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Calculations for electron capture rates on nuclei with atomic numbers between Z = 20 and
Z = 52 are performed in a self-consistent finite-temperature covariant energy density functional
theory within the relativistic quasiparticle random-phase approximation. Electron captures on these
nuclei contribute most to reducing the electron fraction during the collapse phase of core-collapse
supernovae. The rates include contributions from allowed (Gamow-Teller) and first-forbidden (FF)
transitions, and it is shown that the latter become dominant at high stellar densities and temper-
atures. Temperature-dependent effects such as Pauli unblocking and transitions from thermally
excited states are also included. The new rates are implemented in a spherically symmetric 1D sim-
ulation of the core-collapse phase. The results indicate that the increase in electron capture rates,
due to inclusion of FF transitions, leads to reductions of the electron fraction at nuclear saturation
density, the peak neutrino luminosity, and enclosed mass at core bounce. The new rates reaffirm
that the most relevant nuclei for the deleptonization situate around the N = 50 and 82 shell closures,
but compared to previous simulations, nuclei are less proton rich. The new rates developed in this
work are available, and will be of benefit to improve the accuracy of multi-dimensional supernova

simulations.

Electron capture (EC) reactions on nuclei play impor-
tant roles in the evolution of a variety of astrophysical
phenomena [1], including intermediate-mass stars [2, 3],
core-collapse supernovae (CCSNe) [1-7], thermal pro-
cesses in neutron-star crust [8, 9], and nucleosynthesis in
thermonuclear supernovae [10, 11]. Although the results
from this Letter are beneficial for a variety of astrophys-
ical simulations, it is primarily focused on the collapse
phase of CCSNe, during which ECs are responsible for
regulating the electron fraction (Y.) and the dynamics
of the collapse. At the onset of this phase, the stellar
temperature T, density p, and entropy s are about 10
GK, 10'° g/cm?, and 1 kg, respectively, and a nuclear
statistical equilibrium (NSE) exists in the core [12]. ECs
on nuclei reduce Y., and emitted electron neutrinos carry
away energy and entropy, accelerating the collapse of the
core [13]. It has previously been shown [6, 7, 14] that
the nuclei that contribute most strongly to the change
in Y, are situated along the N = 50 and N = 82 shell
closures near "8Ni and '22Pd, respectively. At p 2102
g/cm?, the dynamical timescale of the collapse becomes
shorter than the electron-neutrino diffusion timescale and
the electron neutrinos become trapped [12, 15]. The col-
lapse proceeds up to p 2 nge ~ 2.81-10% g/cm3. An
outward propagating shock wave is emitted at a radius
where the velocity of the in-falling material equals the
speed of sound. The mass of the remaining inner core is
proportional to final Y2 [12, 15].

Since the densities, and thus Fermi energies in the col-
lapsing star, are high, ECs can occur to highly excited
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states in the daughter nuclei. As the temperatures are
also high, excited states in the parent are thermally pop-
ulated, and ECs can occur from these excited states [106].
The EC is induced by allowed (Gamow-Teller) and for-
bidden transitions [17—19]. The relevant conditions can-
not be reproduced in terrestrial laboratories, and theo-
retical modeling is required. The theoretical models must
be developed based on and tested against experimental
data at zero temperature. In the past decades, experi-
mental data from charge-exchange reactions at interme-
diate energies, complemented with limited information
from EC/ST-decay data, have been used for this pur-

pose [1].

The combined theoretical and experimental efforts led
to the development of EC rate libraries, which employ
a temperature-density grid first used by Fuller, Fowler,
and Newman [21]. In Ref. [22], the EC rates have been
calculated for a pool of 250 nuclei using a hybrid model
of shell-model Monte Carlo (SMMC) and random phase
approximation (RPA) with the occupation numbers de-
termined from the SMMC [23] or from the Fermi-Dirac
parametrization depending on the computational restric-
tions of the SMMC and sensitivity of the EC rates on de-
tailed structure of the Gamow-Teller transitions. Further
pool of EC rates for more than 2200 (medium-) heavy nu-
clei relevant for the collapse phase was calculated using
the RPA with a Fermi-Dirac parameterization for frac-
tional occupation numbers [22]. More recently, an EC
rate library [6, 24, 25] has been developed that uses var-
ious sets of EC rates based on microscopic nuclear struc-
ture calculations that were benchmarked by experimen-
tal data complemented with a single-state approxima-
tion for nuclei [20, 23] for which microscopic calculations
were not available. Benefiting from the increased com-
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FIG. 1. (a)~(c) The ratio between the NSE-averaged EDF EC rates calculated in this work with the FT-pnRQRPA (\L7*")
and the rates obtained using analytic approximation from Ref. [20], (AL2PP™"-). (d)—(f) Contribution of first-forbidden (FF)
transitions AoFF to the total EC rate, all calculated with the FT-pnRQRPA. Panels correspond to three points (p,Ye,T) along
the CCSNe trajectory, simulated using the new EC rate set from this work. Only the nuclei with NSE abundance Y; > 1078

are shown.

