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Abstract

A new class of giant resonances in nuclei, namely double-giant resonances, is discussed. They are giant
resonances built on top of other giant resonances. Investigation on their properties, together with similar
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studies on low-lying two-phonon states, should give an answer on how far the harmonic picture of
boson-type excitations holds in the finite fermion systems like atomic nuclei. The main attention in this
review is paid to double-giant dipole resonances (DGDR) which are observed in relativistic heavy ion
collisions with very large cross sections. A great experimental and theoretical effort is underway to
understand the reaction mechanism which leads to the excitation of these states in nuclei, as well as the better
microscopic understanding of their properties. The Coulomb mechanism of the excitation of single- and
double-giant resonances in heavy ion collision at different projectile energies is discussed in detail. A contri-
bution of the nuclear excitation to the total cross section of the reaction is also considered. The Coulomb
excitation of double resonances is described within both, the second-order perturbation theory approach and
in coupled-channels calculation. The properties of single and double resonances are considered within the
phenomenologic harmonic vibrator model and microscopic quasiparticle-RPA approach. For the last we use
the quasiparticle-phonon model (QPM) the basic ideas and formalism of which are presented. The QPM
predictions of the DGDR properties (energy centroids, widths, strength distributions, anharmonicities and
excitation cross sections) are compared to predictions of harmonic vibrator model, results of other micro-
scopic calculations and experimental data available. © 1999 Elsevier Science B.V. All rights reserved.

PACS: 24.30.Cz; 25.70.De; 21.60. — n
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1. Introduction

The phenomenon of a Giant Resonance (GR) in a nucleus is now known for more than 60 years.
The first article on this subject was published in 1937 by Bothe and Gentner [ 1] who observed an
unexpectedly large absorption of 17.6 MeV photons (from the "Li(p, y) reaction) in some targets.
They noticed that the cross section for ®*Cu was surprisingly high and they suggested that this
might be due to a resonance phenomenon. These observations were later confirmed by Baldwin
and Klaiber (1947) with photons from a betatron. In 1948 Goldhaber and Teller [2] interpreted
these resonances (named by isovector giant dipole resonances) with a hydrodynamical model in
which rigid proton and neutron fluids vibrate against each other, the restoring force resulting from
the surface energy. Steinwendel and Jensen [3] later developed the model, considering compress-
ible neutron and proton fluids vibrating in opposite phase in a common fixed sphere, the restoring
force resulting from the volume symmetry energy. The standard microscopic basis for the descrip-
tion of giant resonances is the random phase approximation (RPA) in which giant resonances
appear as coherent superpositions of one-particle one-hole (1p1h) excitations in closed shell nuclei
or two quasi-particle excitations in open shell nuclei (for a review of these techniques, see, e.g.,
Ref. [4]).

The isoscalar quadrupole resonances were discovered in inelastic electron scattering by Pitthan
and Walcher (1971) and in proton scattering by Lewis and Bertrand [5]. Giant monopole
resonances were found later and their properties are closely related to the compression modulus of
nuclear matter. Following these, other resonances of higher multipolarities and giant magnetic
resonances were investigated. Typical probes for giant resonance studies are (a) y’s and electrons for
the excitation of GDR (isovector giant dipole resonance), (b) a-particles and electrons for the
excitation of isoscalar GMR (giant monopole resonance) and GQR (giant quadrupole resonance),
and (c) (p,n), or (*He, t), for Gamow-Teller resonances, respectively.

Relativistic coulomb excitation (RCE) is a well-established tool to unravel interesting aspects of
nuclear structure [ 6]. Examples are the studies of multiphonon resonances in the SIS accelerator at
the GSI facility, in Darmstadt, Germany [7-9]. Important properties of nuclei far from stability
[10,11] have also been studied with this method.

Inelastic scattering studies with heavy ion beams have opened new possibilities in the field (for
a review the experimental developments, see Refs. [7,9]). A striking feature was observed when
either the beam energy was increased, or heavier projectiles were used, or both [12]. This is
displayed in Fig. 1, where the excitation of the GDR in 2°®Pb was observed in the inelastic
scattering of 7O at 22A and 84A MeV, respectively, and *°Ar at 95A MeV [13,14]. What one
clearly sees is that the “bump” corresponding to the GDR at 13.5MeV is appreciably enhanced.
This feature is solely due to one agent: the electromagnetic interaction between the nuclei. This
interaction is more effective at higher energies, and for increasing charge of the projectile.

Baur and Bertulani showed in Ref. [15] that the excitation probabilities of the GDR in heavy ion
collisions approach unity at grazing impact parameters. They also showed that, if double GDR
resonance (i.e. a GDR excited on a GDR state) exists then the cross sections for their excitation in
heavy ion collisions at relativistic energies are of order of a few hundred of milibarns. These
calculations motivated experimentalists at the GSI [7,9] and elsewhere [13,14] to look for the
signatures of the DGDR in the laboratory. This has by now become a very active field in nuclear
physics with a great theoretical and experimental interest [ 7-9].
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Fig. 1. Experimental cross sections in arbitrary units for the excitation of 2°8Pb targets by 17O (22A and 84A MeV) and
by 3°Ar (95A MeV), as a function of the excitation energy.

In the first part of this review, we study the reaction mechanism in RCE of giant resonances in
several collisions between heavy ions. In Section 2 we start with the description of the semiclassical
theory for relativistic Coulomb excitation, then we consider the effects of recoil and later we
describe the fully quantum mechanical approach. The role of nuclear excitation in relativistic heavy
ion collisions is also discussed here. We demonstrate that the experimental data on the excitation
and decay of single-giant resonances are well described by these formalisms. In Section 3 the
process of the excitation of multi-phonon resonances in relativistic heavy ion collisions is con-
sidered within the second-order perturbation theory and in coupled-channels calculations. Giant
resonances are treated in this section within the phenomenologic harmonic vibrator model. Some
general arguments for the width of multi-phonon resonances are discussed here as well as an
influence of giant resonances width on the total cross section of their excitation. A good part of this
report (Sections 4 and 5) is dedicated to a review of the microscopic properties on the giant
resonances in the quasiparticle-phonon model. In Section 4 we present the main ideas and
formalism of this model. The particle-hole modes of nuclear excitation are projected into the space
of quasi-bosons, phonons, and matrix elements of interaction between one- and multi-phonon
configurations are calculated on microscopic footing within this approach. In Section 5, we use this
model as a basis for a detailed investigation of the interplay between excitation mechanisms and
the nuclear structure in the excitation of the DGDR. Different aspects related to the physical
properties of the DGDR in heavy nuclei (energy centroids, widths, strength distributions, anhar-
monicities and excitation cross sections) as predicted by microscopic studies are discussed in this
section and compared to experimental data.

2. Heavy ion excitation of giant resonances

2.1. Coulomb excitation at relativistic energies

In relativistic heavy ion collisions, the wavelength associated to the projectile-target separation is
much smaller than the characteristic lengths of system. It is, therefore, a reasonable approximation
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to treat r as a classical variable r(t), given at each instant by the trajectory followed by the relative
motion. At high energies, is also a good approximation to replace this trajectory by a straight line.
The intrinsic dynamics can then be handled as a quantum mechanics problem with a time-
dependent Hamiltonian. This treatment is discussed in full details by Alder and Winther in Refs.
[16-18]. We will describe next the formalism developed by Bertulani et al. [19], which explicitly
gives the time dependence of the multipole fields, useful for a coupled-channels calculation.

The intrinsic state |y(t)) satisfies the Schrodinger equation

[h + V(eI (2)) = ih (1)) /0t . (1)

where h is the intrinsic Hamiltonian and V is the channel-coupling interaction.
Expanding the wave function in the set {|m); m = 0, N} of eigenstates of h, where N is the
number of excited states included in the coupled-channels problem, we obtain

N

(&) = Y. an®)lmyexp( —iEut/h), )
m=0
where E,, is the energy of the state |m). Taking scalar product with each of the states {n|, we get the
set of coupled equations

N
iha ()= > <n|V|mye'E=EMhg (1), n=0-N. 3
m=0
It should be remarked that the amplitudes depend also on the impact parameter b specifying the
classical trajectory followed by the system. For the sake of keeping the notation simple, we do not
indicate this dependence explicitly. We write, therefore, a,(t) instead of a,(b, t). Since the interaction
V vanishes as t - + oo, the amplitudes have as initial condition a,(t —» — o0) = d(n,0) and they
tend to constant values as t — oo. Therefore, the excitation probability of an intrinsic state |n) in
a collision with impact parameter b is given as

P,(b) = la,(0)|* . (4)

The total cross section for excitation of the state |[n) can be approximated by the classical
expression

o, =21 J P,(b)bdb . (5)

Since we are interested in the excitation of specific nuclear states, with good angular momentum
and parity quantum numbers, it is appropriate to develop the time-dependent coupling interaction
V(t) into multipoles. In Ref. [18], a multipole expansion of the electromagnetic excitation ampli-
tudes in relativistic heavy ion collisions was carried out. This work used first-order perturbation
theory and the semiclassical approximation. The time dependence of the multipole interactions was
not explicitly given. This was accomplished in Ref. [19], which we describe next.

We consider a nucleus 2 which is at rest and a relativistic nucleus 1 which moves along the z-axis
and is excited from the initial state |[I;M;) to the state |I M ;) by the electromagnetic field of nuc-
leus 1. The nuclear states are specified by the spin quantum numbers I;, I, and by the correspond-
ing magnetic quantum numbers M;, M ,, respectively. We assume that the relativistic nucleus 1
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moves along a straight-line trajectory with impact parameter b, which is therefore also the distance
of the closest approach between the center of mass of the two nuclei at the time t = 0. We shall
consider the situation where b is larger than the sum of the two nuclear radii, such that the charge
distributions of the two nuclei do not strongly overlap at any time. The electromagnetic field of the
nucleus 1 in the reference frame of nucleus 2 is given by the usual Lorentz transformation [20] of
the scalar potential ¢(r) = Ze/|r|, i.e.,

oW t) = yp[b" —b,y(z" —vt)] ,  AW,1) = (v/c)yp[b" — b, y(z" —vt)] . (6)
Here b (impact parameter) and b’ are the components of the radius-vectors r and ' transverse to v.
The time-dependent matrix element for electromagnetic excitation is of the form

V5ilt) = LM yILp(r) — (v/c?)- Jw)1d(r, DM (7)
where p (J) is the nuclear transition density (current).
A Taylor-series expansion of the Liénard-Wiechert potential around » = 0 yields

(1) = yplr)] +yVolr] ¥ + -, @)
where r = (b, yvt), and the following simplifying notation is used:
VOLr] = Vo, t)l—o = — V,d(r) — (0/0wt))p(r)z = — V,¢(r) — (v/v*)(0/0)(r) . ©)
Thus,
V5ilt) = I M yILp(r') — (v/c?)-J(r)] Dyd(r) + yr' - VOIILM:) (10)
Using the continuity equation
V-J=—iwp, (11)
where w = (E; — E;)/h, and integrating by parts,
V/
Vi) = <Ifo|[J(r> - [@ - %ﬂ[w(r) ' V¢(r)]|L~M,-> . (12
In spherical coordinates
RTINEE s (13)
n=-1
where
o, =¢e, Vo, (14)

and e, are the spherical unit vectors

er = F(1\/2ex + &), &o=2;.
We will use the relations

v/c? = (v/c*)eo = (v/c?)\/(4m/3)V(rY To) (15)
and
VX L(r*Y,) = i(k + DV(*Y,,) (16)

where L = — irx V.
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Then, one can write

J <Z - —)[ws V]

1

v ) n( & o, U o
=—VJ'[?(V¢"’)— ?{ > EV(’” Ylu)—?d)V(’” Y10)H- (17)

u=-1

The first term in the above equation can be rewritten as

< > >( V§) = T [eor' - Vo) + (- 20)VP] + (v/2¢*)J - [eo(r' - V) — (- 20)VP] . (18)

The first term in this equation is symmetric under parity inversion, and contributes to the electric
quadrupole (E2) excitation amplitudes, since

(v/2¢*) - [eo(r - V) + (- 0)Ve] = (v/2c*) - V[ - V)] . (19)

The second term in Eq. (18) is antisymmetric in J and #, and leads to magnetic dipole (M1)
excitations. Indeed, using Eqgs. (13)-(16), one finds

J-[eo(r - V) — (- o)Vh] = %J[ Z D)LYy _M)} . (20)

u—*l

22

Thus, only the last two terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (17) contribute to the electric dipole (E1)
excitations. Inserting them into Eq. (12), we get

D)=y Z — DBl Mgl A(EL, — p)lI;M;) (21)

u =-1
where

M(EL, — p) = éfd%J(r)'V(rYlM) = Jd3 rp(P)rY,(r) (22)
and

pr=—o,=—(Vo-e,) =e, 0¢/0b,

Bo = — ot — i(wv/c)p . (23)
The derivatives of the potential ¢ are explicitly given by

0 . Ze

b, =V Pli=0 = _xbx[bz IR R

Zle
[bz + V202t2]3/2 .

