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Hyperfine-structure constants of odd Ra+ due to the interactions of nuclear magnetic dipole, elec-
tric quadrupole, and magnetic octupole moments with the electrons are investigated in the frame-
work of relativistic coupled-cluster method within single- and double-excitation approximation. The
calculated energies and magnetic dipole hyperfine-structure constants A exhibit a good agreement
with available experimental values. Combining with the experimental electric quadrupole hyperfine-
structure constant, we also extracted the electric quadrupole moments Q of 209,211,221,223Ra. Our
Q(221Ra) and Q(223Ra) are consistent with the referenced values from a semi-empirical analysis (Z.
Phys. D: At., Mol. Clusters 11, 105 (1988)), but Q(211Ra)=0.33(2) is smaller than the referenced
value 0.48(4) by about 30%. Furthermore, we also performed a procedure for assessing the contribu-
tions of magnetic octupole moment to the hyperfine splitting. The sensitivity of hyperfine-structure
interval measurements in 223Ra+ that can reveal the effect caused by the nuclear octupole moment
are found to be on the order of kHz.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

Hyperfine-structure(HFS) of the atomic energy level
is caused by the interaction between electrons and the
electromagnetic multipole moments of the nucleus. The-
oretical studies of HFS are of great significance in pre-
cisely determining different atomic properties and obtain-
ing nuclear structure information. For example, the in-
terpretation of the atomic parity-nonconservation (PNC)
and electric dipole moment (EDM) experiments need to
theoretically provided the weak matrix elements of PNC
amplitude and the P,T-odd interaction constants of EDM
which cannot be directly measured [1–3]. The accuracy
of these calculations can be reliably estimated by compar-
ing the experimental and theoretical values of the mag-
netic dipole HFS constant, because all of them are sensi-
tive to the wave function behavior near the nucleus, al-
though the three resulting mechanisms completely differ-
ent. With the advancement of spectroscopy technologies,
the hyperfine splittings can be measured very precisely.
The comparison between the HFS spectrum and the cor-
responding high-precision calculation can offer an alter-
native route to determine the electromagnetic multipole
moments of the nucleus in a nuclear model-independent
way. This is also currently one of the most accurate meth-
ods for determining the nuclear moment, especially the
nuclear quadrupole moments Q and octupole moments Ω
of heavy nuclei.
Ra+, as the heaviest alkaline earth metal ion in the pe-

riodic table, has been proposed as a promising candidate

∗ tangyongbo@sztu.edu.cn, qhx@whu.edu.cn

for the measurement of atomic parity-nonconservation
(PNC) effect [4–11], for the high-precision atomic clock
research [12–16] and quantum information process-
ing [17]. Up to now, 35 Ra isotopes have been dis-
covered [18]. Accurate knowledge of hyperfine-structure
information of Ra+ is the first step toward these high-
precision researches.

Nuclear magnetic dipole moments µI of many Ra iso-
topes are known well. They have been directly mea-
sured for 213Ra and 225Ra at ISOLDE by the observa-
tion of Larmor precession of optically pumped atoms in
a fast beam, and the µI of other odd isotopes were de-
duced from that [19]. However, there is no direct mea-
surement of the electric quadrupole moments Q of Ra
isotopes to date. The widely referenced values for the
electric quadrupole moments Q of Ra+ were based on
a semi-empirical analysis of HFS energy of the transi-
tion 7s1/2 → 7p3/2 [20]. Especially noteworthy is that
the semi-empirical Q value [20] results in a about 40%
difference between the experimental and theoretical val-
ues of the electric quadrupole HFS constant of the 6d3/2
state of 211Ra+ [13, 21]. Although the magnetic dipole
and electric quadrupole HFS constants of the first low-
lying states of Ra+ were measured and calculated, the
magnetic octupole HFS constants and nuclear magnetic
octupole moment Ω of Ra+ have not been explored yet.
With the advent of modern spectroscopic technologies,
the hyperfine splitting of 133Cs [22], 137Ba+ [23], and
171Yb [24] were measured precisely, from which the con-
tributions from magnetic octupole interactions were ex-
tracted, and the nuclear octupole moment Ω were deter-
mined by combining with the theoretical HFS constant
C. Thus, it is also very interesting to perform a system-
atic investigation of magnetic octupole HFS constants of
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Ra+ isotopes.

In this work, we employed the relativistic coupled-
cluster method within single- and double-excitation
approximation(CCSD), based on an even-tempered
Gaussian-type basis set, to calculate the HFS constants
of Ra+ isotopes due to the interactions of nuclear mag-
netic dipole, electric quadrupole, and magnetic octupole
moments and the electron. To understand the role of
electron correlation in the calculations, the intermedi-
ate results from lower-order many-body perturbation-
theory (MBPT) and the linear version of coupled-cluster
with single and double approximation (LCCSD) are also
presented. The electrical quadrupole moment Q of
209,211,221,223Ra were extracted out by combining our re-
sults with the measured HFS constants B of the 7p3/2
or 6d3/2 states. Using the HFS constants C of Ra+ and
the nuclear shell model, the effect of magnetic octupole
moment Ω on the hyperfine structure has also been eval-
uated. The following section presents a brief outline of
the hyperfine structure theory and the coupled-cluster
method for one-electron attachment processes. Numer-
ical results presented in section III are compared with
available theoretical and experimental data. Finally, a
summary is given in section IV.

