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We apply the non-equilibrium Green function (NEGF) method to microscopically evaluate fission
cross sections for the neutron induced 235U(n, f) reaction. While the model space was restricted
only to seniority zero configurations in the previous applications of the NEGF method, we remove
this restriction and include seniority non-zero configurations as well. In such model space, a proton-
neutron interaction is active, for which we introduce a random interaction. We find that the seniority
non-zero configurations significantly increase the fission cross sections, and thus the fission-to-capture
branching ratios, even though they are still underestimated by about one order of magnitude as
compared to the experimental data. In addition, we also find that the fission dynamics is governed
by only a small number of eigenstates of the model Hamiltonian.

I. INTRODUCTION

Induced fission of heavy nuclei plays an impor-
tant role in various phenomena, including r-process
nucleosynthesis[1–4] as well as syntheses of superheavy
elements [5–8]. To describe these phenomena, it is thus
crucial to understand deeply the fission process and make
its reliable simulation. For that purpose, phenomenolog-
ical approaches have often been applied. The transition
state theory [9–11] is one of the good examples. In this
theory, the existence of transition states is assumed at the
saddle of a fission barrier and a fission decay rate is esti-
mated by calculating the flux passing through the tran-
sition states. A diffusion model based on the Langevin
dynamics [12] has also been widely used to describe shape
evolution in the fission process [13–17]. This method is
particularly suitable to calculate mass and charge distri-
butions of fission fragments.

Even though these phenomenological models have been
successful, it is important to notice that they often rely
on several theoretical assumptions, such as local thermal-
equilibrium, whose applicability would have to be care-
fully examined when one would like to apply the models
to unknown regions. For example, in r-process nucleosyn-
thesis, the statistical approach may fail to describe the
reaction process [18, 19], since neutron-rich nuclei at the
end of the r-process path have a low neutron separation
energy and thus the level density of the compound nuclei
is also low. In such circumstances, a microscopic ap-
proach is more appropriate [20–22]. One of the promiss-
ing microscopic approaches is the time-dependent density
functional theory (TDDFT) [23], with which the under-
standing of the fission dynamics after the fission saddle
point has been significantly advanced in recent years [24].
In contrast to the post barrier dynamics, however, the
pre-barrier dynamics, including a surmounting dynamics
of a fission barrier and a connection to reaction theories,
has not yet been completely clarified [21].
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To develop a microscopic fission theory which is appli-
cable both for the pre-barrier and the post-barrier dy-
namics, in this paper we particularly consider the non-
equilibrium Green function (NEGF) approach [25, 26].
This method, combined with a microscopic Hamiltonian,
has been widely used to calculate electron transport in
nano-devices [27–33]. Regarding an induced fission as a
transport phenomenon with shape evolution, the NEGF
approach has been applied to induced fission reactions
[34–38]. A big challenge of this approach is that a fission-
ing nucleus in induced fission reactions is generally at a
high excitation energy and the dimension of a Hamilto-
nian matrix is huge, which may reach the order of 105 to
106 [36]. A direct computation of the Green function ma-
trix, which requires inversion of the Hamiltonian matrix,
therefore becomes numerically expensive [39]. Because
of this problem, the model space was restricted only to
seniority zero configurations in the previous applications
of the NEGF method to induced fission [36, 38]. For
a realistic description of nuclear fission reactions, it is
apparant that finite seniority configurations should also
be included. The aim of this paper is to investigate the
role of seniority non-zero configurations in induced fis-
sion by taking into account all possible configurations
below a certain energy cut-off. Such study has been car-
ried out for a schematic Hamiltonian [37], but has not
yet been done for a realistic nucleus. We shall partic-
ularly analyze the 235U(n, f) reaction at En = 10 keV.
We choose this energy because the s-wave dominantly
contributes to the reaction around this energy and the
fission-to-capture branching ratio, α−1, varies only mod-
erately [40, 41]. This will facilitate a comparison between
the experimental data and the theoretical calculations.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we will
detail the NEGF for induced fission and the setup of a
model Hamiltonian based on the density functional the-
ory. In Sec. III, we will present the results for the fission
cross-sections in the 235U(n, f) reaction and discuss the
role of seniority non-zero configurations. In addition, by
applying the spectrum decomposition of the Green func-
tion, we will discuss the fission dynamics in terms of the
eigenstates of the many-body Hamiltonian. Finally, in

ar
X

iv
:2

50
4.

01
57

2v
1 

 [
nu

cl
-t

h]
  2

 A
pr

 2
02

5



2

Sec. IV, we will summarize the paper and discuss future
perspectives.

II. FORMULATION

To carry out the NEGF calculation, one first has to
prepare many-body basis functions covering model spaces
which is large enough to describe the fission process. In
this article, we generate basis functions with deformed
Hartree-Fock calculations with the UNEDF1 Skyrme en-
ergy density functional [42]. The effective mass for this
interaction is close to one, leading to a reasonable level
density of excited states. We then compute the Hamil-
tonian and the overlap matrix elements among the ba-
sis states as is done in the generator coordinate method
(GCM) [43].

