. No effective charge is used in the symplec-
tic based calculations, where for SACM the adopted values
qR = 1.272 and qC = 1.066 are used for the transition operator
TE2

2M = qRQ̃
R

2M + qCQ̃
C

2M . Q̃R

2M and Q̃C

2M are the quadrupole
operators of the SUR(3) and SUC(3) groups, respectively.

i f Exp Th Sp(6,R) I Sp(6,R) II SACM

2+2 0+1 1.4(0.3) 2.0 1.3 1.3 1.6

2+2 2+1 2.7(0.4) 4.3 1.9 2.0 3.2

3+1 2+1 2.1(0.3) 3.6 2.3 2.2 2.9

4+2 2+1 1.0(0.2) 0.6 0.9 0.8 0.6

4+2 4+1 1.0(1.0) 5.1 2.3 2.4 3.9

5+1 4+1 3.9(0.8) 2.3 2.0 1.9 2.0

6+2 4+1 0.8(+0.8−0.3) 0.2 1.0 0.8 0.3

3+1 2+2 34(6) 34.8 35.3 34.7 37.5

4+2 2+2 16(3) 11.4 11.0 10.8 11.4

5+1 3+1 28(5) 17.3 16.6 16.3 17.5

5+1 4+2 14(6) 17.4 17.7 17.5 19.5

6+2 4+2 23(+23−8 ) 17.6 18.3 17.7 18.1

7+1 5+1 18.8 19.7

8+2 6+2 ≥ 3 17.9 15.9 14.8 13.7

3−1 1−1 < 200 23.4 32.0

5−1 3−1 20(+8−5) 25.8 34.7

7−1 5−1 51(10) 24.3 32.3

in Table II we compare the known experimental B(E2)
values [36, 37, 69] with the theory for the nonyrast states
of the Kπ = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 bands in 24Mg and the
predictions of the Sp(6,R) collective model calculations
done in Refs.[35, 36] and the SACM calculations of [37].
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We specially compare our present symplectic based re-
sults with those of the Sp(6,R) collective model. For
the quadrupole moment of the excited 2+1 state we obtain
Q(2+1) = −0.56 eb, to be compared with the experimental
value −0.29(3) eb [71], respectively. From Fig. 3 and Ta-
ble II one sees practically equal description of the B(E2)
transition strengths from the states of the Kπ = 2+1 and
Kπ = 0−1 bands in 24Mg within the different theoretical
approaches. In the present and the Sp(6,R) collective-
model results, no effective charge has been used, in con-
trast to those of the SACM approach.
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FIG. 4: SU(3) decomposition of the wave functions for the
cluster states of the lowest Kπ = 0+1 , K

π = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1
bands in 24Mg for different angular momentum values.

In Fig. 4 we give the SU(3) decomposition of the wave
functions for the cluster-model states of the Kπ = 0+1 ,
Kπ = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 bands in 24Mg for different angu-
lar momentum values. From the figure, we see a similar
structure for the cluster states of the three bands with
predominant contribution of the 0h̵ω/1h̵ω SU(3) multi-
plet (8,4)/(9,4) and some admixtures due to the mix-
ing to the excited cluster SU(3) configurations. A sim-
ilar microscopic structure for the wave functions for the
states of the Kπ = 0+1 and Kπ = 2+1 bands is obtained in
Refs.[35, 36] within the Sp(6,R) collective model. From
the figure, one can see also that the SU(3) decompo-
sition coefficients are approximately angular-momentum
independent (especially for the states of the Kπ = 2+1 ,
and Kπ = 0−1 bands). The latter indicates the pres-
ence of a new type of symmetry, referred to as a quasi-
dynamical symmetry in the sense of Refs.[72, 73]. Hence,
despite of the mixing of the SU(3) cluster-model basis
states, the microscopic structure of the experimentally
observed cluster states of the three bands under con-
sideration shows the presence of an approximate SU(3)
quasi-dynamical symmetry.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In the present paper, the recently proposed SSAC has
been modified and applied for the first time to a specific
two-cluster nuclear system, namely to 24Mg. We have
considered the single channel 20Ne + α → 24Mg for the
microscopic description of the low-lying cluster states of
the lowest Kπ = 0+1 , Kπ = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 bands in
24Mg. According to the RGM [3], the internal structure
of the two clusters is considered unchanged. This sit-
uation closely resembles the case of different rotational
bands within the framework of different models of nu-
clear collective motion, in which the intrinsic structure
within the rotational bands in many cases is considered
unchanged. Of course, if needed in the specific practical
applications of the SSAC, one may relax the requirement
of unchanged internal cluster structure as a next approx-
imation to the nuclear many-body problem.
The purpose of this work was not so to obtain a full

