arXiv:2406.19695v1 [nucl-ex] 28 Jun 2024

Gamma decay of the **Sm Isovector Giant Dipole Resonance: Smekal-Raman
Scattering as a Novel Probe of Nuclear Ground-State Deformation
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The v decays of the Isovector Giant Dipole Resonance (GDR) of the deformed nucleus '%*Sm
from 2] -Smekal-Raman and elastic scattering were measured using linearly polarized, quasi-
monochromatic photon beams. The two scattering processes were disentangled through their distinct
angular distributions. Their branching ratio and cross sections were determined at six excitation
energies covering the **Sm GDR. Both agree with the predictions of the geometrical model for the
GDR and establish vy decay as an observable sensitive to the structure of the resonance. Conse-
quently, the data place strong constraints on the nuclear shape, including the degree of triaxiality.
The derived '**Sm shape parameters 8 = 0.2926(26) and v = 5.0(14)° agree well with other mea-
surements and recent Monte Carlo Shell-Model calculations.

The nuclear Isovector Giant Dipole Resonance (GDR)
is a fundamental mode of excitation inherent to all nu-
clei [1, 2]. Tt dominates their photonuclear responses as it
exhausts most [1, 3] of the appropriate sum rule for the
electric dipole strength; i.e. the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn
sum rule [4, 5] multiplied by (1 + k), where & is the en-
hancement factor [6]. Since its discovery in the early
days of nuclear physics [7-9], the GDR as a ground-state
excitation has continuously attracted a great deal of at-
tention [1, 3, 6, 10, 11]. It has also been investigated
as a function of temperature [12-15] and analogues to
the nuclear GDR were identified in other multiparticle
systems such as atoms [16-21], metallic clusters [22-24],
and fullerenes [25, 26]. In the geometrical macroscopic
liquid-drop model, the nuclear GDR is considered to be
a collective isovector oscillation of the protons against
the neutrons [27, 28] while, microscopically, it is under-
stood as a collective coherent one-particle-one-hole exci-
tation of the ground state [6, 29]. Its excitation energy
ranges between 10 and 25MeV, depending on the mass
number. The GDR is, hence, particle unbound and de-
cays predominantly by neutron emission, but also with a
probability of about 1% by internal y decay [30, 31].

As a ground-state excitation, the GDR is sensitive to
ground-state properties, especially the nuclear shape. In
spherical nuclei its photoabsorption cross section typi-
cally has a Lorentzian shape with a width of a few MeV,
while in heavy, deformed nuclei a splitting into two over-
lapping Lorentzians is observed [1]. This phenomenon is
considered to be one of the prime signatures of nuclear

deformation and is understood through the axial defor-
mation allowing vibrations of protons against neutrons
parallel or perpendicular to the nuclear symmetry axis
with differing frequencies [32, 33]. The two oscillation
modes are commonly assigned K quantum numbers of
K = 0 for the parallel and K = 1 for the perpendicu-
lar vibration, respectively [3]. This geometrical picture
is widely accepted in textbooks [3] due to its appealing
simplicity. The GDR’s photoabsorption cross section has
been studied extensively in photoabsorption and particle-
scattering reactions for many nuclei [1, 2]. At the same
time, this macroscopic interpretation has consequences
for the vy decay of the GDR, especially for the branch-
ing ratio of photon scattering reactions to the ground
state and to the 27 member of the ground-state rota-
tional band [34-36]. The latter may be addressed as a
Smekal-Raman scattering (SRS) process. However, the
GDR’s v decay, a fundamental property associated with
its internal structure, was never studied systematically.
Only few measurements exist, which lack either multi-
ple excitation energies [35-37] or sufficient resolution and
statistics [38-40]. Hence, a close experimental assessment
of the geometrical model of the GDR in deformed nuclei
in terms of its prediction of the y-decay behavior was
never performed thus far.

It is the purpose of this letter to report on the first sys-
tematic, energy-resolved study of the evolution of the y-
decay behavior of the GDR in a deformed nucleus, **Sm
used here as an example, and to discuss its implications.

