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Abstract Stable and unstable nuclei with neutron excess (N > Z) show - in the
isovector dipole transition strength distribution - a small hump around the neutron
emission threshold energy known as Pygmy Dipole Resonance (PDR). One of its
main features is the isospin mixing allowing the experimental studies with both
isovector and isoscalar probes. Different theoretical approaches and methodologies
are used to deduce the characteristics of the PDR. In this Chapter, the various mean-
field theories and their extensions, devoted to understand and reproduce the strength
distribution of these low-lying dipole states, are summarised. Special attention is
dedicated to the calculations of the inelastic cross section, aspect that is particularly
important in the investigation with isoscalar probes, such as α-particles or 17O. The
relevance of the radial form factors is presented in relation to the inelastic cross-
section calculations.

Introduction

States that can be interpreted as the quanta of collective vibrations are a general
property of quantum mesoscopic systems, which can be found in various fields
of physics. In nuclear physics, such vibrational states of the nucleus have been
known for many years [Bohr and Mottelson, 1975]. Among them, the Giant Reso-
nances (GRs) have attracted most of the attention because they appear as broad reso-
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nances and are ubiquitous along the whole Segre’s diagram [Bortignon et al., 2019,
Harakeh and van der Woude, 2001]. Giant resonances are the result of a collec-
tive motion of many nucleons in the nucleus. The description of the GR is com-
monly done in terms of quasi-harmonic vibration around the ground-state density
of the nucleus or through quantum-mechanical transition from the ground state
to the collective one. In both cases, the amount of strength used by the mode is
the predominant part of the sum rule whose value is determined by the ground-
state properties of the nucleus. The Isovector Giant Dipole Resonance (IVGDR)
was the first one discovered and the most studied one. The macroscopic model
of Goldhaber and Teller (GT) [Goldhaber and Teller, 1948] and of Steinwedel and
Jensen (SJ) [Steinwedel and Jensen, 1950] describe the mode as a collective out-
of-phase motion of all the protons against all the neutrons. Responsible for this
excitation is the electromagnetic interaction capable also to excite different types
of vibrational modes that can be classified in terms of spin, isospin and multipo-
larity [Bortignon et al., 2019, Harakeh and van der Woude, 2001]. These vibrations
are called isoscalar or isovector depending whether the oscillations of neutrons and
protons are in phase or out of phase, respectively. The centroid, the strength and the
width of the Giant Resonances - the most relevant properties of the GR - depend
on the bulk structure of the nuclei. For the isovector GDR (IVGDR), the energy
centroid of the strength distribution changes, as function of the mass number A,
according to the expression Ex = 31.2 A−1/3 +20.6 A−1/6.

Nuclei with the number of neutrons (N) greater than the number of protons (Z)
show - in the isovector dipole transition strength distribution - an additional small
hump around the neutron emission threshold energy. This is valid for stable and un-
stable nuclei and since the first observation, this structure was referred to as Pygmy
Dipole Resonances (PDR). The name comes from the small percentage of the
energy-weighted sum rule (EWSR) compared to the one exhausted by the IVGDR.
In the last two decades, numerous experimental and theoretical work has been ded-
icated to investigate this excitation mode - interesting for itself - with also some
important spin-offs on some other physics fields. A complete overview of the prob-
lem can be obtained by reading the recently published reviews [Paar et al., 2007,
Savran et al., 2013, Bracco et al., 2015, Bracco et al., 2019, Aumann, 2019]. Few
and precise features can be extracted from these investigations: they are present only
in nuclei with neutron excess, they have been measured below and above the neutron
emission threshold and they have a strong isospin mixing. This latter characteristic
has allowed their studies using isoscalar probes, such as α particles via the nuclear
interaction force. These investigation methods, combined with the classical electro-
magnetic (γ,γ ′) reaction, revealed unexpected behaviour of the dipole states in the
energy region below the neutron emission threshold: the low-lying states are excited
by both isoscalar and isovector probes while the ones in the higher energy region
are populated only by the electromagnetic field. This phenomenon is now identified
as isospin (or PDR) splitting (see Ref. [Savran et al., 2013] and references therein).
It is present in all the nuclei with N > Z that have been investigated and it has been
confirmed by measurements done with other isoscalar probes as 17O or (p, p′) at
tens of MeV reactions (see Ref. [Bracco et al., 2015, Bracco et al., 2019] and refer-
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ences therein). It is not known whether this isospin splitting is also present at the
energy region above the neutron emission threshold. An early attempt was done in
Ref. [Martorana et al., 2018] where the unstable isotope 68Ni was used as projectile
on a 12C target. The isospin splitting of the PDR is not evident from the available
data. Therefore, more experiments with better energy resolution and statistics are
needed in order to clarify this point. Other aspects need further attention such as
the collective nature of this mode or the understanding of the interplay between the
isoscalar and isovector contribution.

Many theoretical works employing different approaches and methodologies are
used to deduce the characteristics of the PDR. The GT and SJ macroscopic models
have been extended to take into account explicitly the existence of the neutron ex-
cess that often has been considered as a kind of skin surrounding an isospin inert
core. Microscopic approaches use all the variation of mean-field theories from the
Random-Phase Approximation (RPA) to the quasiparticle RPA (QRPA) with its rel-
ativistic version (RQRPA) up to the theories that take into account the coupling of
particle-hole excitations with more complicated configurations like two- or three-
phonon states. The aim of these theoretical approaches is to obtain a good descrip-
tion of the measured dipole strength distribution. Many of these calculations have
succeeded in the reproduction and understanding of the experimental data. When
the combined isovector and isoscalar probes are used then it is important also to
calculate the cross section being the quantity measured when the excitation is due
to the isoscalar nuclear interaction.

An overview of the main theoretical approaches will be given in this Chapter
with particular attention to the calculation of the inelastic cross section.

Experimental evidences

The most natural way to extract information for the low-lying dipole states is to
look at the response to the electromagnetic interaction in the (γ,γ ′) reactions. This
excitation mechanism is often identified as Nuclear Resonance Fluorescence (NRF)
or photon scattering where a photon beam is absorbed by the target nucleus to an
excited state, which decays by γ emission. The photon beams can be generated
by bremsstrahlung produced by the interaction between an electron beam with a
radiator material. Another method to obtain a quasi-mono-energetic photon beam
is to use the Compton scattering of laser photons off ultra-relativistic electrons in a
storage ring. A beam of protons accelerated to relativistic energy and inelastically
scattered and detected at around 0◦ scattering angle can also be used due to the high
selectivity of the Coulomb contribution in the total excitation cross section.

The nature of the PDR can be investigated via the inelastic scattering of light-
nuclei at intermediate energy. These reactions explore the surface nuclear region
while the photon beam interacts with the entire bulk of the nucleus. The inelasti-
cally scattered particle and the γ emitted by the PDR are measured in coincidence
and their angular correlation allows the identification of the multipolarity of the γ
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rays. For unstable neutron-rich nuclei, inverse kinematic experiments have to be
used. The incoming beam is subjected to in-flight fragmentation yielding a sec-
ondary beam, which is extracted using fragment separators. Detecting the residual
nuclei, neutrons and γ rays following the scattering of the secondary beam the initial
excitation energy is reconstructed by the invariant-mass method. It is also possible
to measure directly the γ decay from the excited nucleus imposing that the residual
fragment measured in coincidence is the same as the projectile.

Other more sophisticated methods are employed to study the PDR like the neu-
tron resonance scattering or low-energy light-nuclei scattering to extract the gamma
strength function or via detecting the γ rays following β decays to deduce the de-
cay branching ratio. For more details on the different experimental methods and the
related results, it is suggested to consult the chapters of this Handbook by Zilges
and Savran or the reviews [Savran et al., 2013, Bracco et al., 2019] and references
therein.

The experimental evidences of the PDR have been found above and below the
neutron emission threshold. The presence of the PDR above the neutron separation
energy has been measured with the virtual-photon excitation method at GSI for the
exotic neutron-rich nuclei 130,132Sn [Adrich et al., 2005, Klimkiewicz et al., 2007]
and 68Ni [Wieland et al., 2009, Rossi et al., 2013] with relativistic Coulomb exci-
tation. Other exotic nuclei, like 20,22O ,26Ne, 70Ni, have shown a similar structure
in the low-energy tail of the IVGDR strength distribution. Their percentage of the
EWSR is a few percent and their summed strength increases with the N/Z ratio.
More details can be found in the reviews [Savran et al., 2013, Bracco et al., 2019]
and reference therein. The results of a first measurement of a relativistic Coulomb
excitation of the two unstable Sn isotopes mentioned above [Adrich et al., 2005] are
shown in Fig. 9 of the Chapter by Zilges and Savran on the experimental studies
of the PDR. The mass-invariant method was used to deduce the excitation energy
of the projectile. The photo-neutron cross section was extracted, from the measured
electromagnetic cross section, using the virtual-photon method. The nuclear contri-
bution was subtracted as well as the one coming from the ISGQR. The peaks of the
PDR are visible at energies just above the neutron emission threshold.

The relativistic Coulomb excitation of 68Ni in the reaction with a Au target also
shows an enhancement slightly above the neutron emission threshold as it is shown
in Fig. 1 where the γ-ray spectrum is plotted together with statistical-model predic-
tions for the target (dotted line) and the beam (dashed line). The peak at 11 MeV
correspond to the pygmy dipole resonance as validated by the GEANT simulation
calculation shown in the inset of Fig. 1.

Most of the experimental investigations for the PDR have been done for sta-
ble nuclei with neutron excess. A concentration of E1 strength was observed be-
low the neutron-separation threshold in N=82 stable isotones [Zilges et al., 2002,
Volz et al., 2006, Savran et al., 2011] and around the neutron threshold in 208Pb
[Enders et al., 2000, Ryezayeva et al., 2002, Enders et al., 2003]. As an example,
the dipole reduced transition probabilities B(E1) for five stable even N=82 isotones
are shown in Fig. 2. The NRF technique allows to resolve all the single dipole states
below the neutron emission threshold. The dipole nature of the gamma rays is es-
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detectors is shown in a linear scale together with the
corresponding GEANT simulation. It is important to men-
tion that for the HPGe detectors, being placed close to the
CATE detector and having a time resolution >10 ns, the
background reduction is not as good as for the BaF2
detectors (placed backward and with a time resolution of
<1 ns). For the spectra measured with BaF2 detectors we
have performed statistical model calculations [20] to inter-
pret schematically the exponential part of the spectra. For
the statistical calculation we have used the energy value
given by the adiabatic cutoff energy of the Coulomb
excitation process (!20 MeV). The adiabatic limit of
Coulomb excitation was deduced with Emax ! @c!"

bmin
, where

bmin is the smallest impact parameter for which interac-
tions involving nuclear forces are negligible. The calcu-
lated statistical emission from the target and projectile was
obtained using the standard GDR strength function, by
correcting the "-ray energy for the Doppler shift due to
the projectile velocity (to be consistent with the experi-
mental data treatment) and by folding with the detector
response function. The condition of detecting only one "
ray can be neglected in the statistical model calculation
because both the "-ray efficiency (!5% at 1 MeV) and the
" multiplicity produced by the reaction (measured to be
!1:1) are low. The statistical model predictions are shown
in Fig. 2 in comparison with the data normalized at
3–5 MeV. One can note that the sum of the target and
projectile statistical contributions reproduces remarkably
well the exponential shape of the data and that there is an
excess yield very pronounced at around 11MeV, which can
be attributed to the projectile emission on the basis of
Doppler correction arguments. The data in the region of
interest for searching the pygmy resonance in the electric
dipole response function were obtained by subtracting

from the measurements the computed statistical model
contribution and some background extrapolated from the
very high-energy region. The corresponding data are
shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 3. The present results
of the " decay of the 68Ni at 600 MeV=nucleon are char-
acterized by a peak structure centered at 11 MeV for which
it is important to understand not only the shape but also the
measured value of the cross section. To describe the mea-
sured cross section for " emission from the 68Ni nucleus in
the region E" > 6 MeV we have to evaluate the product of
the excitation cross section #exc with the branching ratio
for " emission R".
The "-ray emission from the GDR is expected to be

dominated by the ground state decay and the decay to the
2þ state (due to the coupling of 1# to 2þ) depends on the
nuclear structure [21]. The latter for the pygmy, having a
much smaller width (<1 MeV), is expected to be smaller.
To verify this we have examined the 9–11 MeV region
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FIG. 3 (color online). In the upper part the 68Ni photoabsorp-
tion cross section is shown with a full drawn line (scale on the
right). The differential cross section obtained after applying the
equivalent virtual photon method (VP) is shown with a dotted
line (scale on the left). The dashed line (scale on the left) is
obtained by including the " branching ratio (VP and R"). In the
bottom panel the open circles show the "-ray cross section
measured with BaF2 detectors. The 3 lines in the bottom panel
display calculations of the " cross section (including the re-
sponse function). The long dashed line is the decay of the PDR,
the dotted line is the decay of the GDR and the thick line the sum
of the two contributions.