and detailed microscopic description of the low-lying ex-
citation spectrum in 24Mg, but to illustrate and test
the newly proposed microscopic SSAC to real nuclear
system, consisting of clusters with nonscalar internal
structure that involves more general representations (in
contrast, e.g., to the case of 20Ne proposed initially in
Ref.[33]). This allows to illustrate the more general non-
trivial mathematical structures that appear in the con-
struction of the microscopic Pauli allowed model space of
the SU(3) cluster states within the present approach.
A good description of the low-lying energy levels for

the lowest Kπ = 0+1 , Kπ = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 bands in
24Mg, as well as for the low-energy intra- and inter-
band B(E2) transition probabilities is obtained within
the SSAC by using a simple dynamical symmetry Hamil-
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tonian to which residual and vertical mixing terms are
also added. This Hamiltonian is diagonalized within the
subspace of stretched SU(3) cluster states, built on the
leading (8,4)/(9,4) multiplet for the positive/negative-
parity states up to energy 20h̵ω. The microscopic struc-
ture of the cluster states of the three bands under consid-
eration shows a similar picture (cf. Fig.4) with a predom-
inant contribution of the 0h̵ω (for Kπ = 0+1 and Kπ = 2+1
bands) and 1h̵ω (for Kπ = 0−1 band) SU(3) irreps, re-
spectively, with the presence of some admixtures due to
the higher cluster SU(3) oscillator configurations. Simi-
larly to the other symplectic based approaches to nuclear
structure, no effective charge is used in the calculation of
the B(E2) transition strengths.

The results obtained in the present paper are shown to
be of the same quality, as those obtained in the micro-
scopic Sp(6,R) collective model calculations performed
in Refs.[35, 36]. At algebraic level, the present SSAC is
to large extent mathematically equivalent to the Sp(6,R)
microscopic collective model, but physics behind it is dif-
ferent. The latter results in a different, microscopic clus-
ter interpretation of the observed low-lying states of the
Kπ = 0+1 , Kπ = 2+1 and Kπ = 0−1 bands in 24Mg. Be-
sides the different interpretation, i.e. the different under-
lying physics, however, we want to point one difference
between the Sp(6,R) collective model and the present
SSAC that concerns their mathematical structures and
the physical interactions involved in the practical appli-
cations of the two symplectic based approaches. The
intrinsic bandhead structure of the Sp(6,R) collective
model in the irreducible collective subspace of the many-
particle Hilbert space contains only a single SU(3) ir-
rep. This, as we have seen for the case of 24Mg, is in
contrast to the present SSAC, which for the general non-
scalar internal structure of the clusters naturally leads
to a set of several SU(3) irreducible representations in
the 0h̵ω subspace. Of course, one can involve different
irreducible Sp(6,R) collective-model spaces but this will
require mixed Sp(6,R) calculations. In order to mix var-
ious Sp(6,R) collective-model irreps, one needs to con-
sider components of the nuclear interaction (e.g., spin-
orbit or pairing), which can not be expressed by the
Sp(6,R) generators. In other words, one needs to in-
volve symplectic symmetry braking nuclear interactions
in order to obtain a set of SU(3) multiplets in the 0h̵ω
subspace. In contrast, the various SU(3) irreducible rep-
resentations in the 0h̵ω subspace of SSAC can be hori-
zontally mixed by using an interaction that is express-
ible, e.g., in terms of the Sp(6,R)R generators. Addi-
tionally, the matrix elements of the symplectic raising
and lowering (pair creation and annihilation of oscillator
quanta) generators in the SSAC differ from the Sp(6,R)
collective-model matrix elements due to the presence of
two symplectic groups, Sp(6,R)R and Sp(6,R)C, i.e.
the Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)C subgroup structure, requir-
ing the SU(3) 9 − (λ,µ) recoupling coefficients. Due to
the Sp(6,R)R⊗Sp(6,R)C group, these SSAC matrix el-
ements in the present formulation differ and from those