Nuclear Resonance Fluorescence (NRF) experi-
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ments [34, 41-44] on the GDR of '**Sm have been per-
formed at the High-Intensity y-ray Source (HIyS) [45, 46]
located at the Triangle Universities Nuclear Laboratory.
By irradiating a 2.42(8) g/cm? SmyOj target enriched to
98.5(1) % in '**Sm with polarized, quasi-monochromatic
y-ray beams provided by HIyS, around 0.3 MeV wide
slices of the ®Sm GDR were photo-excited. With a
probability of about 1%, the GDR promptly decayed in-
ternally via the emission of photons. The latter were
detected by four 3” x 3” LaBrs and four HPGe clover
detectors of the Clover Array setup [47] arranged in
a close geometry around the target. The LaBrg de-
tectors were mounted at a polar angle of § = 90°
with respect to the beam direction and azimuthal an-
gles of ¢ € {0°,90°,180°,270°} with respect to the po-
larization plane, while the clover detectors were placed
at § € {125°,135°} and ¢ € {45°,180°,6225° 315°}.
Data were taken at beam energies, Fpeam, of 11.37,
12.59, 14.27, 15.35, 16.16 and 17.79 MeV, chosen to
cover the 1®*8Sm GDR. The photon beams had slightly
asymmetric Gaussian shapes P(F) with bandwidths of
FWHM/EBeam =~ 2 %. The vy signals from elastic scatter-
ing (ES) and 2;-SRS on the GDR both share the shape
of the beam profile P(F) since within the narrow en-
ergy bandwidths of the beams the cross sections can be
considered constant. In the case of QT—SRS, this peak
is additionally shifted down in energy by its excitation
energy; i.e. Eyr = 0.082MeV [48] for '5*Sm. Since this
shift is smaller than the beam bandwidths, the two sig-
nals overlap and cannot be energy-resolved in the indi-
vidual spectra. However, when exciting the J™ = 1~
GDR of even-even nuclei with a linearly polarized pho-
ton beam, and assuming a pure electric dipole decay to
the 27 state, the angular distributions

3
WeE) g (0.6) = S(1+cos®0 — sin? fcos29) (1)
and
Wo(i;r__jljs_{% 0,0) = i(13 4 cos? § — sin? @ cos 24) (2)
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of these scattering processes [49-52] differ significantly
at § = 90°. Hence, the scattering intensities can be ex-
tracted from the observed azimuthal asymmetries of the
doublet peaks. The detector response R, due mostly to
escape peaks and the Compton continuum, was taken
into account in the analysis, since, at energies > 10 MeV,
it dominates the spectra. Simulations of the responses
were performed using GEANT4 [53-56], taking into ac-
count the full experimental setup and the known an-
gular distributions of the observed radiations. For the
analysis of the spectra, first the overall expected radia-
tion was modeled as a sum of two asymmetric Gaussian
peaks of the same shape P(FE), but different intensities
I and shifted by 0.082MeV with respect to each other
on a small background B. By convolving each part of
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FIG. 1. Histograms (black) of the '**Sm GDR vy decay

at 12.59 MeV (left) and 16.16 MeV (right) excitation energy
measured by LaBrs detectors in (top) and perpendicular to
(bottom) the beam polarization plane along with the fitted
spectra (green). The three components (“Deconvolved”) of
the fit before convolution with the detector responses are
shown as well, scaled to the full energy peak efficiencies of the
detectors, i.e., as response-less detectors would have measured
them. The background (BG) component is barely visible.
The ES and 2]-SRS intensities are effectively obtained from
the fitted azimuthal asymmetries of the spectra. Since the
azimuthal asymmetry (top vs bottom) at 12.59 MeV is lower
than at 16.16 MeV, its Oat /ogs branching ratio is higher.

this model with its corresponding simulated detector re-
sponse, which includes the angular distribution effects
and detector efficiencies, a fit-spectrum

SUE) = Ly Ry, * P(E + Eyy)

(3)
+ Igs Rés * P(E) + RE + B(E)

is obtained for every detector d. By simultaneously fit-
ting Eq. (3) to all 8 observed spectra in a global Bayesian
inference Markov chain Monte Carlo approach [57-60],
the intensities I, of ES and 2]-SRS on the **Sm GDR
were extracted from the azimuthal asymmetries and,
therefore, also the branching ratio Oat /oRs = IQ;r /Igs.

Figure 1 presents the observed '°*Sm GDR vy-decay
spectra of the ¢ € {180°,90°} LaBrs detectors at
Epeam € {12.59MeV,16.16 MeV} along with the fitted
spectra for the determination of the transitions’ intensi-
ties. The reliability of the method was confirmed through
the analysis of calibration spectra taken with linearly and
circularly polarized y beams on °Ce at every beam en-
ergy, on *C at 15.35MeV, and on **Si at 11.37 MeV.
120 and ?8Si each caused one well-defined NRF peak
from strong isolated J™ = 17 resonances [61, 62], while
for 11%Ce the ES on the GDR is well-isolated, due to
the high excitation energy of its first excited state at
Eyr =1.6MeV [63]. Finally, absolute photon scattering



TABLE I. Results of the spectra analysis. E denotes the
centroid energy of the y beam with which the GDR was pho-
toexcited and FWHM its full width at half maximum.