FIG. 2 (color online). The high-energy "-ray spectrum mea-
sured with BaF2 detectors and Doppler corrected with the
velocity of the projectile. The lines are the statistical model
calculations for the target (dotted line) and for the beam (dashed
line) nuclei. In the inset the continuous line superimposed to the
measured data is the result of a GEANT simulation for a
"-transition at 11 MeV.

PRL 102, 092502 (2009) P HY S I CA L R EV I EW LE T T E R S
week ending

6 MARCH 2009

092502-3

Fig. 1 (Color online) The γ-ray spectrum for the reaction 68Ni on a Au target at 600 MeV/u. The
dashed and dotted lines are statistical-model calculations for the projectile and target, respectively.
In the inset, the GEANT [Allison et al., 2016] simulation for a transition at 11 MeV is shown as
solid red line. Taken with permission from [Wieland et al., 2009]. ©2009 by APS.

S. Volz et al. / Nuclear Physics A 779 (2006) 1–20 15

Fig. 5. The B(E1)↑ strength distribution in the N = 82 isotones.

Fig. 6. The experimental summed B(E1)↑ strength up to 10 MeV in comparison with results from the QPM calculation.
An increase of the summed B(E1)↑ strength is detected for the more neutron-rich nuclei.

5. Theory

For the N = 82 isotones calculations in the framework of the Quasiparticle-Phonon Model
(QPM) were performed. The model Hamiltonian is given by [39]:

H = HMF + H
ph
M + H

ph
SM + H

pp
M , (8)

where HMF = Hsp + Hpair is a mean-field part which has to be identified with the HFB Hamil-
tonian discussed e.g. in [40]. Hence, different from the standard QPM scheme the calculation
uses single-particle energies and wave functions obtained self-consistently. In order to simplify

Fig. 2 Dipole reduced transition probabilities B(E1) measured in a photon scattering experiment
for five stable even N=82 isotones. Taken with permission from [Volz et al., 2006]. ©2006 by El-
sevier.

tablished by the measure of the ratio of the γ-rays intensity at two different angles
[Volz et al., 2006].
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One of the main features of the Pygmy Dipole Resonances is the isospin mixing
- as will be shown in some details in the next section - that manifests in the shape
of the transition density for this excitation mode. This property allows the possibil-
ity to excite the PDR also via an isoscalar probe, that is with a nuclear interaction.
Indeed, the excitation of the low-lying dipole states using light ions in reaction as
(p, p′γ), (α,α ′γ) and (17O,17O′γ) have been employed. The particle(recoil)-γ coin-
cidence allows the selection of the E1 strength via the angular correlation W (θγ)
of the outgoing products. The comparison between these measurements and the re-
sults from the (γ,γ ′) reactions shows an unexpected feature of the low-lying dipole
strength distribution below the neutron emission threshold. The cross section for

This effect has been examined by microscopic calcula-
tions. The (!, !0) cross sections can be directly compared
to calculated nuclear response to the electromagnetic di-
pole operator r Y1. The calculation of the (", "0) cross
sections involves the Coulomb and nucleon-nucleon terms
of the "-particle interaction with the target nucleus. We
have checked that the former term plays a marginal role
(less than 10%) under conditions of the present experi-
ment. Then, accounting for a small q value of the reaction
which is about 0:33 fm!1, the (", "0) cross section is
proportional with a good accuracy to the response to the
isoscalar dipole operator r3 Y1. The spurious center-of-
mass motion has been removed (see, e.g., [33] for details).

The nuclear structure part of these calculations has
been performed within the QPM [34] and the relativistic

quasiparticle time-blocking approximation (RQTBA) [35],
the most representative combination of the microscopic
nuclear structure models beyond quasiparticle random-
phase approximation (QRPA). The QPM wave functions
of nuclear excited states are composed from one-, two-
and three-phonon components. The phonon spectrum is cal-
culated within the QRPA on top of the Woods-Saxon mean
field with single-particle energies corrected to reproduce the
experimentally known single-particle levels in neighboring
odd-mass nuclei. The details of calculations are similar to
the ones in Refs. [3,14,17]. The results are presented in
Fig. 2. Figure 2(d) shows that the electromagnetic strength
is strongly fragmented with two pronounced peaks at about
6.3 and 7.5 MeV, in good agreement with the measured
(!, !0) data. The isoscalar response in Fig. 2(c) reveals the
suppression of the strength in the higher energy part of the
spectrum, in good qualitative agreement with the data.
The RQTBA is based on the covariant energy-density

functional and employs a fully consistent parameter-free
technique (for details seeRef. [35]) to account for nucleonic
configurations beyond the simplest two-quasiparticle
ones. The RQTBA excited states are built of the two-
quasiparticle-phonon (2q " phonon) configurations, so that
themodel space is constructedwith the quasiparticles of the
relativistic mean field and the phonons computed within the
self-consistent relativistic QRPA. Phonons of multipolar-
ities 2þ, 3!, 4þ, 5!, 6þ with energies below 10 MeV are
included in themodel space. The result of these calculations
is shown in Figs. 2(e) and 2(f). Compared to the experi-
mental and to the QPM spectra, the structural features are
shifted by about 600 keV towards higher energies for theE1
electromagnetic strength and even more for the isoscalar
dipole strength. Furthermore, the obtained fragmentation is
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124Snð!;!0Þ integrated to bins with a width of 100 keV.
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PRL 105, 212503 (2010) P HY S I CA L R EV I EW LE T T E R S
week ending

19 NOVEMBER 2010

212503-3

Fig. 3 (Color online) Cross section for the excitation of the dipole states in 124Sn for the reaction
(α,α ′γ) at Eα =136 MeV (panel a) is compared with the B(E1) measured with a (γ,γ ′) reaction
(panel b). Taken with permission from [Endres et al., 2010]. ©2010 by APS.

the excitation of the dipole states in 124Sn - below the neutron separation energy -
for the reaction (α,α ′γ) at Eα =136 MeV [Endres et al., 2010] is shown in panel (a)
of Fig. 3. The coincidence method is very selective and for many measured dipole
states there is a one-to-one correspondence with the dipole states from (γ,γ ′) reac-
tions shown in panel (b). However, there is an energy region where the dipole states
are excited only by the electromagnetic field. This splitting of the PDR or isospin
splitting seems to be an ubiquitous property of the PDR below the neutron emis-
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sion threshold and it is still lacking a full understanding of the process. In fact, it
has been suggested that the high-energy part of the PDR could correspond to the
tail of the IVGDR but this is somehow in contradiction with the presence of PDR
above the neutron separation energy for unstable nuclei. An attempt to find whether
also for exotic nuclei the PDR splitting is present was done for the low-lying dipole
states in 68Ni excited by an isoscalar probe such as 12C. The measurement done at
LNS-INFN in Catania [Martorana et al., 2018] has indeed shown that the low-lying
dipole states of 68Ni have an isospin mixing typical of the PDR states. Unfortu-
nately, due to the relatively low energy resolution no definite answer could be given
regarding the presence of the isospin splitting.

The isospin character of the low-lying dipole states has been studied using differ-
ent types of isoscalar probes like 17O or protons. In all the nuclei investigated, the
splitting of the PDR was confirmed (see the review [Bracco et al., 2015] and refer-
ences therein) establishing it as a general property of the PDR. The experimental
data obtained with proton scattering at high energy (up to 80 MeV) and forward
angles close to 0◦ present an alternative method to investigate the pygmy resonance
around the neutron emission threshold. Looking at the same nucleus with different
probes, the results obtained with the proton beam show a stronger E1 strength com-
pared to those obtained with the γ beam. This is something that needs to be clarified
with further experimental and theoretical studies.

The experimental evidences of the presence of the PDR can be summarised as
follow. They are dipole states lying at an energy well below the IVGDR and with
a few units of EWSR. They can be found only in neutron excess stable and unsta-
ble nuclei at energies above and below the neutron emission threshold. They can
be excited by both isoscalar and isovector probes due to their strong isospin mix-
ing. Below the neutron separation energy, the PDR states are separated in two parts:
The dipole states belonging to the low-energy part are excited by both the electro-
magnetic and nuclear probes while in the higher energy region the states are popu-
lated only by the isovector interaction. This characteristic has been called PDR (or
isospin) splitting and it is common to all the nuclei investigated until now. There
are still some points that need to be clarified starting from the interplay between
the isoscalar and isovector responses going to the collectivity (or not) of the PDR.
Some recent experiments are planned to give answers to this problem and try to
disentangle the theoretical approaches devoted to this question. Another interesting
aspect, which is worthwhile to investigate, is the presence of the PDR in strongly
deformed nuclei. The very few experimental data available for deformed nuclei are
not enough to give definitive answer to this problem. Some of the theoretical cal-
culations reach different conclusions regarding the enhancement or the depletion of
the PDR in deformed nuclei.
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Theoretical approaches

Macroscopic approaches

Collective macroscopic models have been traditionally the pulling horses for the
description of giant resonances, starting with the Isovector Giant Dipole Resonance
[Harakeh and van der Woude, 2001, Satchler, 1983]. The seminal approaches, based
on liquid-drop model and hydrodynamical equations, are due to Goldhaber-Teller
(GT) and Steinwedel-Jensen (SJ). In the former case the two proton and neutron
densities ρp(r) and ρn(r) are treated as incompressible fluids and the resonance
arises from the oscillation of the proton sphere against the neutron one. In the lat-
ter approach only the total density is incompressible and the movement associated
with the dipole mode is due to oscillations of the proton and neutron fluids back
and forth inside the rigid sphere. The two models lead to different estimates for the
mass dependence of the energy of the resonance (A1/6 for GT and A1/3 for SJ), but
more interestingly lead to different radial dependence of the corresponding transi-
tion densities induced by the “isovector” operator [Catara et al., 1997a]

δρ
(SJ)
iv (r) = α1

(2NZ
A

)
rρ(r) (1)

δρ
(GT )
iv (r) = δρn−δρp = β1

[2N
A

d
dr

ρp(r)+
2Z
A

d
dr

ρn(r)
]

(2)

where the parameters α1 and β1 are fixed to reproduce the total B(E1) value. Note
that, as apparent for example from the transition density in the GT model, if the pro-
ton and neutron densities have a similar radial profile (as it is expected for systems
in the stability valley and N ≈ Z) the corresponding “isoscalar” transition density