in the SACM, in which the UR(3) ⊗ UC(3) ⊃ U(3) sub-
group structure of Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)C is exploited.
This within the SACM leads, however, also to different
form of the E2 transition operator (an SUR(3)⊗SUC(3)
generator) and the use of an effective charge. In this re-
spect, using the latter SUR(3)⊗ SUC(3) generator form
for the E2 transition operator, the present SSAC (model
space and matrix elements) will coincide exactly with the
SACM in its SU(3) limit only, when Eq.(2), i.e. that of
Ref. [33], is exploited.
In short, a new symplectic symmetry approach to

clustering in atomic nuclei is proposed by reducing the
dynamical group Sp(6(A − 1),R) of the whole many-
nucleon system. The new Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)C sub-
structure allows to describe simultaneously the inter-
cluster and intracluster excitations on equal footing by
exploiting the extended Sp(6,R) symplectic symmetry.
The UR(3) ⊗ UC(3) ⊃ U(3) subgroup structure of the
Sp(6,R)R ⊗ Sp(6,R)C group further allows to establish
close relationships to the other algebraic cluster mod-
els (both microscopic or phenomenological). Particularly,
the relation of the present SSAC to the SACM has been
emphasized here. We note also that the proper permu-
tational symmetry and the related spin or spin-isospin
content within the present approach, in contrast to the
SACM, for instance, is ensured by the complementary
orthogonal group structure O(Aα − 1) ⊃ SAα

, which to-
gether with the other relevant groups is contained in the
Sp(6(A−1),R) dynamical symmetry group of the whole
nuclear system. This is another characteristic feature of
the SSAC that distinguishes it from the SACM, which
is known to be a hybrid model of the Elliott’s SU(3)
shell model [10] and the U(4) vibron model of Iachello
[74], in which the spin-isospin symmetry is determined by
the complementary Wigner UST,α(4) (α = 1,2) symme-
try group [75]. Finally, the corresponding computational
technique required for performing the practical applica-
tions of the present SSAC to concrete two-cluster nuclear
system is also presented.
The present work opens the path for the further ap-

plications of the SSAC to other two-cluster nuclear sys-
tems from different mass regions. Generally, a horizon-
tal mixing of different SU(3) cluster states can also be
added to the model Hamiltonian, together with the verti-
cal mixing, in order to perform more sophisticated micro-
scopic cluster-model calculations within the SSAC. The
SSAC can also be extended to three- and four-cluster nu-
clear systems. Note that in the limiting case, the group
Sp(6(A − 1),R) can be decomposed into Sp(6,R)1 ⊗
Sp(6,R)2⊗ . . . Sp(6,R)A−1, in which the Sp(6,R)s sym-
plectic excitations are associated with each relative Ja-
cobi vector qs with s = 1,2, . . . ,A − 1.
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Appendix: The SSAC matrix elements

Generally, if we have a tensor operator T (lR,mR) LRMM acting on the R-subsystem and a tensor operator
S(lC ,mC) LCMC acting on the C-subsystem, then the SO(3)-reduced matrix elements of the coupled tensor opera-

tor [T (lR,mR) LR × S(lC ,mC) LC ]σ(l,m) L′′M ′′

can be expressed in the form [76, 77]:

⟨Γ;N ′; (E′R,0), (λ′C , µ′C); (λ′, µ′);κ′L′∣∣[T (lR,mR) LR
× S(lC ,mC) LC ](l,m) L

′′
M
′′ ∣∣Γ;N ; (ER,0), (λC , µC); (λ,µ);κL⟩

= ∑
ρR,ρC ,ρf

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(ER,0) (lR,mR) (E′R,0) ρR(λC , µC) (lC ,mC) (λ′C , µ′C) ρC(λ,µ) (l,m) (λ′, µ′) ρf

1 σ 1

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
⟨(E′R,0)∣∣∣T (lR,mR)∣∣∣(ER,0)⟩ρR

⟨(λ′C , µ′C)∣∣∣S(lC ,mC)∣∣∣(λC , µC)⟩ρC

× ⟨(λ,µ)κL, (l,m)kL′′∣∣(λ′, µ′)κ′L′⟩ρf
, (A.1)

where {. . .} and ⟨(λ,µ)κL, (l,m)kL′′∣∣(λ′, µ′)κ′L′⟩ are the SU(3) recoupling and coupling coefficients, respectively.
In Eq.(A.1), the equivalence of the U(3) and SU(3) recoupling coefficients is used. If the tensor operator acts only
in the one subsystem subspace (R or C), then the SU(3) 9 − (λ,µ) recoupling coefficients reduce to the 6 − (λ,µ) U
coefficients.
As an example consider first the matrix elements with respect to the whole chain (4) of the tensors AR

2M ≡
AR 2M
(1,1) (0,0) (1,1) and FR

2M ≡ FR 2M
(2,0) (0,0) (2,0), entering in QR

2M . For the SO(3)-reduced matrix elements of AR
2M we

obtain:

⟨Γ;N ; (ER,0), (λC , µC); (λ,µ);κ′L′∣∣AR
2M ∣∣Γ;N ; (ER,0), (λC , µC); (λ,µ);κL⟩

=∑
ρf

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(ER,0) (1,1) (ER,0) 1(λC , µC) (0,0) (λC , µC) 1(λ,µ) (1,1) (λ,µ) ρf

1 1 1

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
⟨(ER,0)∣∣∣AR

2M ∣∣∣(ER,0)⟩⟨(λ,µ)κL, (1,1)12∣∣(λ′, µ′)κ′L′⟩ρf

=
√⟨2C2[SUR(3)](ER,0)⟩∑

ρf

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(ER,0) (1,1) (ER,0) 1(λC , µC) (0,0) (λC , µC) 1(λ,µ) (1,1) (λ,µ) ρf

1 1 1

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
⟨(λ,µ)κL, (1,1)12∣∣(λ′, µ′)κ′L′⟩ρf

, (A.2)

whereas for the matrix elements of the raising symplectic generators FR
2M we get

⟨Γ;N + 2; (ER + 2,0), (λC , µC); (λ′, µ′);κ′L′∣∣FR
2M ∣∣Γ;N ; (ER,0), (λC , µC); (λ,µ);κL⟩

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(ER,0) (2,0) (ER + 2,0) 1(λC , µC) (0,0) (λC , µC) 1(λ,µ) (2,0) (λ′, µ′) 1

1 1 1

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
⟨(ER + 2),0)∣∣∣FR

2M ∣∣∣(ER,0)⟩⟨(λ,µ)κL, (2,0)2∣∣(λ′, µ′)κ′L′⟩

=
√(nR + 1)(nR + 2)√∆Ω(σRn

′
R
E′

R
;nRER)

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(ER,0) (2,0) (ER + 2,0) 1(λC , µC) (0,0) (λC , µC) 1(λ,µ) (2,0) (λ′, µ′) 1

1 1 1

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
⟨(λ,µ)κL, (2,0)2∣∣(λ′, µ′)κ′L′⟩,