EBeam FWHM O-ZT /U'ES OES 0'2Ir
(MeV) (MeV) (mb) (mb)
11.37(1)  0.33(1)  0.978(23) 0.70(9) 0.69(8)
12.59(1)  0.27(3)  1.017(15) 1.49(14)  1.52(15)
14.27(1)  0.28(1)  0.878(17) 1.61(15)  1.41(13)
15.35(1)  0.34(1)  0.436(34) 2.80(27)  1.22(14)
16.16(1)  0.32(1)  0.2550(43)  3.01(29)  0.77(8)
17.79(1)  0.41(1)  0.0964(32)  2.24(27)  0.216(27)

cross sections ogg for ES and Tat for ZY—SRS were deter-
mined, as well. This was achieved through simultaneous
irradiation of thin '*"Au and " CeQ, targets by the y
beam during the experiment and subsequent determina-
tion of their activation, due to (y,n) reactions, which
enabled the calibration of the photon fluxes relative to
the known *TAu(y,n)'?®Au and *°Ce(y, n)'**Ce cross
sections [64, 65]. Table I provides our primary results.

The Oat /ogs y-decay branching ratios were inter-
preted through scattering theory using the geometrical
model of the GDR. Since NRF on the GDR to the 0f
state is indistinguishable from Thomson scattering (ES
of photons off the nucleus as a whole), these processes
interfere with each other [34-36]. Hence, the total ES
cross section is

ows(B) = | faon(B) + fal?, (4)

where the f € C are the forward (§ = 0) GDR
01+ NRF and Thomson scattering amplitudes, respec-
tively. As both scattering processes share the angular
distribution of Eq. (1), this was factored out and inte-
grated over the full solid angle. The Thomson amplitude
fr = —Z%e%/(4megMc?) for forward scattering on a nu-
cleus of charge Ze and mass M is well-known, real and
energy-independent [34], while the GDR 0] NRF ampli-
tude fepr(E) can be obtained from its total photoab-
sorption cross section o,ps(E) using the optical theorem
and the dispersion relations [66] as

E?  Tabs(€) .Ecaps(E)
FE)= P de )
fepr(E) 2m2he /0 €2 — E? i 4mhe 5)
—~—
Cauchy principal value integral
4dmhe (E 2 E2)2 +E2F£
fepry (E)

using the standard Lorentzian (SLO) parametrization of
the GDR’s photoabsorption cross section

3
00, E*T?
un(B) =3 — ()
i1 (Bo} — E?)” + E°T}

in the last step [34-36]. The sum runs over the three axes
of the nuclear quadrupoloid along which the GDR can os-
cillate with the SLO parameters Fy;,, 09 and I'g; i.e., the
centroid energy, the peak photoabsorption cross section
and the FWHM of the respective resonances. Naturally,
the nuclear axes can be degenerate (axially-symmetric or
spherical nuclei), making the SLO parameters possibly
degenerate as well. For the cross section of SRS [67] of
the GDR to the 2] state,

3
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02+ :? E |fGDRk
k=1

— fapr (B)[* (8)

is obtained [34, 35, 68] in the geometrical model of three
orthogonal oscillators, where the fgpr, (E) are the sum-
mands in Eq. (6). We stress that Eq. (8) assumes the 2
state to be the pure rotational excitation of the ground
state. Furthermore, we note that the corresponding
Alaga rule [69] for the Oot /ogs branching ratio is recov-
ered from Egs. (4) and (8) when an axially-symmetric
nucleus with isolated K = 0 and K = 1 resonances, i.e.
Ik < |Ek=1 — Fx—o|, is considered and Thomson scat-
tering is neglected. To test in detail this modelling of
the GDR as an isovector oscillation of a quadrupoloid
with respect to its three intrinsic major axes, a simulta-
neous Bayesian inference fit [57-60] was performed of the
nine SLO parameters to both the new Oat /ogs y-decay
data and the existing oans photoabsorption data [70] for
154Sm.  For comparison, a similar fit to only the prior
known photoabsorption data was also carried out. The
fits are shown in Fig. 2. While both can reproduce the
photoabsorption data, and the ES cross section which
was not fitted explicitly, fitting the SLO parameters only
to the literature o,ps photoabsorption cross section gives
a non-satisfactory description of the Tot /ogs Y-decay
data. A better description is obtained when also fitting to
this data. This demonstrates the high sensitivity of the y
decay to small differences among the SLO parameters—
details which cannot be obtained from the photoabsorp-
tion data alone. Note that this statement also holds when
fitting an axially-symmetric nuclear shape instead with
identical SLO parameters for the second and third GDR
Lorentzians. Since the simultaneous fit can reproduce
both datasets, ., and Oat /oms, with high accuracy, the
present data confirms the applicability of the geometrical
model of the GDR even for its y decay. The fitted SLO
parameters are given in Table II.
Within the geometrical model, the resonance energy of
a GDR oscillation is directly related to the length of the
nuclear axes Ry, along which it takes place [6, 28]; i.e.
1 1
Fo, o 9
Re(B,7) 14 5 Bcos [y — Z(k—1)] ®)