δρ
(GT )
is (r) = δρn +δρp = β1

[2N
A

d
dr

ρp(r)−
2Z
A

d
dr

ρn(r)
]

(3)

vanishes. This amounts to say that the nature of the IVGDR is purely isovector and,
for example, cannot be excited by isoscalar probes such as inelastic (α ,α ′) scatter-
ing. As it is known, moving out from the stability valley, the neutron-rich systems
start to display a neutron density that extends to larger radii. As a consequence of
this “neutron skin” there is a non-vanishing isoscalar transition density (in leading
order proportional to the size of the neutron skin) and the IVGDR acquires a mixed
isovector/isoscalar character. It should finally be recalled the presence of the com-
pressional Isoscalar Giant Dipole Resonance (ISGDR), at higher excitation energy
than the IVGDR, generated by the operator ∑i r3

i Y10(ri), which is the leading non-
spurious term in the expansion of j1(qr)Y10(r) in the electromagnetic field. Assum-
ing that the isoscalar dipole energy-weighted sum rule is fully exhausted by a single
collective state, the corresponding isoscalar transition density can then be derived
[Harakeh and Dieperink, 1981]
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δρ
ISGDR(r) =−β

[
3r2 d

dr
+10r− 5

3
< r2 >

d
dr

+ ε(r
d2

dr2 +4
d
dr

)
]
ρ0(r) (4)

with a node in the interior of the nucleus like the monopole breathing mode. The
parameters β and ε depend on the dimension of the nucleus.
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Fig. 4 In panel a), proton (dashed black line) and neutron (solid red line) transition densities
obtained within the macroscopic model, Eqs. (9) and (8), respectively, for 68Ni. In panel b), the
isovector (solid blue line) (Eq. 7) and isoscalar (dashed green line) (Eq. 6) transition densities in
comparison with the isoscalar transition density (HD) (dot-dashed red line) as deduced for the
ISGDR in Ref. [Harakeh and Dieperink, 1981], Eq. (4). All the transition densities have been nor-
malised to the microscopic RPA values.

Guided by the successful description of the IVGDR in terms of macroscopic
models, similar approaches have been used also for the description of the Pygmy
Dipole Resonance. The clear experimental evidence of the connection between the
occurrence of the PDR and the presence of a significant neutron excess leads in a
natural way to the dynamical interplay of three actors, namely the proton and neu-
tron cores plus the external valence neutrons of the skin. In the generalisation of the
SJ model [Suzuki et al., 1990] the three incompressible oscillating fluids are all con-
fined within the same sphere. The key role played by the neutron skin and the impor-
tance of a different radial distribution for the core and the valence terms makes more
attractive and successful the generalisation of the GT model [Isacker et al., 1992].
More precisely the total density is divided into

ρ(r) = ρp(r)+ρ
C
n (r)+ρ

V
n (r) (5)

in terms of proton, neutron core (NC) and neutron valence (NV ) densities. The PDR
mode is assumed to be associated with the dipole out-of-phase oscillation of the
neutron valence density with respect to the core, given by the combined proton and
neutron (core) densities. One can immediately realise the mixed isoscalar/isovector
nature of this mode, as apparent from the corresponding transition densities as given
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in Ref. [Lanza et al., 2015]

δρis = δ

[
NV

A
d(ρC

n +ρp)

dr
− NC +Z

A
dρV

n

dr

]
(6)

δρiv = δ

[
NV

A
d(ρC

n −ρp)

dr
− NC +Z

A
dρV

n

dr

]
(7)

that are shown in panel b) of Fig. 4, together with the separate individual proton and
neutron contributions (panel a) for the isotope 68Ni

δρn(r) = δ

[
NV

A
dρC

n (r)
dr

− NC +Z
A

dρV
n (r)
dr

]
(8)

δρp(r) = δ

[
NV

A
dρp(r)

dr

]
(9)

where δ is the deformation length. Clearly protons and neutrons are oscillating in
phase in the interior of the system, at variance with the external region dominated
by the out-of-phase neutron contribution. Note that the complete dominance of the
neutron component in the tail region mixes the isoscalar and the isovector characters
of the mode in the external region, with obvious consequences for those reactions
that are more sensitive to the tail of the systems (see next sections). This is more
evident when a comparison is made with the isoscalar transition density of Ref.
[Harakeh and Dieperink, 1981], Eq. (4), which is shown in panel b). The ratio of the
PDR energy relative to the IVGDR one can be expanded in power of the “neutron
skin” y = Rn−Rp and eventually can be expressed as function of the average radius
R̄ = (Rn +Rp)/2 and y [Isacker et al., 1992]

EPDR

EIV GDR
=C

( Z
Z +NV

)1/2
[

1− R̄ y
20 a2

]
(10)

where a is the diffusenesses of the neutron and proton ground-state densities
which have been assumed equal. The constant C contains terms in R̄2 and a2

[Isacker et al., 1992].

Microscopic approaches

Although the macroscopic models give a physical insight of the collective or less
collective modes, the mean-field and the energy-density functional theories - based
on our knowledge of the microscopic nature of the nucleus - provide an accurate and
deep understanding of such phenomena. These theories have successfully described
all the main characteristics of the Giant Resonances as their energies, their strengths
and the damping mechanism that generates theirs widths. The basic formulation
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and the more sophisticated implementations have been applied also to study the
low-lying dipole states in nuclei with neutron excess. The successful description of
the main properties of the PDR, even for nuclei far from the stability line, testifies
to the robust structure of these theories. The detailed description of these theories
is given in specific books [Rowe, 2010, Ring and Schuck, 2004] or recent reviews
[Paar et al., 2007, Roca-Maza and Paar, 2018, Lanza et al., 2022]. In the following
a brief overview is given quoting the main aspects and results regarding this study.

Starting from an effective nucleon-nucleon interaction, the potential generated
by all the nucleons in a nucleus is constructed with the Hartree-Fock (HF) method,
which consists in solving the Schrödinger equation iteratively until self-consistency
is obtained [Ring and Schuck, 2004]. The frequently used effective nucleon-nucleon
interactions are the zero-range Skyrme interaction [Skyrme, 1958] or the finite-
range Gogny interaction [Dechargé and Gogny, 1980]. Both of them have several
parameters that are fixed to reproduce the main properties of the ground states of nu-
clei. They are able to reproduce - with great accuracy - also the correct order of the
single-particle levels for closed-shell nuclei. The residual interaction - the difference
between the two-body interaction and the mean field obtained by the H-F method -
is responsible for the elementary excitation of one-particle one-hole (1p−1h) con-
figuration, which corresponds to the promotion of a particle above the Fermi level
leaving a hole in the level below. The residual interaction is also responsible for the
coherent mixing of p− h configurations, with the same angular momentum, giv-
ing rise to a collective state. Such excitations are described by the Random-Phase
Approximation (RPA) whose equations can be deduced by the equation-of-motion
method [Rowe, 2010, Ring and Schuck, 2004]. The RPA equations are written in
compact form as (

A B
B∗ A∗

)(
Xν

Y ν

)
= h̄Eν

(
Xν

−Y ν

)
(11)

where the matrix A and B are defined in terms of the commutators of the Hamiltonian
H with the ph creation and annihilation operators

Aphp′h′ =< HF |[a†
hap[H,a†

p′ah′ ]|HF > (12)

Bphp′h′ =−< HF |[a†
hap[H,a†

h′ap′ ]|HF > . (13)

The expectation values are calculated using the ground state |HF > instead of the
correlated ground states |RPA > under the assumption that they are not much dif-
ferent. This is called quasi-boson approximation because it is assumed that the ph
creation or annihilation operators behave as boson operators. An excited collective
state |Ψν > is described as superpositions of p− h and h− p configurations with
respect to the correlated ground state |Ψ0 >. The operator that creates such state can
be written as

q†
ν = ∑

ph

[
Xν

pha†
pah−Y ν

pha†
hap
]

(14)

where the amplitudes X and Y are solutions of the RPA secular equation. The ground
state is defined as the vacuum of the qν operator qν |Ψ0 >= 0 and |Ψν >= q†

ν |Ψ0 >.
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Since these p−h amplitudes can be written as

Xν
ph =< ν |a†

pah|0 > (15)

Y ν
ph =< ν |a†

hap|0 >, (16)

their absolute square gives the probability to find the configuration a†
pah|0 > and

a†
hap|0 > in the excited state ν . The term Y describes the correlation in the ground

state and when these amplitudes are zero the RPA equations reduce to what is known
as the Tamm-Dancoff Approximation. The RPA solutions are superposition of many
p-h configurations and when they sum up coherently they correspond to collective
states. The low-lying or giant resonances collective vibrational states are very well
described by this method and their excitation is calculated using electromagnetic
(isovector) or hadronic (isoscalar) operators which in the case of dipole states, and
in the long wavelength limit, are given by

O(IV )
1M =

eN
A

Z

∑
p=1

rpY1M(r̂p)−
eZ
A

N

∑
n=1

rnY1M(r̂n). (17)

where the effective charges for protons ( eN
A ) and neutrons ( eZ

A ) have been introduced
to remove the centre-of-mass motion, which is a spurious translational mode. For
the isoscalar dipole operator, the lowest term of the expansion corresponds to a spu-
rious translational motion and therefore the next-order term, which corresponds to a
3h̄ω dipole nuclear transition, is considered and the leading-order dipole transition
operator can be written as

O(IS)
1M =

A

∑
i=1

(r3
i −

5
3
< r2 > ri)Y1M(r̂i) (18)

where the term ( 5
3 < r2 >) has been introduced to eliminate the spurious contribution

of the centre of mass. The response to the excitation operator is given in terms of
the reduced transition probability from the ground state to the excited state ν and it
can be written as

B(Eλ ,0→ ν) =

∣∣∣∣∣∑ph
(Xν

ph−Y ν
ph)< p||Oλ ||h >

∣∣∣∣∣
2

=

∣∣∣∣∣∑ph
bph(Eλ )

∣∣∣∣∣
2

(19)

where < p||Oλ ||h > are the reduced multipole transition amplitudes associated with
the elementary p− h configurations. The bph(Eλ ) are the partial contribution of a
p−h configuration to the reduced transition probability for the given state.

