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Abstract

The relativistic energies and widths of hydrogenlike ions exposed to the uniform electric field are

calculated. The calculations are performed for the ground and lowest excited states using the complex

scaling technique in combination with a finite-basis method. The obtained results are compared with

the nonrelativistic values. The role of relativistic effects is investigated.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The bound states of an atom placed in a uniform electric field are shifted and turn into

resonances. The resonance states are embedded into the continuum and have finite energy width.

This means that the atomic electrons can escape via tunneling through the potential barrier

formed by the Coulomb and uniform electric fields. This phenomenon is referred to as a Stark

effect and for many years has been studied in atomic systems experimentally [1–6] as well as

theoretically [7–30]. Many theoretical approaches have been applied for calculation of Stark

resonances. However, almost all of these calculations were nonrelativistic. The relativistic effects

can have some impact even in light systems (see Ref. [22]). The relativistic treatment is required

for searching for parity-nonconserving (PNC) effects and physics beyond the standard model in

molecules, where the Stark shifts play an important role (see, e.g., Refs. [31, 32]). For heavy

ions the relativistic consideration is absolutely necessary. Meanwhile, experiments with heavy

partially stripped ions (PSIs) in very strong electric fields will soon become feasible.

One of the new projects, proposed currently as a part of the Physics Beyond Colliders initiative,

is the Gamma Factory [33]. The proposed idea is to combine the relativistic beams of heavy PSIs

at the Large Hadron Collider with the laser facility and use the Doppler boosting of the laser

photons in the PSI reference frame. The PSI spectroscopy in strong external fields is one of the

promising research topics of the project. If the PSI beam placed in the transverse magnetic field,

then in the PSI rest frame there exists an electric field enhanced by the γ factor. Modern high-

field magnets allow generation of electric fields in the PSI rest frame of strength up to 1012 V/cm

or even higher [33]. A field of such strength allows manipulating the energy levels of heavy PSIs.

The theoretical values of resonance positions seem to be highly required for such investigations.

The values of the Stark widths are also important for estimation of ion beam stability, since ion

losses due the Stark ionization of PSI can take place.

For relatively weak fields the positions of the Stark resonances can be calculated using the

relativistic perturbation theory [8, 28]. In Ref. [28], the relativistic resonance positions were also

obtained via numerically solving the Dirac equation in a finite basis set, which allows us to take

into account the external field exactly. However, since the resonance wave functions are not

square integrable, the standard Hermite finite-basis-set methods cannot provide accurate values

of the resonance positions [34]. Moreover, they cannot be directly used for calculation of the

resonance widths. The relativistic values of the resonance widths were obtained in Refs. [23–
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25] using the semiclassical approximation. The semiclassical approach allows us to obtain the

corresponding analytical expressions, but its accuracy is limited.

The precise values of the resonance positions as well as the resonance widths can be calculated

with the complex-scaling (CS) method. The CS technique is based on dilation of the Hamiltonian

into the complex plane. After the dilation the resonances appear as square-integrable solutions

of the Dirac equation. The corresponding energies have complex values. The real part of the

complex energy matches the resonance position and the imaginary part defines the resonance

width. Previously, the CS method was successfully employed for relativistic calculations of many-

electron autoionization states [34–37] and supercritical resonance in heavy quasimolecules [38–

41]. Recently, the CS method was implemented in Q-Chem quantum chemistry program package,

which is also able to take into account some relativistic effects [42, 43]. A detailed description of

the complex-scaling approach and its applications can be found in reviews in [44–48].

The relativistic CS method was used previously for calculations of Stark energies and widths

of one-electron atomic systems in Refs. [22, 30]. However, the calculations were restricted to only

hydrogen and hydrogenlike neon. It should be noted that the Stark energies and widths for a

hydrogenlike ion with the nuclear charge Z exposed to an electric field F can be easily obtained

from the corresponding hydrogen values calculated for the field strength F/Z3 by multiplying

them by Z2. This scaling law is a direct consequence of the Schrödinger equation with a pointlike

nucleus and there is no such rule for the relativistic case. Therefore, the relativistic calculations

should be performed for every Z under consideration. Taking into account the finite nuclear size

also breaks the scaling law.

The aim of the present work is to fill the gap in theoretical data and investigate the influence

of the relativistic effects on the Stark resonances. In order to achieve this aim we have performed

the calculations of the lowest resonance states for several hydrogenlike ions between Z = 1 and 82.

The resonance parameters are obtained utilizing the relativistic CS technique. After the complex

scaling, the Dirac equation is solved using the finite-basis method described in Refs. [49, 50].

The obtained results are compared with available nonrelativistic and relativistic values and the

influence of the relativistic effects is investigated.

Throughout the paper we assume ~ = 1.
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II. THEORY

The relativistic energy spectrum of a hydrogenlike ion is determined by the Dirac equation

Hψ(r) = Eψ(r), (1)

where, in the presence of an external uniform electric field, the Hamiltonian has the following

form:

H = c(α · p) + Vnucl(r) + eFz + βmec
2. (2)

Here e is the electron charge (e = |e|), Vnucl(r) is the nuclear potential, and F is the strength of

the electric field which is assumed to be directed along the z axis. For the nuclear potential, the

pointlike nuclear model (Vnucl(r) = −eZ/r) is generally used. However, in many cases, especially

for heavy ions, the finite-nuclear-size effect is rather significant. Therefore, in the present work

we utilize the model of a uniformly charged sphere, which takes into account the finite nuclear

size:

Vnucl(r) =















−
eZ

2Rnucl

(

3−
r2

R2

nucl

)

, r < Rnucl

−
eZ

r
, r > Rnucl,

(3)

where Rnucl =
√

5/3RRMS is the nuclear radius and RRMS is the root-mean-square nuclear radius.