Using the results above, we get for the electric dipole potential

Vi = f {5 {(OLA {EL, — 1) — A ((E1,1)] + ﬁv[wp 1(7) — i%@‘”‘ 2(T)j|ﬂ fi(El,O)} ;

(25)

Vz¢|r’=0 = - éyzvt
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where T = yv/b, and
E1(0) = Z1e/b[1 + 2132 and  &4(1) = Zye/b[1 + 11> (26)

are proportional to the transverse and longitudinal electric fields generated by the relativistic
nucleus with charge Z e, respectively. From the definition

M M1, ) = — %Jd%](r)-L(rYw) : (27)

and Eq. (19), we find

V() = ﬁ EOLM ML) + M (M1, = 1)] 28)

The current J in Eq. (27) is made up of the usual convective part and a magnetization part,
proportional to the intrinsic (Dirac and anomalous) magnetic moment of the nucleons. To obtain
the electric quadrupole (E2) potential we use the third term in the Taylor expansion of Eq. (8).
Using the continuity equation, a part of this term will contribute to E3 and M2 excitations, which
we neglect. We then find that

VD) =~ 3o {3&@)[%@2, D)+ M {E2, - 2)]

+ y[6r(§3(r) — i%gl(r)}[/% AE2, — 1) + M (E2, 1)]

+./67 [21 — )& )—i%fgl(r)}/%ﬁ(m, 0)}, (29)

where &5(7) is the quadrupole electric field of nucleus 1, given by
&5(t) = Z1e/b[1 + 2]°/% . (30)

The fields &(t) peak around t = 0, and decrease fastly within an interval At ~ 1. This corresponds
to a collisional time At ~ b/yv. This means that, numerically one needs to integrate the coupled-
channels equations (Eq. (3)) only in a time interval within a range n x At around t = 0, with n equal
to a small integer number. A computer code for coupled channels calculations of relativistic
Coulomb excitation using the formalism presented in this section is available in the literature
[121].

2.1.1. First-order perturbation theory
In most cases, the first-order perturbation theory is a good approximation to calculate the
amplitudes for relativistic Coulomb excitation. It amounts to using a; = ;o on the right-hand side
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of Eq. (3). The time integrals can be evaluated analytically for the Vg (t) perturbations, given by
Egs. (25), (28), and (29). The result is

afiy) = — i/? %é{&(é)[%n@l, — 1) =l ({E1, 1)] + i%Ko(é)%fi(ElsO)} . (3D

where K; (K,) is the modified Bessel function of first (second) degree, and & = wb/yv. For the E2

and M1 multipolarities, we obtain respectively,

. [T Zye
af =20 35 Suprt KOLA (E2D) + M {2, = 2]

+ iv<2 - Z—j)Kl(é)[«/% rilE2, = 1) + A ({(E2,1)]

— 6K o(&)M ({E2,0)} (32)

and
oy [S1Zie M1,1 M1, —1 33
Aist ~ = ?h—cbg 1(5)[ﬂfi( 5 )—/%fi( s )]- ( )

These expressions are the same as those obtained from the formulae deduced in Ref. [18]. We
note that the multipole decomposition developed by those authors is accomplished by a different
approach, i.e., using recurrence relations for the Gegenbauer polynomials, after the integral on time
is performed. Therefore, the above results present a good check for the time dependence of the
multipole fields deduced here.

The formulas above have been derived under the assumption of the long-wavelength approxima-
tion. When this approximation is not valid the matrix elements given by Eqgs. (22) and (27) are to be
replaced by the non-approximated matrix elements for electromagnetic excitations [16], i.e.,

24+ 1 .
i = L o Ly 0. 34
22+ DN .
w00 = — D [0 LY 00 0 39

for electric and magnetic excitations (k = w/c), respectively. However, the other factors do not
change (see, e.g., [18]).

2.1.2. Excitation probabilities and virtual photon numbers

The square modulus of Egs. (31)-(33) gives the probability of exciting the target nucleus from the
initial state [I;M;) to the final state |I ;M ;) in a collision with impact parameter b. If the orientation
of the initial state is not specified, the probability for exciting the nuclear state of energy E ; and spin
I, is

1
P = 12
g 21i+1M§4f|af,l (36)
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Integration of (36) over all energy transfers ¢ = iw, and summation over all possible final states of
the projectile nucleus (making use of the Wigner-Eckart theorem and the orthogonality of the
properties of the Clebsch—-Gordan coefficients) leads to the Coulomb excitation probability in
a collision with impact parameter b:

Pc = Z in»f(b)Pf(S) de (37)

S

where p () is the density of final states of the target with energy E, = E; + ¢.
Inserting (31)-(33) into (37) one finds

h&@=2hﬂ@=2ﬁ?mmwﬂé, 39
where " "
2P + 1
oTHe) = —)([ (thl ; ;r,,])z S pe)® " B I, > 1) (39)

are the photonuclear absorption cross sections for a given multipolarity 4. The total photonuclear
cross section is a sum of all these multipolarities,

o, =Y ai"(e) . (40)
A
The functions n,,(¢) are called the virtual photon numbers, and are given by
Z30 E2(c\? 1
ngi(b,e) = Tc—lz ﬁ(;) K?+ FK% ) (41)
Ziu (c 2 2 2 2/.2\2 12
nralbd) = 2o (© ) IR + KoK + K3+ 2 — o2/eKE (42
and
2
1o
mash.0) = 22 S K @3)

where all modified Bessel functions K, are functions of £(b) = wb/yv.

Since all nuclear excitation dynamics is contained in the photoabsorption cross section, the
virtual photon numbers (41)-(43) do not depend on the nuclear structure. They are kine-
matical factors, depending on the orbital motion. They may be interpreted as the number of
equivalent (virtual) photons that hit the target per unit area. These expressions show that Coulomb
excitation probabilities are exactly directly proportional to the photonuclear cross sections,
although the exchanged photons are off-shell. This arises from the condition that the reaction
is peripheral and the nuclear charge distributions of each nuclei do not overlap during the colli-
sion. This result can be proved from first principles, and has been shown in some textbooks (see,
e.g., [21]).

The usefulness of Coulomb excitation, even in first-order processes, is displayed in Eq. (38). The
field of a real photon contains all multipolarities with the same weight and the photonuclear cross
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section (40) is a mixture of the contributions from all multipolarities, although only a few
contribute in most processes. In the case of Coulomb excitation the total cross section is weighted
by kinematical factors which are different for each projectile or bombarding energy. This allows
one to disentangle the multipolarities when several ones are involved in the excitation process,
except for the very high bombarding energies y > 1 for which all virtual photon numbers can be
shown to be the same [22].

2.1.3. Cross sections and total virtual photon numbers

The cross section is obtained by the impact parameter integral of the excitation probabilities.
Eq. (38) shows that we only need to integrate the number of virtual photons over impact parameter.
One has to introduce a minimum impact parameter b, in the integration. Impact parameters
smaller than b, are dominated by nuclear fragmentation processes. One finds

de
doc = Z Onp = Z J‘?NM(E)O'Z;A(S) R (44)
A nA
where the total virtual photon numbers N;(e) = 2n[db bn,,(b, ¢) are given analytically by
2Z%a(c\? 022
Nia(e) = nl (5) [5K0K1 - F(K% — K%)} , (45)
272 N 2 2\ 2
Nga(e) = 10((5) |:2<1 — U—2>K% + f(l — U_2> KoK,
T o\v c c
521)4 2 2 2 2/.2\2 172
+ 5 (Ki = Ko) + <52 — v7/e?) Ky (46)
and
27308 &2
Nai(e) = —1F[5K0K1 - T(K% —Kj) |, (47)

where all K,’s are now functions of ¢(b) = wby/yv.
2.2. Coulomb excitation at intermediate energies

2.2.1. Classical trajectory: recoil and retardation corrections

The semiclassical theory of Coulomb excitation in low-energy collisions accounts for the
Rutherford bending of the trajectory, but relativistic retardation effects are neglected [17]. On the
other hand, in the theory of relativistic Coulomb excitation [ 18], recoil effects on the trajectory are
neglected (one assumes straight-line motion) but retardation is handled correctly. In fact, the onset
of retardation brings new important effects such as the steady increase of the excitation cross
sections with bombarding energy. In a heavy ion collision around 100A MeV, the Lorentz factor
y is about 1.1. Since this factor enters the excitation cross sections in many ways, like in the
adiabaticity parameter

SR) = wspiR/fyv, (48)
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one expects that some sizable modifications in the theory of relativistic Coulomb excitation
should occur [23]. Recoil corrections are not negligible either, and the relativistic calcula-
tions based on the straight-line parametrization should not be completely appropriate to describe
the excitation probabilities and cross sections. The Coulomb recoil in a single collision is of the
order of

g = 212262/7”0”2 > (49)

which is half-distance of closest approach in a head-on collision, with mg equal to the reduced mass
of the colliding nuclei. Although this recoil is small for intermediate energy collisions, the excitation
probabilities are quite sensitive to it. This is important for example in the excitation of giant
resonances because the adiabaticity parameter is of the order of one (see, Eq. (48)). When &(b) < 1,
the excitation probabilities depends on b approximately like 1/b2, while when &(b) becomes greater
than one they decrease approximately as e~ 2™®/b2. Therefore, when ¢ ~ 1, a slight change of
b may vary appreciably the excitation probabilities.

In the semiclassical theory of Coulomb excitation the nuclei are assumed to follow classical
trajectories and the excitation probabilities are calculated in time-dependent perturbation theory.
At low energies one assumes Rutherford trajectories for the relative motion while at relativistic
energies one assumes straight-line motion. In intermediate energy collisions, where one wants to
account for recoil and retardation simultaneously, one should solve the general classical problem
of the motion of two relativistic charged particles. But, even if radiation is neglected, this
problem can only be solved if one particle has infinite mass [24]. This approximation should be
sufficient if we take, e.g., the collision '°O + 2°®Pb as our system. An improved solution may be
obtained by use of the reduced mass, as we show next, in a formalism developed by Aleixo and
Bertulani [23].

