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Novel equations for the electric dipole polarizability «,, of low-lying excited states in atomic nuclei
— and the related (—2) moment of the total photo-absorption cross section, o_, — are inferred in
terms of electric dipole and quadrupole matrix elements. These equations are valid for arbitrary
angular momenta of the initial/ground and final/excited states and have been exploited in fully
converged 17w shell-model calculations of selected p- and sd-shell nuclei that consider configuration
mixing; advancing previous knowledge from 7O to 26 Ar, where thousands of electric dipole matrix
elements are computed from isovector excitations which include the giant dipole resonance region.
Our results are in reasonable agreement with previous shell-model calculations and follow — except
for ©7Li and '~'®0 — Migdal’s global trend provided by the combination of the hydrodynamic
model and second-order non-degenerate perturbation theory. Discrepancies in ®7Li and 7O arise as
a result of the presence of a-cluster configurations in odd-mass nuclei, whereas the disagreement in
180 comes from the mixing of intruder states, which is lacking in the shell-model interactions. More
advanced ab initio calculations of the dipole polarizability for low-lying excited states covering all
the isovector states within the giant dipole resonance region are missing and could be very valuable
to benchmark the results presented here and shed further light on how atomic nuclei polarize away

from the ground state
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MOTIVATION

The bulk of knowledge on the nuclear electric dipole
(E1) polarizability, «,,, concerns the ground states of
nuclei and arises from photo-absorption cross-section
data [1H3], where most of the absorption (and emis-
sion) of photons is provided by the giant dipole reso-
nance (GDR) [4]. The latter is understood macroscop-
ically as the collective motion of inter-penetrating pro-
ton and neutron fluids out of phase ﬂﬂﬂ], whereas is
described microscopically by the shell-model (SM) inter-
pretation of a system of independent nucleons or particle-
hole excitations plus configuration mixing [@ﬂ . Data
predominantly involve photo-neutron cross sections, al-
though photo-proton contributions are relevant for light
and N = Z self-conjugate nuclei [ﬂ] To a much lesser
extend, a,, has been determined from several experi-
ments using radioactive ion beams ], inelastic proton
scattering 17| and virtual photons [1§]. The latter
are also responsible for the polarization of atoms and
molecules [19].

The understanding of how «,, evolves as a func-
tion of excitation energy is relevant for nuclear struc-
ture physics m] and nuclear astrophysics m] Average
properties can be extracted from GDRs built on excited
states by fitting the GDR energy and width parame-
ters to data ], using the second-sound hydrodynamic

* Email: coulex@gmail.com; https://github.com/UWCNuclear/;
http://nuclear.uwc.ac.za

model [21] and assuming the validity of the Brink-Axel
hypothesis lﬂ, @] The latter seems validated below
critical temperatures of T 5 T, = 0.7 + 37.5/A MeV
and angular momenta J < J. = 0.6A4%/6 [24], where ex-
cited GDRs present similar parameters to their ground-
state counterparts , ] There is bountiful informa-
tion for 7' >1 MeV from heavy-ion fusion-evaporation re-
actions [27-28], some in the range 0.7 < T < 1 MeV [29-

, an ar anything for = < 0. eV. At
35], and hardly anything for 0 < 7 < 0.7 MeV. A

T =~ 0 MeV, «a,, has been determined from Coulomb-
excitation reactions for only a couple of favorable cases
with excited states J = 1/2 — 7Li [36-38] and 170 [39]
— where the spectroscopic or static quadrupole moment
is zero, Q,(J = 1/2) = (. Inasmuch as a,, Q.(J) is
a second-order effect in Coulomb-excitation perturbation
theory , @] that provides a measure of the extent
to which the nuclear charge distribution in the laboratory
frame acquires an ellipsoidal deformation. The empirical
disentanglement of o, and @, values for excited states
with J # 1/2 requires increasing experimental accuracy
and has never been done.

For ground states, a,, can be deduced using non-
degenerate perturbation theory by means of the energy-
shift of nuclear levels arising from the quadratic Stark
effect ], and has been investigated with SM calcula-

1From the vanishing 3j Wigner symbol oc J(2J — 1) [40-43].
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tions [47-52] using,
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o = 2Ji+1zn: E, —E,  smel® (1)

where the sum extend over |n) intermediate states con-
necting the initial/ground state |¢) with isovector E'1
transitions [53], 2.J; + 1 is the normalization constant
arising from the Wigner-Eckart theorem @, @] — vali-
dating Eq.[Dfor arbitrary J; ground states — and o_, the
(—2) moment of the total photo-absorption cross section,