A. Fission path and model space

We first calculate the potential energy surface (PES)
and determine a fission path. For this purpose, Fig. 1
shows the potential energy surface of 236U as a function
of the mass quadrupole moment Q20 and the octupole
moment Q30 (to simplify the notation, in the following
we shall use the notation Q = Q20). To draw the poten-
tial energy surface, we use the computer code SkyAx [44],
which assumes the axial symmetry for nuclear shapes.
The pairing interaction is not considered for a moment,
even though we include it at the later stage of the calcu-
lations. We assume that the fission takes place along the
valley of the PES, as shown by the green solid line in the
figure. The potential energy along the fission path, V (Q),
is shown by the blue solid line in Fig. 2 as a function of
the quadrupole moment Q20. Due to the lack of triaxial
deformation and the pair correlation, the fission barrier
height is overestimated as compared to the experimental
data, 5.7 MeV [45]. We therefore scale the first fission
barrier by a factor of f . The value of f is determined to
reproduce the fission barrier height of 5.7 MeV after tak-
ing into account the residual pairing interaction, as we
discuss in the next subsection. The orange dashed line
in Fig. 2 shows the scaled fission barrier with f = 0.7.
To construct the Green function to be used in the

NEGF calculations, we discretize the fission path and
calculate the Hamiltonian and the overlap integrals [43].
To this end, we set a criterion of the discretization to
be ⟨Qi|Qi+1⟩ = 0.52 for the neigboring reference states,
and discretize the fission path from Q = 14 b, where the
ground state locates, to Q = 84 b beyond the second fis-
sion barrier. Notice that the value for the criterion, 0.52,
is somewhat larger than the value used in the previous
calculations[36, 38], that is, 1/e = 0.36, and hence the
reference states are spaced more closely to each other.
Even though the previous value was sufficient to get con-
verged results for transmission coefficients, we use the
larger value to obtain the converged ground state energy
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FIG. 1. The potential energy surface of 236U as a func-
tion of the mass quadrupole and the octupole moments, Q20

andQ30, respectively, obtained with the Skyrme Hartree-Fock
calculations with the UNEDF1 functional. The triaxial defor-
mation and the pairing correlation are not taken into account.
The green solid line shows the fission path determined as the
valley of the potential energy surface, with the white points
indicating the selected reference states used in the present
calculations.
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FIG. 2. The fission barrier along the fission path shown in
Fig. 1 as a function of the quadrupole moment Q20. The blue
solid line shows the original barrier, while the orange dashed
line is scaled by a factor of f = 0.7. The points denote the
reference states used for the GCM calculations.

when the Hill-Wheeler equation is solved with the se-
lected reference states. The selected reference states so
obtained are shown by the dots in Fig. 2.

After the reference states are specified, we generate
particle-hole excited configurations at each Q using the
single-particle levels at that deformation. Since we con-
sider the axial symmetric deformations, we take into ac-
count only the configurations with the total K-quantum
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FIG. 3. (a) The level densities ρ(E) for K = 0 configurations
at Q = 14 b. The blue-solid line shows the total level densities
while the orange-dashed line is obtained by restricting to the
zero seniority configurations only. (b) The number of K = 0
configurations at Q = 14 b as a function of the energy cut-off,
Emax, for several seniority numbers.

FIG. 4. A schematic illustrations of the model space defined
by Eqs. (1) and (2). The dashed lines indicate the energy
cutoff for particle-hole excited states.

number of zero, where K is the projection of angular mo-
mentum on the symmetry axis. The upper and the lower
panels of Fig. 3 show the level density ρ and the num-
ber of configurations at Q = 14 b, respectively. In both
cases, the K-quantum number is restricted to K = 0
only. The level density is plotted as a function of the
excitation energy E while the number of configurations
is plotted as a function of the energy cut-off Emax for

various values of the seniority quantum number. A typ-
ical excitation energy of the low-energy neutron-induced
reaction of 235U is from 6 to 8 MeV, in which region the
contribution of configurations with seniority 4 or larger
becomes dominant. In the calculations shown below, we
set up the energy cut-off for a configuration |Q,Eµ⟩ at Q
and the excitation energy of Eµ as (see Fig. 4),

Eµ + V (Q) ≤ Emax : finite seniority, (1)

Eµ ≤ Emax : zero seniority. (2)

Notice that we take effectively a larger cut-off for the se-
niority zero configurations, in order to take into account
a coherence of such configurations due to the pairing in-
teractions. This choice is also convenient in determining
the scaling factor for the fission barrier. We will specify
the actual value of Emax in Sec. III after we will discuss
the convergence of the results with respect to Emax.

