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Abstract

Proton-neutron pairing and like-nucleon pairing are two different facets of atomic nuclear con-
figurations. While like-nucleon pair condensates manifest their superfluidic nature in semi magic
nuclei, it is not absolutely clear if there exists a T=0 proton-neutron pair condensate phase in
N = Z nuclei. With an explicit formalism of general pair condensates with good particle num-
bers, we optimize proton-neutron pair condensates for all N = Z nuclei between 0 and °9Sn,
given shell model effective interactions. As comparison, we also optimize like-nucleon pair conden-
sates for their semi-magic isotones. Shannon entanglement entropy is a measurement of mixing
among pair configurations, and can signal intrinsic phase transition. It turns out the like-nucleon
pair condensates for semi-magic nuclei have large entropies signaling an entangled phase, but the
proton-neutron pair condensates end up not far from a Hartree-Fock solution, with small entropy.
With artificial pairing interaction strengths, we show that the general proton-neutron pair con-
densate can transit from an entangled T=1 phase to an entangled T=0 phase, i.e. pairing phase
transition driven by external parameters. In the T=0 limit, the proton-neutron pair condensate
turns out to be a purely P pair condensate with large entanglement entropy, although such cases

may occur in cold atom systems, unlikely in atomic nuclei.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Pairing is a fundamental feature of many-body systems ranging from superconducting
electronic systems, ultracold atoms, to atomic nuclei. The atomic nuclei have an unique two-
partite composition, as they are made of two types of fermions, i.e. protons and neutrons,
and the interactions among them approximately respect isospin symmetry. T=1 pairing is
symmetric for proton-proton, neutron-neutron and proton-neutron pairs, while T=0 pairing
is only for proton-neutron pairs. The T=1 pairing of like-nucleons [I] has important influence
in nuclear binding energies, isotopic abundances, moment of inertia, and semi-magic nuclear
spectrum. In semi magic nuclei, the General Seniority scheme can successfully describe
energetic spectrum and electromagnetic transition strengths[2], and it is believed that the
ground state of a semi magic nucleus can be well approximated with a T=1 S-pair (angular
momentum J = 0) condensate, or the seniority-0 state. The breaking of S pairs, or higher-
seniority configurations, explain the low-lying excited states. The T=1 S-pair condensate
has a superconducting nature similar to the BCS phase in condensed matter physics; if there
exists a T=0 correlated proton-neutron pair condensate phase in the N = Z nuclei, it would

be an interesting feature of atomic nuclei the two-partite system.

In 2010, a spin-aligned phase[3] (or a stretch scheme [4]), was suggested to explain ex-
perimental data of the N = Z nucleus ??Pd, considering four J = 9 pairs of proton-neutron
holes condensate in the ground state. Based on expectation of T=0 pair counting operators
with shell model wavefunctions, it is suggested the yrast states are predominantly made of
(0gg/2)5— Proton-neutron pairsf5]. When two J = 9 proton-neutron stretched pairs couple
into total angular momentum zero, it is partly equivalent to coupling proton low-angular-
momentum pairs with neutron ones[6-8]. Possible quartet condensation is also an interesting
degree of freedom [J] [10]. There has been extensive discussion, see Ref. [I1] and references

therein.

Based on Hartree-Fock-Bogolyubov calculations with schematic interactions, recently it is
suggested spin-triplet condensates (T=0) prevail in nuclei with N = Z ~ 65[12]. Although
these nuclei are beyond the proton drip line, this effect can lead to mixed-spin character

in N > Z =~ 65 nuclei beneath the proton drip line, while other nuclei show a purely



spin-singlet character (T=1)[13]. Studies based on boson mapping techniques have shown

interesting analytic features of P pair (T=0, J=1) condensates[I4]. Ultracold atoms can be

manipulated with lasers to separate spin phases|[I5], adding interest and significance to these

discussions. However realistic calculations based on general proton-neutron pair condensates

with good particle numbers are yet scarce[I6].

In this work we use a general proton-neutron pair condensate as the trial wavefunction,
v PC) = (AL)0), Al =5 3 Awselel, (1)
aem,Bev

where «, 3 stands for single-particle orbits, and A,z are the pair structure coefficients to be
determined. We optimize A,z variationally, so as to minimize the expectation of shell model

effective interactions, R
(rv; PC|H|mv; PC)
: 2
IE\E? (rv; PC|mv; PC) 2)

Then we implement triaxial angular momentum projection to restore rotational symmetry

and approximate nuclear wavefunctions with good quantum numbers. Variation after an-
gular momentum projection (VAP) leads to lower energies but are more complicated and
time-consuming; hence we restrict ourselves to projection after variation (PAV). Similar ap-
proaches with angular momentum projections include the Projected Hartree-Fock method
[17, 18], the Projected Hartree-Fock-Bogolyubov method with angular momentum projection
[19-24], the Projected Shell Model [25] and so on.

To analyze theoretical wavefunctions for a possible proton-neutron pair condensate phase,
it was suggested the invariant correlation entropy can be used as a signal[I1]. The invariant
correlation entropy[26] is a von Neumann entropy, with the virtue that it is basis indepen-
dent, and can be used to measure the sensitivity of a state to external parameters[27]. Indeed
the quantum entanglement entropy has been a sourceful idea to measure many-body wave-
functions. Orbital entanglement entropy has been used in a b initio calculations to analyze
the efficacy of different bases|28], and has been used in shell model computations to reveal
small entanglement between proton and neutron sectors in neutron rich heavy nuclei[29],
motivating new truncation strategies[30]. The basis-dependent Shannon entropy has also
been used to detect competence between single particle behavior and pairing forces, leading

to possible pairing phase transition in rare earth nuclei[31].
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In this work we consider the Shannon entropy as a measurement of the pairing entan-
glement of the optimized proton-neutron pair condensates, and analyze the entropy as a
function of T=0 and T=1 pairing forces. A mean field solution, i.e. an optimized Slater
determinant at an energetically lowest minimum, has zero entropy, while in ideal condi-
tions, the pair condensate solution can have maximum entanglement entropy. Therefore,
the entropy is a diagnostic signal of a possible entangled “phase” of the proton-neutron pair
condensate.