In the classical one-body problem, one starts with the relativistic Lagrangian

L = —mc*{l — (1/?) (i + r* >\ 1?2 — Z,Z,e?)r , (50)

where i and ¢ are the radial and the angular velocity of the particle, respectively (see Fig. 2). Using
the Euler-Lagrange equations one finds three kinds of solutions, depending on the sign of the
charges and the angular momentum in the collision. In the case of our interest, the appropriate
solution relating the collisional angle ¢ and the distance r between the nuclei is [24]

1/r = A[ecos(W¢) — 1] (51)
where

W =[1—(Z,Z,e*/cLy)*]"?, (52)

A =ZZ,e*E/c*L§W?* , (53)

¢ = (cLo/Z,Z,e*E)[E* — m§c* + (mocZZ,e*/Lo)*]1M> . (54)

E is the total bombarding energy in MeV, mq is the mass of the particle and L, its angular
momentum. In terms of the Lorentz factor y and of the impact parameter b, E = ymyc? and
Lo = ymoub. The above solution is valid if Ly > Z{Z,e?/c. In heavy ion collisions at intermediate
energies one has Ly > ZZ,e?/c for impact parameters that do not lead to strong interactions. It is



152 C.A. Bertulani, V.Yu. Ponomarev | Physics Reports 321 (1999) 139-251

Fig. 2. A nuclear target is Coulomb excited by a fast moving projectile. The coordinates used in text are shown.

also easy to show that, from the magnitudes of the parameters involved in heavy ion collisions at
intermediate energies, the trajectory (51) can be very well described by approximating

W=1  A=ay/yb>, e=/(b*/ag)+1, (55)

where a, is half the distance of closest approach in a head on collision (if the nuclei were pointlike
and if non-relativistic kinematics were used), and ¢ is the eccentricity parameter. In the approxima-
tion (55) ¢ is related to the deflection angle 9 by ¢ = (ay/y)cot 9.

The time dependence for a particle moving along the trajectory (51) may be directly obtained by
solving the equation of angular momentum conservation. Introducing the parametrization

r(x) = (ao/y)lecosh y + 1] (56)
we find
t = (ao/yv)[yx + esinh y] . (57)

Using the scattering plane perpendicular to the Z-axis, one finds that the corresponding
components of r may be written as

x =a[coshy + ¢], (58)
y=a+/e* — lsinhy , (59)
z=0, (60)

where a = a,/y. This parametrization is of the same form as commonly used in the non-relativistic
case [17], except that a, is substituted by aq/y = a.

In the limit of straight-line motion ¢ ~ b/a > 1, and the equations above reduce to the simple
parametrization

y=vuvt, x=b and z=0. (61)

As we quoted before, the classical solution for the relative motion of two relativistic charges
interacting electromagnetically can only be solved analytically if one of the particles has infinite
mass. Non-relativistically the two-body problem is solvable by introduction of center of mass and
relative motion coordinates. Then, the result is equivalent to that of a particle with reduced mass
mo = mpmy/(mp + my) under the action of the same potential. The particle with reduced mass my, is
lighter than those with mass mp and my, and this accounts for the simultaneous recoil of them. An
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exact relativistic solution should reproduce this behavior as the relative motion energy is lowered.
We shall use the reduced mass definition of my as usual in the parametrization of the classical
trajectory of Coulomb excitation in intermediate energy collisions, as outlined above. In
a 1°0 + 298Pb collision this is not a too serious approximation. For heavier systems like U + U it
would be the simplest way to overcome this difficulty. But, as energy increases, this approximation
is again unimportant since the trajectories will be straight lines parametrized by an impact
parameter b. A more exact result can be obtained numerically using the Darwin Lagrangian to
determine the classical trajectory in collisions at intermediate energies [25]. But, the parametriz-
ation of the classical trajectory as given by Egs. (58)—(60) with a reduced mass particle, besides
reproducing both the non-relativistic and the relativistic energies, gives a reasonable solution to the
kind of collisions we want to study.

2.2.2. Excitation amplitudes
Including retardation, the amplitude for Coulomb excitation of a target from the initial state |i)
to the final state |f) is given in first-order time-dependent perturbation theory by

1 1
agi = Eﬁpﬁ(r}d)(w,r) + - Jsilr) Ao, r)} d’r (62)
where p,; (Jy;) is the nuclear transition density (current) and
w0 eiK|r —r @)
d(w,r) = Zlef et ———dr, (63)
— |i’ - r(t)l
7 0 ) ix|r — r (1))
Ao, =22 v S— (64)
¢ J-w [ — (1)

are the retarded potentials generated by a projectile with charge Z, following a Coulomb
trajectory, and k = w/c. When the magnitude of the amplitudes (62) is small compared to unity, the
use of first-order perturbation theory is justified.
We now use the expansion

ix|r —r|

S = Ak (k7 )Y 5P (7)Y ) (65)

Ir —r| i
where j, (h;) denotes the spherical Bessel (Hankel) functions (of first kind), r. (r<) refers to
whichever of r and # has the larger (smaller) magnitude. Assuming that the projectile does not
penetrate the target, we use r~ (r<) for the projectile (target) coordinates. At collision energies
above the Coulomb barrier this assumption only applies for impact parameters larger than
a certain minimum, below which the nuclei penetrate each other. Using the continuity equation (11)
for the nuclear transition current (we changed the notation: p = p;, J = j;;), we can show that the
expansion (65) can be expressed in terms of spherical tensors (see, e.g., Ref. [21, Vol. II]) and Eq. (62)
becomes

q, = 2oy _A4m
i 22+ 1

where .Z(n, n) are the matrix elements for electromagnetic transitions, as defined in (34) and (35).

(— D{SEL w)M 1{EZ, — ) + S(MA, )M g{MZ, — )} , (66)
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The orbital integrals S(r4, u) are given by

iK)"+1 © 9 ) ) ) ) o
S(EZ 1) = —mf 3 O 0T} Y 4 [0(0). (0] € de
A+2 e
- mj V() F(OhLer (0] Y, [00. ¢/ (0] di (67
and
: A+1 o0
SMAg) =~ ik f VAR O] Y 4, [0, ¢ e dr (68)

where L, is the angular momentum of relative motion, which is constant:
Ly = yamgv cot 9/2 (69)

with & equal to the (center-of-mass) scattering angle.
In non-relativistic collisions

k' = wr'/c = (v/c)(wr' /v) < (v/c) <1 (70)
because when the relative distance 7' obeys the relations wr'/v > 1 the interaction becomes
adiabatic. Then one uses the limiting form of &, for small values of its argument [26] to show that

SM(EA, 1) ~ f PN Y40, (0} et de (71)

— o0

and

SN(MZ,p) =~ —

1 * .
to| VY00 0 ”)

which are the usual orbital integrals in the non-relativistic Coulomb excitation theory with
hyperbolic trajectories (see Ref. [17, Egs. (I1.A.43)]).

In the intermediate energy case the relation (69) is partially relaxed (of course, for relativistic
energies, v ~ ¢, it is not valid) and one has to keep the more complex forms (67), (68) for the orbital
integrals.

Using the Z-axis perpendicular to the trajectory plane, the recursion relations for the spherical
Hankel functions and the identity

v-r=dy/dt®dr/dy-r = acvsinh y , (73)

we can rewrite the orbital integrals, in terms of the parametrization (58)-(60), as

S(E/l 'u) = — ﬂ(gl * dX eir](s sinh y + x) (8 + COShX + i\/ 82 — 1 sinhx)“
. A2 — ] (zcoshy + 1) 1

2
x [u # Dy ==L (ecoshy + Dy + 1@ ne Sinh%'hz} , (74)
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where
2 — () !
\/2/1 - 1\/~(A H)'FA b ,u).( — 1)**W2 for 4+ u = even,
C o = 4 (A — (A + ! 75)
0 for 2 + u = odd
and
n = walv = wae/yv , (76)
and with all h;’s as functions of (v/c)y(ecosh y + 1).
For convenience, we define
I(EZ, p) = (va*/6 ,)S(E;, 1) (77)

and we translate the path of integration by an amount in/2 to avoid strong oscillations of the
integral. We find,

IE« _ [N a 1 —nn/2 OOd —ne cosh x Ainy
ELw==0T)  Jai—on® oxe ¢

S 2 I 2
&+ isinhy /&> — 1cosh ) |:(/1+1)h1—2h2+1_<g> g;qCOShX'hg:|, (78)

(iesinh y + 1“1

where all h,’s are now functions of
z = (v/c)y(iesinh y + 1) . (79)

In the case of magnetic excitations, one may explore the fact that L, is perpendicular to the
scattering plane to show that

1 T av 9 22+ 1
m_OLO : V{hl(Kr)YllI(E’ ¢>} = y? 2; + 3\/ —H (gl"' 1, ue ”¢hl Kr) (80)

The magnetic orbital integrals become

AR JITT e
SIMA ) = = c}(2/1—1” 2 +3
g 1
XG5 1,400t 5 f e (0] e gt Ogiot (81)
Defining
A M«
IMA ) = — 2OSMED oy yh 4 3G+ 12 — w2 (82)

C,+1..c0t 92
we obtain, using the parametrization (58)-(60), and translating the integral path by in/2,

(M)v ) = Me*nwz © dXh ( )e ne cosh yx IVIX(S + ISIIlh/ — \/ﬁcosh X)ﬂ (83)
| (24— o l (iesinh y + 1)* '
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Generally, the most important magnetic excitation has M1 multipolarity. The orbital integrals
(78), (83) can only be solved numerically.

2.2.3. Cross sections and equivalent photon numbers

In the high-energy limit the classical trajectory reduces to a straight line. One can show that
using the approximation ¢ = b/a > 1, the orbital integrals (78) and (83) can be expressed in terms of
simple analytical functions. However, it is instructive and useful to deduce the excitation ampli-
tudes from the first principles again.

The square modulus of Eq. (66) gives the probability of exciting the target nucleus from the
initial state |I;M;) to the final state |I,M,) in a collision with c.m. scattering angle 9. If the
orientation of the initial state is not specified, the cross section for exciting the nuclear state of
spin I is

a’e* 1
Y lag*d@Q, (84)

d'a
T A LA,

where a?e* dQ/4 is the elastic (Rutherford) cross section. Using the Wigner-Eckart theorem and the
orthogonality properties of the Clebsch-Gordan coeflicients, one can show that

dO_i—>f 47[2216 2 42 TCA I _)If)
dQ o i+ 1)7

IS, w)l? (85)

where 1 = E or M stands for the electric or magnetic multipolarity, and the reduced transition
probability is given by

B(niI;—1y) = Z KM | A (md, ) 1M 1

2I+1

= 5 KA (86

Integration of (85) over all energy transfers ¢ = hw, and summation over all possible final states
of the projectile nucleus leads to

Ly Jd“’*fpf@ 87)

where p ((¢) is the density of final states of the target with energy E, = E; + ¢. Inserting (85) into (87)
one finds

doc da,r,l de dnﬂ i
Q-2 2 J o7 (88)

TA €

where 7% are the photonuclear absorption cross sections for a given multipolarity wA. The virtual
photon numbers, n,,;(¢), are given by

dn,, Zia LA+ DN]?* c*a?et

@ " am Gt D 1) el SRR 59)
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In terms of the orbital integrals I(EA, u), given by (79), and using Eq. (89), we find for the electric
multipolarities

dng; tafc\** ALRA+ DN, ., (A — WA+
3 4 [I(E .
dQ 8n2\u> G+ i+ % [ — 0 + e A 0
A+p=even
In the case of magnetic excitations we find
dnyy Zloc c 2= 24+ Hnp? 2242 )
dQ 8 A2+ 1)24 + 1)?
[(A+1)? = )J(A+1—w(A+1+ ) 5
I(MJ. . 91
8 ;‘ [(A+1—wA+1+ w!? M2, ©D
A+ p=o0dd

Only for the E1 multipolarity the integrals can be performed analytically and we get the closed
expression

dng;, _Zlfx<6> 4% —ng{; ¢’ [Klg(gé')]z + [Kife0)] } 92)

dQ  4n?

where ¢ = 1/sin(0/2), o« = 1/137,{ = wao/yv, ag = Z1Z,¢*/2E} ., K is the modified Bessel function
with imaginary index, K, is the derivative with respect to its argument. Since the impact parameter
is related to the scattering angle by b = acot 9/2, we can also write

dnnl 4 dnnl
2nbdb  a’c* dQ

which are interpreted as the number of equivalent photons of energy ¢ = hw, incident on the
target per unit area, in a collision with impact parameter b, in analogy with the results obtained
in Section 2.1.2.