B. Hamiltonian and overlap integrals

For the interactions among the configurations speci-
fied in the previous subsection, we consider the monopole
pairing interaction,

Hpair = −G
∑
i̸=j

a†ia
†
ī
aj̄aj , (3)

as well as the diabatic interaction [46],

⟨Q,Eµ|vdb|Q′, Eµ′⟩
⟨Q,Eµ|Q′, Eµ′⟩

=
E(Q,Eµ) + E(Q′, Eµ′)

2

+h2ln (⟨Q,Eµ|Q′, Eµ′⟩). (4)

Here, ī is the time-reversed state of i. Those interac-
tions have already been taken into accout in the previous
works with seniority zero configurations only [36, 38]. In
addition, we also introduce a random particle-hole inter-
action,

Hran = vr

′∑
a†ia

†
jalak, (5)

where the sum is restricted only to the configurations
with the same K quantum number and r is a random
number sampled from the standard normal distribution.
Due to its stochastic nature, one has to repeat the calcu-
lations many times and take an ensemble average of the
results. This interaction originates from a contact type
residual interaction[37], and its proton-neutron part acts
only when the seniority non-zero configurations are taken
into account. Since such interaction is known to play an
important role in fission decay rates [47], and this is one
of our motivations to go beyond the seniority zero ap-
proximation.
The value of G in Eq. (3) is determined to repro-

duce the excitation energy of the first excited 0+ state of
236U within a given model space with Emax. The value
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TABLE I. The values of the strength of the monopole pairing
interaction, G, the scaling factor for the fission barrier, f , and
the scaling factor fGOE in Eq. (10) with different values of
the energy cut-off, Emax.

Emax(MeV) G (MeV) f fGOE

6.0 0.1425 0.6810 35070
6.5 0.1448 0.6905 23954
7.0 0.1465 0.6980 28288
7.5 0.1436 0.6973 26476
8.0 0.1412 0.6949 40964

of G so obtained is summarized in Table I for several
values of Emax. The value of f for the scaling factor
of the fission barrier (see the previous subsection) is de-
termined to reproduce the fission barrier height of 5.7
MeV after diagonalizing at each Q the sub-Hamiltonian
matrix with the residual pairing interaction. The value
of f depends on the energy cut-off and its values are
also summarized in Table I. The average value of h2 in
Eq. (4) for the diabatic interaction was estimated to be
h2 = 1.5 MeV in Ref.[36], and we use the same value of h2

in this paper. The strength v in Eq. (5) for the random
particle-hole interaction was microscopically estimated in
Ref.[37]. Based on this estimation, we use v = 0.025 MeV
for the proton-neutron channel and v = 0.02 MeV for the
like-particle channels.

The three residual interactions provide off-diagonal
matrix elements in the Hamiltonian overlaps, Hii′ =
⟨Q,Eµ|Ĥ|Q′, Eµ′⟩, where |i⟩ is defined as |i⟩ ≡ |Q,Eµ⟩.
Following Refs. [36, 38], we take into account the cou-
plings up to the nearest neighboring configurations with
respect to the Q coordinate. We also introduce the same
approximation to the Nii′ = ⟨Q,Eµ|Q′, Eµ′⟩ as well,
whose off-diagonal components are set to be 0.52 for the
diabatically connected configurations and zero for the
rest. Due to this approximation, the matrices N and
H are block-tridiagonal, reducing the numerical costs to
evaluate the Green function. While in the previous pub-
lications the sub-Hamiltonian matrices at the left-most
Q and the right-most Q were replaced by random matri-
ces based on the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble (GOE)
[36, 38], in this paper we shall treat them as they are
without introducing GOE matrices.

C. Decay width

In low-energy neutron induced reactions of actinide nu-
clei, neutron, capture, and fission channels are the dom-
inant decay modes of a compound nucleus. To take into
account couplings to those decay channels, we add de-
cay width matrices to the Hamiltonian matrix. In our
model, the configurations located at the left-end in the
Q coordinate, Q = 14 b, are considered to constitute the
compound nucleus states, and are coupled to the neu-
tron and the capture channels. On the other hand, the
right-end configurations at Q = 84 b are considered to

be fission-doorway configurations which undergo fission.
Therefore the decay width matrices read [37],

(Γn)ij = Γ̄n N
1/2
kn,i

N
1/2
kn,j

, (6)

(Γcap)ij = Γ̄cap

∑
k∈Qk=14b

N
1/2
k,i N

1/2
k,j , (7)

and

(Γfis)ij = Γ̄fis

∑
k∈Qk=84b

N
1/2
k,i N

1/2
k,j , (8)

for the neutron, the capture, and the fission channels,
respectively. Here Nij is the overlap integrals introduced
in the previous subsection. Notice that the decay ma-
trices were diagonal if the configurations were orthogo-
nal to each other, that is Nij = δi,j . Eqs. (6-8) take
into account the non-orthogonality of the configurations
by introducing the square root of the overlap integrals.
See Appendix B in Ref. [37] for the derivation. kn de-
notes a single neutron channel which is coupled mainly
to a selected single configuration at Q = 14 b. We se-
lect the neutron channel such that its diagonal energy
in the Hamiltonian is the closest to the excitation en-
ergy E. In the energy average introduced in Sec. III B
below, we select the configurations at Q = 14 b whose
excitation energy is within [E −∆E/2, E +∆E/2], and
then calculate the cross-sections for each of them as the
neutron entrance configuration. The energy average is
defined as the average over those cross sections. The
capture channels are also connected mainly to configura-
tions at Q = 14 b. The number of the capture channels
is empirically estimated to be 77 [45]. Thus we choose
77 configurations at Q = 14 b for k in Eq. (7), with
a criterion that the particle-hole excitation energies are
closest to the total excitation energy E. Accordingly, we
renormalize the capture width as Γ̄cap → Γ̄cap/77. On
the other hand, the fission channels are connected to all
the configurations at Q = 84 b.
In Eqs. (6), (7), and (8), Γ̄n, Γ̄cap, and Γ̄fis represent