Ototai (E’Y)a defined by [@a @]7
gmae
v Utota E
.- / %da, @)
Sn v

which is generally integrated between neutron thresh-
old S, and the experimentally available upper limit for
monochromatic photons, ET*** ~ 20 — 50 MeV ﬂ] An
upper limit of E'* ~ 50 MeV approximates the o _,
asymptotic value for light and medium-mass nuclei [@]
For heavy nuclei with atomic mass number A = N+Z7 2
50, o_, values generally follow the empirical power-law

formula [59, (6],
o ,(A) =2.38x A3 ub/MeV, (3)

in agreement with Migdal’s original calculation B], where
k is the dipole polarizability parameter that accounts for
deviations (k # 1) of the hydrodynamic model from the
actual GDR effects. Calculations can be benchmarked
|%jth available photo-absorption cross-section data @,

.

In this work, we further explore how the E1 polariz-
ability evolves from the ground state to the first excita-
tion of selected p- and sd-shell nuclides. Where possible,
we perform 1hw SM calculations, compare with avail-
able data and explore deviations from the hydrodynamic
model @, l6d, @—@] Similar SM calculations of the E1
polarizability for ground states have already been pub-
lished in Ref. [52)].

SHELL-MODEL CALCULATIONS

Firstly, we deduce new polarization equations for ex-
cited states on the same footing as ground states. Ap-
plying second-order non-degenerate perturbation theory
to the Coulomb-excitation process shown in Fig. [Il the
second-order transition amplitude b;:) s from |i) — again,
the ground state — to a final excited state |f) is given
by |44

(2) (1)

bi*»f = biaf + Z bi”f’ (4)

where bizf is proportional to the (i || E2 || f) transitional

matrix element and )b, . is the sum over intermediate
n

E (MeV)
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FIG. 1. Sketch of E1 virtual excitations around the GDR po-
larizing the final state | f ). The energy of the GDR built on
excited states is parametrized as 18473 4+25471/6 MeV [24].

states of the interference term between first-order and
second-order transitions, which is proportional to

(i | E1 | n){n || E1] f)

1
>ow (5)
2«]7, +1 Jo AT En - E?,

S(E1) =

where W = W (Aiy, Ans Ji J¢, A Jy,) are the correspond-
ing Racah W-coefficients m — with A\, = Ay =1 for
E1 multipolarity and A = A\, + A jm and the sum ex-
tends over the intermediate .J,, states connecting both |4)
and |f) states with isovector F1 transitions following the
general isospin selection rule for electromagnetic transi-
tions: AT = 0,41 @] Particularly, for self-conjugate
N = Z nuclei the isovector contribution arises only from
AT =1 transmlonsﬁ while both AT = 0 and AT =1
have to be considered otherwise.

Furthermore, S(E1) is connected to Eq. [l through the
reference parameter 7, @, 49, lad, @—@],

(i | E1 | n){n |l E1] f)

>
n En - Ez
Ny =V2/5 — 5 , (6)
3 |G £ )
n En - Ez
where the relation
AT E2] )
770 - 3 Z€R2 (7)

2Racah (and Wigner) coefficients are zero if the triangle in-
equalities J; + Jy > Jp and Ajp + Apy > A are not satisfied.
3 Again, because of a vanishing 3§ symbol for AT = 0.



is defined by association with the excitation amplitude
>0, [44]. For simplicity, Eichler originally assumed the
n

closure approximation ] — l.e. n, =1 for closed-shell
nuclei — but smaller 77, < 1 values are expected because
of the random phase of the off-diagonal matrix elements
in the numerator of Eq. For instance, n, ~ 1/12 is
determined assuming a 2] rotational state and the char-
acteristic energy relation of the GDR double peak for a
strongly-deformed prolate nucleus @], reaching smaller
7, < 1/12 values when considering the triaxial degree
of freedom. A slightly larger value of n, ~ 0.3 is deter-
mined using the dynamic collective model for a strongly-
deformed nucleus [@] Generally, the dynamic collec-
tive model by Danos and Greiner [70], later extended
to spherical nuclei by Weber Iﬂ, |, can be used to
calculate 7, values, which allows for rotations, surface
quadrupole vibrations and higher-energy giant resonance
oscillations. As stated by de Boer and Eichler, Eq. [ may
also provide a useful estimate for the more general case,
since the polarization is essentially a nuclear-size effect.
Moreover, the electric quadrupole (i || E2 || f) matrix
element in Eq. [0 naturally arises from the interference
between first-order (E2) and second-order (E1) transi-
tions [44).