In Sec. [T we introduce the formalism of projection after variation of a general proton-
neutron pair condensate, as well as the definition of entanglement entropy we used in this
work; in Sec. [III] we show the spectrum and B(E2) values from one proton-neutron pair
condensate, and present systematic results of N = Z nuclei from ¥F to *®In, as well as
pairing “phase” transition with artificial interactions; in Sec. [[V] we summarize this work

and discuss the outlooks.

II. FORMALISM

A. Interactions and Configurations

In the framework of the shell model, we use widely accepted effective interactions, i.e.
USDB[32] in the 150d3/50ds5/, major shell, GX1A[33] in the 1p;/51ps/20 f5/20 f7/2 major shell,
JUN45 [34] in the 1p; /21p3/20 f5/20g9/2 major shell, with 1- and 2-body parts in the occupation

space,
H =Hy+ Hy_o + Hr,

1 5a 1+ 0a)
—Zeana—l—z VF )1+ 0u) Zv (abed; IT) > Al 1oy, (ab) Apyg gy (cd),
abed M M~
(3)

AT n « . 99 . . .
where A}y, 7y, (ab) and Ary 7, (cd) are so-called “non-collective” pair creations and anni-

hilation operators: AJ}M Tz, (@) = [él ® EZ] , where ® signals coupling via Clebsch-
: IM,T My

N A T
Gordan coefficients, and Arasrar. (ab) = (A}M’TMT(ab)) . These effective interactions have

been adjusted to hundreds of experimental data for energetic spectrum and electromagnetic



transition rates [32H34].

A general pair condensate is defined as
. 1 .
(AT) |0>, Al = B ZAaBCLCTﬁv (4)
ap

where |0) is the bare fermion vacuum, and ¢/, é}; are fermion creation operators with «, 8

labelling single-particle states with quantum numbers (nljm), which can be (though not
restricted to) spherical harmonic bases of the shell model, and, finally, A,z are the “pair
structure coefficients”. Without losing generality, A,3 makes a skew complex matrix, though
in practice A,z is often restricted to be real. A Slater determinant of the Hartree-Fock
method, a seniority-0 state, or a number projected component of the BCS/HFB vacuum are
all special cases of the general pair condensate as in Eq. , therefore this trial wavefunction
reserves more generality[35]. In quantum chemical physics, a general pair condensate is also

known as “geminal wavefunction” [36].

B. Variation

Variational formulas of like-nucleon pair condensates has been proposed in different forms
[35], B7H40], and recently triaxially angular momentum projected states out of a like-nucleon
pair condensate has been benchmarked in shell model spaces with effective interactions[40].
In this work we extend the formalism in Ref. [40] from like-nucleon pair condensates to
proton-neutron pair condensates. We assume a general proton-neutron pair condensate as

the trial wavefunction ansatz,

1 . A 1
. (AT [ Af At
|T”/’ PC> n| (Aﬂ'l/) |0>7 ATI’V - 2 Z Aaﬁcacﬁ7 (5)
aEm,BEV
where o stands for proton orbits and 3 stands for neutron orbits. The pair coefficients A,z

are parameters to be determined by variation, so to minimize the energy

i (Tv; PC|FI\7TV; PC) (6)
Aasg  (mv; PC|mv; PC)

One can restrict A, to good isospin a priori, by demanding
Abw,au = (_1>TAa7r,bua T = 07 1> (7>

6



where a, b stands for Harmonic Oscillator orbits with good quantum numbers (nljm), but
we allow it to vary generally, therefore it is a general T, = 0 pair, with both T=0 and T=1

components. We use the explicit formalism presented in Ref. [40] to do variation, until an

energetic minimum is reached.

4| {a) Timing of one iteration | —265 o (b) Variation: 89zr b
o
=270+ B
o
7 -]
. S -275f, .
u =
o i e =]
i S 280 .
2 & 0
Ly 7]
[@)] o 2
@ —285 o b
o 18 .
=L 2
—290 *® .
ol -©~ 1sod
B 1pof =295 b
=S~ 1p0fsp0ge:
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 4 8 12 16 20 0 50 100 150 200 250
Nz=N, Iteration steps

FIG. 1: Panel (a): Logarithm CPU time (s) of one iteration in the variation of one
proton-neutron pair condensate for N = Z nuclei, using conjugate gradient method
wrapped in the GNU Scientific Library function gsl_ multimin_fdf minimizer [41]. All these
data are taken on a 48-core workstation. Panel (b): Energy descent in the variation of one

proton-neutron pair condensate for #Zr in the 1p0f5 /20992 major shell.

In Fig. [1] the logarithm total CPU time (s) of one iteration is recorded in the variation
of one proton-neutron pair condensate for N = Z nuclei, in 1s0d, 1p0f, 1p0f5,20g9/2 major
shells. There are 144 free parameters for 1s0d shell, 400 for 1p0f, and 484 for 1p0 f5,20g9,2,
respectively. The total CPU time is collected on a 48-core workstation. As pointed out in Ref.
[40], the complexity is polynomial. After half the major shell is filled, the Pandya particle-
hole transformation is activated and we work with holes instead of particles, therefore the

CPU time peaks at half shells. We also show an variation example of ®Zr in the 1p0 f; 120G9/2
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major shell. The average energy, or the expectation of the Hamiltonian on a proton-neutron
pair condensate, steeply descend in the first 20 iterations, and then saturates after about 200
iterations. After 200 iterations, the further descent of the energy is negligible. The iteration

ends when the module of the gradient vector is smaller than a preset cutoff value.