where 5 and « are the nuclear deformation parame-
ters [71, 72]. Hence, the fit of Fig. 2 also yields infor-
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FIG. 2. Simultaneous fit (solid blue) of the SLO parameters
of the '®*Sm GDR to both its Tot /oEs Y-decay behavior (top,

data from this work) and its oabs photoabsorption cross sec-
tion (middle, data from Ref. [70]) and fit (dotted red) just to
the latter with 1-sigma uncertainty bands. Both fits describe
the photoabsorption data well. The y-decay branching ratio
can only be reproduced when it is explicitly included in the
fit, while the good description of the photoabsorption cross
section is preserved. This demonstrates its high sensitivity
to SLO parametrization—details which cannot be obtained
from the photoabsorption data alone. The ES cross section
(bottom, data from this work) is not explicitly fitted. Still,
modelling the GDR as single resonances along the three axes
accounts well for these data in both fits.

TABLE II. SLO parameters of the !%‘Sm GDR obtained
from the simultaneous fit to its Tyt /ors (this work) and cabs

(Ref. [70]) datasets. See text for details.

k Eo,, (MeV) I'r (MeV) ook (mb)
1 12.384(30) 3.305(84) 199.3(25)
2 15.905(74) 4.24(20) 108.9(60)
3 16.395(87) 5.95(32) 103.6(56)

mation on the nuclear shape of **Sm and, in particular,
provides constraints on its nuclear triaxiality from the en-
ergy splitting of its second and third GDR Lorentzians.
By reparametrizing the Fy; values in the fit through
the nuclear deformation parameters according to Eq. (9),
posterior distributions of the **Sm quadrupole deforma-
tion parameter 8 and its triaxiality angle v are obtained
through both fits. These can be found in Fig. 3. Fit-
ting the previously known photoabsorption data only re-
sults in a rather flat, featureless posterior distribution
for the v deformation with a 99.7 % credible upper limit
of 23.3°. The fit performed while considering in addi-
tion the new <y-decay data, however, yields an almost
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FIG. 3. Posterior distributions for the quadrupole deforma-
tion parameter 8 and the triaxiality angle v of **Sm ob-
tained from its fitted GDR resonance energies Fy, for both
fits shown in Fig. 2. While fitting only the photoabsorption
data results in a broad, featureless distribution for -y, con-
sidering also the y-decay behavior yields a significantly more
constrained, almost Gaussian distribution. Likewise, for £
both posteriors agree overall, but considering the y-decay be-
havior yields a more constrained distribution with a slightly
shifted median. The uncertainty bars illustrate the medians
and shortest 68.3 % credible intervals of the respective poste-
rior distributions.

Gaussian distribution centered around 5° with a signif-
icantly lower 99.7% credible upper limit of 8.3°. Simi-
larly, for the 8 deformation, both posteriors agree over-
all, but taking into account the y-decay behavior yields
a more constrained distribution with a slightly shifted
median. Taking the median and shortest 68.3% credi-
ble intervals, § = 0.2926(26) and v = 5.0(14)° are ob-
tained from the simultaneous fit. These results match
well with the most-recent state-of-the-art configuration
interaction calculations in the Monte Carlo Shell Model,
which predict § ~ 0.28 and v ~ 3.7° for the ground-
state deformation of **Sm [73, 74]. The present § value
disagrees by 16 % with the value 8y = 0.3404(17) ob-
tained from the B(E2;0{ — 2]) = 4.345(44) ¢ b2 *4Sm
transition strength in the compilation of Ref. [75]. How-
ever, this discrepancy originates from the sole usage of
the leading order of the B(E?2)-to-3? relation and from
assuming the solid-angle mean nuclear radius Ry to be
1.2fm - A'/3 without uncertainty. Using instead the full