Now using Eqs. [l Bl Bl and [l new relations for o,
and o_, values can be deduced for excited states with
arbitrary J,

ZA2/3 S(E1
o= L1 ———— ) (8)
G| E2] f) JATW)\ AanJf,,\J)

ZA2/3 S(E1

7 = > P

< HE2Hf JnATW)\ )‘"f‘]‘]ﬁ)“]nj
in units of fm® and fm?/MeV, respectively. For in-
stance, assuming a two-step processes of the type Oj --
1gDR --» 2% in even-even nuclei, W(1 102, 21) =
\/1/34/1/5, yielding

ZA?38(B1
o ,=0.6 # (10)

OF I E2 ] 2})

Further, the polarizability parameter x can also be de-
termined in terms of E1 and E2 matrix elements, as orig-
inally done by Héusser and collaborators @],

g

. —2
" T 938 x 10-1 A5/3 1D
S(E1)
Z o WL T3 2.0,

J
— 7l7 . (12)
0.0015§ G| E2| f)

For the usual case of a final 27 state following 0F --»

-, . --» 2%,

GDR
o S(E1)
- . - '
0.00039 2 (0+ || E2 || 2+)

Additional Racah coefficients of

W(1113,22
W(l13/21/2,21/2
W(l13/21/2,23/2

W(l1 5/21/2,23/2

= 1/5, )
= 15V1/3V/1/5V/1/6/1/30, (15)
= 15/21/1/3\/1/5+/1/15:/1/816)
= 3/2\/1/3\/1/15, (17)

were used for °Li (17 --» 27 --» 3+), "Li (3/27 --»
+ -—> - -—> -—> -
}7/(?)6551%/2+ ! 231/283[1d v 1/2+ i)/ & )
1 GDR 1

Accordingly, Eqgs. [ and allow the gen-
eral calculation of «,,, o_, and k values for excited
states using E1 and E2 matrix elements computed by
various theoretical models, comparison with sum rules
and Coulomb-excitation measurements. Here, accurate
Coulomb-excitation measurements of second-order con-
tributions to the inelastic cross sections could be used to
benchmark the polarizability of excited states IE]

Shell-model calculations of ¢ , and x values for first
low-lying excitations were previously performed in light
nuclei [47-51, [74] — as shown in Fig. @ — and used in
the analysis of Coulomb-excitation studies in order to
treat adequately the GDR effect M 551, [74, ﬂ—@]
Large k > 1 values were predicted for the J = 1/2; ex-
cited state in 7Li and 17O [47, 48, [50], in agreement with
Coulomb-excitation measurements , @] In more
detail, the first SM calculations in Osd-shell nuclei -]
performed for 70 [48] and 80 [49] assumed the closure
approximation (up triangles in Fig. [2), in which all the
E1 strength is concentrated at the GDR energy. A more
exhaustive approach considered a realistic Hamiltonian
with harmonic-oscillator and Woods-Saxon (squares in
Fig. ) single-particle wave functions restricted to the
lowest configuration @], which included configuration
mixing only for the simpler case of 17O and presented a
better correlation with experimental values.

Recently, no-core shell model (NCSM) calculations
of k values for excited states in °Be [74] and '2C [51]
(left triangles in Fig. were performed using 2N and
2N + 3N forces @—%} with Nyee = 4 basis sizes
for natural and Ny, = 5 for unnatural parity states.
These ab initio calculations included E1 matrix elements
connecting about 30 1~ states up to 30 MeV. More
advanced ab nitio calculations involve the Lanczos-
continued-fraction algorithm @, @] applied to Eq. Bl by

(14

GDR

4This is an equivalent relation to the one deduced by
Hausser |36, 45] and Barker [474d], but using o_, = 2.38 x
1074 k A5/3 fm2/MeV instead of Levinger’'s o_, = 3.5 X
104 k A%/3 fm2/MeV [73], which yields a factor of 0.00058 in
the denominator [48].
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FIG. 2. Experimental and calculated o_, (left) and s (right) values for the first excitation of selected p and sd-shell nuclei. The
experimental points (diamonds) are taken from Coulomb-excitation data |36-39]. The SM calculations consider the closure
approximation (up triangles) [47-49], Woods-Saxon wave functions (squares) |50], NCSM (left triangles) |51, [74] and current
work (circles). For comparison, the hydrodynamic-model prediction for £ = 1 in Eq. Bl is shown by dotted lines together with
the leptodermous trend provided by the finite-range droplet model (FRDM) with symmetry energy coefficients S, = 30.8 MeV

and Ss/S, = 1.62 |75] (dashed lines).

TABLE I. Calculated O'f;w (column 5) and g (column 10) values of first-excited states in selected p — sd shell nuclei together

SM

with their corresponding S(El)SM and (i || E2 f)

(columns 6 and 7). Experimental (i | E2 || f)°" [76] and ™"

values

(columns 8 an 9, respectively) as well as previous SM calculations (column 11) are listed for comparison.