The optimized proton-neutron pair can be decomposed into components with good quan-

tum numbers (JMT),

A 1 ~
Aly=5 3 Awseldh = Y0 AR )

a€em,feEV JMT

where A#,”TT is a pair with good angular momentum quantum numbers (JM) and good

isospin 7' = 0, 1,

AL =" y(abTMT)(E] @ &) sur- 9)
ab

The “structure coefficients” y(abJMT) of the (JMT) component AZMTt can be derived,

y(abJMT) = [(=D)Tz(abI M) — (=1)7F+ 2 (ba T M)]/V/2, (10)
Z(ab‘]M) = % Z Ajama,jbmb<jamajbmb|JM)a (11)

where (jomqajpmp|JM) is the Clebsch-Gorden coefficient. The fraction of components with

JT') in the optimized proton-neutron pair Al sums over M ,
TV

(A jnr Al )
for = E — : (12)
Iv; (A |AL)

In Fig. [2| we present the decomposition of the optimized proton-neutron pair for 8Zr in the
1p0f5/20g9/2 shell. With M-scheme shell model codes. e.g. the BIGSTICK [42], *Zr has
configuration dimension at the order of 10'°, and therefore is not easily accessible. Generally
speaking, T=0 odd-J components, and T=1 even-J components are in dominance in the

optimized proton-neutron pair condensate.
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FIG. 2: Decomposition of the optimized proton-neutron pair for 8Zr in the 1p0fs/20gg/2

major shell.

C. Canonical basis and Shannon entropy

In matrix theory, it was proved that any given skew matrix A,z can be transformed into

a canonical form [43],

A=UXUT, (13)

where U is a unitary matrix, and X is block diagonal {[_} '¢],[_0, '¢],--- }, with 1, > 0.

This means a general pair Af can be always rewritten into a canonical form,

A= 25 Al = S vialal, (14)
B k>0

where aL = > Uxcl. This is reminiscent of the Bloch-Messiah theorem in the HFB formal-
ism [19], where Bogolyubov quasiparticles are built upon the canonical basis, therefore we
denote Eq. as the “canonical transformation” of a general pair, and aL, a% as ‘“‘canon-
ical basis” on which a seniority-type pair structure naturally shows up. It is also linked

to Kramer’s degeneracy when (k,k) are time-reversal pairs[d4]. In the limit of a Slater
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determinant with 2n particles,

#O’ k:l, M
—0, k=n+1-.0Q,

where €2 is the occupancy of pairs, e.g. €2 = 16 in the 50 — 82 major shell. In the limit of

uniform pairing, i.e. v, = \/iﬁ, a normalized pair condensate with n pairs is

Q—n)lQn .

PO,y =[Sy (A)0) (16)
Adding one new pair, it results in
. 1)(Q —
AT|PC,n) = \/(” i )é ) pe 4 1), (17)

When Q — oo, this is reminiscent of 1-d harmonic oscillator a'ln) = v/n+1jn + 1) in
quantum mechanics textbooks. In this sense, it can be considered as an “entangled pair-
condensate”, different from a mean-field Slater determinant.

As the canonical basis in Eq. is unique given the pair condensate , we use the
Shannon entropy, though we believe using the invariant correlation entropy [27] leads to the

same physical conclusions. We define the Shannon entropy as [31]

S= > —plkaky---ky) loga p(kiks - k), (18)
(k1 ko, ki }

so to quantify how close a general pair condensate in Eq. is to a Slater determinant, where
{kyi, ko, , k,} traverse all C% different choices of n different (k, k) pairs out of all  ones,
i.e. all the pairing configurations, and p(kiks - - - k,) denotes the corresponding probability
of the pair configurations. The logarithmic base d equals C, to scale S such that S € [0, 1]
for any given particle number. In the limit of a Slater determinant, only one p(k;---k;,)
value equals 1 and others equal 0, and correspondingly the entropy S = 0, signaling a mean
field solution; in the limit of uniform pairing, S reaches its maximum value S = 1, signaling

the “entangled phase”.
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D. Triaxial angular momentum

The triaxial angular momentum projection via an linear algebraic approach [45] is im-
plemented, to restore good angular momentum of the proton-neutron pair condensate ([3)).
When the maximum angular momentum is 10 ~ 20A, the linear algebraic approach is about
10 times faster than the traditional quadrature method [46].

Given a proton-neutron pair condensate, and an angular momentum quantum number .J,

there are at most 2J + 1 projected bases,
{Pj&ﬁﬂwu; PC), ]51\‘]477J+1]7w; PC), - PAJ47J|7TI/; PC’>}. (19)

In order to approximately diagonalize the Hamiltonian in the linear space of the projected
bases, we compute the kernel values, i.e. the inner products of projected bases and Hamil-

tonian matrix elements,
N = (PC;wv| Pl |PCimv),  Hi e = (PC;wv|HPY, | PC; v, (20)
and solve the Hill-Wheeler equation,
Z %Ig’KggK = 6rJ Z ‘/Vlg’KgGK' (21)
K K

Thus configuration mixing is introduced among projected bases. €, ; denotes the energy of
the r-th eigenstate with angular momentum J. g7, values determine the projected wave-
function. With the projected wavefunctions, electromagnetic transition strengths can be

further computed[40)].