(A.3)

where
√
∆Ω(σRn

′
RE

′
R;nRER) = √Ω(σRn

′
RE

′
R) −Ω(σRnRER) and Ω(σRnRER) = 1

4 ∑
3
i=1[2(ER

i )2 − (nR
i )2 + 8(ER

i −

nR
i )− 2i(2ER

i −n
R
i )] [78–80]. We note that the matrix elements of the raising and lowering symplectic generators are
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modified, compared to those with respect to the standard UR(3)⊗UC(3) ⊃ U(3) chain, because the UR(3) and UC(3)
groups according to (4) are embedded in Sp(6,R)R and Sp(6,R)C , respectively. In obtaining the expression (A.3) the
standard symplectic computational technique is used. The SO(3)-reduced matrix elements of the lowering symplectic
generators GR

2M ≡ G
R 2M
(0,2) (0,0) (0,2) can be obtained from those of the FR

2M by conjugate operation. Similarly, one can

obtain the matrix elements of the quadrupole operators QC
2m, acting in the C-space.

Finally, we give the SO(3)-reduced matrix elements of the tensor operator [AR
2 ×F

R
2 ]l=0,m=0(2,0) (0,0) (2,0)

:

⟨Γ;N + 2; (ER + 2,0), (λC , µC); (λ′, µ′);κ′L∣∣[AR
2 ×F

R
2 ]l=0,m=0(2,0) (0,0) (2,0)

∣∣Γ;N ; (ER,0), (λC , µC); (λ,µ);κL⟩

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(ER,0) (2,0) (ER + 2,0) 1(λC , µC) (0,0) (λC , µC) 1(λ,µ) (2,0) (λ′, µ′) 1

1 1 1

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
⟨(ER + 2,0)∣∣∣[AR

2 ×F
R
2 ]l=0,m=0(2,0) (0,0) (2,0)

∣∣∣(ER,0)⟩⟨(λ,µ)κL, (2,0)0∣∣(λ′, µ′)κ′L⟩,

where the triple-bared SUR(3) matrix elements can be obtained by means of the 6 − (λ,µ) Racah recoupling co-

efficients: ⟨(ER + 2,0)∣∣∣[AR
2 × FR

2 ]l=0,m=0(2,0) (0,0) (2,0)
∣∣∣(ER,0)⟩ = U((ER,0); (2,0); (ER + 2,0); (1,1)∣∣(ER + 2,0); (2,0))

×⟨(ER + 2,0)∣∣∣AR
2M ∣∣∣(ER + 2,0)⟩⟨(ER + 2,0)∣∣∣FR

2M ∣∣∣(ER,0)⟩. Using the latter, one finally obtains for the SO(3)-
reduced matrix elements of the tensor operator [AR

2 × F
R
2 ]l=0,m=0(2,0) (0,0) (2,0)

:

⟨Γ;N + 2; (ER + 2,0), (λC , µC); (λ′, µ′);κ′L∣∣[AR
2 ×F

R
2 ]l=0,m=0(2,0) (0,0) (2,0)

∣∣Γ;N ; (ER,0), (λC , µC); (λ,µ);κL⟩

=
√⟨2C2[SUR(3)](nR + 2,0)⟩√(nR + 1)(nR + 2)√∆Ω(σRn

′
R
E′

R
;nRER)

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(ER,0) (2,0) (ER + 2,0) 1(λC , µC) (0,0) (λC , µC) 1(λ,µ) (2,0) (λ′, µ′) 1

1 1 1

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
×U((ER,0); (2,0); (ER + 2,0); (1,1)∣∣(ER + 2,0); (2,0))⟨(λ,µ)κL, (2,0)0∣∣(λ′, µ′)κ′L⟩. (A.4)

The latter matrix elements allow to perform a numerical diagonalization of the Hamiltonian (17), containing a simple
vertical mixing term that couples cluster states of different oscillator quanta. The other matrix elements of interest
can be obtained in a similar way. We recall that computer codes [81–83] exist for the numerical calculation of the
required SU(3) coupling and recoupling coefficients.
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