the sizes of the decay widths. The values of Γ̄n and Γ̄cap

can be determined from the nuclear data library RIPL
[48], which summarizes reference values of transmission
coefficients Tn and Tcap. For the n+235U reaction at
En = 10 keV, one finds Tn = 0.0628 and Tcap = 0.25
[36]. These values could be converted to average values
of the decay widths using the compound nucleus phe-
nomenology,

Ti = 2πρΓ̄i, (9)

where ρ is the level density of the compound nucleus.
However, in our model, the compound nucleus assump-
tion is not explicitly used, and this equation may not be
directly applied. To test the validity of Eq. (9), we diag-
onalize the first submatrix of Hij with Qi = Qj = 14 b,
and plot in Fig. 5 the distribution of the component
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FIG. 5. The distribution of the expansion coefficients of an
eigenvector at Q = 14 b with Emax = 7 MeV. The eigenvector
is chosen such that the corresponding eigenenergy is close to
6.546 MeV, that is, the excitation energy of the compound nu-
cleus for an absorption of a thermal neutron. The red dashed
line shows the result of a fitting to the Gaussian function.

of the eigenvector whose eigenenergy is closest to the
excitation energy of the compound nucleus for thermal
neutrons, 6.546 MeV. While the distribution is known to
follow a Gaussian distribution for a GOE matrix [49], one
can see that the distribution in our model significantly
deviates from a Gauss distribution, probably because the
Hamiltonian matrix in our model is much more sparse as
compared to a GOE matrix due to the two-body nature
of the residual interactions. To take into account this
effect, we modify Eq. (9) by introducing a factor fGOE,
that is,

Ti = 2πρΓ̄ifGOE. (10)

See Appendix A for a numerical method to determine
the factor fGOE. The values of the decay widths are
summarized in Table I together with fGOE.

In contrast to Γ̄n and Γ̄cap, the fission width Γ̄fis cannot
be determined from experimental data. Also, its theoret-
ical estimation has been limited so far [50]. However, it
has been shown numerically that calculated transmission
coefficients in the NEGF approach were insensitive to the
actual value of Γ̄fis [36]. The insensitive property is a nat-
ural consequence of the fact that the fission probability
is not affected by the post barrier dynamics if the back-
scattered flux from the pre-fission configurations can be
neglected. If this is the case, one can take an arbitrary
value of Γ̄fis as long as it is large enough. We will check
the validity of this assumption with the current setup in
Sec. III A.

TABLE II. The sizes of the neutron width, Γ̄n, the capture
width, Γ̄cap, and the fission width, Γ̄fis with different values of
the energy cut-off, Emax. As explained in the main text, Γ̄cap

is renormalized by dividing the number of capture channels,
77.

Emax(MeV) Γ̄n (MeV) Γ̄cap (MeV) Γ̄fis (MeV)
6.0 1.46×10−2 7.47×10−4 0.15
6.5 1.01×10−2 5.23×10−4 0.15
7.0 1.44×10−2 7.46×10−4 0.15
7.5 1.38×10−2 7.14×10−4 0.15
8.0 1.94×10−2 1.01×10−3 0.15

D. Green function and fission cross section

Using the non-equilibrium Green function theory [51,
52] or the S-matrix dispersion formula[53], the (retarded)
Green function G(E) defined by

G(E) =

[
EN −

(
H − i

2
Γ

)]−1

, (11)

is related to the transmission coefficients Tab for a process
from a channel a to a channel b (̸= a) as,

Tab = Tr[ΓaG(E)ΓbG
†(E)], (12)

where Γa and Γb are the partial widths for the channels
a and b, respectively, and Γ =

∑
a Γa in Eq. (11) is the

total width. In general a coupling to continuum channels
leads to the self-energy terms, which have both the real
and imaginary parts. We simply neglect the real part and
include only the imaginary part in Eqs. (11) and (12),
provided that the uncertainty of the employed energy
functional would be larger than the real part of the self-
energy. For low-energy neutron reactions, only the s-
wave component predominantly contributes and fission
cross sections are given by,

σn,fis =
π

k2
Tn,fis, (13)

where k is the wave length of the incoming neutron. No-
tice that theK-quantum number is restricted toK = 0 in
the calculations presented in the paper. Eq. (13) would
be justified if the transmission coefficient Tn,fis does not
significantly depend on the K-quantum number.
In our model, as shown in Fig. 6, the total dimension of

the Hamiltonian matrix is O(105), and a numerical cost
for inverting the matrix in Eq. (11) is huge. Notice that
due to the random interaction, Eq. (5), such calculation
has to be repeated many times until the convergence is
achieved. To overcome this problem, in Ref. [39], we have
developed an efficient method based on the shift-invert
Lanczos method. For the low-energy neutron reactions,
one can also utilize the fact that the number of neutron
channels is one [54] and thus the transmission coefficient
Tn,fis becomes