relation [76, 77]
3 1 /5 ’
2 2
L ZeR2 |1 B+ 4158 1
4 ¢ O( 8V )] (10)

and Ry = /5/3./(r2) for the mean nuclear radius [78],
with 1/(r?) = 5.126(8) fm being the root-mean-square
charge radius measured in elastic electron scattering
on '8m [79], B = 0.3067(17) is obtained from the
B(E2;07 — 27) strength [75]. This 3 value agrees
with the result of the GDR fit within 5%. Simi-
larly [76, 77], 8 = 0.304(6) is obtained from the spectro-
scopic quadrupole moment Q(2;7) = —1.87(4) b of the 2
state of **Sm of Ref. [48]. This in turn matches with the

B(E2;0{ —2]) =




TABLE III. '54Sm Deformation parameters 8 and ~ obtained
from different approaches and observables. See text for de-
tails.

Approach/Observables Jé] ~v (%)
GDR 0abs [70] and 0'2;r/0'Es (this work) 0.2926(26) 5.0(14)
B(E2;07 — 21) [75] and +/(R2) [79]  0.3067(17)
B(FE2;07 — 21) leading order only [75] 0.3404(17)

Q(21) [48] and +/(R3) [79] 0.304(6)

Monte Carlo Shell Model [73, 74] ~0.28 ~3.7

result of the GDR fit. Table III compares the deforma-
tion parameters obtained from the different observables
and approaches. The remaining small discrepancy may
be due to some of the assumptions in the various ap-
proaches not being entirely fulfilled. For example, **Sm
may not be exactly rigid, as inferred from, e.g., the con-
fined S-soft rotor model [80, 81], where, due to the finite
width of the potential well in 3, the wave functions ex-
tracted from E2 properties have fluctuations. The latter
result in larger F£2 matrix elements and, hence, larger ef-
fective 8 values than under a rigid rotor assumption. In
addition, due to pairing, the physical ground state might
be energetically lower than assumed in the geometrical
model of the GDR. This would result in an underesti-
mation of 8 in the GDR fit. It should be emphasized,
that the latter would not have a significant effect on the
determination of the triaxiality. Considering the over-
all good agreement of the 8 deformation parameters ob-
tained from the B(F2;07 — 27) strength, the Q(2])
moment and the GDR <y decay, the high sensitivity of
the latter to the nuclear shape is validated. In particu-
lar, a noteworthy sensitivity to the triaxiality degree of
freedom is achieved, with a small value of v = 5.0(14)°
for '®*Sm. This finding contributes to the contemporary
debate on nuclear triaxial shapes [72, 74, 82-87].

While this is the first measurement of the evolution of
the 2{-SRS to ES branching ratio of the GDR for a de-
formed nucleus as a function of energy, it is of interest to
investigate this quantity in other nuclei such as '®°Er [74],
164Dy [73] and '®80s [88], where triaxialities v > 7° are
predicted. Likewise, the y-decay behavior of the GDRs
of 1°2Sm and '"°Nd would merit further experiments due
to proximity of these nuclei to the spherical-to-deformed
shape phase transition [89-91], which is expected to be
accompanied by an increased softness in 8 deformation.
The GDR’s photoabsorption data for these nuclei and,
therefore, the splitting of their GDRs have been disputed
recently [92]. The y decay of the GDR is a yet untapped
observable highly sensitive both to the structure of the
GDR and to the nuclear ground state from which it is
photoexcited. Thus, new measurements would provide
further insights in these cases. Moreover, measurement
of the vy decay of the GDR in spherical nuclei will con-
strain state-of-the-art nuclear theory [93].

In summary, NRF experiments on the GDR of the de-
formed nucleus %*Sm were performed at HIYS to study
the properties associated with its y decay. The measured
Tat /ogs ratios are described well with the macroscopic
model of the GDR. This result validates the power of this
model and establishes v decay as a novel observable sen-
sitive to the structure of the GDR. Further investigations
with this technique have the potential of providing con-
straints on nuclear shape parameters, especially on the
triaxiality parameter, for nuclei throughout the nuclear
chart. They can also provide further insights in instances
where the structure of the GDR itself is controversial [92].

The full data and analysis underlying this letter are
openly available at the TUdatalib repository of Technis-
che Universitdt Darmstadt [94] and further details will
soon be available in Ref. [95].
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