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In Subsection we present one-reference results, i.e. energetic spectrum and B(E2)
results generated from one “intrinsic” proton-neutron pair condensate, so to benchmark yrast
states projected from a PN-PC, against the shell model and the Projected Hartree-Fock
method. In Subsection we present systematically the Shannon entropy of optimized

proton-neutron pair condensates for N = Z nuclei from ®F to %In, in hope to discuss
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the possibility of an entangled proton-neutron pair condensate phase in N = Z nuclei. In
Subsection [[TI C|further analysis is implemented for possible phase transition of the optimized
proton-neutron pair condensate from the T=1 limit to the T=0 limit, by artificially adjusting

the external parameters in the Hamiltonian.

A. Energetic spectrum and B(E2) values

In Fig. [3| we present excitation energies of the first 27,4% 6T states for all even-even
N = Z nuclei in the 1s0d major shell. There are five N = Z even-even nuclei between
doubly magic 1°0 and °Ca, with valence particles N, = N, = 2,4,6,8,10. The USDB [32]
interactions are used in all the theoretical computations, i.e., the shell model[42] (SM), the
projection after variation of one proton-neutron pair condensate (PN-PC), and the projected
Hartree Fock method[45] (PHF). Given the valence space and the interactions, the shell
model solves the many-body Schrodinger’s equation by “exact” diagonalization, therefore
the shell model results are taken as a benchmark for the approximate methods. The ground
state energy from PN-PC (with one proton-neutron pair condensate as the reference state)
is higher than the “exact” ground state of the shell model, by 0.58,1.58,1.84,3.75,1.09 MeV
respectively. The excitation energies from PN-PC and PHF turn out to be close to shell
model results, and all the theoretical methods are in qualitative agreement with experimental
data. In Tab. the B(E2) values among yrast states are presented. Qualitative agreements
are achieved among the shell model results, PN-PC results, and experimental data.

In Figure [4] we present yrast states of even-even nuclei in the 1p0f major shell, with
the GX1A [48] interactions. For 4Ti, Cr, 2Fe, 99Zn, PN-PC slightly underestimate the
E,(27). For *Ni, the Hartree-Fock method gets a spherical minimum, therefore no excited
states are projected out. Neither does PN-PC generate spectrum close to shell model results.
As %%Ni has shape-coexistence, more reference states can be needed, but in this work we are
restricted to one-reference results.

In Fig. [5} we present yrast bands for three even-even N = Z nuclei: **Ru, ?2Pd and “Cd.
The experimental data (Exp)[3] and shell model results (SM)[5] show a vibrational pattern
for the yrast band, i.e. the 0%,2%, 4% 6T states are equally spaced approximately. All the-
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FIG. 3: Excitation energy of low-lying states of even-even N=Z7 nuclei in sd shell. “EXP”
stands for experimental data, “SM” stands for the full configuration-interaction shell model,
“PN-PC” stands for angular-momentum projection after variation of a proton-neutron pair

condensate (this work), and “PHF” stands for the Projected Hartree-Fock method.
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FIG. 4: Ground-band excitation energy of even-even N=Z7 nuclei in the 1p0f major shell:

W BCr 2 Fe S Ni, %0 Zn,

oretical results are computed with the JUN45 [34] effective interactions, in the 1p0fs/20g9/2
major shell. “PN-PC” denotes states projected from one proton-neutron pair condensate,
while “PP-NN-PC” denotes that of proton-proton neutron-neutron pair condensate, “PHF”

denotes states projected from one Slater determinant, i.e. a Hartree-Fock minimum. It turns
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TABLE I: B(E2) values among yrast states for even-even N = Z nuclei in the 1s0d major
shell, in units of €2 fm*. “Exp” stands for experimental data [47],“PN-PC” stands for

proton-neutron pair condensate, and “SM” stands for shell model.

Nucleus Method 2;‘ — 01’ 41' N Qi" G;r N 4-1" ST N 6;r

Ne  Exp 6546  70.94 6449  29.02
SM  44.74 52.8 39.26  26.75
PN-PC 46.75  55.96  44.44  26.14

Mg  Exp  86.64  146.8  156.26
SM 73.22  95.92  88.39 8.05
PN-PC 72.09 9642  93.89 80.8

S Exp  66.67 8283  53.53
SM 7848 11041 9471  68.18
PN-PC 8794 120.59 120.86 106.77

329 Exp  71.21  84.49
SM  48.14  68.54  46.13  35.49
PN-PC 3814 5595  55.18  44.22

36 Ar Exp 57.9 84.73
SM 52.81 65.7 54.27 32.3
PN-PC 52.76 67.22 56.65 33.75

out PN-PC, PP-NN-PC and PHF underestimate the E,(27) gap more or less, although the
gaps between 21,41, 61 are close to constant. In all these approximation methods, only one
0" states can be projected out from one reference state, but for higher-J states at most
2J 4 1 bases can be projected out, upon which further mixing is induced when solving the
Hill-Wheeler equation. It is interesting to explore the strategy of including more reference
states, so to improve the accuracy of the ground state energy. One approach is via the
Generator Coordinate Method, though in this work we are restricted to one-reference state

results, except for ?°Cd we introduce the mixing between PN-PC and PP-NN-PC, and the

14



spectrum does get slightly better in Fig. [} Overall PP-NN-PC performs better than PN-PC,
especially for 2Pd, PP-NN-PC gets closer to the shell model results.
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FIG. 5: Excitation energy for yrast states of ®Ru, %2Pd and °Cd. “PN-PC” denotes yrast
states projected from a proton-neutron pair condensate, “PP-NN-PC” denotes those
projected from a proton-proton neutron-neutron pair condensate, “SM” stands for the full
configuration-interaction shell model, and “EXP” stands for experimental data, “PHF”
stands for Projected Hartree-Fock states. All the theoretical computations are in the

0p1/20p3/20 f5 /20g9/2 major shell with JUN45 effective interactions.