A quantity that contains much information on of the excited state is the transition
density which is defined in terms of the off-diagonal matrix element of the ground
state density. Its radial part gives information on where the excitation is localised
(volume or surface) or on the isoscalar or isovector nature of the excitation, namely
whether the neutron-proton motion is in- or out-of-phase. The transition density for
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a state ν with an angular momentum λ in the RPA approach can be written as

δρ
ν =

1√
4π

∑
ph

ĵp ĵh
λ̂

(−) jp+ jh− 1
2 < jh

1
2 jp− 1

2 |λ0 >×

δ (λ + lp + lh,even)[Xν
ph−Y ν

ph]Rlp jp(r)Rlh jh(r) (20)

where the X and Y are the RPA amplitudes, λ̂ = 2λ + 1, l and j are the orbital
and the total angular momenta of the single-particle states, respectively. Their radial
wave functions R are solutions of the HF equations. The transition densities for pro-
tons and neutrons can be calculated by running the summation separately over the
number of p−h configurations of protons and neutrons, respectively. The isoscalar
and isovector transition densities can be constructed as

δρ
ν
IV (r) = δρ

ν
n (r)−δρ

ν
p (r) (21)

δρ
ν
IS(r) = δρ

ν
n (r)+δρ

ν
p (r) (22)
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in 132Sn. The highlighted regions correspond to PDR, IVGDR and ISGDR modes.
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Early calculations based on HF plus RPA were performed to study the effects
of the neutron excess on collective states in nuclei far from the stability line. The
dipole strength distributions show a spreading of the strength and a shift towards
lower energy with increasing neutron number. The isovector distribution presents a
small peak at energies lower than the IVGDR as the neutron number increases while
in the isoscalar response the low-energy peak - present also for isotopes with N =
Z - becomes more intense [Hamamoto et al., 1996, Hamamoto and Sagawa, 1996,
Catara et al., 1997a, Catara et al., 1997b, Hamamoto et al., 1998]. Calculations per-
formed within the HF + RPA framework to determine the dipole strength distribu-
tion for the two experimentally investigated exotic nuclei, i.e. 132Sn and 68Ni, re-
produce the PDR low-lying peak. As an example, the isovector and isoscalar dipole
reduced transition probabilities are shown in panels a) and b) of Fig. 5, respectively.
The calculations are done with a discrete HF plus RPA with a SGII Skyrme interac-
tion [Giai and Sagawa, 1981a, Giai and Sagawa, 1981b]. The discrete dipole states
obtained are convoluted with a 1-MeV width Lorentzians to produce the continuous
curves shown in the figures. The isovector response in panel a) is generated by the
operator of Eq. (17) while the isoscalar 3h̄ω dipole transition is given by the opera-
tor in Eq. (18). The shaded areas indicate the three different dipole modes. In fact,
the three different responses of the same nucleus to an isovector or isoscalar probe
are reflected in the shape and magnitude of the corresponding transition densities,
which are shown in Fig. 6 for the representative states of the three energy regions.
It is evident, by looking at the transition densities, that the three highlighted regions
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Fig. 6 (Color online) In the top panels, the RPA proton (dashed black line) and neutron (solid red
line) transition densities are shown for the three shaded areas of the dipole strength distributions
in 132Sn of Fig. 5. The corresponding isovector (blue solid line) and isoscalar (red dashed line)
transition densities are shown in the bottom panels.

represent different excitation modes. For the IVGDR mode, around 15 MeV, the
proton and neutron transition densities (panel b) are out of phase - in accordance
with the macroscopic models - and therefore this mode is almost pure isovector as
is clearly seen from the isovector transition density in panel e). On the contrary, the
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transition densities for the ISGDR around 30 MeV are in phase inside the nucleus
and at the nuclear surface producing an isoscalar mode whose transition density
(panel f) has the same shape of a compressional mode. For the PDR state, the proton
and neutron transition densities are in phase inside the nucleus while at the surface
only the neutrons give the surviving contribution. Therefore, for this excitation at the
nuclear surface, the isoscalar and isovector transition densities have the same shape
and strength. In the case of an excitation process to populate the PDR states with
medium-heavy ions, the explored region is mainly the surface of the target nuclei.
As a consequence, this new mode can be explored experimentally by both isovector
and isoscalar probes. This has been exploited and as a consequence the new feature
of the splitting of the PDR has been found.

This feature of the PDR can be considered as a general characteristic of this mode
in the sense that it has been found in all the nuclei with neutron excess. Further-
more, all the microscopic theories (briefly described below) give the same general
description of the transition densities even though they might differ for some spe-
cific aspects of the PDR. This can be considered as a kind of theoretical definition
of the Pygmy Dipole Resonances.

The sharp separation between the occupied and unoccupied levels below and
above the Fermi level is not satisfied in open-shell nuclei. For these nuclei the pair
interaction is very important and should be included in the description of the ground-
state properties. This can be achieved within the Bardeen, Cooper and Schrieffer
(BCS) model or in its self-consistent version, the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov (HFB)
theory which provides the basis space for the so-called quasiparticle RPA (QRPA)
[Ring and Schuck, 2004]. In this approach the operator responsible for the excita-
tion, in analogy with Eq. (14), is

Q†
ν = ∑

kk′

[
Xν

kk′α
†
k α

†
k′ −Y ν

k′kαk′αk
]
. (23)

where the Bogoliubov transformation has been used

α
†
k = uka†

k− vka−k (24)

α
†
−k = uka†

−k + vkak (25)

with |− k > the time reversal state of |k > and u2
k + v2

k = 1. This approach is suited
not only for the open-shell nuclei but also for the deformed ones too. A complete
and detailed description can be found in Ref. [Ring and Schuck, 2004].

QRPA calculations with few different Skyrme effective interactions were per-
formed for even Ca, Ni and Sn isotopes from the proton to the neutron drip line
[Terasaki and Engel, 2006]. Other systematic studies on even Ca, Sn and Ni isotopes
based on a self-consistent QRPA were carried out [Papakonstantinou et al., 2012,
Papakonstantinou et al., 2014], with a Gogny DS1 [Berger et al., 1991] finite-range
interaction. In all these calculations, the strength found for the isotopes with N = Z
is shifted to lower energies with increasing neutron number. The calculated transi-
tion densities are pure isoscalar for N = Z; for neutron-rich nuclei, the contribution
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of the neutrons at the nuclear surface becomes predominant. These results are simi-
lar to the ones obtained with the HF + RPA for closed-shell nuclei and do not change
much when using different interactions.

The time-dependent relativistic mean-field model developed in the seminal work
of Walecka [Walecka, 1974] was applied to describe the dynamics of collective mo-
tion [Vretenar et al., 1995]. The nucleus is described as a system of Dirac spinors
and their interaction is mediated by the exchange of virtual mesons (σ -, ω- and ρ-
mesons) and photons. The coupled equations of motion are given by the Dirac equa-
tion for the nucleons and by the Klein-Gordon equation for the mesons. The Rela-
tivistic Random-Phase Approximation (RRPA) represents the small amplitude limit
of the time-dependent relativistic mean-field theory. It can be obtained by the lin-
ear response of the density matrix to an external field [Nikŝić et al., 2002]. Several
nuclear structure phenomena are well described by the RRPA and special attention
was given to the PDR [Vretenar et al., 2001, Piekarewicz, 2006, Liang et al., 2007,
Piekarewicz, 2011, Vretenar et al., 2012]. Note that the pairing correlation needs to
be included for open-shell nuclei. The Relativistic Quasi-particle Random-Phase
Approximation (RQRPA) can be derived, in the limit of small oscillations, from
the Relativistic Hartree-Bogoliubov theory. A solution of the RQRPA equations is
given in Ref. [Paar et al., 2003] by writing the relativistic Hartree-Bogoliubov wave
functions in terms of BCS-like wave functions. This approach has been used to
study isovector dipole strength in the Sn isotopes, where a NL3 effective interaction
[Lalazissis et al., 1997] for the relativistic mean-field of the effective Lagrangian
and a Gogny D1S [Berger et al., 1991] for the phenomenological pairing interac-
tion were used. The results show the appearance of a peak in the low-energy region
whose strength is increasing with the neutron number while the centroid position
shifts towards lower energies. The inclusion of the pairing interaction moves the
position of the peak slightly to lower energies.

The RPA and QRPA are able to describe all the main properties of the Giant Res-
onances except their width generated by the damping mechanism. This is responsi-
ble for the spreading width given by the coupling of the 1p−1h configuration with
states formed by 2p− 2h, 3p− 3h or more complex configurations. There are sev-
eral ways to implement such coupling, the most direct is the so-called Second RPA
(SRPA) where the 2p− 2h configurations are explicitly coupled with the 1p− 1h
configurations. In this extension, the excitation operator of Eq. (14) contains now a
superposition of 1p−1h and 2p−2h configurations

q†
ν = ∑

ph

[
Xν

pha†
pah−Y ν

pha†
hap
]
+ ∑

p<p′,h<h′

[
Xν

php′h′a
†
paha†

p′ah′ −Y ν

php′h′a
†
hapa†

h′ap′
]
.

(26)
Full SRPA calculations [Papakonstantinou and Roth, 2009, Gambacurta et al., 2011]
have been performed for O and Ca isotopes. The position of the PDR is better
reproduced with respect to the RPA and RRPA results but the giant resonances
are shifted to lower energies by several MeV in disagreement with the experi-
mental values. This is ascribed to some other correlations, which are implicitly
added by the SRPA procedure in the ground state. The procedure to determine
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the parameters of the effective interactions to reproduce the fundamental prop-
erties of nuclei include part of the complex configurations, which are explicitly
introduced in the extended RPA. This double counting is adjusted by means of
the so-called “subtraction” model [Tselyaev, 2007, Tselyaev, 2013]. An application
of the Subtracted Second RPA (SSRPA) model, on nuclei with neutron excess to
study the low-lying dipole states, can be found in Refs. [Gambacurta et al., 2018,
Grasso and Gambacurta, 2020] where the calculations have been performed using a
SGII Skyrme interaction. The results for 68Ni seem to indicate the presence of the
PDR splitting whose experimental evidence is still not clear because the only data
available [Martorana et al., 2018] do not clarify this aspect.

D. SAVRAN et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW C 84, 024326 (2011)

sensitivity and thus can be expected to be observed in the
experiment. Of course, to allow such a kind of comparison
the fragmentation of the E1 strength has to be reproduced
correctly in the model in order to account for the experimental
sensitivity. The QPM calculations presented in the next section
fulfill this requirement, as we will show in Sec. V.

IV. QPM CALCULATIONS

Excited states of even-even nuclei are treated in the QPM
[39] in terms of phonons with spin and parity λπ ; the ground
state is considered to be a phonon vacuum. The phonons are
made up of quasiparticle pairs. Their spectra and internal
fermion structure are obtained by solving the quasi-particle
random phase approximation (QRPA) equations for each
multipolarity. The QRPA involves 0p4h, 2p2h, and 4p0h
terms of the residual two-body interaction. This interaction in
the QPM has a simple separable form. The remaining 1p3h and
3p1h terms of the residual interaction are responsible for the
mixing between one- and two-phonon, two- and three-phonon,
etc., configurations. Accordingly, the wave function of excited
states in the QPM is written as a composition of one-phonon,
two-phonon, etc., configurations. The energies of excited states
and components of their wave functions are found from a
diagonalization of the model Hamiltonian on the set of these
wave functions.

Although the QPM wave functions have a complex form,
their one-phonon components play a decisive role in the
excitation process of these states from the ground state by an
external field (e.g., electromagnetic) described by a one-body
operator. Two-phonon components are also excited from the
QRPA ground state. An example is the first 1− state in spherical
nuclei, which has almost pure [2+

1 ⊗ 3−
1 ]1− nature. But, in

general, their transition matrix elements are much smaller
compared to the ones of one-phonon components. Thus,
complex (two- and three-phonon) configurations participate
in the creation of the fragmentation pattern of the excitation
strength but add very little to the total strength.

The formation of the fragmentation pattern is demonstrated
in Fig. 5, in which the distribution of the E1 strength of the
PDR in 136Xe is presented. Figure 5(a) presents the results
obtained in the one-phonon approximation. One notices that
the E1 strength in this energy region originates from four one-
phonon states. Calculations performed with the wave function
containing one- and two-phonon configurations are shown in
Fig. 5(b). The B(E1) value for each individual 1− state drops
dramatically as compared to the results in Fig. 5(a). This is
due to the fact that the number of two-phonon configurations
in this energy interval is much larger. Interaction between one-
and two-phonon configurations leads to their mixing, and the
contribution of the one-phonon configurations (which carry
E1 strength) to the wave function norm does not exceed a
few percent for each state. Note also the appearance of the
two-phonon 1− state discussed above at around 4.5 MeV in this
step. The fragmentation progresses further when three-phonon
configurations are added [Fig. 5(c)]. Many states with rather
small B(E1) values appear, especially at higher energies with
rapid increase of the density of three-phonon configurations.
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FIG. 5. The QPM calculations of the B(E1) strength distribution
in 136Xe performed (a) in one-phonon approximation and with the
wave function containing (b) one- and two-phonon and (c) one-,
two-, and three-phonon configurations. The summed strength is
hardly influenced, while the fragmentation increases rapidly.