putational power now available, in this work, for the first
time, EC rate calculations including allowed and forbid-
den transitions and the effects of finite temperature are
calculated within a self-consistent finite-temperature co-
variant energy density functional (EDF) theory and the
quasi-particle random-phase approximation (QRPA) for
stable and unstable nuclei with atomic numbers Z = 20
to Z = 52. This makes it possible to evaluate the role
of ECs in the collapse phase of CCSNe within a con-
sistent and complete nuclear physics framework. By
adding the new rates to the existing library [20], the im-
pacts of using these new EC rates are evaluated in 1D
spherically symmetric simulations of the collapse phase.
Multi-dimensional simulations that do not assume spher-
ical symmetry and that are computationally demanding
are necessary to fully understand CCSNe [27-30]. The
detailed treatment of EC rates for all nuclear species in
these models is not yet possible, and approximations are
necessary. The library of Ref. [22] was previously used
to develop realistic inputs. The results from the present
work enable the development of inputs for these multi-
dimensional simulations based on modern microscopic
theory.

The theoretical framework employed for calculating
EC rates in this work is based on the relativistic EDF

theory with the momentum-dependent D3C* interaction
[25, 31, 32]. The initial nuclear basis is determined
within the finite-temperature Hartree-Bardeen-Cooper-
Schrieffer (FT-HBCS) theory assuming spherical sym-
metry [19, 33]. Besides keeping the computational time
manageable, such an approximation is reasonable since
beyond T ~ 2 MeV, as in the collapse phase, most nu-
clei become spherical [34]. Unlike our previous work in
Refs. [25, 35] which contained a simple monopole inter-
action, in the particle-particle channel, the pairing part
of the more sophisticated Gogny D1S interaction is em-
ployed [36] with overall interaction strength V. deter-
mined to reproduce pairing gaps of semi-magic isotopic
chains. The final states are determined within the finite-
temperature relativistic QRPA in the charge-exchange
channel (FT-pnRQRPA) [19, 37, 38]. In order to obtain
the expressions for the EC rates, we employ the current-
current form of the weak-interaction Hamiltonian as in
Refs. [25, 39]. Apart from the allowed Gamow-Teller
(GT) transitions, we also consider the first-forbidden
(FF) J™ = 07,1~ and 2~ transitions, which largely de-
termine the EC rate for neutron-rich nuclei. We assume
that nuclei are fully ionized with the Fermi-Dirac distri-
bution of electrons in the plasma, meaning that together
with the nuclear properties, the rates are a function of the
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FIG. 2. The results for the main CCSNe observables obtained for 3 different simulations with GR1D and NuLib using s15WW95
progenitor with SHFo EOS. Results are shown for (a) the density evolution of electron-to-baryon ratio Ye, (b) the peak neutrino
luminosity L, at 500km from the core as a function of time, and (c) the central velocity as a function of the enclosed mass.
Simulations are performed with EC rates calculated using the FT-pnRQRPA, including GT [GT(EDF)], and GT+FF transitions
[GT+FF(EDF)] (solid lines). In addition, in panel (a) one simulation, [GT(SM+EDF)], employs the dataset from the present
work including GT transitions, but using shell-model rates where available (dotted line).

temperature T and a product of stellar density with the
electron-to-baryon ratio pY,. The EC rates can be ex-
pressed through the electron neutrino spectral functions
n(Ey,) [10]