While the vibrator limit may indicate that the B(E2,I — I — 2) value increases linearly
as the angular momentum [ of the yrast state increases[5], shell model B(E2) values of these
three nuclei are roughly constant. In Tab. [II| we present B(E2) values from the shell model,
PN-PC and PP-NN-PC. The effective charges are taken as e, = 1.5¢,¢e, = 0.5¢, and the
harmonic oscillator length is taken simply as ro = AY®fm. Both PN-PC and PP-NN-PC
generate B(E2) values qualitatively close to shell model results, albeit experimental B(E2)
values are not available yet, as far as we know. Consistent with the excitation spectrum in
Fig. [5 the PP-NN-PC results of B(E2) values are slightly better than the PN-PC.

Ref. [6H8, [49] discussed the dual description of pair coupling schemes in these N = Z
even-even nuclei. Traditionally, strategies of like-nucleon pair truncation favor low-angular-
momentum T=1 pairs, such as S, D, G, I pairs for J = 0,2,4,6 respectively, while ¢-

interaction analysis shows T = 0,J = Jya0/Jmin Proton-neutron pairs can be important
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TABLE II: B(E2) values for #Ru, %?Pd and ?°Cd, in units of e? fm*. “PN-PC” stands for
proton-neutron pair condensate, “PP-NN-PC” stands for proton-proton neutron-neutron

pair condensate, and “SM” stands for shell model.

Nucleus Method 2{ — 0f 47 — 2] 67 — 47 8F — 67 107 — 8}

8Ru SM 44579 693.11 803.60 886.38  959.59
PN-PC  659.32 936.18 1019.18 1047.02 934.73
PP-NN-PC 624.36 887.28 966.94 995.14  997.97
92pd SM 276.17  347.15 330.81 286.01  304.15
PN-PC  216.7 304.71 325.66 325.26  312.79
PP-NN-PC 210.66 298.63 318.60 317.36  306.01
9%0Cd SM 138.57 187.85 174.20  42.59 47.41
PN-PC 14179 194.24 195.07 174.78  142.14
PP-NN-PC 134.28 189.12 193.07 174.19  143.06

[50]. As the angular momentum coupling scheme of pairs is not unique, Ref. [6-8, 49] argues
that, for N = Z even-even nuclei, these two schemes may both describe the low-lying states
well, constructing a dual description. In our framework, we address this issue by restricting
the proton-neutron pair to be T=0 or T=1 respectively, and see the outcome of the proton-
neutron pair condensate. In other words, we optimize condensates of T=0 and T=1 pn-pair

condensates respectively,

(ALr)™), |AL)™). (22)

In Fig. @ panel (a), we present the decomposition of the optimized T=0 and T=1 proton-
neutron pair respectively. It turns out, after variation, the T=0 proton-neutron pair consists
of only J=odd components, while the T=1 proton-neutron pair consists of only J=even
components. In Fig. @ panel (b), we present the projected spectrum in excitation energies.
The T=0 PN-PC and the T=1 PN-PC have almost the same projected spectra, and it does
not improve much by mixing them up. Therefore a dual description occurs also in such

a one-reference benchmark. PN-PC assumes the trial wavefunction is a duplication of the
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FIG. 6: States of ?2Pd.

“T=0 PN-PC” denotes states projected out of a

T=0-proton-neutron-pair condensate, “I'=1 PN-PC” denotes that of a

T=1-proton-neutron-pair condensate, “T'=0/T=1 mixed” denotes the states with
configuration mixing among the T=0 PN-PC and T=0 PN-PC. After variation, the
optimized T=0 proton-neutron pair turns out to consist of only J=odd components, while

the T=1 proton-neutron pair only have J=even components. However when they construct

condensates respectively, the projected spectrum are almost the same.

same proton-neutron pair, and optimizes the inner structure of the proton-neutron pair.
PP-NN-PC assumes the trial wavefunction is a direct product of one proton pair condensate
and one neutron pair condensate, allowing the proton pair and neutron pair to differ in
structure. With the dual description said, the PP-NN-PC trial wavefunction may reserve

more generality, which may explain why PP-NN-PC outperforms PN-PC moderately in the
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yrast spectrum in Fig. [f

B. Shannon entropy for ®F ~ %In

As defined in Eq. , the Shannon entropy measures the probability distribution among
proton-neutron pair configurations on canonical bases. The more even the probability dis-

tribution is, the larger the entropy becomes. In Fig. m Panel (a-c) we present entropies
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FIG. 7: Panel (a): Entropy of optimized proton-neutron pair condensates for 1s0d-shell
nuclei from 8F to 3®K, in comparison with semi-magic oxygen isotopes. “PN-PC” denotes
proton-neutron pair condensates, while “NN-PC” denotes neutron-neutron pair
condensates; all those condensates are optimized by variation with shell model interactions.
Panel (b): Entropy for 1p0f-shell N = Z nuclei from *?Sc to %°Zn, semi-magic nuclei *Ca
to ®°Ca. Panel (c): Entropy for 1p0f5/20gg/2-shell N = Z nuclei from **Cu to **In,

semi-magic nuclei %Ni to "ONi.

of the optimized proton-neutron pair condensates for all N = Z nuclei from ®F to %In.