The Dirac equation is considered in the spherical coordinate system (r, θ, ϕ). The Hamilto-

nian (2) is invariant under rotation around the z axis. Therefore, it is possible to separate the

azimuthal angle ϕ from other coordinates. The separation can be done by substitution of the

function

ψm(r, θ, ϕ) =
1

r















G1(r, θ) exp[i(m− 1

2
)ϕ]

G2(r, θ) exp[i(m+ 1

2
)ϕ]

iF1(r, θ) exp[i(m− 1

2
)ϕ]

iF2(r, θ) exp[i(m+ 1

2
)ϕ]















(4)

into the Dirac equation (1). Here m is the half-integer z projection of the total angular momen-

tum. With this substation, Eq. (1) can be reduced to the following form:

HmΦ(r, θ) = EΦ(r, θ). (5)
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Here the four-component wave function Φ(r, θ) is given by

Φ(r, θ) =















G1(r, θ)

G2(r, θ)

F1(r, θ)

F2(r, θ)















(6)

and the Hamiltonian Hm can be represented as

Hm(t) =





mec
2 + Vnucl(r) + eFz cDm

−cDm −mec
2 + Vnucl(r) + eFz



 , (7)

Dm = (σz cos θ + σx sin θ)

(

∂

∂r
−

1

r

)

+
1

r
(σx cos θ − σz sin θ)

∂

∂θ

+
1

r sin θ

(

imσy +
1

2
σx

)

,

(8)

where σx, σy, and σz are the Pauli matrices.

Due to the presence of the uniform field F Eqs. (1) and (5) have no bound states. For nonzero

F the original (at F = 0) bound states of a hydrogenlike ion become embedded in the positive

continuum and can be described as resonances. The resonances have finite energy widths Γ, which

correspond to the probability of the electron being ionized via escaping through the potential

barrier. In order to obtain the resonance positions and widths, we used the CS method. The

simplest version of the CS technique is the uniform complex rotation, according to which the

radial coordinate is transformed as r → reiΘ, where Θ is a constant angle of the complex rotation.

For the potential of a pointlike nucleus this transformation causes no problem and can be easily

performed. However, if the potential is not an analytic function, then the uniform complex

rotation can not be done. In particular, the potential of the uniformly charged sphere given by

Eq. (3) is not analytic. In order to overcome this obstacle, one can use the exterior complex

scaling (ECS) proposed in Ref. [51]:

r →







r, r 6 r0,

r0 + (r − r0)e
iΘ, r > r0.

(9)

By such a transformation the internal region r 6 r0 remains untouched while the complex rotation

is performed in the external region, where the potential is analytic. The drawback, however, is
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that after the substitution (9) the derivative of the Hamiltonian eigenfunction is discontinuous at

r = r0. Therefore, in order to get a correct finite-basis representation of the Dirac equation, one

should use the basis functions which are also discontinuous at this point. Instead, in the present

work we use a more universal version of the CS technique, namely, the smooth exterior complex

scaling [47, 52], which is defined by the transformation

r →







r, r 6 r0,

r + (r − r0)
(

eiΘ − 1
)

f(r), r > r0,
(10)

where the function f(r) was chosen as

f(r) = 1− e−(
r−r0

a
)
2

. (11)

This transformation defines a smooth transition from r to reiΘ for r → ∞. It worth mentioning

that there also exists a complex absorbing potential (CAP) approach, which is quite close to

the smooth ECS method [53]. A similar complex-scaling contour f(r) was used in Ref. [54].

The parameters r0 and a can be adjusted in order to facilitate the convergence of the numerical

calculation. The smooth ECS is more flexible than the "sharp" one defined by Eq. (9). It should

be noted, however, that, at least in some cases, the "sharp" ECS can provide more stable results

than its smooth counterpart [55].

After the transformation (9) or (10) the Stark resonances match the square-integrable solutions

of Eq. (5) and the corresponding energy E has a complex value:

E = E0 − iΓ/2. (12)

The real part E0 is the position of the resonance, and the imaginary part defines the resonance

width Γ.

The complex-rotated Dirac equation is solved using the finite-basis method. The wave function

Φ(r, θ) (see Eq. (4)) is expanded as

Φ(r, θ) =

N
∑

n=1

CnWn(r, θ). (13)

The basis functions Wn(r, θ) are constructed from Nθ B-splines dependent on the θ coordinate

and Nr B-splines dependent on the r coordinate. The total number of basis functions is N =

4 × Nr × Nθ. The construction is performed using the dual-kinetic balance (DKB) technique
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for axially symmetric systems. This technique prevents the appearance of spurious states in the

spectrum. A detailed description of the employed basis set can be found in Ref. [49]. By the

substitution of Eq. (13), the Dirac equation (5) is reduced to the generalized eigenvalue problem

N
∑

k=1

HjkCk =

N
∑

k=1

ESjkCk . (14)

Here Hjk and Sjk correspond to the Hamiltonian and overlap matrices, respectively. The complex

eigenvalues E are found using the numerical diagonalization procedure.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In the present work, only states with the projection of total angular momentum m = 1/2 are

considered. The complex Stark energies are obtained by solving the eigenvalue problem (14).