The QPM calculations of the fine structure of the PDR in
the N = 82 isotones in this paper extend previous calculations
in 138Ba [40] and 140Ce [8], which together with Ref. [9]
were the first theoretical studies on the topic. Compared to
the old calculations we have enlarged the basis of complex
configurations: two- and three-phonon configurations have
been built up from phonons with the multipolarity from 1±

up to 9± with the excitation energy below 8.5 MeV. Since
the density of four-phonon configurations (not included in the
wave function) is still very low at these energies, our basis
is almost complete. The number of complex configurations
fluctuates slightly from nucleus to nucleus. On average, our
basis contains about 350 two-phonon and 900 three-phonon
configurations. To account for admixture of the giant dipole
resonance (GDR) in the low-energy region, all 1− one-phonon
configurations below 20 MeV have been included in the wave
function of excited states.

The calculations in all N = 82 isotones have been per-
formed with the same mean field, which has been described
by the Woods-Saxon potential with parameters taken from a
global parametrization [41] and the same monopole pairing
strength. Single-particle energies of the mean field near the
Fermi surface have been corrected to reproduce the experi-
mentally known single-particle levels in neighboring odd-mass
nuclei in the calculations with the wave function containing
“[quasiparticle ⊗ N phonon]” (N = 0, 1, 2, 3) components.

024326-6

Fig. 7 Dipole reduced transition probabilities B(E1) calculated within QPM for 136Xe for sev-
eral approximations. The results when only one-phonon states are taken into account are shown
in the top frame. Calculations when also the two-phonons and the two- and three-phonons are
considered are shown in the middle and lower frames, respectively. Taken with permission from
[Savran et al., 2011]. ©2011 APS.

Another way to take into account higher order configurations is to explicitly
couple the 1p− 1h configuration with two- or three-phonon states. Writing the
RPA as the lowest order of a boson expansion [Ring and Schuck, 2004] the cou-
pling can be introduced by taking into account higher order terms of the expansion
[Lanza et al., 1997, Fallot et al., 2003, Lanza et al., 2006] containing terms of the
residual interaction capable to mix contributions coming from multi-phonon states.
An approach similar to this is the so-called Quasi-particle Phonon Model (QPM)
[Soloviev, 1992, Bertulani and Ponomarev, 1999] that has been successfully applied
to the description of the PDR below the neutron emission threshold. The solutions
of the QRPA give the one-phonon basis, which is employed to construct the two-



18 Edoardo G. Lanza and Andrea Vitturi

and three-phonon states to enlarge the original basis. The Hamiltonian of the system
is then diagonalised in this enlarged basis and the eigenfunctions are mixed states
whose components are of one-, two-, and three-phonon type:

|Φα >= ∑
ν1

cα
ν1
|ν1 >+ ∑

ν1ν2

cα
ν1ν2
|ν1ν2 > + ∑

ν1ν2ν3

cα
ν1ν2ν3

|ν1ν2ν3 > . (27)

In this approach, it is preferred to use phenomenological central and spin-orbit
Woods-Saxon potential instead of a functional interaction as the Skyrme ones.
In this way, the parameters that describe the nuclear ground-state properties are
fixed with great accuracy. The excitations are calculated assuming for the resid-
ual interaction a sum of isoscalar and isovector separable multipole interactions.
The coupling of one-phonon state with more complicated configurations produces
a fragmentation of the dipole strength into many states towards lower energies.
Detailed studies on Sn isotopes have been done in Ref. [Tsoneva et al., 2004,
Tsoneva and Lenske, 2008]. An example of how the coupling to configurations of
increasing complexity modifies the dipole strength distribution is shown in Fig. 7
[Savran et al., 2011]. In the top panel, the B(E1) distribution for 136Xe is obtained
including only the one-phonon states. These results - that should be equivalent to an
RPA calculation - are strongly modified when the coupling with two- (middle panel)
and three-phonon (bottom panel) are taken into account. The states are fragmented
into hundreds of states, their centroid moves to lower energy while the summed
strength in almost unchanged. These last results are in quantitative agreement with
the experimental values [Savran et al., 2011]. This approach describes with good ac-
curacy some of the main features of the PDR but loses the fully microscopic picture
and the self-consistency.

This effect has been examined by microscopic calcula-
tions. The (!, !0) cross sections can be directly compared
to calculated nuclear response to the electromagnetic di-
pole operator r Y1. The calculation of the (", "0) cross
sections involves the Coulomb and nucleon-nucleon terms
of the "-particle interaction with the target nucleus. We
have checked that the former term plays a marginal role
(less than 10%) under conditions of the present experi-
ment. Then, accounting for a small q value of the reaction
which is about 0:33 fm!1, the (", "0) cross section is
proportional with a good accuracy to the response to the
isoscalar dipole operator r3 Y1. The spurious center-of-
mass motion has been removed (see, e.g., [33] for details).

The nuclear structure part of these calculations has
been performed within the QPM [34] and the relativistic

quasiparticle time-blocking approximation (RQTBA) [35],
the most representative combination of the microscopic
nuclear structure models beyond quasiparticle random-
phase approximation (QRPA). The QPM wave functions
of nuclear excited states are composed from one-, two-
and three-phonon components. The phonon spectrum is cal-
culated within the QRPA on top of the Woods-Saxon mean
field with single-particle energies corrected to reproduce the
experimentally known single-particle levels in neighboring
odd-mass nuclei. The details of calculations are similar to
the ones in Refs. [3,14,17]. The results are presented in
Fig. 2. Figure 2(d) shows that the electromagnetic strength
is strongly fragmented with two pronounced peaks at about
6.3 and 7.5 MeV, in good agreement with the measured
(!, !0) data. The isoscalar response in Fig. 2(c) reveals the
suppression of the strength in the higher energy part of the
spectrum, in good qualitative agreement with the data.
The RQTBA is based on the covariant energy-density

functional and employs a fully consistent parameter-free
technique (for details seeRef. [35]) to account for nucleonic
configurations beyond the simplest two-quasiparticle
ones. The RQTBA excited states are built of the two-
quasiparticle-phonon (2q " phonon) configurations, so that
themodel space is constructedwith the quasiparticles of the
relativistic mean field and the phonons computed within the
self-consistent relativistic QRPA. Phonons of multipolar-
ities 2þ, 3!, 4þ, 5!, 6þ with energies below 10 MeV are
included in themodel space. The result of these calculations
is shown in Figs. 2(e) and 2(f). Compared to the experi-
mental and to the QPM spectra, the structural features are
shifted by about 600 keV towards higher energies for theE1
electromagnetic strength and even more for the isoscalar
dipole strength. Furthermore, the obtained fragmentation is
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Fig. 8 (Color online) Cross sections for the excitation of the dipole states in 124Sn in the reaction
(α,α ′γ) at Eα =136 MeV (panel a) is compared with the B(E1) measured with a (γ,γ ′) reaction
(panel b). The QPM (middle column) and RQTBA (right column) isoscalar Bis(E1) (top panels)
and electromagnetic Bem(E1) (lower panels) are shown for comparison. Taken with permission
from [Endres et al., 2010]. ©2010 by APS.
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These characteristics are recovered in the self-consistent Relativistic Quasi-
particle Time-Blocking Approximations (RQTBA) where the RQRPA is modi-
fied by including the coupling to the low-lying vibrations. The Time-Blocking
Approximation (TBA) - where the p− h configurations are ordered in time -
was modified to couple the quasi-particle states to collective degrees of freedom
[Tselyaev, 2007, Litvinova et al., 2007, Litvinova et al., 2008]. The subtraction pro-
cedure [Tselyaev, 2007] is included to avoid the double counting coming from the
fitting - obtained with the relativistic mean-field - of the ground-state properties.
The calculations within the RQTBA [Litvinova et al., 2008, Litvinova et al., 2009],
done for several isotopes of Sn, Ni, and for some N=50 isotones, show a fragmented
distribution of the dipole strength in the low-energy region maintaining the IVGDR
peak almost unchanged with respect to the RQRPA results.

The two approaches including the coupling with multi-phonon states describe
reasonably well the isospin splitting of the PDR for 124Sn as shown in Fig. 8. The
B(E1) measured with a (γ,γ ′) reaction (panel b) is compared with the electromag-
netic Bem(E1) calculated within the QPM (panel d) and RQTBA (panel f) showing
a reasonable agreement with the general trend of the experimental data. In the top
panels, the comparison is done between the dipole excitation cross section in 124Sn
for the reaction (α,α ′γ) at Eα =136 MeV (panel a) and the isoscalar Bis(E1) calcu-
lated within the QPM (panel c) and RQTBA (panel e) approaches. While the direct
comparison between Coulomb cross section and Bem(E1) is correct - because they
are proportional - the α scattering cross section cannot be directly compared with
the calculated isoscalar Bis(E1). In order to move the comparison to a quantitative
level, inelastic cross section calculations have to be performed [Lanza et al., 2014].
Details on such calculations will be treated in the next section.

It has been proposed that the PDR can be seen as a manifestation of the isoscalar
Toroidal Dipole Resonance (TDR) [Vretenar et al., 2002, Kvasil et al., 2011,
Nesterenko et al., 2016, Repko et al., 2019] - generated by a transverse oscillation
of the nucleons - which contributes to the isoscalar dipole mode together with
the compressional mode. It is estimated to be found at an excitation energy of
Etor = (65− 85)A−1/3. Numerical calculations have been done using fully self-
consistent theories discussed above and its presence has been found for numer-
ous stable and unstable nuclei independent from the neutron-to-proton ratio. Ex-
perimental evidences though show the PDR to be present in nuclei with N > Z
while the TDR is predicted in all nuclei. The TDR transition densities for the low-
lying states show the same shapes described above for the PDR. However, this is
not surprising since the transition densities do not depend on the toroidal operator
[Repko et al., 2013] but rather on the RPA wave functions. The question of the pres-
ence of the TDR is under debate and selective experimental observations have yet
to come.

Collective modes have been studied using the Vlasov equation that is the semi-
classical limit of the Time-dependent Hartree-Fock (TDHF) approach. A detailed
description of this method can be found in Ref. [Urban, 2012] where the Vlasov
equation has been used to study the PDR in the O and Sn isotopes. A small en-
hancement in the isovector dipole strength function below the IVGDR centroid is
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present for the selected N > Z nuclei while it is absent for nuclei with N = Z. With
some approximations one can extract the velocity fields and the radial transition
densities that have a PDR-like shapes.

Collective excitations have been described also within the Interacting Boson
Model (IBM) [Iachello and Arima, 1987]. Its extension by including the p and f
bosons, besides the s and d, was applied to calculate the dipole strength distribution
of some N=82 isotones [Pascu et al., 2012]. The IBM calculations are able to repro-
duce the shape of the distributions together with the slight increase of the centroid
with isotone mass.

Recently, the study of the PDR in deformed nuclei has been carried out both
experimentally and theoretically. In deformed nuclei with axial deformation, the
IVGDR splits in two peaks that correspond - in the hydrodynamical model - to
vibrations along the two principal axes. Considering the PDR as due to the os-
cillation of a neutron skin against an inert core then a splitting, due to the de-
formation, should also be expected for this strength. Until now experimental data
[Goddard et al., 2013] have not given any definite answer to this problem while
some theoretical calculations reach opposite conclusions. A relativistic Hartree-
Bogoliubov (RHB) mean field plus relativistic QRPA microscopic calculations
[Peña Arteaga and Ring, 2008, Peña Arteaga et al., 2009] have been performed to
investigate the PDR for several tin isotopes. The transition densities show a pat-
tern similar to those found in spherical nuclei. On the other hand, the results
regarding the summed B(E1) lead to the conclusion that deformation quenches
the dipole response in the low-lying energy region. An opposite result is reached
in a calculations performed within a HFB plus QRPA with Skyrme interactions
[Yoshida and Nakatsukasa, 2011] for Nd and Sm isotopes, where the summed low-
lying dipole strength is found to be five times larger than in spherical nuclei. The
effects of deformation on the dipole response is not yet well established and the
development of additional investigations is important.