II. THEORETICAL METHOD

A. The hyperfine structure theory

The hyperfine interaction Hamiltonian for a relativistic
electron takes the form [25]

HHFI =
∑

k

T (k)
n · T (k)

e , (1)

where T
(k)
n and T

(k)
e are the spherical tensor operators

with rank k (k > 0) in the nuclear and electronic coor-
dinates, respectively. The hyperfine states |(γIJ)FMF 〉
with total angular momentum F=I+J are represented
by coupling an atomic angular momentum eigenstate
|γJ,MJ〉 with a nuclear angular momentum eigenstate
|I,MI〉, where γ encapsulating the remaining electronic
quantum numbers. Restricted to k ≤ 3, the first-order

correction W
(1)
F,J of hyperfine interaction to the energy

can be parameterized in terms of the HFS constants A,

B, C, and angular momentum coefficients

W
(1)
F,J =

3∑

k1=1

〈(γIJ)FMF |T (k1)
n · T (k1)

e |(γIJ)FMF 〉

=
1

2
KA

︸ ︷︷ ︸

M1: k1=1

+
1

2

3K(K + 1)− 4I(I + 1)J(J + 1)

2I(2I − 1)2J(2J − 1)
B

︸ ︷︷ ︸

E2: k1=2

+
1

[I(I − 1)(2I − 1)J(J − 1)(2J − 1)]
×

{
(5/4)K3

+ 5K2 +K × [−3I(I + 1)× J(J + 1) + I(I + 1)

+J(J + 1) + 3]− 5I(I + 1)J(J + 1)}C
︸ ︷︷ ︸

M3: k1=3

.

(2)
Here the constants A, B, and C are defined as

A = µN
µI

I

〈γJ |
∣
∣T

(1)
e

∣
∣|γJ〉

√
J(J + 1)(2J + 1)

(3)

B = 2Q

[
2J(2J − 1)

(2J + 1)(2J + 2)(2J + 3)

]1/2

〈γJ |
∣
∣T (2)

e

∣
∣|γJ〉

= QRE2(γJ),

(4)

and

C = ΩI

[
J(2J − 1)(J − 1)

(J + 1)(J + 2)(2J + 1)(2J + 3)

]1/2

〈γJ |
∣
∣T (3)

e

∣
∣|γJ〉

= ΩIR
M3(γJ),

(5)

where K = F (F + 1) − I(I + 1) − J(J + 1), and µN

is the nuclear Bohr magneton. We have defined two ra-
tios, i.e.RE2(γJ)=B/Q and RM3(J)=C/ΩI . They can
be determined directly from theoretical calculations.

The contributions from the magnetic dipole−magnetic
dipole (M1 − M1) and magnetic dipole−electric
quadrupole (M1 − E2) second-order hyperfine interac-
tions are generally on the same order as the magnetic oc-
tupole contribution, thus we also take into account these
two second-order contribution terms. The second-order
correction W

(2)
F,J can be written as [26]

W
(2)
F,J =

∑

γJ′

∑

k1,k2

〈(γIJ ′)FMF |T (k1)
n · T (k1)

e |(γIJ)FMF 〉
EγJ − Eγ′J′

× 〈(γIJ ′)FMF |T (k2)
n · T (k2)

e |(γIJ)FMF 〉

≈
∑

J′

∣
∣
∣
∣

{
F J I
k1 I J ′

}∣
∣
∣
∣

2

η

︸ ︷︷ ︸

M1−M1: k1=k2=1

+
∑

J′

{
F J I
k1 I J ′

}{
F J I
k2 I J ′

}

ζ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

M1−E2: k1=1,k2=2

,

(6)
where

η =
(I + 1)(2I + 1)

I
µ2
I

|〈γJ ′|
∣
∣T

(1)
e

∣
∣|γJ〉|2

EγJ − EγJ′

, (7)

ζ =
(I + 1)(2I + 1)

I

√

(2I + 3)

2I − 1

× µIQ
〈γJ ′|

∣
∣T

(1)
e

∣
∣|γJ〉〈γJ ′|

∣
∣T

(2)
e

∣
∣|J〉

EγJ − EγJ′

.

(8)
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The single particle reduced matrix elements of the op-

erators T
(1)
e , T

(2)
e , and T

(3)
e are given by

〈κi‖T
(1)
e ‖κj〉 = −〈−κi‖C

(1)‖κj〉(κi + κj)

×

∫ ∞

0

dr
Pi(r)Qj(r) + Pj(r)Qi(r)

r2
× F (r), (9)

〈κi‖T
(2)
e ‖κj〉 = −〈κi‖C

(2)‖κj〉

×

∫ ∞

0

dr
Pi(r)Pj(r) +Qj(r)Qi(r)

r3
,(10)

and

〈κi‖T
(3)
e ‖κj〉 = −

1

3
〈−κi‖C

(3)‖κj〉(κi + κj)

×

∫ ∞

0

dr
Pi(r)Qj(r) + Pj(r)Qi(r)

r4
,(11)

where the relativistic angular-momentum quantum num-
ber κ = ℓ(ℓ+ 1)− j(j + 1)− 1/4, P and Q are the large
and small radial components of Dirac wavefunction, re-
spectively.