Tn,fis = Γ̄nΓ̄fis

∑
i∈fis

|Gi,n|2, (14)
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FIG. 6. (a) The number of cofigurations at each Q for
different cut-off energies, Emax. (b) The total dimension of
the whole Hamiltonian matrix, that is given as the sum of the
number of configurations at each Q.

if the overlap matrix N is diagonal, i.e., N = 1. In this
case, it is sufficient to compute only one column of the
Green function matrix for the channel n. That is, it only
requires solving the simultaneous linear equations∑

j

(EN −H)i,jGj,n = qi, (15)

where the vector q is defined as qi =
(0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0)T , having only one component
for the channel n. This considerably reduces the numer-
ical costs. In the actual calculations, the overlap matrix
is not diagonal and the decay matrices are modified
according to Eqs. (6-8). Even in this case, one can still
use a similar technique given that a configuration at Qi

is connected in the overlap integral to a single configura-
tion at the neighboring deformations, Q = Qi±1, if the
coupling is neglected for those which are not diabatically
connected to each other.

We mension that the numerical cost is still large even
with this numerical technique, and it is difficult to carry
out the calculations with a standard supercomputer. To

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
fis(MeV) 

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

1

Emax = 7(MeV)

FIG. 7. The fission-to-capture branching ratio, α−1, at E =
6.546 MeV as a function of Γ̄fis. The energy cut-off and the
upper limit of Q are set to be Emax = 7 MeV and Q = 84 b,
respectively. The result is obtained with a fixed random seed,
without taking an ensemble and energry averages.

achieve a realistic computation time, we apply the GPU
version of the LSMR algorithm [55], which in general
shows good performance in solving simultaneous linear
equations of sparse matrices. The usage of this algorithm
and a high-performance GPU enable us to calculate the
transmission coefficients Tn,fis with a large enough num-
ber of samples to take an ensemble average.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Insensitivity properties

Let us now numerically evaluate fission cross sections.
We first need to fix the value of Γ̄fis. For this pur-
pose, Fig. 7 shows the fission-to-capture branching ra-
tio, α−1(E) = Tn,fis(E)/Tn,cap(E), with different values
of Γ̄fis for the excitation energy of E = 6.546 MeV. As
one can see, the branching ratio α−1(E) converges with
respect to Γ̄fis when Γ̄fis is large enough. While this fig-
ure shows the result with a single fixed random seed,
we have confirmed that the conclusion remains the same
with other random seeds. Therefore, in the following cal-
culations, we use Γ̄fis = 150 keV, at which the branching
ratio converges as is seen in Fig. 7.

The insensitivity property shown in Fig. 7 is simi-
lar to what has been found in the previous publications
[36, 37], implying that the flux passing through the fission
barrier is not back-scattered from the pre-fission config-
urations [36]. In this calculation, the upper limit of Q
is taken to be Q = 84b, which is large enough to ensure
a quasi-steady flow after the barrier, such that all the
configurations at Q = 84 b go into the fission decays.
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FIG. 8. The averaged fission cross sections σn,fis at the
excitation energy E = 6.546 MeV as a function of the cut-off
energy, Emax. The blue solid line shows the results with the
full seniority configurations, for which the error bars are due
to the statistical errors. The orange dashed line is obtained
when only the seniority zero configurations are included in
the calculations without changing the other parameters from
the full seniority calculations.

B. Fission cross section

Our interest in this paper is to investigate whether the
NEGF approach can quantitatively describe induced fis-
sion reactions. As one of the most important quantities in
induced fission reactions is a fission cross section, we first
discuss the convergence property of fission cross sections
σn,fis(E) with respect to the cut-off energy, Emax. See
Fig. 6 for the number of the configurations at each Q and
the dimension of the total Hamiltonian. The total size of
the Hamiltonian matrix exponentially increases as Emax

increases, reaching 6×105 at Emax = 8MeV. To check the
convergence of the fission cross sections, Eq. (13), we fix
the neutron energy to be En = 10 keV, for which the ex-
citation energy E of 236U becomes E = Sn +En = 6.546
MeV, with the empirical one-neutron separation energy
Sn = 6.536 MeV. Notice that the values of G, f and
fGOE depend on Emax, as shown in Table I.
The blue solid line in Fig. 8 shows calculated fission

cross sections for the 235U(n, f) reaction. To this end,
we take an energy average of the fission cross sections

⟨σn,fis(E)⟩ = 1

∆E

∫ E′+∆E/2

E′−∆E/2

dE′σn,fis(E
′), (16)

with ∆E = 5 keV. Due to the random interaction in
the Hamiltonian, Eq. (5), an ensemble average has to be
taken also. For this purpose, we take 96 random seeds. In
the figure, the error bars are due to the statistical errors.
Because of the huge numerical costs and the limitation of
the computational resource, the remaining error is about
20%. Within the range of the error bars, one can see that