Aec = Z/n(Ew J™)dE,, (1)
0

J7r

where F, is the electron neutrino energy (neglecting a
small rest mass). The neutrino spectrum can be sub-
sequently utilized to calculate the neutrino energy loss
rate, as well as the average neutrino energy required for
CCSNe simulations [6, 22]. Model calculations include a
large set of EC rates calculated from the proton to the
neutron drip-line, starting from calcium (Z = 20) and
terminating at tellurium (Z = 52), a total of 1652 indi-
vidual nuclei. The neutron(proton) drip lines are deter-
mined from the neutron(proton) chemical potential con-
dition A,(,) > 0, based on the FT-HBCS calculation with
the D3C* interaction. The odd-A and odd-odd systems
are constrained with the particle number, similar to Refs.
[25, 32]. The considered temperatures span a range from
0.01 to 50 GK, with a respective range in densities from
pYe = 10! to 10 g/cm3, enough to consider the CCSNe
trajectories where electron captures are of relevance.
The nuclear composition in the presupernova matter
is obtained by considering the NSE [41]. Therefore, it
is most relevant to check the rates of nuclei that have
non-negligible NSE abundance. To get the NSE distri-
bution, we employ the framework of Refs. [22, 42], with
the Timmes and Arnett equation of state (EOS) from
Ref. [43]. The NSE is determined by three parameters:
stellar density p, electron-to-baryon ratio Y., and tem-
perature T', along a CCSNe trajectory. Having the NSE
abundances Y; for each nuclear species (which are nor-

malized as > ¥; = 1), we can define the NSE-averaged

rates as

(Abe) = Yikee. (2)
Due to its simplicity, many CCSNe simulations employ
analytic parameterizations for EC rates, assuming that
rates depend strongly on EC @Q-values through a series
of Fermi integrals and fit coefficients to shell-model cal-
culations in the pf-region [20, 23]. Such an approach
omits detailed nuclear structure effects and has limited
accuracy for neutron-rich nuclei where shell-model calcu-
lations are unavailable and extrapolations are necessary.
Here, we compare our rates, (A\;7¢?), with the approx-
imation from Ref. [20], (AL2PPTO%) " averaged over the
NSE distribution. The ratio between our NSE averaged
rates and the approximation is shown in Fig. 1(a)—(c)
for three points along the CCSNe trajectory. Starting
from the FT-pnRQRPA rate table [20], the rates are in-
terpolated using monotonic splines as discussed in Ref.
[6]. We observe that with increasing stellar density p, the
distribution of nuclei shifts to higher mass. At p = 10'°
g/cm?, the NSE composition is dominated by nuclei up
to Z ~ 40, and our calculations indicate higher rates
than the approximation for more neutron-rich nuclei. At
p = 10 g/cm®, the ratio between the two rates for
most nuclei is within one order of magnitude, with larger
differences observed for more neutron-rich nuclei. Fi-
nally, at p = 10'2 g/cm3, the NSE composition reaches
N = 82 region, and considerable differences between the
FT-pnRQRPA rates and the approximation are obtained;
for most of nuclei the new rates are larger, even up to 4
orders of magnitude for neutron-rich nuclei. The large
discrepancy between the FT-pnRQRPA calculations and
the approximation showcases a necessity to consider the
rates within a microscopic framework, incorporating cru-



cial effects of temperature on nuclear excitations. An-
other possible reason for the discrepancy is the signifi-
cant contribution of FF transitions. In Fig. 1(d)—(f),
we display the percentage of FF transitions in the total
rate. At p = 10'° g/cm?, the EC rates are mostly dom-
inated by allowed transitions. However, as the density
increases to 1012 g/cm3, close to the neutrino trapping,
the FF transitions dominate the rates for the whole NSE
composition.

The CCSNe simulations are performed using the
GRI1D code, as in Refs. [0, 24, 25]. The GR1D consid-
ers early and post-bounce stages in spherical symmetry
with general relativistic hydrodynamics, while the neu-
trino transport is handled through the NuLib library [44].
All simulations consider a 15-solar-mass, solar-metalicity,
star progenitor (s15WW95 [45]) with SHFo EOS to de-
termine the NSE [16]. We performed CCSNe simula-
tions with the new FT-pnRQRPA EC rates for 1652 nu-
clei based on relativistic EDF theory, either including
only the GT contribution [GT(EDF)] or GT with FF
transitions [GT+FF(EDF)]. As a benchmark, we per-
formed an additional simulation, but employing shell-
model rates [13, 17—19] where available (sd- and pf-shell
nuclei), and otherwise using the rates calculated in this
work [GT(SM+EDF)]. Where available, the shell-model
calculations generally achieve the highest accuracy [50]
for nuclei up to the pf shell but are not available for
heavier nuclei and away from the valley of stability, and
do not include contributions from the forbidden transi-
tions.