The F (r) in Eq.(9) is a factor describing the cor-
rection of the finite nuclear magnetization distribution
called Bohr-Weisskopf effect (BW) [27]. When the point
magnetization distribution (point) is used, F (r) = 1. It
means that the BW effect is not considered in calculation.
For the magnetic dipole hyperfine structure constants of
heavy atomic system, the contribution of the BW correc-
tion cannot be ignored. The BW effect can usually be
evaluated by approximating the magnetization distribu-
tion of the finite nucleus to a uniform sphere distribution
model (sph) or a single-particle model (SP) [28]. For the
uniformly magnetized sphere (sph) model, F (r) can be
written as

Fsphere(r) =

{

( r
rN

)3 r < rN

1 r ≥ rN
. (12)

For the single-particle (SP) model, F (r) is

F (r) = Fsphere(r) ×

{

1− δFI ln(
r
rN

) r < rN

1 r ≥ rN
,(13)

with

δFI =

{

3(2I−1)
8(I+1)

4(I+1)gL−gS
gII

I = L+ 1/2
3(2I+3)
8(I+1)

4IgL+gS
gII

I = L− 1/2
, (14)

where rN =
√

5/3rrms (rrms is the root-mean-square ra-
dius of the nucleus. ). I, L, and S are the total, orbital,
and spin angular momentum of the unpaired nucleon.
Taking gL = 1 for the proton and gL = 0 for the neu-
tron, the effective spin g factor, gS , is determined from

the experimental value gI = µ/(µNI) using the formula

gI =
1

2
[gL + gs + (gL − gs)

L(L+ 1)− S(S + 1)

I(I + 1)
]. (15)

According to the Ref. [29, 30], the SP model can make a
rough assessment of BW correction, but it can also be fur-
ther improved by including the spin-orbit interaction and
founding the nucleon wavefunction in a Woods-Saxon po-
tential (SP−WS). Present work pays more attention to
the high-order hyperfine interaction, ie. B/Q and C/Ω,
so here we only use the sphere model and SP model to
discuss the BW correction of the HFS constant A. The
required parameters of radium isotopes can be found in
Ref. [31].

B. A brief description of the relativistic

coupled-cluster approach

In the coupled-cluster theory, the atomic wave function
|Ψυ〉 for a single valence(υ) open-shell system is given by

|Ψυ〉 = eS|Φυ〉. (16)

|Φv〉 is the reference state which is set as the zero-order
Dirac-Fock wavefunction in present work, and S repre-
sents the cluster operator. Within the single- and double-
excitation approximation, the cluster operator S can be
partitioned into

S = S(0,0) + S(0,1)

= S
(0,0)
1 + S

(0,0)
2 + S

(0,1)
1 + S

(0,1)
2 , (17)

where S(0,0) and S(0,1) correspond to the excitation from
core and from valence electrons, respectively. The ex-
pected value of one-particle operator O for the state |Ψυ〉
can be evaluated using the following expression

Ōυ =
〈Ψυ|O|Ψυ〉
〈Ψυ|Ψυ〉

=
〈Φυ |eS

†

OeS |Φυ〉
〈Φυ |eS†eS |Φυ〉

. (18)

where the numerator and the denominator eS
†

OeS are
not terminating. In previous works [32, 33], only linear
terms of cluster operators were included in property cal-
culations, i.e.,

eS†OeS ≈O +{OS
(0,0)
1 + c.c.}+ {OS

(0,1)
1 + c.c.}

+ {OS
(0,1)
2 + c.c.}+ {S

(0,0)†
1 OS

(0,1)
1 + c.c.}

+ S
(0,0)†
1 OS

(0,0)
1 + {S

(0,0)†
1 OS

(0,0)
2 + c.c.}

+ {S
(0,0)†
1 OS

(0,1)
2 + c.c.}+ S

(0,0)†
2 OS

(0,0)
2

+ {S
(0,0)†
2 OS

(0,1)
2 + c.c.}+ S

(0,1)†
1 OS

(0,1)
1

+ {S
(0,1)†
1 OS

(0,1)
2 + c.c.}+ S

(0,1)†
2 OS

(0,1)
2

(19)
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and

eS†eS ≈ 1 +S
(0,0)†
1 S

(0,0)
1 + S

(0,1)†
1 S

(0,1)
1

+ S
(0,0)†
2 S

(0,0)
2 + S

(0,1)†
2 S

(0,1)
2 (20)

where c.c. stands for the complex conjugate part. For the
LCCSD method, Eq. 19 and Eq. 20 are exact. But this
approximation ignores the so-called “dressing” from the
nonlinear terms for the CCSD method. To account for
the contribution from the main non-linear terms of clus-
ter operators, we use an iteration strategy as proposed
in Ref. [34]. The basic idea of this strategy is that the

eS
(0,0)†

OeS
(0,0)

was expanded in terms of effective one-
body, two-body, and three-body terms. These terms are
obtained by a self-consistently iteration calculation and
stored as an intermediate block. Then these intermedi-
ate blocks are constructed with S(0,1)† and S(0,1) to the
final diagrams. It is worth noting that one should avoid
the repetition of any diagram in the iterative procedure.
In this work, we calculate the expected value using three
coupled-cluster approximations: LCCSD, CCSDL, and
CCSD. LCCSD and CCSDL represent that the expected
values are computed using Eq. 19 and Eq. 20 with the
cluster amplitudes from LCCSD and CCSD method re-
spectively. CCSD corresponds to the self-consistently it-
eration calculation.