SM

Nucleus J7 JT Eex o, SED G| B2 n™ G| B2 nH™" jceTP &M wprevious SM
MeV pb/MeV e2fm? /MeV  e2fm? /MeV e fm?
°Li  1f 3+t 219 131 0.0135 7.88 8.65(48) - 2.2 1.3, 3.7 [50], 2.8 [47]
"Li 3/27 1/27 048 20 0.0007 6.57 5.60(56)  4.0(3) [37, 38|, 5.3(7) [36] 0.3 1.5, 3.1 [50], 3.3 [47]
12¢ of 2f 444 131 0.0045 6.52 6.30(16) - 0.9 0.9, 1.0 [50], 1.1 [47], 2.1(2)* [51]
70 5/2} 1/2F 0.87 1109 0.0103 3.40 3.55(3) 8.4(6) [39] 4.2 3.8 [48], 2.3, 5.7, 7.8** [50]
80 of 2f 198 718 0.0088 4.05 6.56(29) - 2.5 6.5 [49]
0Ne 0Ff 2f 163 205 —0.0089 —19.25 18.25(44) - 0.6 3.4 [49]
Mg 0Ff 2F 137 401  —0.0146 —21.80 20.91(22) = 0.9
36Ar  0F 2F 197 964  —0.0151 —18.48 17.35(46) = 1.1

* The quoted value of x(2]7) = 2.1(2) in Ref.

|51] was determined by NCSM calculations using the NN + 3N350 — srg2.0 xEFT

interaction with a basis size of Nmaz = 4. A similar value of x(2}) = 2.2(2) is also provided in Ref. [51] using the NN N4NLO500 —

srg2.4 interaction.

** Only result that includes configuration mixing in Refs. |[47-50].

All quoted o_, and & values presented in this work are related to Eq. Bl

Navréatil, which sum up contributions of all the excited
states [89]. For the ground states of “Be and 2C, values
of k(g.s.) = 3.4(8) and r(g.s.) = 1.6(2) were predicted,
respectively, in agreement with photo-absorption cross-
section data |73, 190, 91]. Values of x(2]) = 1.2(3) and
k(2]) = 2.1(2) were calculated for the first excited states
in °Be and '2C, respectively.

In the present work, full 1w SM calculations of the
dipole polarizability for the first excitation in selected

p— and sd-shell nuclei have been performed with the
OXBASH code [92] using the WBP [93] and FSU |94

96] Hamiltonians and the spsdpf model space. Shell
model calculations for A < 12 nuclides arise from the
WBP interaction whereas for A > 17 we quote results
using the FSU interaction. Indeed, the FSU Hamilto-
nian starts with the WBP Hamiltonian, fitting over 270
experimental levels from 3C to °'Ti, and additionally
includes particle-hole states originating from cross-shell
excitations that give rise to intruder states. In essence,




both Hamiltonians are the same near 10, with the WBP
interaction presenting — as for ground states @] —
slightly smaller polarizability values in the middle and
end of the sd shell.

The general procedure involves the calculation of all
the E1 and E2 matrix elements following Eqs. @ and []
Similar SM calculations were performed for ground states
and are explained in detail in Ref. [@] For self-conjugate
nuclei, we calculate E1 matrix elements connecting all
the intermediate GDR states with AT = 1; for instance,
a total of 6770 (0F || E1 || 17) and (17 || E1 || 2})
matrix elements in 36Ar. Similarly, we calculate all pos-
sible E1 matrix elements from the various GDR inter-
mediate states for other nuclei, including AT = 0,1
isovector transitions. For consistency, all (i || E2 || f)

SM

matrix elements required in the Ohiw calculation of o_,

and x°"" values are also computed using OXBASH with
isoscalar E2 effective charges of el +e’ =155 and
el +el, =1.81forthep @] and sd I@E shells, respec-

eff
tively.

Results arising from the WBP interaction have been
benchmarked for compatibility with available NCSM cal-
culations in 12C M] using the NN 43N 350 —s7g2.0 IElL
83, [8d] and NN N4*NLO500 — srg2.4 [R4Rd] vEFT
interactions, yielding a difference of ~ 27% for the
product of E1 matrix elements in Eq. Nevertheless,
the highest 1~ state calculated with OXBASH is at
~ 65 MeV, whereas for the NCSM it corresponds to
~ 30 MeV. Below 30 MeV, the sum of E1 strengths
reach converging values of ~ 1.3 e?fm? and =~ 0.16 e?fm?
for 0F --» 1~ and 1~ --» 2 transitions, respectively,
with S(E1) differing only by ~ 8%.