Again we stress the usefulness of the concept of virtual photon numbers, especially in relativistic
collisions. In these collisions the momentum and the energy transfer due to the Coulomb
interaction are related by Ap = AE/v ~ AE/c. This means that the virtual photons are almost real.
One usually explores this fact to extract information about real photon processes from the
reactions induced by relativistic charges, and vice versa. This is the basis of the Weizsacker—
Williams method, commonly used to calculate cross sections for Coulomb excitation, particle
production, Bremsstrahlung, etc. (see, e.g., Ref. [6]). In the case of Coulomb excitation, even at low
energies, although the equivalent photon numbers should not be interpreted as (almost) real ones,
the cross sections can still be written as a product of them and the cross sections induced by real
photons, as we have shown above.

n/l(g b)

(93)

2.3. Comparison of Coulomb excitation of GRs at low energies and at relativistic energies

Inserting the non-relativistic orbital integrals into Eq. (89), we get the following relation for the
non-relativistic equivalent photon numbers (NR):

dn®® _ 20{1[(2“1)!!]2 Caaiaf €240
dQ Tona+1) dQ

(40, (94)
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Fig. 3. Electric dipole number of equivalent photons per unit area d>b = 2nbdb, with energy of 10 MeV, incident on
208Pb in a collision with 1O at impact parameter b = 15 fm, and as a function of the bombarding energy in MeV per
nucleon. The dotted line and the dashed line correspond to calculations performed with the non-relativistic and with the
relativistic approaches, respectively. The solid line represents a more correct calculation, as described in the text.

Fig. 4. Same as Fig. 3, but for the E2 multipolarity.

where 6 = 0 for electric, and 6 = — 1 for magnetic multipolarities, and { = wag/v. The non-
relativistic Coulomb excitation functions f;,(3, () are very well known and, e.g., are tabulated in
Ref. [17], or maybe calculated numerically.

Using Egs. (90)-(92), we make an analysis of Coulomb excitation extending from low- to
high-energy collisions. As an example, we study the excitations induced by '°O in 'O + 2°8Pb
collisions. Since expression (89) is quite general, valid for all energies, under the assumption that the
nuclei do not overlap, the equivalent photon numbers contain all information about the differences
among the low- and the high-energy scattering. In Figs. 3-5 we show dn,; ., for the E1 (Fig. 3),
E2 (Fig. 4), and M1 (Fig. 5) multipolarities, and for the collision '°O + 2°®Pb with an impact
parameter b = 15 fm. They are the equivalent photon numbers with frequency w = 10 MeV/h
incident on 2°®Pb. The dotted lines are obtained by using the non-relativistic equation (94), while
the dashed lines correspond to the relativistic expressions (41)-(43). One observes that the
relativistic expressions overestimate the equivalent photon numbers at low energies, while the
non-relativistic expressions underestimate them at high energies. The most correct values are given
by the solid lines, calculated according to Egs. (90) and (91). They reproduce the low- and the
high-energy limits, giving an improved interpolation between these limits at intermediate energies.
These discrepancies are more apparent for the E1 and the E2 multipolarities. In the energy interval
around 100A MeV neither the low-energy theory nor the high-energy one can reproduce well the
correct values. This energy interval is indeed very sensitive to the effects of retardation and of
Coulomb recoil.

At these bombarding energies, the differences between the magnitude of the non-relativistic and
the correct relativistic virtual photon numbers are kept at a constant value, of about 20%, for
excitation energies ¢ = hw < 10 MeV. However, they increase sharply when one reaches the
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Fig. 5. Same as Fig. 3, but for the M1 multipolarity.

Fig. 6. Equivalent photon numbers per unit area incident on 2°®Pb, in a collision with O at 100A MeV and with
impact parameter b = 15 fm, as a function of the photon energy hw. The curves for the E1, E2 and M1 multipolarities
are shown.

excitation energy of ¢ = hw > 10 MeV. The reason is that, for such excitation energies, the
adiabaticity factor becomes greater than unity (¢ > 1). This means that excitation energies of order
of 10 MeV (like in the case of giant resonance excitation) are in the transition region from
a constant behavior of the equivalent photon numbers to that of an exponential ( ~ ¢ ™) decay.
This is more transparent in Fig. 6 where we plot the equivalent photon numbers for E,,;, =
100 AMeV, b = 15fm, and as a function of #w. One also observes from this figure that the E2
multipolarity component of the electromagnetic field dominates at low frequencies. Nonetheless,
over the range of fiw up to some tens of MeV, the E2 matrix elements of excitation are much smaller
than the E1 elements for most nuclei, and the E2 effects become unimportant. However, such effects
are relevant for the excitation of the isoscalar E2 giant resonance (GQR;,) which have large matrix
elements.

As an application of the semiclassical approach to Coulomb excitation in intermediate energy
collisions, we study the excitation of giant isovector dipole resonances (E1) and of giant isoscalar
quadrupole resonances (E2) in *°®Pb by means of the Coulomb interaction with a '°O projectile.
At 100A MeV the maximum scattering angle which still leads to a pure Coulomb scattering
(assuming a sharp cut-off at an impact parameter b = Rp + Ry) is 3.9°. The cross sections are
calculated by assuming a Lorentzian shape for the photonuclear cross sections:

e?I?

Oy = am(gz “ B2 4 (95)

with ¢, chosen to reproduce the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn sum rule for E1 excitations,

NZ
Jof (e)de ~ 60 e MeV mb (96)
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Fig. 7. Total cross sections for the excitation of giant electric dipole (E1) and quadrupole (E2) resonances in 2°8Pb by
means of the Coulomb interaction with 1°O, as a function of the laboratory energy.

and the energy-weighted sum rule for the quadrupole mode,

d
Jofz(g) g—f ~ 0.22Z A3 ub/MeV . (97)

The resonance energies are approximately given by Egpr ~77-A~'3*MeV and Egor ~
63- A~ 3 MeV. We use the widths I'gpg = 4 MeV and I'gor = 2.2 MeV for 2°8Pb.

We will discuss the differential cross sections as a function of the scattering angle later, when we
introduce the effects of strong absorption. To obtain the total cross sections, one has to integrate
the equivalent photon numbers in (90) and (91) from 0° to a maximum scattering angle 0,,,,, where
the nuclear absorption sets in, or equivalently, one can integrate over the impact parameter, from
a minimum value b,;, up to infinity. Fig. 7 shows the total cross section for the excitation of giant
dipole and of giant quadrupole resonances in 2°8Pb in a collision with '°O as a function of the
laboratory energy per nucleon. The same average behavior of the photonuclear cross sections, as
assumed in Egs. (95) and (96), is used.

Only for the E1 multipolarity the angular integration can be performed analytically. One
obtains’

2 1
Ng; = Ez%aeng(c/v)z{ — KK — E(C/UV&Z

1 0K 0K
x ((/8?KE + K2 — K3 — —<Ki <—> - K < ) >} ’ "
(C/ ) ¢ ¢ £ o ¢ a,u n=it : a:u u=if ( )

! We observe that the original formula for the dipole case appearing in [6] has a misprinted sign in one of its terms.
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where

1 for 2a > byin,
L (99)

R/a — 1 for 2a < by,

and & = g5 = Wb pin/y0.

It is easy to see that this equation reduces to Eq. (45) in the relativistic limit, when
(-0, e — 0.

The cross sections increase very rapidly to large values, which are already attained at intermedi-
ate energies. A salient feature is that the cross section for the excitation of giant quadrupole modes
is very large at low and intermediate energies, decreasing in importance (about 10% of the E1 cross
section) as the energy increases above 1A GeV. This occurs because the equivalent photon number
for the E2 multipolarity is much larger than that for the E1 multipolarity at low collision energies.
That is, ng, > ngy, for v <€ ¢. This has a simple explanation. Pictorially, as seen from an observer
at rest, when a charged particle moves at low energies the lines of force of its corresponding electric
field are isotropic, diverging from its center in all directions. This means that the field carries a large
amount of tidal (E2) components. On the other hand, when the particle moves very fast its lines of
force appear contracted in the direction perpendicular to its motion due to Lorentz contraction.
For the observer this field looks like a pulse of plane waves of light. But plane waves contain all
multipolarities with the same weight, and the equivalent photon numbers become all approxim-
ately equal, i.e., ng; ~ ng, ~ nyq, and increase logarithmically with the energy for y > 1. The
difference in the cross sections when y > 1 are then approximately equal to the difference in the
relative strength of the two giant resonances ¢5?/cf! < 0.1. The excitation of giant magnetic
monopole resonances is of less importance, since for low energies ny; < ng; (Myy =~ (v/¢)*ngy),
whereas for high energies, where ny;; ~ ngq, it will be also much smaller than the excitation of
electric dipole resonances since their relative strength ¢!/gE! is much smaller than unity.

At very large energies the cross sections for the Coulomb excitation of giant resonances
overcome the nuclear geometrical cross sections. Since these resonances decay mostly through
particle emission or fission, this indicates that Coulomb excitation of giant resonances is a very
important process to be considered in relativistic heavy ion collisions and fragmentation processes,
especially in heavy ion colliders. At intermediate energies the cross sections are also large and this
offers good possibilities to establish and study the properties of giant resonances.

2.4. Quantum description of Coulomb excitation at high energies

Inelastic scattering of heavy ions at intermediate energy collisions is an important tool to
investigate the structure of stable and unstable nuclei. Laboratories like GANIL/France,
GSI/Germany, RIKEN/Japan, and MSU/USA, frequently use this technique. The angular distri-
bution of the inelastically scattered fragments are particularly useful to identify unambiguously the
multipolarity of the interaction, and consequently the spin and parities of the excited states. In
previous sections we have shown that recoil and retardation effects, are important at this energy
regime. However, as shown by Bertulani and Nathan [27], in order to describe correctly the
angular distribution, absorption and diffraction effects have to be included properly. Next we show
how quantum mechanical effects show up in the differential cross sections.
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2.4.1. Inelastic amplitudes and virtual photon numbers
Defining r as the separation between the centers of mass of the two nuclei and # to be the
intrinsic coordinate of the target nucleus to first-order the inelastic scattering amplitude is given by
ik - / J J
110) = o & & <O Vil L ) (100

where @{)(r) and @{")(r) are the incoming and outgoing distorted waves, respectively, for the
scattering of the center of mass of the nuclei, and ¢(#) is the intrinsic nuclear wave function of
the target nucleus.