C. Computational outline

The zero-order wave-function |Φv〉 is obtained by the
Dirac-Fock calculation. The no-pair Dirac Hamiltonian
is set as the starting point. Breit interaction is consid-
ered at the same foot as coulomb interaction. Different
from the previous works [32, 35], the lowest-order quan-
tum electrodynamics (QED) correction is also included in
Dirac-Fock formalism using a simple radiative potential
proposed by Flambaum and Ginges [36]. The radiative
potential can be written as

Φrad(r) = ΦU (r) + Φg(r) + Φf (r) + Φl(r) +
2

3
ΦSimple

WC (r)

(21)
where ΦU (r) is the Uehling potential, Φg(r) is the
magnetic form-factor contribution, Φf (r) is the high-
frequency electric form-factor contribution, Φl(l) is
the low-frequency electric form-factor contribution, and

ΦSimple
WC (r) is the Wichmann-Kroll potential, ΦU (r) and

ΦSimple
WC (r) are for the vacuum polarization, and the other

three parts correspond to self-energy corrections. The
expression of these effective operators can be found in
Ref. [37, 38]. To check our QED code, we reproduced
almost all results in Ref. [37, 38].
In this work, we employed a finite basis set composed

of even-tempered Gaussian-type functions to expand the
Dirac radial wave function, as in Ref.[39]. To avoid the
spurious state and variational collapse problem, the ki-
netic balance condition between the large and the small
components is used. The Gaussian-type function has the

form
Gi,k = Nir

nke−ηir
2

, (22)

where Ni is the normalization factor, nk = l − 1, and
ηi = η0ξ

i−1. Then the large and small components of the
orbital can be expressed as

P (r) =
N∑

i=1

CPκ
i Gr

i,κ,

Q(r) =
N∑

i=1

CQκ
i NQ

i ( d
dr

+ κ
r
)Gr

i,κ,

(23)

with

NQ
i =

√
αi

2nκ − 1
[4(κ2 + κ− nκ)− 1]. (24)

The Fermi nuclear distribution was employed to de-
scribe the Coulomb potential between electrons and the
nucleus. All the core orbitals and virtual orbitals with en-
ergies smaller than 10000 a.u. are included in correlation
calculations. Table I lists the Gauss basis parameters.
N is the number of basis set for each symmetry, and Nc

and Nv represent the number of core orbitals and virtual
orbitals respectively.

TABLE I. The parameters of the Gauss basis set. N is the
number of basis set for each symmetry. Nc and Nv represent
the number of core orbitals and virtual orbitals, respectively.

s p d f g h i j

η0 × 103 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.57 7.6 86 95 96
ξ 1.71 1.69 1.71 1.74 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
N 55 45 42 35 25 20 15 10
Nc 6 5 3 1 0 0 0 0
Nv 29 28 27 25 17 14 13 10

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Energies

We have calculated the energies of some important
low-lying states of Ra+ using different models including
Dirac-Fock(DF), second-order many-body perturbation
theory (MBPT(2)), LCCSD, and CCSD calculations, and
the predicted energies are labeled by EDF, EMBPT(2),
ELCCSD, and ECCSD, respectively. We also evaluated
the correction of the QED effect to the calculation of
CCSD values labeled by ECCSD+QED. The results of the
first five states are listed in table II and compared with
experimental values from NIST [40] labeled as EExpt..
From table II, one can easily find that: (i) There are
obvious differences between DF and CCSD energies indi-
cating significant contributions from electron correlation
effects that are not included in DF calculations. The
largest contribution is approximately 10% occurring at
6d states. (ii) The differences between CCSD results and
the experimental values are no more than 0.1% except for
the ground state, showing a much better agreement than
MBPT(2) and LCCSD results for all states. This phe-
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TABLE II. Energy levels of Ra+ in cm−1. EDF denotes the lowest-order Dirac-Fock energy. EMBPT(2), ELCCSD, ECCSD, and
ECCSD+QED are the energies obtained using second-order MBPT, LCCSD, CCSD, and CCSD results with QED correction
approximations, respectively. δi(%), where i=0, 1, 2, 3, 4 shows the differences between corresponding calculation results and
experimental values.