First, in Fig. 2(a), we show the density evolution of
the electron-to-baryon ratio Y.. Up to p = 10! g/cm?,
we observe almost no impact of FF rates on the Y, as
the pool of relevant nuclei consists of light and medium-
mass nuclei for which mostly GT transitions are relevant.
However, as the density increases beyond 10! g/cm?
there is a significant impact of FF transitions, driving
additional deleptonization and decreasing Y.. As can be
seen in Fig. 1(e), at p = 10! g/cm?, the NSE averaged
pool of nuclei extends up to Z = 45, with ECs on nuclei
beyond Z = 30 having a significant contribution from
the FF transitions. Ultimately, including FF transitions
results in a 3% reduction of Y, close to the saturation den-
sity. By including the shell-model rates where available
[GT(SM+EDF)], small differences in Y, can be noticed
up to 10* g/cm®. However, for p > 10! g/cm?, the
trajectory is almost independent of whether we use the
SM rates or EDF rates for pf-shell nuclei. The density
evolution of Y, directly affects the time evolution of the
neutrino luminosity L,, shown in Fig. 2(b). Before the
bounce at t ~ tpounce, the EC is dominated by pf-shell
nuclei, and we observe almost no influence of FF tran-
sitions. However, due to faster deleptonization with FF
transitions included, the peak neutrino luminosity is de-
layed by around 0.7 ms and decreases in amplitude by
almost 5%, resulting in an overall considerably different
luminosity profile. Finally, in Fig. 2(c), we display the
central velocity as a function of the enclosed mass, which

50» ................ ‘ ............................................... :
GT+FF(EDF)
45¢
(a)
—~ 401
S
(D)
O 35;
E i -=-
> oo
c 307 R _E.-.'. ...........
H [ | H° |
S 25p SesmTiLm
= it : i
O olmi" W ‘ i ‘ logro(IAYel)
oy 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
~ GT+FF(EDF)
N

N (neutron number)

FIG. 3. The electron-to-baryon ratio change |AY{| for indi-
vidual nuclei, integrated from the onset of the collapse up to
the time of neutrino trapping (p =~ 10*? g/cm®). Nuclei with
higher \AYJ| have a higher influence on driving the delep-
tonization and larger impact on CCSNe dynamics. (a) The
results showing full FT-pnRQRPA EC rates including both
GT and FF transitions. Lower panels display |AYZ| for nu-
clei near N = 82 shell closure without (b) and with (c) FF
transitions.

determines the effective mass of the underlying proto-
neutron star (PNS). Including FF transitions within the
new EC dataset leads to around a 7% reduction in the
mass of the PNS.

Lastly, we aim to quantify the impact of individual
nuclei on the CCSNe dynamics. The study in Ref. [0]
determined two regions of the nuclear chart near N = 50
and N = 82, which have the highest contribution to the
deleptonization process AY/. Unfortunately, due to a
lack of theoretical calculations in these regions, the study
utilized analytic approximations for the rates. There-
fore, we implement the new set of FT-pnRQRPA EC
rates in the analysis of the impact of individual nuclei on
the deleptonization AY}, calculated by summing |Y,| for
each individual nuclear species and integrating it from
the onset of collapse phase up to the neutrino trapping
t = tirapping. Results are shown in Fig. 3(a) for the EC
rate set calculated with the FT-pnRQRPA, including GT
and FF transitions. Simulations employing the new rate
set confirm the results obtained in Ref. [6], that regions
around N = 50 and N = 82 have the most significant
impact driving the deleptonization. Including FF tran-
sitions plays almost no role for nuclei around N = 50
shell closure. However, for the N ~ 82 nuclei, we notice
a shift towards lower-Z nuclei as indicated in Fig. 3(c)
which contains FF contribution, compared to Fig. 3(b)



with only GT. In particular, the deleptonization in '32Sn
changes by an order of magnitude once the FF transitions
are included.

In conclusion, we have developed a set of stellar
density- and temperature-dependent EC rates for nu-
clei ranging from Z = 20-52 within the self-consistent
finite-temperature covariant EDF theory based on the
FT-pnRQRPA, which includes contributions from al-
lowed and first-forbidden transitions from ground and
thermally-populated excited states. Presented calcula-
tions provide a fundamental improvement over previous
EC rate estimates by not using approximations and ex-
trapolations that do not consider detailed nuclear struc-
ture effects. The implementation of the new rates in as-
trophysical simulations of CCSNe, compared to the pre-
vious version of weak-rate library [20], indicates that the
EC rate is enhanced, resulting in a reduction of the elec-
tron fraction at saturation, the peak neutrino luminos-
ity, and the enclosed mass at the bounce. By employing
a consistent microscopic description of the EC rates, we
have demonstrated that nuclei most critical to the delep-
tonization process near N = 82 shell closure become less

proton rich, which could provide guidance for future ex-
perimental efforts. The EC rates established in this work
provide an essential foundation for advancing the accu-
racy of the future multi-dimensional supernova simula-
tions, and better understanding the evolution of stellar
explosions.
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