At intermediate energies, AE/E,,;, < 1, and forward angles, § < 1, we can use eikonal wave
functions for the distorted waves, i.e.,

O *(r) @y (r) = exp{ —iq.r + ix(b)} , (101)
where
1b) = 1 f U, b)d=’ + ivrc(b) (102

is the eikonal phase, ¢ = k' — k, Uy is the nuclear optical potential, and y(b) is the Coulomb
eikonal phase. We have defined the impact parameter b by b = |rx Z|.
For light nuclei, one can assume Gaussian nuclear densities, and the Coulomb phase is given by

AVAY 1 b?
Yolb) =2 o {ln(kb)+§E1<R—é>}, (103)

with R{ equal to the size parameter of each Gaussian matter density, R& = [RE)]? + [R&']?, and

05—t
E,(x) = f ert . (104)
The first term in Eq. (103) is the contribution to the Coulomb phase of a point-like charge
distribution. It reproduces the elastic Coulomb amplitude when introduced into the eikonal
expression for the elastic scattering amplitude. The second term in Eq. (103) is a correction due to
the extended Gaussian charge distribution. It eliminates the divergence of the Coulomb phase at
b =0, so that

yel0) = 22

Zzez[m (kRg) — C] , (105)

where C = 0.577 is the Euler constant.
For heavy nuclei a “black-sphere” absorption model is more appropriate. Assuming an absorp-
tion radius R,, the Coulomb phase is given by

1cb) = 2AZ.Z 4¢*/h0){O(b — Ro)ln (kb) + O(R, — b)[In (kRo)
+In(1 + (1 — b*/R§)"?) — (1 — b?/R§)"? — 3(1 — b*/R)**]} . (106)

Again, the first term inside the parentheses is the Coulomb eikonal phase for point-like charge
distributions. The second term accounts for the finite extension of the charge distributions.
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Table 1
Parameters [29] for the nucleon-nucleon amplitude, fyn(0 = 0°) = (kyn/47) oy (i + ony)

E (A MeV) oy (fm?) .

85 6.1 1

94 5.5 1.07
120 4.5 0.7
200 32 0.6
342.5 2.84 0.26
425 32 0.36
550 3.62 0.04
650 4.0 —0.095
800 4.26 —0.075
1000 4.32 —0.275
2200 4.33 —0.33

For high-energy collisions, the optical potential U(r) can be constructed by using the t-pp
approximation [28]. One gets

h :
ulr)= — ?UUNN(OCNN + l)fp 1(F)pa(r — 1) &%, (107)

where gyy is the nucleon-nucleon cross section, and oyy is the real-to-imaginary ratio of the
forward (0 = 0°) nucleon-nucleon scattering amplitude. A set of the experimental values of these
quantities, useful for our purposes, is given in Table 1.

In Eq. (100) the interaction potential, assumed to be purely Coulomb, is given by

H eiK|r*r'|

Viadror') = =5 julr') (108)

=1’
where v" = (c,v), with v equal to the projectile velocity, k = w/c, and j,(r') is the charge four-current
for the intrinsic excitation of nucleus 1 by an energy of Aw. Inserting (101), (102) and (108) in (100)

and following the same steps as in Ref. [6], one finds

A
10) = iZy Z}k Y i’"<%> S+ 1 eimmm(q)c;m@a ;M Ll (md, — m\ MY (109)

where nim denotes the multipolarity, G,,,, are the Winther—Alder relativistic functions [18], and
I M g| M (nh, — m)|I;M;) is the matrix element for the electromagnetic transition of multipolarity
nim from |I;M;) to [I;M ), with E; — E; = hw. The function ©,,(q) is given by

Q.(q) = Lmdb bJ m(qb)K,,,(?—f) exp{iy(b)} , (110)

where g = 2k sin(6/2) is the momentum transfer, # and ¢ are the polar and azimuthal scattering
angles, respectively.
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For the E1, E2 and M1 multipolarity, the functions G,,,,(c/v) are given by [18]

Gp11(x) = — Ggr—1(x =x\/§/3 Ggio(x) —id/n( x* =13,

Gu11(X) = Gyi-1(x) = —1/81/3,  Gyry0(x) =0,
Gp2a(x) = Gpa—2(x) = — 2x/7( x* — 1)6/5 ,
Grp21(X) = — Gpa—1(x) =12,/m/6 (2x> — 1)/5,  Gpao(x) = 2/ (x> — 1)/5 . (111)

Using the Wigner-Eckart theorem, one can calculate the inelastic differential cross section from
(109), using techniques similar to those discussed in previous sections. One obtains

dZGC

deE E;) FZ

Y A

dnn/l 7'M

(112)

where ¢74(E,) is the photonuclear cross section for the absorption of a real photon with energy
E, by nucleus 2, and dn,,;/dQ is the virtual photon number, which is given by [27]

2
dng qu(w_k) (22 +

”]ZZ|G Pl1Qu(q)? (113)
dQ - 1 y mim

2n)0 + 1

where o = e?/hc.

The total cross section for Coulomb excitation can be obtained from Egs. (112) and (113), using
the approximation dQ ~ 2rnq dq/k?, valid for small scattering angles and small energy losses. Using
the closure relation for the Bessel functions, we obtain

% ) —/%nm AE,) (114)
where n

es() = 73 %zmm () (115)
and

gm(a)):2Tt<y—a;>2fdbbK2<Vb>exp{ 204(b)} (116)

where y4(b) is the imaginary part of y(b), which is obtained from Eq. (102) and the imaginary part of
the optical potential.

Before proceeding further, it is worthwhile to mention that the present calculations differ from
those of previous sections by the proper inclusion of absorption. To reproduce the angular
distributions of the cross sections, it is essential to include the nuclear transparency. In the limit of
a black-disk approximation, the above formulas reproduce the results presented in Ref. [6]. One
also observes that the Coulomb phase in the distorted waves, which is necessary for the quantitat-
ive reproduction of the experimental angular distributions, is not important for the total cross
section in high-energy collisions. This fact explains why semiclassical and quantum methods give
the same result for the total cross section for Coulomb excitation at relativistic energies [6]. At
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intermediate energies, however, it is just this important phase which reproduces the semiclassical
limit for the scattering of large-Z ions, as we shall see next. Using the semiclassical terminology,
for Ei, ~ 100A MeV or less, the recoil in the Coulomb trajectory is relevant. At the distance
of closest approach, when the Coulomb field is most effective at inducing the excitation, the ions
are displaced farther from each other due to the Coulomb recoil. As we discussed before, this
effect can be accounted for approximately by using the effective impact parameter
betr = b + nZ,Z,e*/4E,,;, in the semiclassical calculations. This recoil approximation can also
be used in Eq. (116), replacing b by b in the Bessel function and the nuclear phase, in order to
obtain the total cross section. Since the modified Bessel function is a rapidly decreasing function of
its argument, this modification leads to sizable modifications of the total cross section at intermedi-
ate energy collisions.

Finally, we point out that for very light heavy ion partners, the distortion of the scattering
wavefunctions caused by the nuclear field is not important. This distortion is manifested in the
diffraction peaks of the angular distributions, characteristic of strong absorption processes. If
ZZ,0. > 1, one can neglect the diffraction peaks in the inelastic scattering cross sections and
a purely Coulomb excitation process emerges. One can gain insight into the excitation mechanism
by looking at how the semiclassical limit of the excitation amplitudes emerges from the general
result (113). We do this next.

2.4.2. Semiclassical limit of the excitation amplitudes
If we assume that Coulomb scattering is dominant and neglect the nuclear phase in Eq. (102),
we get

(* oo

Qulq) ~ . db me(qb)Km<w—b>exp{ilﬁc(b)} . (117)

J "

This integral can be done analytically by rewriting it as

Qula) = | "ab bl“z"Jm(qb)KmC;—f) , (118)

J

where we used the simple form (b) = 2nIn(kb), with n = Z,Z,e?/hv. Using standard techniques
found in Ref. [30], we find

1 2+ 2in
Q,(q) = 22”’%1“(1 +m+inl(1 + in)Am<%> F(l+m+in1 +in1 +m; — A%, (119)

where
A =qgyjw, (120)

and F is the hypergeometric function [30].
The connection with the semiclassical results may be obtained by using the low-momentum
transfer limit

2 M T 1 . . -
Jm b ~ cos b _ _ ) = e1qbe—1rr(m+ 1/2)/2 + e—lqbem(m+ 1/2)/2 , 121
ah)~ | op (q > 4> 7%1){ } (121)
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and using the stationary phase method, i.e.,

ip(x ~ 2mi 12 ip(xo
fG(x)e P dx ~ <¢”(Xo)> G(xo)el?™ | (122)
where
do(xo)/dx =0 and ¢"(xo) = d?P(xo)/dx? . (123)

This result is valid for a slowly varying function G(x).
Only the second term in brackets of Eq. (121) will have a positive (b = b, > 0) stationary point,

and

Qula) ~ ﬁ(%) 1/2\/170Km< yb >exp{ B(bo) + M} , (124)
where

¢(b) = — gb + 2nln(kb) . (125)
The condition ¢'(by) = 0 implies

bo = 2n/q = ae/sin(6/2) , (126)

where ay = Z,Z,e*/uv? is half the distance of closest approach in a classical head-on collision.

We observe that the relation (126) is the same [with cot(0/2) ~ sin~'(0/2)] as that between
impact parameter and deflection angle of a particle following a classical Rutherford trajectory.
Also,

¢"(bo) = —2n/bg = — q*/2n, (127)

which implies that in the semiclassical limit
4y 2mn 1/do wdg

Q). = — K2 — | = | —= K| ———— ). 12

| m(Q)|s.c. q4 m< '))Uq ) k2<dQ>Rmh m('))v Sln(g/z) ( 8)
Using the above results, Eq. (113) becomes

dn,; (do 5 2[4 + ]2 22 wdg

aQ - <dQ>Rth °‘<yu> oG+ 1) & Gl Kl o) (129)

If strong absorption is not relevant, the above formula can be used to calculate the equivalent
photon numbers. The stationary value given by Eq. (126) means that the important values of
b which contribute to ©,(q) are those close to the classical impact parameter. Dropping the index
0 from Eq. (126), we can also rewrite (129) as

dn., _, 2}[(2/L+1)']2 5 of @b
2nbdb z a(yv) (2n)*(A + Zl Graml ™K <yv> ’ (130)

which is equal to the semi-classical expression given in Ref. [23], Eq. (A.2).
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For very forward scattering angles, such that A < 1, a further approximation can be made by
setting the hypergeometric function in Eq. (119) equal to unity [30], and we obtain

Q(q) = 2*"(1/mHI(1 + m + in)[(1 + in)A™(yv/w)> 2" . (131)
The main value of m in this case will be m = 0, for which one gets

Qolg) ~ 2*"I'(1 +inI(1 + in)yv/w)* 2" = — n? 22" (in)I (in)(yv/c)* " " (132)
and

120(q)I* = n*(yv/w)* n?/n? sinh*(ny) , (133)

which, for n > 1, results in
1Q0(q)1> = 4n’n’(yv/w)te ™™ . (134)

This result shows that in the absence of strong absorption and for # > 1, Coulomb excitation is
strongly suppressed at 6 = 0. This also follows from semiclassical arguments, since  — 0 means
large impact parameters, b > 1, for which the action of the Coulomb field is weak.