Level EDF EMBPT(2) ELCCSD ECCSD ECCSD+QED EExpt.[40] δ0(%) δ1(%) δ2(%) δ3(%) δ4(%)
7s1/2 −75872.96 −83359.54 −82506.42 −82077.91 −81989.19 −81842.49 −7.29 1.85 0.81 0.29 0.18
7p1/2 −56825.75 −60979.06 −60821.14 −60518.69 −60521.04 −60491.17 −6.06 0.81 0.55 0.05 0.05
7p3/2 −52887.58 −56002.27 −55889.94 −55652.01 −55650.44 −55633.64 −4.94 0.66 0.46 0.03 0.03
6d3/2 −62408.99 −71017.35 −70327.07 −69744.51 −69786.20 −69758.22 −10.54 1.80 0.82 −0.02 0.04
6d5/2 −61662.25 −69101.11 −68593.87 −68071.05 −68103.28 −68099.50 −9.45 1.47 0.73 −0.04 0.00

TABLE III. Comparison of our calculated energies ECCSD+QED with other available theoretical and experimental data in cm−1.

Level ECCSD+QED ECCSD [41] ESDpT [42, 43] ECPM [6] ECPM+LD [44] EExpt. [40]
7s1/2 −81989.19 −82025 −81508 −81960 −81714 −81842.5
6d3/2 −69786.20 −69596 −69488 −70149 −69788 −69758.22
6d5/2 −68103.28 −67936 −67947 −68449 −68045 −68099.51
7p1/2 −60521.04 −60462 −60326 −60681 −60511 −60491.17
7p3/2 −55650.44 −55629 −55519 −55734 −55625 −55633.64

nomenon indicates that the inclusion of nonlinear terms
of the cluster operators are of crucial importance in ob-
taining very accurate energy levels. (iii) It is necessary
to consider the QED effect for the energy improvement
of the low energy states, especially for the ground state,
the energy improvement is 0.1%.
There are also some other theoretical calculations

about radium ion energies [6, 41–44]. Table III presents
a comprehensive comparison of our calculated energies
with other ab initio results. Elaiv et al. [41] calculated
the energies of the first low-lying states of Ra+ and Ra
using relativistic CCSD based on DCB Hamiltonian. Our
method is the same as theirs, but we use a larger basis set
and partial waves. Safronova et al. [43] and Pal et al. [42]
carried out their calculations using the all-order many-
body perturbation theory, in which the linear single- and
double-excitation terms are included and a part of triple-
excitation are also considered using third-order MBPT
corrections (SDpT). The method adopted by Dzuba et

al. [6] is called the correlation potential method(CPM).
In Ref. [44], the ladder diagrams were added to the corre-
lation potential method (CPM+LD), which significantly
improved the level of accuracy for the lowest D states.
From Table III, one can notice that our total CCSD re-
sults, about 0.2% better than the SDpT results [42] with
respect to the experimental values, are very close to the
results by the CPM [6] and CPM+LD [44] which also
include the QED corrections.

B. Hyperfine structure constants A of Ra+

isotopes.

Different isotopes of Ra have different hyperfine split-
tings resulted from their different nuclear spin. 223Ra+

as an example, the HFS constant A of the first five
states from various methods are list in table IV in

MHz. The theoretical results in the first five rows
are obtained within the point magnetization distribu-
tion model. The following rows give the BW contribu-
tions from the sphere model and SP model at DF and
CCSD levels, together with the QED correction from
the radiation potential method. The following “Esti-
mated uncertainties” part provides the uncertainties due
to the incomplete basis set (“Basis”), high-order cor-
relation effect (“HO”) beyond the CCSD method, BW
correction(“BWc”) and QED correction(“QEDc”). Fi-
nally, the “Total” row lists our recommended value ob-
tained by CCSD+QED+(BW−SP)CC with the uncer-
tainty enclosed in parentheses. Some other ab initio
theoretical and experimental results are also listed for
comparison.

In our calculation, the “Basis” uncertainty is estimated
using the partial wave extrapolation strategy based on
calculating all quantities under the conditions of ℓmax =
4, 5, 6, 7, respectively. The premise is that the number of
Gaussian bases we use is large enough to satisfy our cal-
culations. The contribution from high-order electron cor-
relation effect beyond CCSD is difficult to effective esti-
mating, but it is usually not greater than the contribution
of the lower-order nonlinear terms (ie.CCSD − LCCSD)
which makes up about 5% of the total electron correla-
tion. Therefore, we take the 5% of the total electron cor-
relation contribution, ie.(CCSD−DF)×5% as the uncer-
tainty. Ginges et al. [47] investigated the BW correction
for the HFS A of the ground state of some alkali-metal-
like ions within sphere model, SP model, and SP−WS
model respectively. The uncertainty of BW correction
does not exceed 30% of the maximum value of the two
results from SP−WS model and the sphere model. For
223Ra+, the BW correction obtained by SP model of the
five states in table are greater than those from the sphere
model, so we take 50% of the total BW effect within the
SP model as the conservatively estimated uncertainty.
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TABLE IV. The HFS constants A (MHz) of 223Ra+ at different correlation levels are given. The total results, ie.

CCSD+QED+(BW−SP)CC, are our recommended values. The contributions of higher partial waves, QED correction, BW
correction and high-order correlation beyond CCSD are estimated respectively and summarized in brackets as the uncertainties
of the recommended values. Some other ab initio theoretical and experimental results are also listed for comparison.