Correspondingly, we show in Fig. [7| Panel (d-f) the extra energetic descent in the ground

state generated by pair condensates,
AE,, = EIMF — EPVPC (23)
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EFVPC is the ground state projected out of the variationally optimized pair condensate,

while EPHF

is the ground state projected out of the Hartree-Fock minimum. Because of extra

is energetically

. . . . . . . . PVPC
pairing correlation in the pair condensate trial wavefunction, typically £,

lower than EJI'F. Therefore AE, . defines the extra energetic descent in the ground state,
due to the more generality of the pair condensate ansatz. When the entropy increases, AE, .
is expected to be increase too, though these two quantities are not in proportion.

The nuclei from ®F to 3K are computed with the USDB interactions, those from 2S¢ to
60Zn are computed with the GX1A interactions, and those from %8Cu to *In are computed
with the JUN45 interactions. For five cases of one valence proton (hole) and one valence
neutron (hole) outside a doubly magic core, 8F, 38K, 42Sc, *®Cu, %In, a proton-neutron
condensate generates the shell-model ground state exactly, and ends up with significant
entropy beyond S = 0.2 in Panel (a-c). However, when one additional proton-neutron pair is
added into the deuteron-like condensate, the entropy drastically decreases below 0.1, which
means the proton-neutron pair condensate is not far from a Slater determinant mean-field
solution. AE, ; for PN-PC is below 0.5 MeV in Panel (d-f), in support of this conclusion.

In comparison, the entropy of semi-magic oxygen, calcium, nickel isotopes are almost
all notably above 0.1, signaling a correlated neutron-neutron condensate for those nuclei.
Therefore, the NN-PC results align with the conventional wisdom that there is a correlated,
or superfluidic pair condensate in semi-magic nuclei. For the semi-magic nuclei, the error
of the ground state energy of PVPC is about 0.5 MeV, close to exact ground state of the
shell model, in support for the T=1 correlated pair condensate “phase”. The PN-PC ground
states are typically 1-2 MeV above the shell-model ground states, less accurate than the
NN-PC. Considering such a deviation of PN-PC against shell-model, we note that these one-
reference results may not be conclusive enough, albeit the absence of an entangled PN-PC
hints negatively on the picture of an entangled proton-neutron pair condensate “phase”.

It is notable that odd-even staggering of the PN-PC entropy is observed in the 1s0d
major shell, which may imply there can be more proton-neutron correlations in odd-odd
N = Z nuclei beyond mean field, and appears in alignment with a recent study of shell-
model-alike approach based on relativistic density functional theory[51]. However, in our

calculations, such an odd-even staggering becomes negligible in 1p0f5,50g9/2 shell, implying

19



possible dependence on the valence space or effective interactions used. The N = 28 subshell
effect is shown in Fig. [(b). The entropy of neutron-neutron pair condensate reduces in
Calcium isotopes as the valence neutron number N, approaches 28, gets a nonzero minimum

at *®Ca, and then rises again in *°Ca.

C. Competition between T=1 and T=0 pair condensates

It is interesting to consider the competition between T=1 and T=0 configurations in
nuclear wavefunctions, as a result of T=1 and T=0 forces in the Hamiltonian. Shell model
wavefunctions in the 1p0f shell have been used to analyze the possibility of T=0 proton-
neutron pair condensate[52], with the elegant Lanczos algorithm applied to shell model
codes[53]. The shell model ground state with realistic interactions are considered as physical
solutions[52], while the ground state with T=0/T=1 interactions turned off are considered
as T=1/T=0 “pair condensate”, to an approximation. It was found the overlap between
the physical solution and the T=0 “condensate” is 16% for **Ti, and 2% for **Cr. Pairing
phase transition in ‘Mg and 2*Si was studied with shell model wavefunctions, regarding
expectation values of pair counting operators as a function of pairing strength, excitation
energy, angular momentum and different types of interactions [54]. Pair correlation energies
are also studied as a function of temperature and angular momentum|[55].

With the general proton-neutron pair condensate as the ansatz wavefunction, we revisit
this numerical experiment in the lens of Shannon correlation entropy, so as to investigate
the impact of interaction forces on the entropy, and possible “phase” transitions driven by
parameters. Given the USDB interactions which has been successful in describing a wide
range of experimental data [32], we multiply all the T=1 interactions with (1 — ), and the

T=0 interactions (1 + z),
= B 4 (1 )PP 4 (14 )P, 20

where HngDB denotes the one-body parts of the USDB interactions, f[:[p]jfB is the T=1
two-body parts, and ﬁ[TJféDB is the T=0 two-body parts. When = = —1, there is only

T=1 interactions (doubled); when = = 1, there is only T=0 interactions (doubled); as z
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varies from [—1, 1] the Hamiltonian transits artificially from a T=1 limit to T=0 limit. We
note that only © = 0 is the physical situation, but such a numerical experiment reveals
how the model outcome responds to external parameters. We choose Mg in the 1s0d
shell as an example. With different x values, we do variation of a general proton-neutron
pair condensate, and measures its Shannon correlation entropy. As comparison, we also do
variation of a proton-proton neutron-neutron pair condensates as in Ref. [40]. We denote
“PN-PC” as the proton-neutron pair condensate, in which the proton-neutron pair can be
mixed with T=0 and T=1 components. We denote “PP-NN-PC” as the proton-proton
neutron-neutron pair condensate, in which the like-nucleon pairs can only have T=1.