The resonance positions and widths are related to the complex eigenvalues via Eq. (12).

For each nuclear charge Z considered the basis set is constructed from the B-splines defined

in a box of size rmax ≈ 174/Z a.u. The radial B-spline knots are distributed uniformly inside the

nucleus and exponentially outside. We use the smooth ECS technique with the contour defined

by Eq. (11) with a = 7.75/Z a.u. The following values of the contour parameter r0/Z are chosen

depending on the electric field strength F and the atomic state under consideration: 11, 8, and

5 for the ground state, with F/Z3 6 0.04, 0.04 < F/Z3 6 0.07, and F/Z3 > 0.07, respectively,

and 5 for all excited states (all quantities are given in atomic units). By adjusting the values

of r0 and a it is possible to improve the stability and convergence of the energy values. Note,

however, that accurate results can be obtained with a quite broad range of these parameters.

The exact solutions of the complex-scaled Dirac equation corresponding to the resonances

do not depend on the angle of complex scaling Θ. However, the solutions of the finite-basis

representation (14) exhibit such a dependence. In our case, the rapid change in real and imaginary

part of the complex energy E for small values of Θ is followed by a long plateau (see Figs. 1

and 2 for the real and imaginary parts, respectively). Despite the fact that the energy values are

not perfectly stable on the plateau, as can be seen from Figs. 1 and 2, the dependence on Θ is

much smaller than the difference between the values obtained with the basis sets of close sizes.

This shows that the Θ dependence is negligible in comparison with the uncertainty which comes

from the basis convergence.

7



−8

−6

−4

−2

0

2

4

6

8

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

10
1
1
R
e
∆
E

(a
.u

.)

Θ (deg)

Nθ = 21
Nθ = 17

FIG. 1. Real part of the complex Stark energy E as a function of the complex-scaling angle Θ for

a hydrogen atom exposed to an electric field of strength F = 0.05 a.u. Here ∆E = E − E0, where

ReE0 = −0.5061117144 a.u. The solid line corresponds to the results obtained using the basis set with

Nθ = 21 and the dashed line corresponds to the values obtained with Nθ = 17.

The calculations are performed using the basis sets of different sizes for a wide range of CS

angle Θ. As an example, in Table I we present the results for a hydrogen atom exposed to an

electric field F = 0.05 a.u., which are obtained utilizing different numbers of radial and angular

B-splines (Nr and Nθ, respectively). The largest employed basis set had the following parameters:

Nr = 500 and Nθ = 21 with the total number of the basis functions N = 40000. The calculation

uncertainty is estimated from the convergence of the results. The estimation is done in such a

way that the estimated uncertainty is well above the difference between the value for the largest

basis set and any reasonable interpolation of the results to the complete-basis-set limit.

In order to investigate the impact of the relativistic effects on the Stark resonances, we perform

calculations for several hydrogenlike ions between Z = 1 and 82. The obtained results are

compared with the corresponding nonrelativistic values. The latter ones can be trivially obtained

(in the pointlike nuclear model) for every Z from the hydrogen values using the scaling law

F → Z3F , E0 → Z2E0, and Γ → Z2Γ, where F is the field strength, E0 and Γ are the resonance

position and width, respectively. Here and below the "relativistic effects" refer to the differences

8



0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

10
1
1
Im

∆
E

(a
.u

.)

Θ (deg)

Nθ = 21
Nθ = 17

FIG. 2. Imaginary part of the complex Stark energy E as a function of the complex-scaling angle Θ

for hydrogen atom exposed to an electric field of strength F = 0.05 a.u. Here ∆E = E − E0, where

ImE0 = −3.85812927 × 10−5 a.u. The solid line corresponds to the results obtained using the basis set

with Nθ = 21 and the dashed line corresponds to the values obtained with Nθ = 17.

between the solutions of the Dirac and Schrödinger equations. They naturally include all the

relativistic corrections (such as spin-orbit correction), which are usually used to improve the

accuracy of nonrelativistic values. It should be noted, however, that in our calculations the finite

nuclear model is utilized, while the scaled nonrelativistic values imply the pointlike nucleus. But

we found that the finite-nuclear-size contribution is relatively small and does not qualitatively

affect the results.

The calculations are carried for the ground (1s) and the lowest excited states (2s, 2p1/2, and

2p3/2). In the present work we classify the resonance states by the atomic states with which they

are coincident in the zero-field limit (F = 0). In nonrelativistic studies of the Stark effect, another

notation, which is based on parabolic quantum numbers (n1, n2, mL) [56], is usually used. For

the states considered there is the following correspondence between the notations: 1s, 2s, 2p1/2,

and 2p3/2 match (0, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1), and (1, 0, 0), respectively. The results obtained for

the Stark shift ∆E and Stark width Γ of the ground state and their nonrelativistic counterparts

are presented in Table II. The nonrelativistic values for hydrogen are taken from Ref. [9] and

9



TABLE I. Real E and imaginary −Γ/2 parts of the complex energy of a hydrogen atom exposed to a

uniform electric field F = 0.05 a.u. The calculations were performed with the basis set constructed using

Nr radial and Nθ angular B-splines.