6.00 6.25 6.50 6.75 7.00 7.25 7.50 7.75 8.00
Emax(MeV)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

1

full seniority
zero seniority

FIG. 9. Same as Fig. 8, but for the average fission-to-capture
branching ratio, α−1.

the value of σn,fis is converged with respect to Emax, with
σn,fis=0.354 barn at Emax = 8 MeV. In the nuclear data
library JENDL5.0 [56], the fission cross section of 236U at
E=6.546 MeV is σn,fis=2.938 barn and thus our calcula-
tion underestimates the experimental data by about one
order of magnitude. Notice that the maximum cross sec-
tion at this energy would be π/k2 = 64.9 barn, and thus
a large portion of the total cross section is the compound
elastic component. The orange dashed line in the figure
shows the result when only the seniority zero configura-
tions are included without changing the other parame-
ters. This calculation substantially decreases the fission
cross sections as compared to the full seniority calcula-
tions. This clearly indicates that the seniority non-zero
configurations play an essential role in the fission cross
sections.
Fig. 9 shows the corresponding fission-to-capture

branching ratios,

⟨α−1(E)⟩ =

∫ E′+∆E/2

E′−∆E/2
dE′σn,fis(E

′)∫ E′+∆E/2

E′−∆E/2
dE′σn,cap(E′)

. (17)

The behavior of α−1(E) is qualitatively similar to
σn,fis(E). That is, α−1(E) is converged with respects
to Emax, and is achieved α−1(E) = 0.190, which if off
from the nuclear library data, α−1 = 2.831 [40], by about
one order of magnitude. Moreover, the seniority zero
calculations largely underestimates the branching ratios,
indicating once again the importance of the seniority
non-zero configurations. Notice that the value of α−1

obtained with the seniority zero configurations is much
smaller than the one obtained with the previous senior-
ity zero calculations [36, 38]. In those previous works,
the diagonal submatrix at Q = 14 b was replaced by a
GOE matrix, for which all the configurations are coupled
to the configurations in the next Q by a random inter-
action. The resultant off-diagonal submatrix connecting
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the GOE matrix and the Hamiltonian in the next Q was
dense. On the other hand, in the current setup, the off-
diagonal submatrix is constructed based on the many-
body Hamiltonian, and it is thus much more sparse. That
is, the percentage of finite matrix elements is less than
1%. This considerably reduces the fission probability
compared to the case with the dense off-diagonal sub-
matrix, even though the size of the coupling strength is
similar to each other.

These converged results indicate that the model space
is large enough if the cut-off energy is set to be Emax = 7
MeV or larger. Yet, the fission cross sections and thus the
branching ratios are underestimated by about one order
of magnitude. At this moment, the origin of this discrep-
ancy is not clear. One possibility is that the triaxiality
of nuclear shapes, which is not taken into account in the
present study, may play some role. Another possibility is
that the strength of the pairing interaction G may have
a large deformation dependence. Of course, the param-
eter set dependence of the energy functional would have
to be checked also (see Appendix B for a related discus-
sion). Inclusion of the momentum component [57–59] in
the generator coordinate may also be important. All of
these are beyond the scope of the present paper, and they
would have to be examined in future applications of the
NEGF method to induced fission reactions. In any case,
the results obtained in this paper do not completely de-
viate from the empirical values and the NEGF approach
provides a promising means to microscipically describe
induced fission reactions.

C. Spectrum decomposition of transmission
coefficients

To gain a deeper insight into the fission dynamics, we
decompose the transmission coefficients Tn,fis into the
contribution from each of the eigenstates of the Hill-
Wheeler equation [43],(

H − i

2
Γ

)
fλ = ẼλNfλ, (18)(

H +
i

2
Γ

)
f̃λ = Ẽ∗

λNf̃λ, (19)

with Ẽλ ≡ Eλ− iΓλ/2. Using the eigenvectors fλ and f̃λ
the Green function (11) can be decomposed as,

G(E)ij =
∑
λ

⟨i|fλ⟩⟨f̃λ|j⟩
E − Ẽλ

=
∑
λ

fλ(Q,Eµ)f̃
∗
λ(Q

′, Eµ′)

E − Ẽλ

,

(20)
with i = (Q,Eµ) and j = (Q′, Eµ′). Note that the total
Hamiltonian on the left hand side of Eq. (19) is not her-
mitian due to the decay width term iΓ/2. In this case, in
general, the left-eigenvector fλ and the right-eigenvector
f̃λ are not conjugate to each other. However, in the prob-
lem of induced fission of actinide nuclei, the non-Hermite
term iΓ/2 is much smaller than the hermitian term H,

and one can treat the non-hermitian part perturbatively.
That is, in Eq.(20), the same unperturbed eigenfunction

f
(0)
λ defined as

Hf
(0)
λ = EλNf

(0)
λ , (21)

can be used both for fλ and f̃λ, together with the imagi-
nary part of the eigenenergy evaluated perturbatively as

Γλ =
∑
i,j

(f
(0)
λ )∗iΓi,j(f

(0)
λ )j . (22)

Substituting the decomposed Green function (20) into
Eq. (12), the transmission coefficients Tn,fis read