All the theoretical studies described above are devoted to the description of
the structure of the PDR. They are centred on understanding and reproducing the
strength distribution of the low-lying dipole states without losing the good descrip-
tion obtained for the IVGDR. When the investigation is done with isoscalar probes,
such as α particle or 17O, the main measured quantities are the inelastic cross sec-
tion and the γ-ray decay. In this case, the theoretical knowledge on the inelastic cross
section can be very useful for the understanding and interpretation of the experimen-
tal data. In such process, the identity of the collision partners has to be preserved so
that the reaction can be described as direct whose maximum cross section is found
at forward (grazing ) angles, i.e. exploring the peripheral (surface) nuclear region.
There are several methods to calculate the inelastic cross section. In the following
section, some of the important aspects of those calculations will be presented.
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Cross-section calculation

Consider the inelastic scattering of a projectile a impinging on a target A (channel
α) going to a final outgoing channel β corresponding to the outgoing nuclei b and B.
A set of Coupled-Channel (CC) equations - equivalent to the Schrödinger equation -
can be deduced to describe the whole scattering process [Satchler, 1983]. These are
an infinite set of coupled equations for all the possible internal states of the reaction
partners. Due to the infinite number of channels involved in the scattering process a
reduction to a finite number of physical important channels is necessary. The choice
of the finite set of channels is often guided by the physical problem under investi-
gation and/or the available experimental data. The effect of the discarded channels
is taken into account by the choice of an appropriate optical potential. In the case
in which there is only one strong final channel, the CC equations reduce to the
so-called the Distorted-Wave Born Approximation (DWBA) which can be written
in terms of the transition amplitude or T-matrix. The T-matrix gives the transition
probability from the initial channel α to the final one β induced by an interaction V
and it is related to the scattering amplitude fβα as follow

Tβα =−2 π h̄2

µβ

fβα (28)

with µβ the reduced mass of channel β . The transition probability for the reaction
A(a,b)B in the DWBA is

T DWBA
βα

=
∫

χ
(−)
β

(kβ rβ )< ψb ψB|V | ψa ψA > χ
(+)
α (kα rα)dx (29)

the wave functions χ
(±)
α describe the elastic scattering in the channels α due to the

optical potentials Uα . The plus and minus signs indicate the incoming and outgoing
scattering wave functions, respectively.

The validity of the DWBA lies in the fact that the nuclear potential is considered
as the sum of two parts: one can be considered as a mean-field potential, which
describes the collision between the two nuclei, and the other one as a residual in-
teraction, relatively small, responsible for the excitation and to be considered as
a perturbation. This approximation is valid when the elastic scattering is the most
important event in a nuclear collision while the other reaction channels can be con-
sidered as perturbations. The DWBA is obtained in a first-order perturbation, which
is equivalent to saying that the nuclear interaction is one-step process, i.e. the inter-
action acts only once. In the Coupled-Channel framework, the interaction is allowed
to act many times producing a more realistic description of the nuclear reaction.

For medium/heavy reaction partners and incident energies close to the Coulomb
barrier, a semi-classical description of the nuclear collision where the relative mo-
tion of the centre of mass of the ions obeys the Newton equation of motion and
the excitation of the nuclei described according to quantum mechanics is justified
[Broglia and Winther, 1972, Broglia and Winther, 2004]. One implicit condition for
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the applicability of the semi-classical models is that the two colliding nuclei do not
change their masses and charges during the nuclear process. This condition is sat-
isfied in the case of the reactions used to study the PDR because these are direct
reactions. To apply the semi-classical models the de Broglie wave length λ̄ should
be small compared to the characteristic length of a nuclear reaction such as the dis-
tance of closest approach or the diffuseness of a Woods-Saxon potential, i.e. a dis-
tance where the potential changes significantly. In the case of Coulomb potential, a
parameter can be defined from the atomic numbers Za and ZA of the two colliding
nuclei that have an asymptotically relative velocity v

η =
ZaZAe2

h̄v
. (30)

Consider the expression of the distance of closest approach for impact parameter
zero and the de Broglie wave length

d0 =
ZaZAe2

1
2 µv2

; λ̄ =
h̄

µv
. (31)

The parameter η is then the ratio between half the distance of closest approach and
λ̄ . When η � 1, it is justified to consider that the nuclei move on classical trajec-
tories. When the nuclear potential is taken into account the relation is more com-
plicated, but for medium and heavy ions colliding at energies above the Coulomb
barrier the classical approximation is valid.

Let us consider a projectile a impinging on a target A and assume that one can
distinguish the reaction partners along the entire classical trajectory. The solution of
the scattering problem can be found solving the time dependent Schrödinger equa-
tion

i h̄
∂

∂ t
|ψ(t)>= H(t)|ψ(t)> (32)

The Hamiltonian of the system is the sum of the Hamiltonians of the two partners
of the reaction.

H(t) = Ha(t)+HA(t) where Hi(t) = H0
i +Wi(t) , with i = a,A (33)

The Hamiltonian of the nuclei a and A can be written, in terms of creation and
annihilation operators, as

H0 = ∑
i

εia
†
i ai + ∑

i j,lk
Vi j,lka†

i a†
jalak . (34)

The time dependence enters in the interaction term W (t) through the relative dis-
tance R(t) between the two nuclei

WA(t) = ∑
i j

< i|Ua(R(t))| j > a†
i a j +h.c. (35)
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it describes the excitation of the target A due to the mean field Ua of the projectile
a. The eigenfunction of H can be written as

|Ψ(t)>= |ψa(t)> |ψA(t)> (36)

where the wave functions ψ can be obtained by solving the Schrödinger equation
(for the nucleus target A)

i h̄
∂ |ψA(t)>

∂ t
= HA|ψA(t)> (37)

with the initial condition that the nucleus is in the ground state |ψA(−∞)>= |ψ0
A >.

Expanding |ψA(t) > over the eigenfunction φα of H0 (H0|φα >= Eα |φα >) and
omitting the indices a and A,

|ψ(t)>= ∑
α

aα(t)e−
i
h̄ Eα t |φα > (38)

and substituting |ψ(t) > in the Schrödinger equation, a coupled-channel equation
for the amplitude aα(t) is obtained

ȧα(b, t) =−
i
h̄ ∑

α ′
e−

i
h̄ (Eα−E

α ′ )t < φα |W (t)|φα ′ > aα ′(b, t) . (39)

These coupled-channel equations have to be solved for each value of the impact pa-
rameter b and with the initial condition that the nucleus before the collision should
stay in its ground state, a(−∞) = δα,gs. The use of the semi-classical coupled-
channel equations, when justified, is more convenient than the quantum CC because
the calculation can be guided by a physical insight and, more important, the number
of channels included in the calculations can be orders of magnitude larger.

The solution of the semi-classical CC provides the probability amplitude as a
function of b. The value of these amplitude at the end of the scattering process (+∞)
gives the excitation probability of the state α

Pα(b) = |aα(b,+∞)|2 (40)

The cross section for the inelastic excitation of the state α is obtained by integrating
Pα(b) over the impact parameter range

σα = 2π

∫ +∞

0
Pα(b)T (b)b db . (41)

Processes not explicitly included in the model space are taken into account by the
transmission coefficient T (b). These processes reduce the incident flux when other
channels are opened. The coefficient is usually taken as a depletion factor that falls
to zero as the overlap between the two nuclei increases. It can be constructed from
an integral along the classical trajectory as
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T (b) = exp

{
− 2

h̄

∫ +∞

−∞

UI(R(t ′))dt ′
}

(42)

where UI is the imaginary part of the optical potential that describes the elastic
scattering. The dependence on the impact parameter is implicitly contained in the
relative trajectory R(t). When the imaginary part is not available from the experi-
mental data it is usual practice to set it as half the magnitude of the real part. In this
semi-classical model, the optical potential determines the trajectory as well as part
of the absorption. The cross section of Eq. (41) is implicitly integrated over the full
solid angle. However, most of the experimental data are taken within a finite-angle
range. To make a quantitative comparison with the experimental data the integral
in Eq. (41) has to be reduced to the range of the impact parameters whose corre-
lated trajectories correspond to the experimental scattering-angle range. This can be
achieved using the classical deflection function which relates the scattering angle
with the impact parameter [Lanza et al., 2014].

Suppose the potential is weak and the Hamiltonian can be written as

H = H0 +λW (t) (43)

the perturbation is tuned by the dimensionless parameter λ , which can take the value
from 0 (no perturbation) to 1 (maximum perturbation). Expanding the amplitudes
aα in powers of λ and equating the terms with equal power, the first order gives

a(1)α (t) =− i
h̄

∫ t

−∞

< φα |W (t)|φα ′ > e
i
h̄ (Eα−E

α ′ )t
′
d t ′ (44)

with the initial condition a(−∞) = δα,gs and the integral is evaluated along the clas-
sical trajectory R(t).

Radial form factor

Whatever the method to solve the scattering problem is, the principal quantity that
enters in the equations is the matrix element, which, for DWBA, was written as
< ψb ψB|V | ψa ψA > for a reaction A(a,b)B and whose integral form defining the
form factor is

F(r) =
∫

ψb ψB V ψa ψA d x . (45)

After the integration over all the internal coordinates of the collision partners and
taking into account all the angular-momentum couplings, the form factor turns out
to be a function only of the distance between the centres of mass of the two colliding
ions and therefore is called radial form factor. This is the quantity that describes -
sometimes in a very detailed way - the excitation process and it can be calculated in
various ways depending on the model chosen.
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One of the most efficient ways to calculate it is by using the double-folding proce-
dure, which has been successfully employed in the calculation of the ion-ion poten-
tial [Satchler and Love, 1979, Satchler, 1983]. The method consists in choosing an
effective nucleon-nucleon potential and integrating it over the ground-state densities
of the two partners of the reaction. Taking into account also the isospin-dependent
part, the effective nucleon-nucleon interaction can be written as [Satchler, 1983]

v12 = v0(r12)+ v1(r12)τ1 · τ2 (46)

where v0 is the isoscalar term, v1 the isovector part, and τi are the isospins of the
nucleons. With this choice, the neutron-neutron, proton-proton and neutron-proton
interaction will be

vnn = vpp = v0 + v1, vnp = v0− v1. (47)

Denoting with ρ the ground-state densities of the two nuclei, then the definition of
the double-folding potential gives

UF =
∫ ∫

ρa(r1)ρA(r2)v12dr1dr2

=
∫ ∫ [

ρan(r1)ρAn(r2)+ρap(r1)ρAp(r2)

]
(v0 + v1)dr1dr2

+
∫ ∫ [

ρan(r1)ρAp(r2)+ρap(r1)ρAn(r2)

]
(v0− v1)dr1dr2 (48)

where the contributions from neutrons (n) and protons (p) have been explicitly sep-
arated. The isoscalar and isovector parts of the interaction are

UF0 =
∫ ∫

ρa(r1)ρA(r2)v0(r12)dr1dr2 (49)

UF1 =
∫ ∫
{ρan(r1)−ρap(r1)}{ρAn(r2)−ρAp(r2)}v1(r12)dr1dr2 (50)

Note that in the particular case when ρn = ρp(N/Z) = ρ(N/A) the last expression
reduces to

UF1 =

(
NA−ZA

AA

)(
Na−Za

Aa

)∫ ∫
ρa(r1)ρA(r1)v1(r12)dr1dr2. (51)

This implies that when one of the reaction partners has N = Z the isovector part of
the interaction UF1 is zero. Following the choice of Ref. [Satchler and Love, 1979]
- the so-called M3Y nucleon-nucleon interaction, Reid type [Bertsch et al., 1977] -
the explicit expressions for v0 and v1 (in MeV) and r (in fm) are

v0(r) =
[

7999
e−4r

4r
−2134

e−2.5r

2.5r

]
−262δ (r) (52)

and
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v1(r) =−
[

4886
e−4r

4r
−1176

e−2.5r

2.5r

]
+217δ (r) , (53)

Here, the zero-range term is the pseudo-potential, which takes into account, in an
effective way, the single nucleon exchange [Satchler and Love, 1979].