2.5. Singles spectra in Coulomb excitation of GDR

In this section, we apply the formalism developed in previous sections in the analysis of the
data of Ref. [31], in which a projectile of 7O with an energy of E,,, = 84A MeV excites the
target nucleus *°®Pb to the GDR. We first seek parameters of the optical potential which fits
the elastic scattering data. We use the eikonal approximation for the elastic amplitude in the
form given by

Jal0) = ikJJ o(gb){1 — exp[ix(b)]}bdb , (135)

where J is the Bessel function of zeroth order and the phase y(b) is given by Eq. (102). In Fig. 8 we
compare the calculated elastic scattering angular distribution to the data from Ref. [12]. The
calculation utilized Eq. (135), with y(b) obtained from an optical potential of a standard
Woods—Saxon form with parameters

Vo=50MeV, W,=58MeV, Ry=Ryp=85fm and ay =ay =0.85fm. (136)

The data are evidently very well reproduced by the eikonal approximation.

In order to calculate the inelastic cross section for the excitation of the GDR, we use a Loren-
tzian parameterization for the photoabsorption cross section of 2°8Pb [32], assumed to be all E1,
with Egpr = 13.5MeV and I' = 4.0 MeV. Inserting this form into Eq. (114) and doing the calcu-
lations implicit in Eq. (113) for dng,/d€2, we calculate the angular distribution and compare it with
the data in Fig. 9. The agreement with the data is excellent, provided we adjust the overall
normalization to a value corresponding to 93% of the energy weighted sum rule (EWSR) in the
energy interval 7-18.9 MeV. Taking into account the + 10% uncertainty in the absolute cross
sections quoted in Ref. [12], this is consistent with photoabsorption cross section in that energy
range, for which approximately 110% of the EWSR is exhausted.
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Fig. 8. Ratio to the Rutherford cross section of the elastic cross section for the 7O + 2°8Pb reaction at 84A MeV, as
a function of the center-of-mass scattering angle. Data are from Ref. [12].

Fig. 9. Differential cross section for the excitation of the isovector giant dipole resonance in 2°8Pb by means of
170 projectiles at 84A MeV, as a function of the center-of-mass scattering angle. Data are from Ref. [12].

To unravel the effects of relativistic corrections, we repeat the previous calculations unplugging
the factor y = (1 — v?/c?)~! which appears in the expressions (115) and (116) and using the
non-relativistic limit of the functions Ggy,,, as given in Eq. (111). These modifications eliminate the
relativistic corrections on the interaction potential. The result of this calculation is shown in Fig. 10
(dotted curve). For comparison, we also show the result of a full calculation, keeping the relativistic
corrections (dashed curve). We observe that the two results have approximately the same pattern,
except that the non-relativistic result is slightly smaller than the relativistic one. This fact may
explain the discrepancy between the fit of Ref. [12] and ours as due to relativistic corrections not
properly accounted for in the ECIS code [33]. In fact, if we repeat the calculation for the excitation
of GDR;, using the non-relativistic limit of Egs. (115) and (116), we find that the best fit to the data
is obtained by exhausting 113% of the EWSR. This value is very close to the 110% obtained by
Barrette et al. [12].

In Fig. 10 we also show the result of a semiclassical calculation (solid curve) for the GDR;,
excitation in lead, using Eq. (129) for the virtual photon numbers. One observes that the semiclassi-
cal curve is not able to fit the experimental data. This is mainly because diffraction effects and
strong absorption are not included. But the semiclassical calculation displays the region of
relevance for Coulomb excitation. At small angles the scattering is dominated by large impact
parameters, for which the Coulomb field is weak. Therefore, the Coulomb excitation is small and
the semiclassical approximation fails. It also fails in describing the large angle data (dark side of the
rainbow angle), since absorption is not treated properly. One sees that there is a “window” in the
inelastic scattering data near 0 = 2-3° in which the semiclassical and full calculations give
approximately the same cross section.
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Fig. 10. Virtual photon numbers for the electric dipole multipolarity generated by 84A MeV '70 projectiles incident on
208ph, as a function of the center-of-mass scattering angle. The solid curve is a semiclassical calculation. The dashed and
dotted curves are eikonal calculations with and without relativistic corrections, respectively.

Fig. 11. Differential cross sections for the excitation of the giant dipole resonance (GDR), the isoscalar giant quadrupole
resonance (GQR;,), and the isovector giant quadrupole resonance (GQR;,), in Pb for the collision 2°8Pb + 2°8Pb at
640A MeV. The solid (dotted) [dashed-dotted] line is the differential cross section for the excitation of the GDR (GQR)
[GQR;,]. The dashed line is the result of a semiclassical calculation.

In Fig. 11 we perform the same calculation, but for the excitation of the GDR, the isoscalar giant
quadrupole resonance (GQR,), and the isovector quadrupole resonance (GQR;,), in Pb for the
collision 2°8Pb + 2°8Pb at 640A MeV. The solid (dotted) (dashed-dotted) line is the differential
cross section for the excitation of the GDR (GQR;,) [GQR;,]. The dashed line is the result of
a semiclassical calculation. Here we see that a purely semiclassical calculation, using Eq. (92) is able
to reproduce the quantum results up to a maximum scattering angle 0,,,, at which strong absorption
sets in. This justifies the use of semiclassical calculations for heavy systems, even to calculate
angular distributions. The cross sections increase rapidly with increasing scattering angle, up to an
approximately constant value as the maximum Coulomb scattering angle is neared. This is
explained as follows. Very forward angles correspond to large impact parameter collisions in which
case wb/yv > 1 and the excitation of giant resonances in the nuclei is not achieved. As the impact
parameter decreases, increasing the scattering angle, this adiabaticity condition is fulfilled and
excitation occurs.

As discussed above, the semiclassical result works for large Z nuclei and for relativistic energies
where the approximation of Eq. (117) is justified. However, angular distributions are not useful at
relativistic energies since the scattering is concentrated at extremely forward angles. The quantity
of interest in this case is the total inelastic cross section. If we use a sharp-cutoff model for the
strong absorption, so that y(b) = oo for b < b, and 0 otherwise, then Egs. (115) and (116) yield
the same result as an integration of the semiclassical expression, Eq. (130), from b,,;, to oo . In fact,
this result has been obtained earlier in Ref. [6].
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2.6. Excitation and photon decay of the GDR

We now consider the excitation of the target nucleus to the giant dipole resonance and the
subsequent photon decay of that excited nucleus, leaving the target in the ground state. Experi-
mentally, one detects the inelastically scattered projectile in coincidence with the decay photon and
demands that the energy lost by the projectile is equal to the energy of the detected photon. To the
extent that the excitation mechanism is dominated by Coulomb excitation, with the exchange of
a single virtual photon, this reaction is very similar to the photon scattering reaction, except that in
the present case the incident photon is virtual rather than real. In this section, we investigate
whether the connection between these two reactions can be formalized.

We first review the excitation mechanism. The physical situation is that of a heavy ion of energy
E incident on a target. The projectile loses an energy AE while scattering through an angle 0. We
have shown that, under the conditions AE/E < 1, the cross section for excitation of the target
nucleus partitions into the following expression (we assume that the contribution of the El-
multipolarity is dominant):

d?*oc 1 dn,
dQdE, (E,) = E, dQ

(E))a,(E,) (137)

where ¢,(E,) is the photonuclear cross section for the absorption of a real photon with energy
E, = AE by the target nucleus, and the remaining terms on the right-hand side are collectively the
number of virtual photons per unit energy with energy E,. This latter quantity depends on the
kinematics of the scattered heavy ion and on the optical potential but is otherwise independent of
the target degrees of freedom. This partitioning allows one to relate the excitation cross section to
the photoabsorption cross section.

Now, the usual way to write the cross section d’cc,/dQdE, for the excitation of the target
followed by photon decay to the ground state is simply to multiply the above expression by
a branching ratio R,, which represents the probability that the nucleus excited to an energy E, will
emit a photon leaving it in the ground state [13]:

d?a¢, 1 dn
E)=— —(E)o(E,)R,(E,). 1
q0dr ) = gg EIoEIRAE) (138)
Instead, we propose the following expression, in complete analogy with Eq. (137):
d?oc, 1 dn
——(E,)=— —(E,)o,.(E 139
deEy( V) EV dQ( V)O-Vy( V)’ ( )

where o,,(E,) is the cross section for the elastic scattering of photons with energy E,. Formally,
these expressions are equivalent in that they simply define the quantity R,. However, if one treats
R, literally as a branching ratio, then these expressions are equivalent only if it were true that the
photon scattering cross section is just product of the photoabsorption cross section and the
branching ratio. In fact, it is well-known from the theory of photon scattering that the relationship
between the photoabsorption cross section and the photon scattering cross section is more
complicated [ 34]. In particular, it is not correct to think of photon scattering as a two-step process
consisting of absorption, in which the target nucleus is excited to an intermediate state of energy E,,
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Fig. 12. Calculated cross section for the excitation followed by y-decay of 2°8Pb induced by 7O projectiles at 84A MeV.
The photoabsorption cross section was parameterized by a simple Lorentzian representing the GDR, and the statistical
component of the photon decay was neglected. The solid curve uses the formalism described in the text (Eq. (139)) while
the dashed curve uses a constant branching ratio for photon decay (Eq. (138)).

Fig. 13. Cross section for the excitation of the GDR without the detection of the decay photon. Data are from Ref. [13].

followed by emission, in which the emitted photon has the same energy E,. Since the intermediate
state is not observable, one must sum over all possible intermediate states and not just those
allowed by conservation of energy. Now, if the energy E, happens to coincide with a narrow level,
then that level will completely dominate in the sum over intermediate states. In that case, it is
proper to regard the scattering as a two-step process in the manner described above, and the two
expressions for the cross section will be equal. However, for E, in the nuclear continuum region
(e.g., in the region of the GDR), this will not be the case, as demonstrated in the following
discussion.

We again consider the inelastic scattering of '’O projectiles of energy E,,, = 84 MeV/nucleon
from a 2°®Pb nucleus at an angle of 2.5°. We use Eq. (113) to calculate the E1 virtual photon
number and we use a Lorentzian parameterization of the GDR of 2°®Pb. We calculate R, and
a,, according to the prescriptions of Refs. [13] and [34], respectively; in both cases we neglect the
statistical contribution to the photon decay. The results are compared in Fig. 12, where it is very
evident that they make very different predictions for the cross section, especially in the wings of
the GDR.

We next use our expression to compare directly with the data of Ref. [13]. For this purpose, we
again calculate o,, using the formalism of Ref. [34], which relates o, to the total photoabsorption.
For the latter, we use the numerically defined data set of Ref. [32] rather than a Lorentzian
parameterization. The effect of the underlying compound nuclear levels (i.e., the statistical contri-
bution to the photon scattering) is also included. The calculation is compared to the data in
Figs. 13 and 14. Fig. 13 shows the cross section for the excitation of the GDR without the detection
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Fig. 14. Cross section for excitation followed by y-decay of 2°8Pb by 170 projectiles at 84A MeV. The solid (dashed) line
includes (excludes) the Thomsom scattering amplitude. Data are from Ref. [13].

of the decay photon. The agreement with the data is excellent, giving us confidence that our
calculation of the virtual photon number as a function of E, is correct. Fig. 14 shows the cross
section for the excitation-decay process as a function of E,. Although the qualitative trend of
the data are well described, the calculation systematically overpredicts the cross section on the
high-energy side of the GDR (solid curve). If the Thompson amplitude is not included in o, the
calculation is in significantly better agreement with the data (dashed curve).