Method 7s1/2 6d3/2 6d5/2 7p1/2 7p3/2
DF 2687 52.9 19.3 438 33.8
MBPT(3) 3690 80.6 −19.3 665 53.5
LCCSD 3663 82.7 −25.5 689 56.6
CCSDL 3621 79.7 −22.0 666 56.3
CCSD 3608 82.0 −24.2 666 56.8

Estimated BW and QED
(BW−sph)DF −66.9 0.0 0.0 −1.62 0.0
(BW−sph)CC −90.1 −1.27 1.24 −2.24 −0.17
(BW−SP)DF −91.8 0.0 0.0 −2.26 0.0
(BW−SP)CC −123.5 −1.73 1.70 −3.12 −0.24
QED −59.7 −0.54 0.68 −2.72 −0.03

Estimated uncertainties
HO 45 1.4 2.1 11.2 1.2
Basis 1.8 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.1
BWc 62 −0.87 0.85 −1.56 −0.12
QEDc 30 −0.27 0.34 −1.36 −0.02

Recommended values
Total 3426(82) 79.7(1.7) −21.8(2.3) 660(11.4) 56.5(1.2)
SDpT [42] 3450 79.6 −24.1 671.5 54.4
CCSD(T) [13] 3567.26 77.1 −23.9
Z-vector [45] 3446.3
Expt.1987 [46] 667.1(2.1) 56.5(8)
Expt.1988 [20] 3404.0(1.9)

The radiation potential method here is reliable for esti-
mating QED correction to binding energy, but is not rig-
orous for the short-distance operators such as hyperfine
interaction operators. Compared with the more rigorous
evaluation in Ref. [47], our calculation seems to overesti-
mate the effect of QED and should be compensated with
a large uncertainty, ie. the QED×50%.

From the table IV, we can find that the CCSD results
show better agreement with experimental values than the
LCCSD and the MBPT(3) method, and the MBPT(3)
calculation yields the worst results. The inclusion of cor-
relation effects by our CCSD method improved the re-
sults of A from the DF values by 35% in the 6d3/2 state
and 180% in the 6d5/2 state regardless of the sign, which
suggests that the correlation effect plays a significant role
in d states. Moreover, the opposite sign of CCSD values
and DF values of 6d5/2 states reveals a strong cancella-
tion from different correlation effects. Compared with the
experimental value of the ground state 7s1/2, 3404.0(1.9)
MHz, our CCSD result, 3608 MHz, is overestimated by
about 6%. After further considering BW and QED cor-
rections (both are negative values), the result changes
to 3426(82) MHz, then the difference is significantly re-
duced to 0.6%, showing that these two corrections are
extremely important to further improve the accuracy of
the A for the ground state, moreover, the contribution
of BW corrections seems in an even more dominant posi-
tion than the QED radiative correction. The BW effect
also plays an important role in d states. Especially for

6d5/2, the total BW correction obtained by the SP model
accounts for 7% of the CCSD result, which is 2% larger
than that obtained from the sphere model. Consequently,
the assessment of the BW is necessary for the state with
a relatively large correlation effect, and a more accurate
nuclear model is also required in this process. Some in-
teresting features about the BW correction of the states
with high angular momentum can also be found in the
table. For 7p3/2, 6d3/2, and 6d5/2 states, whether within
the sphere distribution model or the SP model, the BW
corrections to DF are zero, and the total BW correc-
tions only come from the calculation of the correlation
effect, which indicates that the accurate calculation of
the correlation effect is very important for the investi-
gation of the BW correction on these states. Overall,
our calculations show that the BW and QED corrections
are important for the HFS constant A of Ra+. To fur-
ther obtain a more accurate wave function of different
radium isotope ion and reduce the current uncertainty, it
is necessary and important to optimize the magnetization
distribution model and perform a rigorous calculation of
the QED effect.

The present CCSD, SDpT [42], CCSD(T) [13], Z-
vector [45] methods in Table IV are all based on rel-
ativistic coupled-cluster-theory, though they have some
different treatments for electronic correlation effects. In
the SDpT method, other nuclear magnetic distribution
models are used to consider the BW correction, while
there is no description of the BW effect in the CCSD(T)
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and Z-Vector methods, and none of these three methods
evaluate the contribution of QED effect. Compared with
other results, our final value of the 7s1/2 and 7p3/2 states
including the BW and QED corrections are the closest
to the experimental value. The experimental value of
the 7p1/2 state is between our total value and the SDpT
value, which indicates that there may be some offset
among the (BW + QED) corrections, non-linear terms
and the higher-order excitations. We find that all the
theoretical HFS constant A of ground state are larger
than the experimental value.

C. Evaluation of the electric quadrupole moment

Q for different Ra+ isotopes.