Nθ E [a.u.] −Γ/2× 105 [a.u.]

Nr = 300 Nr = 400 Nr = 500 Nr = 300 Nr = 400 Nr = 500

11 −0.506 111 708 053 −0.506 111 708 062 −0.506 111 708 064 −3.857 925 25 −3.857 924 80 −3.857 924 58

13 −0.506 111 714 238 −0.506 111 714 243 −0.506 111 714 243 −3.858 125 70 −3.858 125 76 −3.858 125 76

15 −0.506 111 714 322 −0.506 111 714 327 −0.506 111 714 328 −3.858 120 80 −3.858 120 84 −3.858 120 85

17 −0.506 111 714 365 −0.506 111 714 371 −0.506 111 714 371 −3.858 126 76 −3.858 126 79 −3.858 126 80

19 −0.506 111 714 385 −0.506 111 714 390 −0.506 111 714 391 −3.858 128 56 −3.858 128 59 −3.858 128 59

21 −0.506 111 714 393 −0.506 111 714 398 −0.506 111 714 399 −3.858 129 23 −3.858 129 27 −3.858 129 27

those for Z 6= 1 are derived via scaling of the hydrogen ones. As can be seen from the table,

the relative difference between the relativistic and nonrelativistic Stark shift values is almost the

same for all considered field strengths F and grows with Z. All the relativistic width values are

smaller than the nonrelativistic ones, and the difference is larger for weaker fields and higher Z.

For the lead ion (Z = 82) for F 6 0.04×Z3 the relativistic width value is suppressed relative to

the nonrelativistic one by more than one order of magnitude.

In order to better illustrate the dependence of the relativistic effects on Z and F , we present

the scaled width Γ/Z2 as a function of the scaled field strength F/Z3 for several Z in Fig. 3. In

the nonrelativistic limit for the pointlike nuclei, all the curves should be the same. The difference

is caused by the relativistic effects. As one can see from the figure, the divergence of the curves

is larger for the weaker fields and this behavior becomes more pronounced for higher Z. The fact

that the relativistic corrections have more impact for the weaker fields seems paradoxical. This

phenomenon was discovered previously using the semiclassical approximation [23–25] and found

to be a consequence of a relativistic increase of the binding energy. The CS results obtained

for Z = 1 and 82 are compared to the semiclassical ones in Fig. 4. The semiclassical values

were calculated according to the equation (36) from Ref. [24]. As one can see, the semiclassical

theory indeed provides the qualitatively correct dependence of the width on the field strength.

However, the semiclassical values are systematically larger than the CS ones and quantitatively
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FIG. 3. Relativistic Stark width Γ of the ground state of the hydrogenlike ion with nuclear charge Z

in presence of a uniform electric field F . In the nonrelativistic limit, the values for all Z should be the

same. The difference is caused by the relativistic effects.

valid only for small F . Such an overestimation of the width by the semiclassical approximation is

already known in the nonrelativistic case (see, for example, Ref. [26]). The confirmed relativistic

suppression of the Stark width means that a heavy ion exposed to the electric field can be much

more stable than the results obtained from the nonrelativistic calculations.

In Tables III, IV, and V we present the results for the excited 2p1/2, 2s, and 2p3/2 states

respectively. As one can see from the tables, for 2p1/2 and 2s resonances the relativistic widths

are also suppressed with respect to the nonrelativistic ones and the difference is larger for weaker

field F and higher Z. The 2p3/2 state, however, is a notable exception. For Z > 18 and

F/Z3 = 0.05 a.u. the relativistic width of 2p3/2 state is larger than the nonrelativistic value and

for Z = 82 the difference is more than one order of magnitude. A possible explanation for such

a drastic discrepancy is the influence of the spin-orbital interaction, which can play a significant

role for small F . This suggests that this effect can be found using the two-component calculation

methods. In the case of heavy ions, however, their accuracy is quite limited.

Almost all the presented relativistic values of the energy shift are slightly smaller than the

nonrelativistic counterparts. There is a more complicated situation for the 2s state. As can be
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seen from Table IV, for Z = 82 the relativistic and nonrelativistic values have the opposite signs.

The comparison between results for Z = 82 scaled by 1/Z2 and the corresponding values for

Z = 1 is shown in Fig. 5. The difference in behavior is explained by the relativistic effects since

for Z = 1 they are almost negligible. It should be noted that the opposite sign for the relativistic

value of the Stark shift was previously reported in Ref. [28] for an argon ion.
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FIG. 4. Relativistic Stark width Γ for the ground state of the hydrogenlike ion with nuclear charge Z

in the presence of a uniform electric field F . Solid lines show the results obtained with the complex-

scaling method and dashed lines the values calculated using the semiclassical theory. The upper curves

correspond to Z = 1 and the lower ones correspond to Z = 82.
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FIG. 5. Stark shift ∆E for the 2s state of the hydrogenlike ion with the nuclear charge Z in the presence

of a uniform electric field F .