Vv

2.7. Nuclear excitation and strong absorption

Up to this point we have only considered the Coulomb excitation of the nuclei, without
accounting for nuclear excitation. But, in peripheral collisions, the nuclear interaction between the
ions can also induce excitations. This can be easily calculated in a vibrational model. The
amplitude for the excitation of a vibrational mode by the nuclear interaction in relativistic heavy
ion collisions can be obtained assuming that a residual interaction U between the projectile and the
target exists, and that it is weak. According to the Bohr—Mottelson particle-vibrator coupling
model, the matrix element for the transition i — f is given by

V) = A M AUILM = 0,/ 22 + DA MY, LMD Y 5, (U () (140)

where 6, = f§;R is the vibrational amplitude, or deformation length, R is the nuclear radius, and
U ,(r) is the transition potential.

The deformation length J, can be directly related to the reduced matrix elements for electromagnetic
transitions. Using well-known sum-rules for these matrix elements one finds a relation between the
deformation length and the nuclear masses and sizes. For isoscalar excitations one gets [35]

(141)
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where A4 is the atomic number, {r*) is the r.m.s. radius of the nucleus, and E, is the excitation
energy.

The transition potentials for nuclear excitations can be related to the optical potential in the
elastic channel. The basic idea is that the interaction between the projectile and the target induces
surface vibrations in the target. Only the contact region between the nuclei in grazing collisions is
of relevance. One thus expects that the interaction potential is proportional to the derivatives of
the optical potential in the elastic channel, which peak at the surface. This is discussed in detail in
Ref. [35]. The transition potentials for isoscalar excitations are

Uo(r) = 3Up(r) + rdU,p(r)/dr, (142)
for monopole, and
Us(r) = dUqp(r)/dr, (143)

for quadrupole modes.
For dipole isovector excitations

nh* A 1
= — 144
01=3 my NZ E.’ (144)
where Z (N) is the charge (neutron) number. The transition potential in this case is [35]
N —Z\/dU 1_d*U
Ui(r) = ® + —Ro——> 145

where the factor y depends on the difference between the proton and the neutron matter radii as

2AN—-Z) R,—R, AR,
34 iYR,+R,) Ry’

(146)

Thus, the strength of isovector excitations increases with the difference between the neutron and
the proton matter radii. This difference is accentuated for neutron-rich nuclei and should be a good
test for the quantity AR,, which enters the above equations.

The time dependence of the matrix elements above can be obtained by making a Lorentz boost.
Since the potentials U ;[ #(t)] peak strongly at t = 0, we can safely approximate 6(t) ~ 6(t = 0) = nr/2
in the spherical harmonic of Eq. (140). One gets

0 T
V() = T M UNILM;Y = y7‘1<1 foIYMIIiM»YM(H = §>Ui[r(t)] , (147)

A/ 2)\4 +
where r(t) = \/b? + y*v?t%.

Using the Wigner-Eckart theorem, the matrix element of the spherical harmonics becomes

(2L~+1)(2/1+1)}“2< I, 1i><1f LI
4n(20, + 1) ~M; u M\O 0 0

MY, LM = (— 1)If_M’[ > . (148)

For high-energy collisions, the optical potential U(r) can be constructed by using the t-pp
approximation [28], as given by Eq. (107).
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Fig. 15. The GDR Coulomb excitation probabilities as functions of the impact parameter, for sharp and smooth
absorptions. The system is 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb.

Fig. 16. Nuclear excitation probabilities, as functions of the impact parameter, of the isoscalar giant monopole resonance
(GMR,), the GDR,,, and the GQR,, in 2°8Pb for the collision 2°Pb + 2°8Pb at 640A MeV.

We are not interested here in diffraction and refraction effects in the scattering, but on the
excitation probabilities for a given impact parameter. The strong absorption occurring in collisions
with small impact parameters can be included. This can be done by using the eikonal approxima-
tion and the optical potential, given by Eq. (107). The practical result is that the excitation
probabilities for a given impact parameter b, including the sum of the nuclear and the Coulomb
contributions to the excitation, are given by

Pi(b) = lagi(b) + aji(b)? eXp{ - GNNJdZJdW p(r)pa(r — r’)} ; (149)

where r = . /b* + z2. The corresponding excitation cross sections are obtained by an integration of
the above equation over impact parameters.

2.8. Nucleon removal in peripheral relativistic heavy ion collisions

In Fig. 15 we plot the GDR excitation probability in Pb as a function of the impact parameter,
for the system 2°®Pb + 2°8Pb at 640A MeV. We use 100% of the sum rule to calculate the
B(E1)-value for the electromagnetic excitation of an isolated GDR state at 13.5 MeV. In the solid
line, we consider absorption according to Eq. (149). In the construction of the optical potential we
used the g.s. densities calculated from the droplet model of Myers and Swiatecki [36] in accordance
with Shen et al. [37]. We will call it by soft-spheres model.
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As shown in Ref. [38], this parametrization yields the best agreement between experiment and
theory. The dashed line does not include absorption. To simulate strong absorption at low impact
parameters, we use by;, = 15.1 fm as a lower limit in the impact parameter integration of Eq. (5).
This value was chosen such as to lead to the same cross section as that obtained from the solid line.
However, a more detailed comparison of the soft-sphere model for strong absorption and a simple
semiclassical calculation, based on a single parameter b,;,, is described next [38].

In Fig. 16, we plot the nuclear contributions to the excitation probability as a function of the
impact parameter. We study the excitation of the isoscalar giant monopole resonance (GMRj,), the
GDR,,, and the GQR,,, in lead for the collision 2°8Pb + 2°8Pb at 640A MeV. The GMR; in 2°8Pb
is located at 13.8 MeV. As discussed previously, isovector excitations are suppressed in nuclear
excitation processes, due to the approximate charge independence of the nuclear interaction. We
use the formalism of this section, with the deformation parameters such that 100% of the sum rule
is exhausted. This corresponds to the monopole amplitude 6, = 0.054. The GDR;, and GQR;;
deformation parameters are d; = 0.31 fm and J§, = 0.625 fm, respectively. The GQR;, excitation
probability is much smaller than the other excitation probabilities and is, therefore, not shown. The
nuclear excitation is peaked at the grazing impact parameter and is only relevant within an impact
parameter range of ~ 2 fm. Comparing to Fig. 15, we see that these excitation probabilities are
orders of magnitude smaller than those for Coulomb excitation. Consequently, the corresponding
cross sections are much smaller. We get 14.8 mb for the isovector GDR, 2.3 mb for the GQR;,, and
2.3 mb for the GDR;,. The interference between the nuclear and the Coulomb excitation is also
small and can be neglected.

Since they are high lying states above the continuum, giant resonances mostly decay by particle
emission (mainly neutron emission in heavy nuclei). Therefore data on neutron removal in
relativistic heavy ion collisions is an appropriate comparison between theory and experiment. As
we have seen, above, nuclear excitation of GR’s contribute very little to the cross section, as
compared to Coulomb excitation. However, strong interactions at peripheral collisions also
contribute to “direct” knockout (or stripping) of neutrons, and also should be considered. It has
been observed [6], however, that neutron removal cross sections induced by strong interactions
scale with 4} + 433, while the Coulomb excitation cross sections scale with the projectile’s
charge as Z3, approximately. One can thus separate the nuclear contribution for the nucleon
removal of a target (or projectile) by measuring the cross sections for different projectiles (or
targets).

In the semiclassical approach, the total cross section for relativistic Coulomb excitation is
obtained by integrating the excitation probabilities over impact parameter, starting from a min-
imum value b,;,. It is assumed that below this minimum value the interaction is exclusively due to
the strong interaction (“sharp-cutoff” approximation). It has been found that with this approxima-
tion the Coulomb cross sections are very sensitive to the parameterization of the minimum impact
parameter [39-42].

One commonly used parameterization at relativistic energies is that of Benesh et al. [43], fitted
to Glauber-type calculations and reading

BESY = 1.35(A}3 + A — 0.75(4, 13 + A7 13)) fm (150)

which we refer to hereafter as “BCV”. In Ref. [43] a detailed study has been made concerning the
parametrization procedure of the minimum impact parameter. It was also found that the nuclear
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contribution to the neutron removal channels in peripheral collisions has a negligible interference
with the Coulomb excitation mechanism. This is a very useful result since the Coulomb and nuclear
part of the cross sections may be treated separately.

The other parametrization is that of Kox et al. [44] which reproduced well measured total
reaction cross sections of light and medium-mass systems:

1/3 41/3
pKox — 1.1<A;/s + A3+ 1.85#21}/3 - 1.9>fm : (151)
p

This parametrization has been used previously [41] and a reasonable agreement with the measured
data for 1n cross sections was found. It should be noted, however, that the Kox parametrization of
total interaction cross sections has been derived mainly from experiments with light projectiles and
that its application to heavy systems involves an extrapolation into a region where no data points
are available.

To achieve a good a comparison with experimental data on neutron-removal cross sections
we will use the experimental photo-neutron emission cross sections from Refs. [32,45]. A
Lorentzian fit to the (y,n)-data is used to parameterize the GDR in gold. The parameters
are 13.72MeV excitation energy, a width of 4.61 MeV, and a strength of 128% of the TRK
sum rule. The Lorentz parameters for the isoscalar (isovector) GQR are taken as 10.8
(23.0) MeV for the excitation energy, 2.9 (7.0) MeV for the width, and we assume 95% exhaustion
of the respective sum rules [5]. With these parameters we calculate the excitation cross sections
do(E)/dE for dipole and quadrupole excitations. The respective neutron emission cross sections
are given by

G, = J%fn(E) dE , (152)

where f,(E) is the probability to evaporate one neutron at excitation energy E. f,(E) is taken from
the experimental (y, n)-data at low E and from a statistical decay calculation with the code HIVAP
[46] for excitation energies above 20 MeV. Since the three-neutron emission threshold in gold is
above the energy of the GDR state, this channel is fed mainly by the two-phonon excitation
mechanism, while the 1n cross section is dominated by the excitation of the GDR.

We expect that the BCV parametrization of b,,;, should yield similar results as the soft-spheres
calculation since it was derived in fitting the complementary process, the nuclear interaction,
calculated also with Glauber theory. Fig. 17 shows that this expectation could be verified: the
soft-spheres calculation for 1n-removal from °”Au by ED processes (upper full curve) is almost
indistinguishable from a sharp-cutoff calculation using b2SY (upper dotted curve). This remarkable
agreement tells us that for practical purposes we can avoid the extra numerical complication
connected with the use of a soft spheres model and corroborates the use of b2SY in sharp-cutoff
calculations in earlier works [47,48]. We also think that the soft-spheres calculation (and the
sharp-cutoff calculation using b5SY) is physically better justified than the Kox parametrization [44]
since the former is derived from realistic nuclear density distributions, whereas the latter is an
extrapolation of measured total reaction cross sections into a region where no data points are
available. We will return later to discuss the other data points of Fig. 17 when we treat the problem

of the excitation of multiphonon states. However, it is worthwhile noticing that a point in the above
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Fig. 17. Experimental 1n- and 3n-removal cross sections for 1°’Au bombarded with relativistic projectiles (from Ref.