Due to the absence of direct measurements of electric
quadrupole moments Q, extracting the Q value out by
combining the measured HFS constant B and calculated
electric field gradient or RE2(γJ) is usually considered to
be convenient and economical. From this point, a very
precise measurement of the hyperfine splitting and accu-
rate theoretical determination of the ratio value RE2(γJ)
is needed to extract the Q value accurately. The validity
of our CCSD calculation has been verified by the above
analysis for energies and HFS constants A. In the same
theoretical framework, we calculated the ratio RE2(γJ)
(in MHz/b). The RE2(γJ) of 7p3/2, 6d3/2 and 6d5/2
states from various methods are listed in Table V. For
this quantity, the uncertainty is from the incomplete ba-
sis set and the high-order correlation effect beyond CCSD
method. The contributes of QED correction is almost
zero. Our recommended result of 309(5) MHz/b for RE2

of 6d3/2 state is very close to the value of 306.12 MHz/b
in Ref. [13]. It implies that the 40% difference between
the experimental and theoretical values of the HFS con-
stant B of the 6d3/2 state of 211Ra+ [13, 21] may be
caused by inaccurate estimation of Q and prompted us
to evaluate Q in combination with available experimental
HFS constant B and our CCSD RE2(γJ).

TABLE V. RE2(γJ) (in MHz/b) of 7p3/2, 6d3/2 and 6d5/2
states at different levels of correlation. Our recommended
value is listed in the “Final” column, where the uncertainty
is in parentheses.

Level DF LCCSD CCSDL CCSD Final
7p3/2 398 714 692 693 693(15)
6d3/2 213 309 311 309 309(5)
6d5/2 227 386 386 384 384(8)

Since the HFS constants B are only measured for 7p3/2
state of 221,223Ra+ and 6d3/2 state of

209,211Ra+, we eval-
uated the electric quadrupole moment Q for these states,
labeled as Qccsd, and compared with a semi-empirical
analysis, Qsemi, from Ref. [20] in table VI. The exper-
imental values of electric quadrupole HFS constants,
BExpt., are also listed in the table. The equation used

to evaluate the electric quadrupole moment Q is

Q =
BExpt.

RE2
(γJ). (25)

Obviously, the accuracy of resulting Q is dependent on
the accuracy of BExpt. and RE2. We use the results in
Table VI. In Table VI, uncertainties are given in paren-
theses. The subscript “E” and “T” represent the un-
certainties from BExpt. and RE2(γJ), respectively. Our
Qccsd are consistent with Qsemi for

221,223Ra with a dif-
ference of only 0.5%, but are significantly smaller than
Qsemi in the cases of 209,211Ra. One should also note that
the experimental HFS constants B for the 6d3/2 state of
209,211Ra+ have larger uncertainties.
Furthermore, according to the ratio values provided by

present work, if the HFS constant B of a state |γ′J ′〉 of
other Ra+ isotopes, denoted by B1(γ

′J ′), are measured,
we can easily obtain their electric quadrupole moment
Q1 according to the following relations:

B1(γ
′J ′)

B2(γJ)
=

Q1R
E2
1 (γ′J ′)

Q2RE2
2 (γJ)

(26)

where the B2(γJ) is the experimental HFS constant B
for a given state |γJ〉 and Q2 is the CCSD value for a
certain Ra+ isotope.

D. Appraising nuclear octupole moment

contributions to the hyperfine structures.

In this section, we use the nuclear octupole moment Ω
from the single-particle shell model to roughly evaluate
the HFS constant C of some low-lying states in Ra+. We
expect to obtain the typical orders of magnitudes of the
hyperfine splitting caused by magnetic octupole hyper-
fine interaction. This process is necessary to know the
precisions required of these hyperfine spectral measure-
ments to extract the nuclear octupole moment Ω of Ra.
In the absence of reference values for Ω of Ra, we can
estimate it crudely by the single-particle model:

Ωsp =µN

〈

r2
〉 3

2

(2I − 1)

(2I + 4)(2I + 2)

×

{

(I + 2)[(I − 3
2 )gL + gS ], for I = L+ 1

2
(I − 1)[(I + 5

2 )gL − gS ], for I = L− 1
2
(27)

For even-odd (even number of protons, odd number of
neutrons) nuclei Ra, gL =0, gS =−3.826. Here we set
223Ra as an example, possessing nuclear ground states
with a spin of I = 3/2, and an orbital momentum L = 2.
Then we may estimate the octupole moment to be

Ωsp = 0.164µN

〈

r2
〉

≈ 0.0525µN × b. (28)

The root-mean-square radius
〈

r2
〉

1/2 of the nucleus

of 223Ra is 5.6602 fm. The ratio of magnetic oc-
tupole hyperfine constants to magnetic octupole mo-
ments RM3(γJ) are listed in Table VII.
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TABLE VI. The electric quadrupole moment Q (in b) of 209,211,221,223Ra. Qccsd are our values. Qsemi are from Ref. [20].
Uncertainties are given in parentheses. The subscript “E” and “T” represent the uncertainty coming from the experiment value
BExpt. and the theoretical calculation RE2(γJ), respectively.

6d 2D3/2 7p 2Po
3/2

209Ra+ 211Ra+ 221Ra+ 223Ra+

BExpt. 104(38) 103(6) 1364.2(5.1) 864.8(1.9)
Qccsd 0.337(123)E(6)T 0.333(19)E(6)T 1.968(7)E(34)T 1.248(3)E(22)T
Qsemi 0.40(2)E(4)T 0.48(2)E(4)T 1.978(7)E(106)T 1.254(3)E(66)T

TABLE VII. RM3(γJ) (in kHz/(µN×b)) of 7p3/2, 6d3/2 and
6d5/2 states at different levels of correlation. Our recom-
mended value is listed in the “Final” column, where the un-
certainty is in parentheses.