TABLE II: Stark shifts ∆E and widths Γ of the ground-state

resonance of hydrogenlike ions with the nuclear charge Z as

functions of the field strength F . The relativistic results were

obtained in this work. The nonrelativistic results are the

hydrogen values from Ref. [9] multiplied by Z2.

Relativistic Non-relativistic

F/Z3 (a.u.) ∆E (a.u.) −Γ/2 (a.u.) ∆E (a.u.) −Γ/2 (a.u.)

Z = 1, RRMS = 0.8775 fm

0.03 −2.074 155 5(1) × 10−3 −1.118 25(2) × 10−8 −2.074 273 × 10−3 −1.118 80 × 10−8

0.04 −3.771 372 7(1) × 10−3 −1.945 666(6) × 10−6 −3.771 591 × 10−3 −1.946 35 × 10−6

0.05 −6.105 058 0(1) × 10−3 −3.858 129(5) × 10−5 −6.105 425 × 10−3 −3.859 208 × 10−5

0.06 −9.202 881 1(1) × 10−3 −2.574 804(1) × 10−4 −9.203 451 × 10−3 −2.575 387 4 × 10−4

0.07 −1.307 596 41(1) × 10−2 −9.235 128(2) × 10−4 −1.307 677 × 10−2 −9.236 842 8 × 10−4

0.08 −1.755 959 02(1) × 10−2 −2.269 478 1(2) × 10−3 −1.756 062 × 10−2 −2.269 828 8 × 10−3
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0.09 −2.241 158 41(2) × 10−2 −4.391 410 9(4) × 10−3 −2.241 281 × 10−2 −4.391 987 2 × 10−3

0.1 −2.741 678 96(5) × 10−2 −7.268 229 4(4) × 10−3 −2.741 818 × 10−2 −7.269 056 8 × 10−3

Z = 10, RRMS = 3.0055 fm

0.03 −2.062 576 2(1) × 10−1 −1.068 37(2) × 10−6 −2.074 273 × 10−1 −1.118 80 × 10−6

0.04 −3.749 790 8(1) × 10−1 −1.879 052(6) × 10−4 −3.771 591 × 10−1 −1.946 35 × 10−4

0.05 −6.068 738 2(1) × 10−1 −3.752 554(5) × 10−3 −6.105 425 × 10−1 −3.859 208 × 10−3

0.06 −9.146 546 8(1) × 10−1 −2.517 546(1) × 10−2 −9.203 451 × 10−1 −2.575 387 4 × 10−2

0.07 −1.299 666 85(1) −9.066 438(2) × 10−2 −1.307 677 −9.236 842 8 × 10−2

0.08 −1.745 797 89(1) −2.234 911 6(2) × 10−1 −1.756 062 −2.269 828 8 × 10−1

0.09 −2.229 049 89(2) −4.334 533 8(3) × 10−1 −2.241 281 −4.391 987 2 × 10−1

0.1 −2.727 956 63(5) −7.186 502 7(4) × 10−1 −2.741 818 −7.269 056 8 × 10−1

Z = 18, RRMS = 3.4028 fm

0.03 −6.598 073(1) × 10−1 −3.119 11(7) × 10−6 −6.720 643 × 10−1 −3.624 91 × 10−6

0.04 −1.199 159 0(1) −5.622 53(2) × 10−4 −1.221 995 −6.306 17 × 10−4

0.05 −1.939 744 7(1) −1.141 133(2) × 10−2 −1.978 158 −1.250 383 × 10−2

0.06 −2.922 329 7(1) −7.747 931(4) × 10−2 −2.981 918 −8.344 255 2 × 10−2

0.07 −4.152 924 3(1) −2.816 164 5(6) × 10−1 −4.236 872 −2.992 737 1 × 10−1

0.08 −5.581 946 9(1) −6.991 064 7(8) × 10−1 −5.689 640 −7.354 245 2 × 10−1

0.09 −7.133 288 0(1) −1.363 083 5(1) −7.261 750 −1.423 003 9

0.1 −8.737 792 5(2) −2.268 910 7(1) −8.883 489 −2.355 174 4

Z = 36, RRMS = 4.1835 fm

0.03 −2.493 611 1(1) −7.8166(3) × 10−6 −2.688 257 −1.449 96 × 10−5

0.04 −4.525 917 1(1) −1.572 824(6) × 10−3 −4.887 982 −2.522 47 × 10−3

0.05 −7.304 855 1(1) −3.430 401(5) × 10−2 −7.912 631 −5.001 534 × 10−2

0.06 −1.098 455 15(1) × 101 −2.456 480(2) × 10−1 −1.192 767 × 101 −3.337 702 1 × 10−1

0.07 −1.561 407 55(1) × 101 −9.304 429(2) × 10−1 −1.694 749 × 101 −1.197 094 8

0.08 −2.103 965 05(1) × 101 −2.384 135 5(3) −2.275 856 × 101 −2.941 698 1

0.09 −2.698 740 32(2) × 101 −4.761 047 4(4) −2.904 700 × 101 −5.692 015 5

0.1 −3.318 979 31(5) × 101 −8.068 958 5(6) −3.553 395 × 101 −9.420 697 6

Z = 54, RRMS = 4.7964 fm
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0.03 −5.075 628(1) −7.5824(6) × 10−6 −6.048 579 −3.262 42 × 10−5