The same procedure can be followed to build up the form factors where one uses
the ground-state density of one nucleus and the transition density corresponding to
the excited state of the other nucleus. Their formal expression can be obtained by
proceeding as for the ion-ion potential

F0 =
∫ ∫ [

δρan(r1)+δρap(r1)
]
v0(r12)

[
ρAp(r2)+ρAn(r2)

]
r2

1 dr1 r2
2 dr2 (54)

F1 =
∫ ∫ [

δρan(r1)−δρap(r1)
]
v1(r12)

[
ρAn(r2)−ρAp(r2)

]
r2

1 dr1 r2
2 dr2 (55)

note that, as mentioned above, if one of the two nuclei has N = Z then the isovector
part F1 goes to zero. Any of the transition densities discussed in the previous section
can be employed for the calculation of the form factors.
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Fig. 9 (Color online) Absolute values of the radial form factors for the system 132Sn + 12C. Each
panel refers to an excited state of 132Sn. The Coulomb (dashed blue line) and nuclear (solid red
line) are plotted separately. The black solid line is the result when the two contributions are taken
into account simultaneously.

Already from the radial shape of the form factors it is possible to infer some
important information on the excitation process of a state. In fact, the form factor
enters into the determination of the excitation cross section as its squared modu-
lus. The isoscalar or isovector nature of the state determines the relative importance
of the Coulomb and nuclear interactions in the excitation process. To illustrate this
point, the radial form factors for several states of 132Sn excited by a 12C target
are shown in Fig. 9. The states were obtained performing a HF + RPA calculation
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[Lanza et al., 2009] with a SGII [Giai and Sagawa, 1981a, Giai and Sagawa, 1981b]
effective Skyrme interaction. The form factors were calculated with the double-
folding procedure described above with the microscopic transition densities derived
within the RPA. The isovector component F1 is zero because the target 12C has
N = Z. The Isoscalar Giant Monopole Resonance (ISGMR) is excited only by the
nuclear potential as expected. The Isoscalar and Isovector Giant Quadrupole Res-
onances (ISGQR, IVGQR) have almost the same Coulomb contribution but a very
different nuclear one. The PDR and IVGDR show the same nuclear contribution -
in the grazing interaction region for these kinds of reactions - while the Coulomb
contribution is very different: they have the same shape but almost an order of mag-
nitude less for the PDR. The contribution of the Coulomb interaction to the ISGDR,
which is a pure isoscalar dipole mode, is basically zero. The change in sign in the
form factors depend on the nodes present in the transition densities.
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Fig. 10 (Color online) Coulomb vs. nuclear properties.

Within the vibrational collective model it is possible to derive analytical expres-
sions for the Coulomb and nuclear form factors [Landowne and Vitturi, 1984]

Fλ (r) = FC
λ
(r)+FN

λ
(r) =

4π Za e
2λ +1

[B(Eλ )]1/2

rλ+1 −δ
N
λ

dUN

dr
(56)

where δ N
λ

is the nuclear deformation length. For many multipole states, the macro-
scopic and microscopic nuclear form factors are similar in the very peripheral nu-
clear region [Landowne and Vitturi, 1984]. Actually, the Coulomb ones are identi-
cal for distances r > Ra+RA. Therefore, some general properties of the form factors
can be deduced from the expression (56) and they are summarised in Fig. 10. Due to
their r dependence, the range of impact parameters giving substantial contributions
to the Coulomb and nuclear form factors is very different. The Coulomb strongly
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depends on the multipolarity of the excited state while the nuclear one depends very
weakly on it through the deformation length without changing its radial form. Most
important probably is the Q-dependence, which prevents high-energy states to be
excited by the Coulomb interaction while it has a high probability to excite low-
lying states due to its large collision time. On the contrary, the nuclear collision
time is very short and therefore it may excite higher energy states. The Coulomb
and nuclear contributions to the inelastic cross section may interfere constructively
or destructively depending on their relative sign.E. G. LANZA, A. VITTURI, AND M. V. ANDRÉS PHYSICAL REVIEW C 91, 054607 (2015)
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FIG. 5. (Color online) Comparison among the microscopic
(RPA) transition densities, one calculated according to Eq. (3) (HD),
and one by the MPM, Eq. (7), for the PDR state of 68Ni.

interior of the nucleus. The transition densities calculated with
the approach followed in Ref. [25] are almost identical, after
normalization, to the RPA one. On the contrary, the agreement
for the low-lying dipole state, found at E = 10.4 MeV, is
not good: for δρHD the peak at the nuclear surface is too
high and it goes down a bit faster than the RPA one. The
differences are due to the fact that, as it is well known and as it
is shown in Fig. 2, the PDR has a strong isovector component
which, by construction, is not present in the transition densities
built up in Ref. [25]. So if one adopts for the PDR state
the same prescription used for the ISGDR, one is implicitly
assuming that the pygmy state is a pure isoscalar state which
is in contradiction to what has been found in many theoretical
many-body calculations.

The global comparison between the microscopic transition
densities and those calculated with the macroscopic models of
Eqs. (3) and (7) is shown in Fig. 5. In Fig. 5(a), the isoscalar
transition density of Eq. (8a) is shown (blue dot-dashed
line) together with the other two isoscalar transition densities
already shown in Fig. 4. The agreement with the microscopic
RPA one seems better at least in the peripheral region. In
the MPM, one can also calculate the isovector transition
density [Eq. (8b)] and this is compared with the RPA one in
Fig. 5(a). In this case the agreement with the microscopic one
is even better. So our crude, raw model seems to contain the
fundamental characteristics which are of central importance
in the definition of the PDR state: a mixing of isoscalar and
isovector components which makes possible the population of
the state via both isoscalar and isovector probes.

We are aware of the fact that other macroscopic mod-
els, much more sophisticated than the one presented here,
have been developed for this low-lying state, such as the
incompressible three-fluid model [28] (protons, neutrons of
the core and the neutrons excess) in the same spirit of the
Steinwedel-Jensen model [20]. In this model a low-lying
dipole state is found as an oscillation of the neutrons and
protons of the core against the neutrons excess, although the
calculated strength was too weak. A modified version of this
model is given in Ref. [29] where only two incompressible
fluids were considered, namely, the core and the neutron
excess. The strength of the low-lying dipole state coming out is

in reasonable agreement with the experimental data available
at that time [30], for some β stable nuclei having few neutron
excess. Another macroscopic approach that takes explicitly
into account the neutron skin [31] follows the Goldhaber-Teller
prescription [21], finding results similar to the ones obtained
in Ref. [29]. Another macroscopic model where the nucleus is
considered as a spherical piece of elastic continuous medium
(static core) [32] has investigated the PDR in terms of an
elastodynamic excitation mechanism of peripheral dynamic
layers implying the pure isoscalar nature of the state.

III. NUCLEAR FORM FACTORS

The description of inelastic nuclear excitation can be
done within different approaches ranging from the first-order
theory, like DWBA where elastic scattering is dominant,
to the coupled-channel models where higher order effects,
like the strong coupling to other states outside the one
taken in consideration, are explicitly worked out. Along with
these full quantal calculations, semiclassical models have
been developed and used for the description of heavy-ion
collision and inelastic cross-section calculations. In all these
approaches, one of the most important ingredients is the
determination of the form factors.

The expression of the form factors can be derived either
within a macroscopic collective model or in a microscopic
approach. One of the most effective ways to construct a
microscopic form factor is by using the well-known double-
folding procedure [17,33]. In this method the double-folding
potential between two heavy ions is obtained by integrating
the nucleon-nucleon interaction over the densities of the two
nuclei. In a similar way the form factors are constructed by
using the density of one nucleus on one side and the transition
densities of the exited nucleus on the other side.

In previous work [8,9,34] we have followed this procedure
and the internal structure of the nucleus has been described by
means of a many-body model (often HF plus RPA calculations
were used) which yielded microscopic neutron and proton
transition densities. In addition one should include the isospin-
dependent part of the nucleon-nucleon interaction

v12 = v0(r12) + v1(r12)τ 1 · τ 2, (10)

where the isoscalar part v0 generates an isoscalar ion-ion
potential and the isovector term v1 gives an isospin-dependent
folding potential; here the τ i’s are the isospins of the nucleons.
With this choice the form factors have two components with
the following forms:

F0 =
∫∫ [

δρA
n (r1) + δρA

p (r1)
]

×v0(r12)
[
ρB

p (r2) + ρB
n (r2)

]
r2

1 dr1r
2
2 dr2, (11)

F1 =
∫∫ [

δρA
n (r1) − δρA

p (r1)
]

×v1(r12)
[
ρB

n (r2) − ρB
p (r2)

]
r2

1 dr1r
2
2 dr2. (12)

where the δρi (i = n,p) are the transition densities of the state
under study of nucleus A which is excited by the mean field of
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Form factors for the system 68Ni+ 12C for
the PDR state left frame and for the ISGDR right frame. All of
them are calculated with the double-folding procedure but starting
from different transition densities: microscopic RPA, HD, and MPM
[Eq. (7)].

nucleus B. In the particular case when ρn/ρp = (N/Z), then
the form factor (12) is zero when one or both partners of the
reaction have N = Z [17]. For v0 and v1 we use the M3Y
nucleon-nucleon interaction, Reid type [35], whose explicit
expressions can be found in Ref. [33]. This interaction is not
density dependent and it has been successfully used for the
description of several cases of elastic and inelastic reactions.
The implementation of a density dependence shows that the
obtained potential are almost not distinguishable. However,
when different density dependences are taken into account
there are some differences among the corresponding potential
obtained. However, these differences are in the interior part of
the nucleus while at the surface the potentials are practically
identical [36]. Therefore, since the reactions studied with this
model explore the peripheral region of the two colliding nuclei,
the use of the M3Y, as we employ it, seems to be well justified.

The calculation of the form factors are done in the
momentum-space making use of the Fourier transform because
the calculation with this method is fast and convenient [33].

With the transition densities constructed as described in
the previous section we can calculate the corresponding form
factors. This has been done for the system 68Ni+ 12C which
will be the subject of an experimental investigation in the near
future. The nuclear form factors have been calculated with the
double-folding procedure with the three transition densities
described above and the results are shown in Fig. 6 for the two
dipole states under study.

For the ISGDR state, the microscopic nuclear form factor
(solid black line) and the one calculated with the Harakeh
and Dieperink (HD) transition densities (red dashed line) are
almost identical in all the significant distance range as can be
seen in Fig. 6(b). Only in the very peripheral region can one
appreciate some difference and this almost certainly will not
have any effect when used for cross-section calculations.

On the contrary, strong differences can be appreciated in the
comparisons in the PDR state. In Fig. 6(a), the red dashed line,
corresponding to the HD form factor, is entirely different from
the microscopic one (black solid line) both in the intensity

and especially in the slope in the most important surface
region. Also for the form factor calculated with the transition
density of the MPM the agreement is not at all satisfactory,
although the position of the second maximum is the same as the
microscopic one. This may be surprising since, at first glance,
it seems that our isoscalar macroscopic transition density was
closer to the microscopic one than the HD one (see Fig. 5).
These differences have an implication on the differential cross
section.