Level DF LCCSD CCSDL CCSD Final
7p3/2 26.2 42.9 41.4 41.4 41.4(8)
6d3/2 6.71 9.73 9.64 9.66 9.66(15)
6d5/2 1.82 −6.17 −5.99 −6.23 −6.23(40)

It is also seen in the table that the trends in the corre-
lation effects for the calculations of A and C are almost
the same ignoring the d5/2 states which have a larger un-
certainty. Comparing the magnitudes of the calculated
C/Ω values among the given states, the C7p3/2 is large:

C7p3/2 = 2172 Hz. (29)

For the 7p3/2 state, the hyperfine structure intervals
δWF = WF,7p3/2

−WF−1,7p3/2
can be expressed in terms

of these constants as

δW1 = A7p3/2 −B7p3/2 +56C7p3/2 +
η7p3/2

36
−

√
5ζ7p3/2

60
, (30)

δW2 = 2A7p3/2 −B7p3/2 − 28C7p3/2 +
η7p3/2

45
+

2
√
5ζ7p3/2

75
,

(31)

δW3 = 3A7p3/2 +B7p3/2 +8C7p3/2 − η7p3/2

20
−

√
5ζ7p3/2

100
. (32)

Setting Eqs.(30)×5-Eqs.(31)×4+Eqs.(32), one can find

C7p3/2 =
1

400

(

5δW1 − 4δW2 + δW3 +

√
5ζ7p3/2

5

)

. (33)

It can be deduced that the sensitivity of measurements
on these hyperfine splittings on the order of σδW ≈ 1kHz
would result in an uncertainty in the HFS constant C on
the order of σC ≈ 0.0162σδW ≈ 20Hz, and the effects
of HFS constant C of the predicted magnitude would be
revealed within this sensitively reliably.
It is also important to note that C is related to ζ7p3/2

factor, which represents the second-order correction. If
we want to evaluate ζ7p3/2 , we have to know the off-
diagonal elements which are also one of the major system-
atics in the extractions of the C values from the measured
hyperfine splittings. For this purpose, we have calculated

these matrix elements using the DF, LCCSD and CCSD
methods and displayed them in Table VIII. Then we find
η7p3/2=0.051KHz, ζ7p3/2=7.09KHz, and

∆C7p3/2 =

√
5ζ7p3/2

2000
= 7.93Hz. (34)

For the ζ7p3/2 parameter, the contribution from off-
diagonal matrix elements between 7p3/2 and 7p1/2 states
with the lowest denominator of the energy difference is
predominant, and the rest can be ignored.

TABLE VIII. Important off-diagonal matrix elements (in
MHz) among the fine-structure partners obtained using our
DF, LCCSD and CCSD methods.

Off-diagonal matrix DF LCCSD CCSDL CCSD Final

〈7p1/2||O(1)||7p3/2〉 −229 −147 −123 −119 −119(5)

〈6d3/2||O(1)||6d5/2〉 −125.5 −2536 −2350 −2449 −2449(116)

〈7p1/2||O(2)||7p3/2〉 −1281 −2222 −2155 −2158 −2158(44)

〈6d3/2||O(2)||6d5/2〉 −245 −334 −338 −334 −334(5)

IV. CONCLUSION

In summary, we calculated energy levels and hyperfine-
structure coupling constants of Ra+ using Dirac-
Fock (DF), lower-order many-body perturbation theory
(MBPT), coupled-cluster single- and double-excitation
approximation with (CCSD) and without non-linear
terms (LCCSD). The calculated energies and HFS con-
stants A show a good agreement with available experi-
mental values. We find that for high angular momentum
states, such as 6d5/2 state, the BW effect is very impor-
tant, and this contribution mainly comes from the calcu-
lation of the correlation effect. To more accurately cal-
culate the contribution of BW to the hyperfine structure
constant of HFS constant A in the low energy state of ra-
dium ions, further optimization of the model is needed,
such as considering the wave function of the nucleus
and the spin interaction, etc. Combining with avail-
able experimental HFS constants B, we evaluated the
electric quadrupole moments Q for 209,211,221,223Ra. For
221,223Ra isotopes, our Q values are consistent with the
values from [20] that are widely referenced today within
0.5%. We recommended a value of Q = 0.33(2) b for
211Ra nucleus, which is smaller than the referenced value
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of 0.48(4) b about 30%. If HFS constants B of other
isotopes are obtained, corresponding Q can be also ex-
tracted by combining our recommended results. In ad-
dition, considering the preliminary value of Ω from the
nuclear shell model, its contributions to the hyperfine
structures of some low-lying states in Ra+ are estimated.
We conclude that it would be capable of revealing the
effects of the HFS constant C of the present magnitude
of experimental measurement. Furthermore, the expres-
sions for the hyperfine splitting for some important low-
lying states derived in the present work are useful for
extracting out the HFS constants A, B, and C when
these hyperfine-structure levels in Ra+ is measured with
high-precision.
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