0.04 −9.192 809(1) −1.856 289(8) × 10−3 −1.099 796 × 101 −5.675 56 × 10−3

0.05 −1.478 389 4(1) × 101 −4.599 133(8) × 10−2 −1.780 342 × 101 −1.125 345 × 10−1

0.06 −2.215 236 0(1) × 101 −3.617 239(3) × 10−1 −2.683 726 × 101 −7.509 829 7 × 10−1

0.07 −3.147 308 9(1) × 101 −1.473 892 6(5) −3.813 185 × 101 −2.693 463 4

0.08 −4.255 412 2(1) × 101 −3.997 822 9(6) −5.120 676 × 101 −6.618 820 7

0.09 −5.490 736 7(1) × 101 −8.339 884 0(8) −6.535 575 × 101 −1.280 703 5 × 101

0.1 −6.798 384 1(1) × 101 −1.461 232 0(1) × 101 −7.995 140 × 101 −2.119 657 0 × 101

Z = 82, RRMS = 5.5012 fm

0.03 −8.935 694(1) −1.646(1) × 10−6 −1.394 741 × 101 −7.522 81 × 10−5

0.04 −1.611 214 3(1) × 101 −6.923 95(5) × 10−4 −2.536 018 × 101 −1.308 73 × 10−2

0.05 −2.571 202 0(1) × 101 −2.427 590(6) × 10−2 −4.105 288 × 101 −2.594 931 × 10−1

0.06 −3.816 049 8(1) × 101 −2.455 934(3) × 10−1 −6.188 400 × 101 −1.731 690 5

0.07 −5.392 054 6(1) × 101 −1.217 787 8(7) −8.792 817 × 101 −6.210 853 1

0.08 −7.312 673 0(1) × 101 −3.863 345(1) −1.180 776 × 102 −1.526 232 9 × 101

0.09 −9.538 116 8(1) × 101 −9.125 540(1) −1.507 037 × 102 −2.953 172 2 × 101

0.1 −1.199 063 12(1) × 102 −1.762 724 2(2) × 101 −1.843 598 × 102 −4.887 713 8 × 101

TABLE III: Stark shifts ∆E and widths Γ of the 2p1/2 reso-

nance of hydrogenlike ions with the nuclear charge Z as func-

tions of the field strength F . The relativistic results were

obtained in this work. The nonrelativistic results are the hy-

drogen values from Ref. [19] multiplied by Z2.

Relativistic Non-relativistic

F/Z3 (a.u.) ∆E (a.u.) −Γ/2 (a.u.) ∆E (a.u.) −Γ/2 (a.u.)

Z = 1, RRMS = 0.8775 fm

15



0.005 −1.761 768 97(8) × 10−2 −5.295 86(3) × 10−5 −1.761 861 × 10−2 −5.297 223 6 × 10−5

0.01 −4.109 266 93(5) × 10−2 −5.442 161(2) × 10−3 −4.109 400 × 10−2 −5.442 556 0 × 10−3

0.02 −8.168 051 6(7) × 10−2 −3.039 183 2(5) × 10−2 −8.182 220 × 10−2 −3.039 284 7 × 10−2

0.03 −1.151 450 3(2) × 10−1 −5.981 855(6) × 10−2 −1.151 471 × 10−1 −5.982 000 × 10−2

Z = 10, RRMS = 3.0055 fm

0.005 −1.752 683 20(8) −5.161 94(3) × 10−3 −1.761 861 −5.297 223 6 × 10−3

0.01 −4.096 058 36(5) −5.403 122(2) × 10−1 −4.109 400 −5.442 556 0 × 10−1

0.02 −8.150 983 0(7) −3.029 035 2(5) −8.182 220 −3.039 284 7

0.03 −1.149 359 9(2) × 101 −5.966 553(6) −1.151 471 × 101 −5.982 000

Z = 18, RRMS = 3.4028 fm

0.005 −5.612 115 9(3) −1.576 507(8) × 10−2 −5.708 429 −1.716 300 4 × 10−2

0.01 −1.317 378 04(2) × 101 −1.721 896 1(6) −1.331 446 × 101 −1.763 388 1

0.02 −2.628 319 0(2) × 101 −9.739 293(2) −2.651 039 × 101 −9.847 282 3

0.03 −3.708 507 1(6) × 101 −1.921 889(2) × 101 −3.730 767 × 101 −1.938 168 × 101

Z = 36, RRMS = 4.1835 fm

0.005 −2.129 652 0(1) × 101 −4.785 61(3) × 10−2 −2.283 372 × 101 −6.865 201 7 × 10−2

0.01 −5.096 320 86(5) × 101 −6.382 976(2) −5.325 783 × 101 −7.053 552 6

0.02 −1.028 879 04(7) × 102 −3.763 313 0(6) × 101 −1.060 416 × 102 −3.938 912 9 × 101

0.03 −1.456 007 6(2) × 102 −7.488 076(7) × 101 −1.492 307 × 102 −7.752 672 × 101

Z = 54, RRMS = 4.7964 fm

0.005 −4.365 786 7(2) × 101 −6.268 78(4) × 10−2 −5.137 586 × 101 −1.544 670 4 × 10−1