Further, SM calculations generally underestimate col-
lective E2 propertles @@] which may result
in artificially large s Values. Therefore, the calculated
(| E2 | f>SM matrix elements should also be com-
pared with NCSM calculations and data. Considering
the '2C testing ground, NCSM calculations with the
NN + 3N350 — srg2.0 interaction at Ny = 4 un-
derestimates by 23%, (0F || E2 || 2)" 7" = 0.04786
eb, the wellknown (0F || E2 || 2)™" = 0.06247(63)
eb [@] whereas OXBASH calculations with the WBP
interaction slightly overestimates it by 4%, (0F || E2 ||

WBP

2;L> = 0.06522 eb. This discrepancy encourages
further NCSM calculations using a new generation of
Y EFT interactions, the Lanczos-continued-fraction algo-
rithm and reaching higher excitation energies and larger
Nynarw basis sizes M] As shown in Table [[I experi-
mental (i || E2 || f)*" and calculated (i || E2 || f>SM
matrix elements are in overall agreement with the ex-
ception of 80, where mixing with the intruders states
is not included [104-107]. Table [ also lists o -, and

k""" values for the first excitation of selected p and sd-

shell nuclei with their corresponding S(E 1) " value. For

comparison, theoretical results are also shown in Fig.
together with available measurements of o (left) and

x" (right) values.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Overall, Ufj[ and °" values calculated for the first ex-
cited states in selected light nuclei align with the smooth,
global trend predicted by Eq. Bl (dotted x = 1 lines in
Fig. @), in agreement with Migdal’s original calculation
arising from the combination of the hydrodynamic model
and second-order non-degenerate perturbation theory
hence, validating modern Coulomb-excitation codes |
used to extract collective properties of p- and sd-shell nu-
clei ]

Deviations from simple hydrodynamic-model estimates
are, nonetheless, observed at the beginning of the p- and
sd-shells, where anomalously large o_, and & values are
calculated for the excited states of 7Li and '"-'80. For
the odd-mass nuclei, this may be associated with the
slightly unbound particle [50, [110] — whose wave func-
tion extends far apart from the a-cluster configurations,
ie. a+d, a+t, 4o+ n in SLi, "Li and 'O, respec-
tively — as inferred from the dipole resonances observed
at relatively low excitation energies , ] Such clus-
ter structures were avoided in the 1/w cross-shell fits
to the WBP and FSU interactions because of poten-
tial distortion in the A =5 — 9 region. These deviations
from the GDR effect are not surprising considering the
fragmentation of the GDR spectrum into different 1p-
1h states _] which include the possibility of a-cluster
conﬁguramons 114 -] and the virtual breakup into the
continuum [116 m] the latter supporting the breakup
into the a-t contlnuum as the the main contribution to
the polarizability in “Li.

The reasons behind the large 02/1
puted in 7180 deserve further investigation. For 20,
this is probably related to the aforementioned mixing
of intruder states lacking in the sd-shell wave functions.
However, the anomalously large x value measured for the
first exmtatlon of 170 @] suggests an alternative physi-
cal origin. As suggested by Kuehner et al. [@] and Ball
et al. ], a value slightly larger than x = 1 attributed
to the first 2 excitation at 1.982 MeV in *O could ex-
plain the long-standing =~ 10% discrepancy between the
smaller B(E2;0{ — 2]) = 0.00421(9) e*b? determined
from seven Coulomb-excitation measurements ] and
the larger one, 0.00476(11) e®b?, extracted from a high-
precision lifetime measurement [@] The overall lack of
high-sensitive measurements of the nuclear polarizability
of excited states prevent further conclusions.

In conclusion, we present novel equations of o , and
o, values for excited states on equal footing to ground
states by calculating E1 and E2 matrix elements.
We apply this framework and perform full 1hw SM
calculations of of;w values up to 36Ar, with

SM
and k  values com-

S M
and k



reasonable agreement with previous SM calculations
done up to 2°Ne. Except the anomalous cases of 7180,
results follow the global trend predicted by Migdal [ﬂ]
Dedicated Coulomb-excitation measurements with
increasing sensitivity are relevant in order to elucidate
the reasons behind large dipole polarizabilities that
may affect quadrupole collective properties IE, @, @]
These measurements could be done with the new
GAMKA array at iThemba LABS in South Africa and
elsewhere. More detailed ab initio calculations with
uncertainty quantification above '2C — the heaviest
nucleus where the dipole polarizability for excited states
has been computed from first principles — are needed
to benchmark our results.
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