Tn,fis = Γ̄nΓ̄fis

∑
λ

|gλ(QL, En)|2
(∑

j∈fis |gλ(QR, Ej)|2
)

(E − Eλ)2 + (Γλ/2)2

+
∑
λ ̸=λ′

G
(n)
λλ′ G

(fis)
λλ′

(E − Eλ + iΓλ/2)(E − Eλ′ + iΓλ′/2)∗

 , (23)

with

G
(n)
λλ′ ≡ gλ(QL, En)g

∗
λ′(QL, En), (24)

and

G
(fis)
λλ′ ≡

∑
j∈fis

g∗λ(QR, Ej)gλ′(QR, Ej). (25)

Here gλ is the collective wavefunction defined as [43],

gλ = N1/2f
(0)
λ , (26)

and QL = 14 b and QR = 84 b denote the left-most
and the right-most configurations in the Q coordinate,
respectively (see Fig.2). The label (QL, En) corresponds
to the single configuration connected to the neutron chan-
nel n, while and the configurations labeled by (QR, Ej)
are connected to the fission channels.
The first term of the right hand side of Eq. (23) is

plotted in Fig. 10 for E= 6.546 MeV and Emax = 7 MeV
with a single random seed. It is plotted as a function of
the real part of the eigenenergies, Eλ, obtained with the
shift-invert Lanczos method to solve the large scale eigen-
value problem [39, 60]. One can clearly see that only a
few eigenstates contribute significantly to the transmis-
sion coefficient, Tn,fis. Notice that the real part of the
eigenenergy of those states is close to the excitation en-
ergy, E = 6.546 MeV. Because of the Breit–Wigner term
1/[(E − Eλ)

2 + (Γλ/2)
2] in Eq. (23), the contribution

from those eigenstates whose eigenenergy is far from E
is suppressed. Moreover, the eigenstates have to have
large enough amplitudes both at QL and at QR in or-
der to make a significant contribution to the transmis-
sion coefficient. A similar argument can be applied to
the second term on the right hand side of Eq. (23) with
λ ̸= λ′, because of the similar functional structure to the
first term. In this way, the present model naturally ac-
counts for the small number of the degrees of freedom
in the fission channel [54] without explicitly introducing
transition states [38].
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FIG. 10. The first term on the right hand side of Eq. (23)
for Emax = 7 MeV and E = 6.546 MeV with a single random
seed. It is plotted as a function of the eigenenergies Eλ of the
Hamiltonian.

IV. SUMMARY AND FUTURE PERSPECTIVES

We have formulated a theoretical fission model based
on the NEGF method with the density functional theory.
In contrast to the previous works, we have taken into ac-
count not only the seniority zero configurations but also
the seniority non-zero configurations in the model space.
Such extension has permitted one to take into account a
random-type residual interaction, whose proton-neutron
part had been shown to play an important role in in-
duced fission reactions. Even though the inclusion of se-
niority non-zero configurations requires huge numerical
costs to construct the Green function, we have succeeded
in performing numerical calculations to evaluate the fis-
sion cross sections σn,fis as well as the fission-to-capture
branching ratios α−1. We have shown that those quan-
tities were converged with respect to the energy cut-off
Emax, indicating that the model space employed in this
paper was large enough and thus the NEGF approach
was successfully applied to the induced fission process
235U(n, f) reaction. We have found that our calcula-
tions reproduced the nuclear library data for the fission
cross sections and the branching ratios within on order
of magnitude. Considering that microscopic calculations
of fission cross-sections for realistic systems have been
regarded as extremely challenging, the results obtained
in this paper, which do not completely deviate from the
empirical values, appear encouraging for future develop-
ments of microscopic fission models.

Clearly, there are many possible extensions of the
present approach. Fistly, in this paper, we have limited
our study only to the 235U(n, f) reaction at En = 10 keV
due to the huge numerical costs and a limitation of com-
putational resources. An obvious extension of the present
calculations is to other target nuclides and different en-

ergy ranges. In addition, in this paper, we have consid-
ered only the mass asymmetric fission path as shown in
Fig. 1. Even though the contribution of the mass sym-
metric fission mode is minor in the 235U(n, f) reaction, it
would be important to include both mass symmetric and
asymmetric fission paths in several other nuclei. For that
purpose, one would need to take into account a bifurca-
tion of the fission path in the potential energy surface, or
one would have to take both Q20 and Q30 as generator
coordinates. In this way, one can also calculate a frag-
ment mass distribution. Finally, in this paper, we have
assumed that the transmission coefficient Tn,fis does not
depends on the K-quantum number and have carried out
the calculations only for K = 0. A more consistent treat-
ment would be to take an average of Tn,fis obtained for
different values of K. In this regard, one may also carry
out the angular momentum projection. With these im-
provements, the the NEGF fission model would become
a more powerful and reliable tool to microscopically de-
scribe nuclear fission reactions.
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Appendix A: Determination of the factor fGOE

We introduce the factor fGOE in Eq. (10) to compen-
sate the deviation of our model Hamiltonian from the
compound nucleus models. To describe compound nu-
cleus reactions, one can assume that the GOE Hamilto-
nian HGOE provides a good reference. The matrix ele-
ments of HGOE are defined as