0.01 −1.078 292 818(7) × 102 −1.242 050 9(5) × 101 −1.198 301 × 102 −1.587 049 3 × 101

0.02 −2.225 648 3(1) × 102 −7.947 587(1) × 101 −2.385 935 × 102 −8.862 554 1 × 101

0.03 −3.167 607 3(3) × 102 −1.606 622(1) × 102 −3.357 690 × 102 −1.744 351 × 102

Z = 82, RRMS = 5.5012 fm

0.005 −7.894 119 7(3) × 101 −2.359 07(2) × 10−2 −1.184 675 × 102 −3.561 853 1 × 10−1

0.01 −2.073 532 15(1) × 102 −1.773 695(1) × 101 −2.763 161 × 102 −3.659 574 7 × 101

0.02 −4.575 285 1(1) × 102 −1.517 371 7(2) × 102 −5.501 725 × 102 −2.043 615 0 × 102

0.03 −6.634 166 1(1) × 102 −3.231 929(2) × 102 −7.742 493 × 102 −4.022 297 × 102
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TABLE IV: Stark shifts ∆E and widths Γ of the 2s reso-

nance of the hydrogenlike ions with the nuclear charge Z as

functions of the field strength F . The relativistic results were

obtained in this work. The nonrelativistic results are the hy-

drogen values from Ref. [19] multiplied by Z2.

Relativistic Non-relativistic

F/Z3 (a.u.) ∆E (a.u.) −Γ/2 (a.u.) ∆E (a.u.) −Γ/2 (a.u.)

Z = 1, RRMS = 0.8775 fm

0.005 −2.145 930(1) × 10−3 −1.307 22(3) × 10−5 −2.146 613 × 10−3 −1.307 643 7 × 10−5

0.01 −9.523 906 0(7) × 10−3 −3.138 327(6) × 10−3 −9.524 887 × 10−3 −3.138 657 0 × 10−3

0.02 −2.172 828(4) × 10−2 −2.185 255(6) × 10−2 −2.172 946 × 10−2 −2.185 357 2 × 10−2

0.03 −2.835 55(4) × 10−2 −4.442 19(2) × 10−2 −2.835 714 × 10−2 −4.442 404 0 × 10−2

Z = 10, RRMS = 3.0055 fm

0.005 −2.078 337(1) × 10−1 −1.267 70(3) × 10−3 −2.146 613 × 10−1 −1.307 643 7 × 10−3

0.01 −9.426 565 9(7) × 10−1 −3.106 086(6) × 10−1 −9.524 887 × 10−1 −3.138 657 0 × 10−1

0.02 −2.161 869(4) −2.174 493(6) −2.172 946 −2.185 357 2

0.03 −2.823 90(4) −4.424 79(2) −2.835 714 −4.442 404 0

Z = 18, RRMS = 3.4028 fm

0.005 −6.236 963(4) × 10−1 −3.852 73(9) × 10−3 −6.955 025 × 10−1 −4.236 765 5 × 10−3

0.01 −2.982 459 5(2) −9.828 97(2) × 10−1 −3.086 063 −1.016 924 9

0.02 −6.923 65(1) −6.966 32(2) −7.040 345 −7.080 557 3

0.03 −9.0636(1) −1.420 845(7) × 101 −9.187 712 −1.439 338 9 × 101

Z = 36, RRMS = 4.1835 fm

0.005 −1.625 689(2) −1.275 50(3) × 10−2 −2.782 010 −1.694 706 2 × 10−2

0.01 −1.065 923 07(2) × 101 −3.534 916(7) −1.234 425 × 101 −4.067 699 4

0.02 −2.625 980(4) × 101 −2.648 461(7) × 101 −2.816 138 × 101 −2.832 222 9 × 101

0.03 −3.473 89(4) × 101 −5.459 27(2) × 101 −3.675 085 × 101 −5.757 355 6 × 101
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Z = 54, RRMS = 4.7964 fm

0.005 −3.940 71(3) × 10−1 −2.538 92(4) × 10−2 −6.259 523 −3.813 088 9 × 10−2

0.01 −1.901 514 7(1) × 101 −6.561 14(1) −2.777 457 × 101 −9.152 323 7

0.02 −5.341 589(5) × 101 −5.433 89(1) × 101 −6.336 311 × 101 −6.372 501 5 × 101

0.03 −7.223 43(8) × 101 −1.142 448(4) × 102 −8.268 941 × 101 −1.295 405 0 × 102

Z = 82, RRMS = 5.5012 fm

0.005 1.470 434 3(5) × 101 −2.449 20(2) × 10−2 −1.443 382 × 101 −8.792 596 0 × 10−2

0.01 −1.516 079 8(8) × 101 −8.804 37(2) −6.404 534 × 101 −2.110 432 9 × 101

0.02 −8.844 098 2(6) × 101 −9.590 44(1) × 101 −1.461 089 × 102 −1.469 434 2 × 102

0.03 −1.307 52(1) × 102 −2.144 554(3) × 102 −1.906 734 × 102 −2.987 072 4 × 102

TABLE V: Stark shifts ∆E and widths Γ of the 2p3/2 reso-

nance of hydrogenlike ions with the nuclear charge Z as func-

tions of the field strength F . The relativistic results were

obtained in this work. The nonrelativistic results are the hy-

drogen values from Ref. [19] multiplied by Z2.