In Fig we show the entropies of pair condensates for 2Mg, optimized with the Hamilto-
nian (24). The solid circles and solid triangles in Fig. |8 are for the entropies of PN-PC and
PP-NN-PC respectively. At z = 0, both the PN-PC and PP-NN-PC have very small entropy
around 0.05, implying the condensates are not quite far from a Slater determinant, i.e. the
Hartree-Fock minimum. But as z increases in € [0, 1], the PN-PC has larger entropy while
the PP-NN-PC has even smaller entropies approaching absolute zero. This signals the onset
of T=0 correlated condensate “phase” transition. At x = 0.8 the entropy of PN-PC reaches
maximum of about 0.5, and saturates there for x = 1.0. As z decreases from zero to —1,
both PN-PC and PP-NN-PC have larger entropies, approaching 0.2 ~ 0.3 at x = —1. As the
T=1 interactions are symmetric for proton-proton, neutron-neutron, proton-neutron pairs,
and our proton-neutron pair is general without restricting its isospin, both PN-PC and PP-
NN-PC transit to a T=1 condensate “phase”. The proton-neutron pair configurations are
richer with both T=1 and T=0 channels, therefore the d value in the definition of Shannon
correlation entropy is larger for PN-PC, resulting in smaller entropies, compared with
0.5 at the T=0 limit with x = 0.8,1.0. If we set S = 0.1 as the threshold to label the onset
of a correlated condensate “phase”, these results imply one needs about x = 0.4 to get a
proton-neutron correlated condensate phase.

Corresponding to the entropy, we also compare the energy descent of a pair condensate
against a Hartree-Fock solution. Under the same Hamiltonian (24)), we perform Hartree-Fock
calculations with the codes Sherpa [17, [I§]. As a pair condensate is a more general ansatz

wavefunction, its energetic minimum is lower than that of the Hartree-Fock solution. We
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FIG. 8: Entropy of optimized pair condensates for 2Mg in the 1s0d major shell, under
artificial Hamiltonian H = HYSPP 4 (1 4+ 2) HISPE + (1 — ) HYSPB | with z € [-1, 1].
“PN-PC” stands for proton-neutron pair condensate, while “PP-NN-PC” stands for
proton-proton neutron-neutron pair condensate. When = = 0 the physical situation has low
correlation entropy for both PN-PC and PP-NN-PC; when x goes away from 0, the pair
condensates onset T=0 and T=1 “phase” transitions. The corresponding energetic descent
of the pair condensates due to correlation further than a Hartree-Fock solution is denoted

as AEPN_pC and AEPP—NN—PC respectively.

denote their energetic difference

AFEpy_pc = EN — EPR-PC (25)
AEpp_xn-pc = Enb — EPE-NN-RC, (26)

as signals of the gain from extra correlations in the pair condensates. Note that F,,;, denotes
the energetic minimum after the variation, without further angular momentum projection
yet. In Fig. the void circles and void triangles stand for AEpy_pc and AFEpp_NN_pPC
respectively.

Both the entropy S and the energetic descent A F are diagnostic signals of pair condensates
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based on comparison against Hartree-Fock solutions. It is shown that S and AFE are highly
consistent, though not in the same units. When x = 0 in the physical situation, the entropies
and energies of PN-PC and PP-NN-PC are quite close, thus they construct dual descriptions.
The PP-NN-PC energy descends a bit deeper, so the energy gain A Epp_nn_pc is larger than
the PN-PC, though both of them have small entropies.

Fractions of j=0,1,2, 3,4, 5 pairs

1.0 4 - T=0

7 T=1
0.8 q
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FIG. 9: Fractions of different pairs with J =10,--- ,5 and T'= 0, 1 in the optimized pair of
the proton-neutron pair condensate for 2*Mg. When 2 = 0 the physical solution has all
kinds of pairs of T=0 and T=1 mixed up; when x < 0 S and D pairs dominate; when x > 0
the T=0 condensate dominates with PFH pairs mixed and then goes to a pure P pair

condensate after x >=0.8. S, P, D, F, G, H stand for J =0, 1,2, 3,4,5 pairs respectively.

D. Anatomy of the pairs

To look closer into the microscopic details of the proton-neutron pair condensates, we
decompose them into components with good angular momentum and isospin,
Al =Y AR, (27)
JMT

where A;{ZJ,‘”T denotes a pair with good angular momentum quantum numbers (J, M) and

good isospin 7' = 0, 1. Norms of such pairs can be easily computed with generalized Wick’s
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theorem [506], and the fraction of (J,T) components in a given proton-neutron pair is defined

as

(Asner| ATy )
for = —— : (28)
%: (An|AL)

In 1s0d shell the angular momentum of a pair can only be J = (0,1,2,3,4,5), we label
pairs with such angular momenta as (S,P,D,F,G,H) pairs. The fraction f;r is summed on
M = —J,---,J. In Fig. 9 we show the anatomy of the proton-neutron pairs studied in Fig.
Bl In the realm of z € [—1,—0.2] the proton-neutron pair condensate consists of purely T=1
S, D pairs, as in conventional textbook knowledge [57]. In the physical situation of z = 0,
T=0 and T=1 pairs are mixed up. We note that the stacked bars mean that both T=0 and
T=1 pairs with a given J can coexist, e.g. J = 2,3,4 with x = 0. More interesting is the
two-stage evolution for x > 0: when x = 0.2, 0.4, 0.6 the J=o0dd T=0 pairs P, F, H dominate,
and P pair weights increase as x increases; when z = 0.8,1.0 (when the “phase” transition
saturates) a purely P pair condensation appears. The onset of a purely P pair condensate
under purely T=0 interactions confirm the situation explained by boson mapping [14]. This
also reveals that, the T=0 components under physical interactions are quite different from
those under purely T=0 interactions[52]. Only when the T=0 interactions dominates, does
the PN-PC becomes a highly-correlated, P-pair-dominating condensate.