(HGOE)ij = vr
√
1 + δij , (A1)

where r is a random number sampled from the standard
normal distribution, and v is a scale of the matrix ele-
ments. Using HGOE, we calculate the Green function at
E = 6.546 MeV,

G(E) =

[
E −HGOE +

i

2
(Γn + Γcap)

]−1

, (A2)

with which the transmission coefficient Tn,cap can be ob-
tained using the trace formula, Eq. (12). The decay
width matrices in Eq. (A2) are defined by Eqs. (6) and
(7), while the overlap matrix N is set to be the iden-

tity matrix. We estimate the decay widths Γ̄
(0)
n and Γ̄

(0)
cap

using the compound nucleus formula (9) with the em-
pirical values for Tn and Tcap, that is, Tn = 0.0628 and
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FIG. 11. The transmission coefficient Tn,cap calculated with
the GOE Hamiltonian as a function of the dimension of the
matrix, NGOE. The parameter v is determined to reproduced
the level density, ρ = 1.96 × 104. The decay widths in the
Green function are scaled with NGOE so that the result be-
come independent of Ndim for large values of Ndim.

Tcap = 0.025 [36, 48]. To this end, we use the level den-
sity ρ determined from the energy spectrum at Q = 14 b
in the Hartree-Fock approximation, that is ρ = 1.96×104

MeV−1 for Emax = 7 MeV. The same value of ρ is used
to determine the value of v according to the relation in
GOE,

ρ = N
1/2
GOE/πv, (A3)

for a given dimension Ndim of the GOE Hamiltonian. We

scale Γ̄i (i = n or cap) as Γ̄i = Ndim × Γ̄
(0)
i so that the

value of Tn,cap becomes independent of Ndim as shown
in Fig. 11. We use the converged value Tn,cap = 0.036
as a reference to determine fGOE. The deviation of this
value from the empirical value, Tn,cap = 0.025 indicates
the deviation of our model Hamiltonian from the GOE
model.

With the decay widths Γ̄
(0)
n and Γ̄

(0)
cap obtained in this

way, we calculate Tn,cap using the model Hamiltonian
introduced in Sec. II B. To this end, we set Γ̄fis to be
zero. Fig. 12 shows the result of Tn,cap with different
fGOE, for each of which we scale Γ̄n and Γ̄cap with fGOE,

that is, Γ̄i → fGOE × Γ̄
(0)
i . The energy cut-off is set

to be Emax = 7 MeV. As one can see, Tn,cap can be
well fitted by a quadric function of fGOE. The value of
fGOE is selected so that Tn,cap coincides with the value
calculated with the GOE matrix, Tn,cap = 0.036.

For each of Emax, we repat the same procedure to de-
termine fGOE, which are summarized in Table. I. Notice
that the resultant values of fGOE are O(105). This is be-
cause this factor plays a role of the effective dimension of
the compound nucleus configurations, similar to the case
of the GOE Hamiltonian.

5000 10000 20000 40000
fGOE

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

T n
,c

ap

Quadratic Fit
Emax=7.0 MeV

FIG. 12. The transmission coefficient Tn,cap calculated with
the Hamiltonian and the overlap matrices introduced in Sec.
II B as a function of fGOE. The red solid line shows the result
of a quadratic fitting. The dotted line indicates the converged
value of Tn,cap = 0.036 shown in Fig.11 obtained with the
GOE model.

TABLE III. The fission-to-capture branching ratio α−1 cal-
culated with different Skyrme EDFs. The energy cut-off is set
to be Emax = 8 MeV. The other parameters are the same as
those in the main text. The effective massm∗/m and the total
dimension of the Hamiltonian matrix Ndim are also tabulated.
Notice that the calculation accuracy of double-precision num-
bers is about 16 decimal digits and the branching ratio for the
SLy4 parameter set is consistent with zero.

SLy4 SkM* UNEDF1
m∗/m 0.69 0.79 1.008
Ndim 73268 140886 613237
α−1 1.94× 10−18 1.91× 10−4 0.190

Appendix B: Parameter set dependence of the
branching ratios

In the main text of this paper, we present the results
with the UNEDF1 parameter set for the Skyrme-Hartree-
Fock calculations. In this Appendix, we examine the
dependence of the results on the parameter set of the
Skyrme functional. Table III summarizes the fission-to-
capture branching ratio α−1 obtained with three param-
eter sets, SLy4 [61], SkM*[62] and UNEDF1. To this
end, we set the cut-off energy to be Emax to be 8 MeV.
One can see that α−1 is strongly correlated with the ef-
fective mass m∗/m, and decreases as the effective mass
decreases. This is because a small effective mass results
in a wide energy spacing of single-particle energy and
thus reduces the level density. This is reflected in the
number of total dimension, Ndim. As a consequence, the
transition from the initial state to the pre-fission configu-
rations is largely suppressed. We therefore conclude that
one needs to use a parameter set whose effective mass
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is close to unity for a microscopic description of induced fission.
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