IV. INELASTIC CROSS SECTION

Once the form factors are constructed, the inelastic cross
section can be calculated within the full quantal coupled-
channel model or within its semiclassical version, among
others. To appreciate and single out the differences in the
form factors calculated in the previous section we have chosen
to perform the inelastic cross section calculations with the
DWBA approach. We have done DWBA calculations for the
system 68Ni + 12C at 10 MeV/u with the code DWUCK4 [37].

As it was expected from the shape of the form factors, the
differential cross section for the ISDR state, shown in Fig. 7(b),
for the microscopic form factors and the HD ones are almost
indistinguishable. This result shows, once again, that this state
is a pure isoscalar state and it is well described by the procedure
employed in Refs. [24,25]. On the other hand, the agreement
for the PDR case is not good: the results corresponding to the
HD form factors are higher with respect to the microscopic
one up to a factor of 3 in the more important forward angular
region. Also for our macroscopic pygmy model the results are
far from the microscopic ones with the difference that they
differ by the same factor in the whole angular region. This
can be ascribed to the different transition density shapes at
the surface of the nucleus. The distinct slopes in the surface
region (see Fig. 3) give rise to different slopes in the same
region of the form factors. This is the part which gives the
stronger contribution to the excitation process since we are
dealing with surface processes. Indeed, the almost factor of 3
in the external region of the form factors is generating a factor
of almost 9 in the cross section.
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FIG. 7. (Color online) Differential cross sections for the system
68Ni + 12C at 10 MeV/u for the (a) PDR state and (b) ISGDR state.
They have been calculated with the DWUCK4 code.
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Fig. 11 (Color online) In panel a), the isoscalar RPA transition density for 68Ni is compared with
the one calculated for the ISGDR in Ref. [Harakeh and Dieperink, 1981] (HD) and the one of the
Macroscopic Pygmy Model (MPM) of Eq. (6). In panel b), the form factors calculated for the
system 68Ni + 12C with the double-folding procedure and with the transition densities of panel
a). In panel c), the DWBA differential cross sections for the reaction 68Ni + 12C at 10 MeV/u,
calculated with the form factors of panel b).

A comparison among the different approaches to calculate the form factors
should be performed in order to establish the appropriate one to be used in the cross
section calculations. The three different form factors described above - microscopic
RPA, the pure isoscalar of Ref. [Harakeh and Dieperink, 1981] (HD) and the Macro-
scopic Pygmy Model (MPM) of Eq. (6) [Lanza et al., 2015] - are compared in panel
b) of Fig. 11 for the system 68Ni + 12C. They are calculated with the double-folding
procedure using the isoscalar transition densities plotted in panel a). The DWBA
differential cross sections for the reaction 68Ni + 12C at 10 MeV/u in panel c) - cal-
culated with the form factors of panel b) - are very different especially in the more
important forward angular region. The factor-of-three difference between the RPA
result and the HD one became almost an order of magnitude when the comparison
is made with the macroscopic approach MPM. The DWBA calculations were per-
formed with the DWUCK4 code [Kunz, , Kunz and Rost, 1993]. The RPA micro-
scopic form factors have succeeded in the analysis of several experiments performed
with α and 17O as isoscalar probe (see [Bracco et al., 2015, Bracco et al., 2019] and
references therein).
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Coulomb and nuclear interplay

The different roles played by the Coulomb and nuclear interactions are manifested in
the study of the isospin splitting of the PDR strength distribution [Endres et al., 2010]
(see fig. 8). The relationship between the (α,α ′γ) inelastic cross section and the
isoscalar Bis(E1) is not so evident because - in contrast to the case of the Coulomb
excitation cross section and the Bem(E1) - there is no direct proportionality between
the two quantities. This can be seen by calculating the Coulomb and nuclear inelas-
tic cross sections separately and dividing them by the corresponding isoscalar and
isovector B(E1) values. In Ref. [Lanza et al., 2014], this was done for the reaction α

+ 124Sn at 136 MeV incident energy [Endres et al., 2010]. However, the cross sec-
tions have extra factors related to the dynamics of the excitation process such as the
energies of the states. Therefore, to avoid the biases due to this Q-value effect the
cross section was calculated by imposing the energy of the dipole states used to be
equal to zero. In Fig. 12, the ratio

σ i
τ(Ei = 0)
Bi

τ(E1)
(57)

is plotted for the nuclear (panel a) and Coulomb (panel b) cases. The σ i
τ(Ei = 0) is
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Fig. 12 (Color online) Ratios between the inelastic cross sections for the system α + 124Sn at
136 MeV incident energy, calculated by setting to zero the energies of the dipole states, and their
corresponding B(EL). The two panels show the results for the nuclear (a) and the Coulomb (b)
excitations. See text for more details. Taken with permission from [Lanza et al., 2014]. ©2014 by
APS.
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the excitation cross section for the dipole state i calculated with its energy Ei equal
to zero and Bi

τ(E1) being its reduced transition probability. The index τ indicates
the isoscalar or electromagnetic cases. The cross sections are calculated within the
semi-classical model described above. These ratios are plotted at the values of the
actual energies of the states. For the Coulomb case, the ratio is found to be constant
for all the considered states as expected. For the nuclear excitation, the individual
cross sections depend on the characteristics of the transition densities. Therefore, for
nuclear excitations, the inelastic cross-section calculations have to be performed to
have a precise comparison between experimental data and theoretical calculations.
However, the calculated cross section reproduces the global features of the strong
reduction in the experimental cross section at higher excitation energy compared to
the isovector channel [Lanza et al., 2014].
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Fig. 13 (Color online) Excitation cross sections for the system 132Sn + 12C as a function of the
incident energy per nucleon for the multipole states indicated in the figure. The cross sections due
to the nuclear (a) and Coulomb (b) interactions, as well as the total one (c), are shown in separate
frames. Each line corresponds to the cross section of the multipole state indicated by the label.

The relative role of the nuclear and Coulomb components in the inelastic cross
section can be modified by appropriately tuning the projectile mass, charge, bom-
barding energy and scattering angle together with the isoscalar and isovector contri-
butions. An example of how the inelastic cross section can change with the incident
energy and for states of different multipoles is shown in Fig. 13 where the excita-
tion cross section for the system 132Sn + 12C is plotted as function of the incident
energy per nucleon. The excited states of 132Sn taken in considerations are calcu-
lated with a HF + RPA with a SGII Skyrme interaction following the procedure of
Ref. [Lanza et al., 2009]. The effect of the multipole dependence of the Coulomb
form factors for the low-lying 2+ and 3− states is clearly evident in panel b) as well
as the Q-dependence effect. The excitation due to the nuclear interaction favours
isoscalar states (panel a) as well as the PDR due to its isospin mixing, especially at
low incident energies. Taking into consideration both interactions a strong positive
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interference is achieved for the dipole states. According to these results, the study
of the PDR with isoscalar probes is more effective at incident energies around 30
MeV per nucleon. Most of the experiment using an isoscalar probe like α particle,
17O or 12C have been performed at an incident energy within the range suggested
by the calculations shown above, with very satisfying results (see the review papers
[Savran et al., 2013, Bracco et al., 2015, Bracco et al., 2019] and references therein
for more details).

Summary

Most of the theoretical works investigating the Pygmy Dipole Resonances are ded-
icated to the interpretation of the observed characteristics of the low-lying dipole
strength distribution. Macroscopic models based on the generalised Goldhaber-
Teller or Steinwedel-Jensen models describe this excitation as due to a three in-
compressible fluids: the excess neutrons, forming a neutron skin, oscillate against
an isospin inert core giving rise to a dipole excitation whose energy is found to be
around the neutron emission threshold. This interpretation gave rise to the classical,
schematic picture of the PDR that is commonly used. The physical insight provided
by the macroscopic models is improved by the use of sophisticated microscopic
models like RPA and its extensions. In the first part of this chapter, after a brief
report on the main experimental findings, a description of the theoretical models
employed in the studies of the PDR is given. Only the main aspects and results re-
garding the PDR are underlined, referring to more detailed descriptions of these
approaches in text books [Rowe, 2010, Ring and Schuck, 2004]. It may be also
fruitful to read the following reviews [Paar et al., 2007, Roca-Maza and Paar, 2018,
Lanza et al., 2022].

The RPA approach describes the excitation of closed-shell nuclei and already at
this level the main features of the PDR are well predicted. The use of non-relativistic
and relativistic QRPA allows the description of open-shell and deformed nuclei. Ex-
tensions of the RPA by including the coupling of the elementary 1p− 1h configu-
ration with more complex ones, as second RPA (SRPA) or subtracted SRPA (SS-
RPA), allow a more detailed description of the low-lying dipole excitations, such as
the fragmentation in numerous states with a centroid positioned at a lower energy.
Finally, the coupling with two- and three-phonon states, achieved in the QPM and
RQTBA approaches, gives a good description of the PDR below the neutron emis-
sion threshold by reproducing the strength fragmentation and the isospin splitting.
All these theoretical approaches, from the more simple to the more sophisticated
ones, agree in defining the main features of the Pygmy Dipole Resonances. Com-
bining these results with the experimental findings, the main characteristics of the
PDR can be summarised as follow. They are found in neutron-rich stable and un-
stable nuclei exhausting a few percent of EWSR and at energies around the neutron
emission threshold. They have a strong isospin mixing allowing the investigation
with both isoscalar and isovector probes. All the theoretical approaches show in fact
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that the transition densities of the PDR states present a strong isospin mixing at the
nuclear surface. The isospin splitting of the PDR - identified when isoscalar probes
are also used in their studies - can be reproduced by theoretical calculations when
the coupling to two- and three-phonon states are taken into account. It became evi-
dent in the past years that more detailed information on the nature of this excitation
mode can be extracted from the use of complementary probes rather than limiting
the study to electromagnetic probes. It is therefore important to have also theoretical
models to calculate the corresponding inelastic cross section. Most of the theoreti-
cal studies of the PDR are dedicated to describe and understand the structure of the
dipole strength distribution while very few contributions are focused on the inelastic
cross-section calculations. To fill partially this gap, the second part of this chapter
is dedicated to illustrate a semi-classical coupled-channel model that has been used
in many other nuclear physics fields. To get reliable calculations of the inelastic
cross section, it is of paramount importance to have form factors that describe in
a realistic way the excitation process. The double-folding procedure using micro-
scopic transition densities seems to be the most reliable one as proved by their use
in obtaining a good description of many experimental data. The interplay between
Coulomb and nuclear excitation is crucial in the comprehension of the PDR mode
and cross-section calculations show that the study of the PDR with isoscalar probes
is best achieved at low incident energies (around 30 MeV/u).

Nowadays, all the different theoretical models are able to describe and reproduce
most of the experimental observables obtained from the experiments performed to
study the PDR, starting from the strength distribution to the inelastic excitation pro-
cess. Despite of the substantial progress achieved in this direction, there are still
some aspects that need to be clarified. The debate whether the PDR mode is col-
lective or not is still far from resolved. Some future experiments are planned to
provide answers to this problem. The interplay between the isoscalar and isovector
responses below and above the neutron emission threshold has to be investigated to
get new information especially for radioactive nuclei far from the stability valley.
More attention should also be given to the role that nuclear deformation plays in
the excitation of the low-lying dipole mode especially addressing the contradictory
results found by different theoretical calculations.
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Paar et al., 2003. Paar, N., Ring, P., Nikšić, T., and Vretenar, D. (2003). Phys. Rev. C, 67:034312.
Paar et al., 2007. Paar, N., Vretenar, D., Khan, E., and Colò, G. (2007). Reports on Progress in
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