In conclusion, the proton-neutron pair condensate becomes purely T=0 or T=1 faster than
the entropy implies in Fig. , x = —0.2/0.2 gives rise to purely T=1 or T=0 condensates.
But the T=0 condensate may evolve further, from a PFH dominance to a purely P pair
condensate, which requires a nearly pure T=0 Hamiltonian. In physical conditions, the
T=0, J=3,5 pairs are in dominance, while the P pair dominance, onsets when the system
approaches the pure T=0 force limit, which might occur in artificial cold atom systems, and

seems unlikely in atomic nuclei.

IV. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In summary, we have implemented angular momentum projection after variation of an

explicit general proton-neutron pair condensate (PN-PC), with good particle numbers, under
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shell model effective interactions. With one optimized proton-neutron pair condensate as the
reference state, we benchmark PN-PC against shell model results, the Projected Hartree-
Fock method, and experimental data when available. Qualitative agreements are achieved
on yrast excitation energies and B(E2) values for a series of even-even N = Z nuclei in
the 1s0d and 1p0f major shell, though the PN-PC one-reference ground state energies are
around 1-2 MeV above that of the shell model. In the 1p0f5/20g9/2 major shell, one unique
proton-neutron pair condensate does not reproduce the vibrational-type yrast spectrum of
8Ru, %Pd and °Cd, but qualitatively reproduces the B(E2) values among yrast states. A
dual description is observed in 2Pd, i.e. the optimized T=0 proton-neutron condensate and
the optimized T=1 proton-neutron condensate generate similar spectrum and B(E2) values.
Analysis of Shannon correlation entropy reveals that, like-nucleon pair condensates in semi-
magic nuclei show an entangled phase, while optimized proton-neutron pair condensates in
N = Z nuclei are not far from a mean-field Slater determinant, as a result of the complicity
of both T=0 and T=1 interactions.

With artificial interactions varying T=1 and T=0 strengths, we show that the proton-
neutron pair condensate for 2Mg transits from a T=1 entangled phase to a T=0 entangled
phase. Both the T=1 limit and the T=0 limit have large entropies, with typical (J,T")
anatomy of the optimized proton-neutron pair. In the T=1 limit the optimized proton-
neutron pair consists of T=1 S, D pairs primarily; and in the T=0 limit the optimized
proton-neutron pair is a pure T=0 P pair condensate. However with physical interactions
(USDB), the optimized proton-neutron pair can be a mixture of both T=1 and T=0 pairs.
As the T=0 pairing strength increases, the fractions of high-.J pairs decrease and the fraction
of T=0 P pair increases.

All results presented in this work are based upon one optimized proton-neutron pair con-
densate, i.e. “one-reference” results. In future work, we expect the results can be improved
by including more reference states, as in the Generator Coordinate Method. It is also in-
teresting to look more carefully at condensates with broken pairs, i.e. allow the ansatz
wavefunction to have impurity pairs, rather than restricting it to be a condensate of the
same pairs. And it is interesting, though challenging, to apply variation after projection

techniques, as in Ref. [58] and references therein, to proton-neutron pair condensates, so
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that more details may be revealed for each of the yrast state in N = Z nuclei.
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Appendix A: Canonical transformation of a general pair

To do the canonical transformation of a general pair in Eq. , is to implement the
matrix transformation A = UXU", with given skew n x n matrix A [43, 59]. For self-
containment we brief this transformation in our practice here. We are restricted to real pair
structure coefficients, therefore A is a real skew matrix. Multiplying A with imaginary unit
1, we get a Hermitian matrix H = ¢A, which can be always diagonalized with real eigenvalues

A, and (in general) complex eigenvector Z,
1AZ = \Z, (A1)

therefore —iA , which is 0 or non-zero pure imaginary number, is an eigenvalue of A. When
A is real, from the complex conjugate of the upper equation, one sees that i\ is also an
eigenvalue of A. Therefore, eigenvalues of A are either paired imaginary numbers +i)\, or
0. Such eigenvalues can be easily computed using subroutines in the GNU scientific library
(GSL) [41].

For a pair of nonzero eigenvalues +:), the corresponding eigenvectors z*, Z can be used
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to construct bases,

bod poc ] 5 %
I B (A2)
V2 V2i
All paired nonzero eigenvectors give
{517517527527”' 7fk7gk}' (AS)

These vectors are all orthonormal. If these vectors do not exhaust the R™ linear space,
i.e. 2k < n, then complement more orthonormal vectors wogi1,- - ,w,, so to construct an
orthonormal matrix,

U=I[71,8, Tk, Uk, Gokr1, Dl (A4)
Because Vi € [1,k|,j € [2k + 1,n],
AZ; = Nyi, Ay = =N, Ad; =0, (A5)
therefore A can be transformed into canonical form,
AU =UX, X =diag{[{ [ 0% .1 9*1.0,---,0}. (A6)

Make sure \; < 0, and denote v; = —\;, we arrive at .
For a proton-neutron pair, e.g. in the sd shell, we denote 12 proton orbits and 12 neutron

orbits, define the proton-neutron pair structure coefficient matrix A as a 24 x 24 matrix, in

the form of

0
A= ", (A7)
—k 0

With 7 = (% ), to demand AZ = Ay, Ay — A7, is to demand
Ii2l_"1 = )\2fl, H2f2 == )\252. <A8)

Let Z; be one eigenvector of 2, and let Z, = 0, we end up with

(A9)
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Therefore, given a general proton-neutron pair, it can be transformed into canonical form

(13), with proton canonical orbits and neutron canonical orbits, respectively, on the basis of

which the entropy can be calculated as defined in .
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