Relativistic Non-relativistic

F/Z3 (a.u.) ∆E (a.u.) −Γ/2 (a.u.) ∆E (a.u.) −Γ/2 (a.u.)

Z = 1, RRMS = 0.8775 fm

0.005 1.293 685 3(1) × 10−2 −2.8636(2) × 10−6 1.293 808 × 10−2 −2.864 697 × 10−6

0.01 2.110 432 4(3) × 10−2 −1.639 384(7) × 10−3 2.110 544 × 10−2 −1.639 639 5 × 10−3

0.02 3.601 49(4) × 10−2 −1.544 47(3) × 10−2 3.601 573 × 10−2 −1.544 631 1 × 10−2

0.03 5.4275(3) × 10−2 −3.3259(2) × 10−2 5.428 097 × 10−2 −3.326 218 × 10−2

Z = 10, RRMS = 3.0055 fm

0.005 1.281 566 0(1) −2.7991(2) × 10−4 1.293 808 −2.864 697 × 10−4

0.01 2.099 446 9(3) −1.615 696(7) × 10−1 2.110 544 −1.639 639 5 × 10−1
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0.02 3.588 15(4) −1.533 64(3) 3.601 573 −1.544 631 1

0.03 5.4099(3) −3.3070(2) 5.428 097 −3.326 218

Z = 18, RRMS = 3.4028 fm

0.005 4.063 059 9(4) −9.5876(8) × 10−4 4.191 937 −9.281 618 × 10−4

0.01 6.720 971 9(7) −5.066 48(2) × 10−1 6.838 164 −5.312 432 1 × 10−1

0.02 1.152 71(1) × 101 −4.8903(1) 1.166 910 × 101 −5.004 604 6

0.03 1.7398(1) × 101 −1.057 75(6) × 101 1.758 704 × 101 −1.077 695 × 101

Z = 36, RRMS = 4.1835 fm

0.005 1.468 317 6(1) × 101 −1.092 65(4) × 10−2 1.676 775 × 101 −3.712 647 × 10−3

0.01 2.542 754 29(5) × 101 −1.769 986(7) 2.735 265 × 101 −2.124 972 8

0.02 4.434 78(5) × 101 −1.823 93(3) × 101 4.667 638 × 101 −2.001 841 8 × 101

0.03 6.7277(3) × 101 −3.9986(2) × 101 7.034 814 × 101 −4.310 779 × 101

Z = 54, RRMS = 4.7964 fm

0.005 2.705 791 2(3) × 101 −9.535 25(9) × 10−2 3.772 743 × 101 −8.353 456 × 10−3

0.01 5.135 607 3(9) × 101 −3.343 263(8) 6.154 347 × 101 −4.781 188 9

0.02 9.274 24(9) × 101 −3.648 37(3) × 101 1.050 219 × 102 −4.504 144 2 × 101

0.03 1.421 98(4) × 102 −8.1759(4) × 101 1.582 833 × 102 −9.699 252 × 101

Z = 82, RRMS = 5.5012 fm

0.005 3.161 826 0(7) × 101 −7.695 21(3) × 10−1 8.699 562 × 101 −1.926 222 × 10−2

0.01 8.194 625(2) × 101 −8.919 94(2) 1.419 130 × 102 −1.102 493 6 × 101

0.02 1.699 24(1) × 102 −6.554 36(4) × 101 2.421 697 × 102 −1.038 609 9 × 102

0.03 2.714 69(1) × 102 −1.510 54(7) × 102 3.649 853 × 102 −2.236 549 × 102

IV. CONCLUSION

In the present work, we calculated the relativistic positions and widths of the Stark resonances

in hydrogenlike ions using the complex-scaling method. The calculations were performed for the

1s, 2s, 2p1/2, and 2p3/2 states of several ions between Z = 1 and Z = 82. The obtained
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results show the importance of relativistic effects. The comparison between the relativistic and

nonrelativistic values leads to the conclusion that the nonrelativistic calculations are unreliable

for heavy ions. The difference is especially drastic for the Stark widths and can be more than

one order of magnitude. It is also worth noting that the influence of the relativistic effects is

larger for smaller values of the external electric field, which are easier to achieve experimentally.

The performed calculations have confirmed the relativistic suppression of the ground state

width which was previously shown in Refs. [23, 24] using the semiclassical method. In the present

work, the existence of the same effect was demonstrated for 2s and 2p1/2 states. However, the

situation may be the opposite for the 2p3/2 state for sufficiently high Z and weak external field.

This emphasizes the importance of relativistic consideration of the Stark effect in heavy ions. It

should be noted that despite the fact that the semiclassical theory can provide a qualitatively

correct description of the relativistic effects on the energy width, its quantitative predictions can

be quite far from the exact values.

Our consideration was restricted to hydrogenlike ions in the inertial reference frame exposed to

a uniform constant electrical field. Real experimental conditions can be much more complicated

and include a magnetic field, ion acceleration, and other factors. In order to estimate the influence

of all these factors further development is required. Nevertheless, we expect that the obtained

results will be useful for future experiments with heavy partially stripped ions in strong electric

fields.
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