[38]) in comparison with theoretical calculations from this work (solid curve: “soft-spheres” model; dotted curve:

“sharp-cutoff” model with bBSY from Eq. (150)). For completeness, we also show a sharp-cutoff calculation with bX$x

(Eq. (151)) used in Ref. [41].

Fig. 18. A nuclear target is Coulomb excited by a fast moving deformed projectile. Besides the angle 0, the orientation of
the projectile also includes an azimuthal angle ¢ which can rotate its symmetry axis out the scattering plane. For
simplicity, this is not shown. y is the angular position of the c.m. of the projectile with respect to the target.

curve, for uranium targets, is not well reproduced by the theory. In fact, this has been observed in
other experiments [49], and deserves a special treatment.

2.9. Excitation by a deformed nucleus

Either by using the soft-sphere model, or by means of a semiclassical calculation, Coulomb
excitation by a relativistic projectile, or target, is well described theoretically if the charge
distribution of the projectile is spherically symmetric [50].

However, there was found a discrepancy between theory and experiment with data with
deformed projectiles, as measured by Justice et al. [49] for uranium projectiles. This problem was
studied theoretically by Bertulani in [51], and we will briefly discuss it here. To obtain a qualitative
insight of the effects we shall consider a prolate deformed projectile with a variable deformation.

In the frame of reference of the projectile the Coulomb field at a position r with respect to the
center-of-charge of the distribution is given by

1 1

$0) = 47T 3 i Va0, DM ED (153)
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where
M(Ep) = jp(r/)r”qu(V) d*, (154)

with p(r) equal to the ground-state charge distribution of the projectile. For simplicity, we will
consider a uniform spheroidal charge distribution with the z-axis along the symmetry axis. The
charge distribution drops to zero for distances to the center greater than the angle-dependent
radius

R(0) = Ro(1 + pY20(0)) . (155)

In lowest order in the multipole expansion, Eq. (153) becomes

Ze T 1
$r) ==~ + f SY20(0)08 . (156)
r Sr
where Qf is the quadrupole moment of the charge distribution,
3
oy = leeR%ﬁ(l + 0.16B) + O(B?) . (157)
T

To obtain the (time-dependent) field in the frame of reference of the target we perform a Lorentz
transformation of Eq. (156). For a straight-line trajectory one finds

YAY: m 1
B, =2+ vﬁ Y2008 (158)

where ' = /b* + y*v*t?, with b equal to the impact parameter, v the projectile velocity, and
y=(1—ve) 12

The first term in the above equation is the well-known Liénard-Wiechert potential of a relativis-
tic charge. It gives rise to monopole-multipole excitations of the target, which we have discussed so
far. The second term accounts for quadrupole-multipole excitations of the target and is a correc-
tion due to the deformation of the projectile. This field will depend on the orientation of the
projectile with respect to its trajectory (see Fig. 18). We can separate the orientation angles from
the angular position of the projectile (along its trajectory) with respect to the target by using the
identity

Vaoll) = [ 28 Yaul0.)Y20l0) (159

where (0, ¢) denotes the orientation of the projectile symmetry axis with respect to the bombarding
axis and y' = cos™ ! [yvt/r'(t)].

The dipole excitation of the target is the most relevant and we shall restrict ourselves to this case
only [6]. At a point r = (X, y,z) from the center of mass of the target the field is obtained by
replacing ¥ = (b,0,yvt) by [b — x, y,y(vt — z)]in Eq. (158). The excitation amplitude to first order is
given by Eq. (62). Using the continuity equation and expanding (62) to lowest order in r we find

ap = d\f) + alf) (160)
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where
27 1
ap = — it 5{ {OD5? + i Ko(DS } (161)
and
(c)
ap) = _1?“ %— 53{ AEDE + 11K <Z>}z Y 20, 4>)Y2m<2 0), (162)

where ¢ = wb/yv and K; is the modified Bessel function of order i. To simplify the notation, we have
used the Cartesian definition of the matrix elements. The dipole matrix elements for the nuclear
excitation are given by

DR = {fIx(2)liy . (163)

In terms of the spherical coordinates, D% = \/2n/3[.#;(E1, — 1) — .4,(E1,1)], and D{) =
4n/3.4:(E1,0). Thus, Eq. (161) is equal to Eq. (31).

In expression (162) we have used the approximation Y,,(y,0) ~ Y,,(rn/2,0) which is valid for
high-energy collisions since the quadrupole field is strongly peaked at ¢t = 0, corresponding to the
distance of closet approach. Egs. (161) and (162) allow us to calculate the dipole excitation cross
section by integrating their absolute squares over impact parameter, starting from a minimum
impact parameter for which the strong interaction sets in. Neglecting the diffuseness of the matter
distribution of the nuclei we can write (see Fig. 18)

bmin(0) ~ Ry + Ro[1 + BY20(n/2 + 0)] (164)

with the nuclear radii given by R; = 1.24}/3 fm. The total cross section is

G = 2nf db b<la,(b, Q) (165)
Dumin(0)

where the { --- > sign means that an average over all the possible orientations of the projectile, i.e.,
over all angles Q2 = (0, ¢), is done.

We will apply the above formalism to the Coulomb excitation of 2°®Pb by 238U projectiles. We
will give the 238U an artificial deformation in the range § = 0-1 to check the dependence of the
cross sections with this parameter. The cross section given above contains three terms:
6 =01+ 0,4+ 015 01 is due to the monopole-dipole excitation amplitude, ¢, is due to the
quadrupole-dipole excitation amplitude, and o4, is the interference between them.

In Fig. 19 we present the results for the numerical calculation of the quantity

= X (01 —01 gy
A = 100 x ( 0)/gh=0 (166)

which is the percent correction of dipole excitations in 2°®Pb by a uranium projectile due to the
average over the orientation of the projectile. o =° is the cross section for f = 0. We present results
for three bombarding energies, 10A GeV, 1A GeV and 100A MeV, and as a function of . The
quantity defined by Eq. (166) is independent of the nature of the state excited, since the dipole
matrix elements cancel out. They depend on the energy of the state. In order to see how the effect
depends qualitatively on the energy of the state we used three different excitation energies E;; = 1,
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Fig. 19. Percent increase of the Coulomb excitation cross section of dipole states in 2°Pb due to the dependence of the
minimum impact parameter on the deformation. The effect is shown for 238U projectiles at 100A MeV, 1A GeV and 10A

GeV, respectively, and as a function of the deformation parameter 5. The solid (dashed) [dotted] line corresponds to an
excitation energy of 25 (10) [1] MeV. For the actual deformation of 2°8U, f ~ 0.3, the effect is small.

Fig. 20. Coulomb excitation cross section of a giant dipole resonance in 2°8Pb due to the quadrupole-dipole interaction
with 100A MeV uranium projectiles, as a function of the deformation parameter 5. These cross section are averaged over
all possible orientations of the projectile.

10 and 25 MeV, respectively. These correspond to the dotted, dashed and solid lines in Fig. 19,
respectively.

One observes from Fig. 19 that the deformation effect accounted for by an average of the
minimum impact parameter which enters Eq. (165) increases the magnitude of the cross section.
Thus the average is equivalent to a smaller “effective” impact parameter, since the cross sections
increase with decreasing values of b,,;,,. The effect is larger the greater the excitation energy is. This
effect also decreases with the bombarding energy. For very high bombarding energies it is very
small even for the largest deformation. These results can be explained as follows. The Coulomb
excitation cross section at very high bombarding energies, or very small excitation energies, is
proportional to In[wb,,;,(0)/yv)]. Averaging over orientation of the projectile means an average of
In(bpi,) due to the additivity law of the logarithm. One can easily do this average and the net result
is a rescaling of b.;, as fby;, With f smaller, but very close to one.
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Table 2

Cross sections (in mb) for Coulomb excitation of the giant dipole resonance in 2°¥Pb by 238U projectiles at 100A MeV. In
the second (third) column the cross sections are due to the monopole (quadrupole)-dipole interaction. The last column is
the total cross section. An average over the orientation of the projectile was done. A realistic value of the deformation of
238U corresponds to f# ~ 0.3. But, a variation of f3 is used to obtain an insight of the magnitude of the effect

B o, (mb) 7, (mb) o (mb)
0 171 0 171
0.1 1173 0.179 1174
0.2 1179 0.748 1184
0.3 1189 1.773 1200
0.4 1202 3.34 1224
0.5 1220 5.57 1242
0.6 1241 8.61 1291
0.7 1265 12.6 1335
0.8 1294 179 1389
0.9 1326 24.7 1446
1 1362 333 1522

For high excitation energies, or small bombarding energies, the cross section is proportional to
exp{ — 2wbnin(0)/yv} due to the adiabaticity condition [18]. Thus, in these situations, the cross
section is strongly dependent on the average over orientation due to the strong variation of the
exponential function with the argument.

Now we consider the effect of the second term of Eq. (158), namely of the quadrupole-dipole
excitations. In Fig. 20 we show the excitation of a giant resonance dipole state in lead
(Es; = 13.5MeV) due to the second term Eq. (158), as a function the deformation parameter  and
for a bombarding energy of 100A MeV. We assume that the giant dipole state exhausts fully the
TRK sum rule, Eq. (96), in lead. Now the average over orientation also includes the dependence of
the quadrupole-dipole interaction on 2 = (0, ¢). As expected the cross section increases with 5. But
it is small as compared to the monopole-dipole excitations even for a large deformation. At this
beam energy the monopole-dipole excitation is of order of 1 barn.

The total cross section contains an interference between the amplitudes af} and a'?. This is
shown in Table 2 for 100A MeV for which the effect is larger. The second column gives the cross
sections for monopole-dipole excitations of a giant resonance dipole state in lead. The effect of the
orientation average can be seen as an increase of the cross section as compared to the value in the
first row (zero deformation). For f = 0.3 which is approximately the deformation parameter
for 238U the correction to the cross section is negligible. In the third column the cross section for
quadrupole-dipole excitation are given. They are also much smaller than those for the mono-
pole-dipole excitations. The total cross sections, given in the last column, are also little dependent
on the effect of the deformation. For f = 0.3 it corresponds to an increase of 3% of the value of the
original cross section (first row). This effect also decreases with the bombarding energy. For
1A GeV, ¢#=° = 5922 mb, while ¢ = 5932 mb for = 0.3, with all effects included.

In conclusion, the effect of excitation by a deformed projectile, which can be studied by averag-
ing over the projectile orientation, is to increase slightly the cross sections. The inclusion of
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the quadrupole-dipole interaction increases the cross section, too. However, these corrections are
small for realistic deformations. They cannot be responsible for the large deviations of the
experimental values of the Coulomb fragmentation cross sections from the standard theory [6,18],
as has been observed [41,49] for deformed projectiles.

3. Heavy ion excitation of multiphonon resonances
3.1. Introduction

Much of the interest on multiphonon resonances relies on the possibility of looking at exotic
particle decay of these states. For example, in Ref. [52], a hydrodynamical model was used to
predict the proton and neutron dynamical densities in a multiphonon state of a nucleus. Large
proton and neutron excesses at the surface are developed in a multiphonon state. Thus, the
emission of exotic clusters from the decay of these states are a natural possibility. A more classical
point of view is that the Lorentz contracted Coulomb field in a peripheral relativistic heavy ion
collision acts as a hammer on the protons of the nuclei [6]. This (collective) motion of the protons
seem only to be probed in relativistic Coulomb excitation. It is not well known how this classical
view can be related to microscopic properties of the nuclei in a multiphonon state.

Since there is more energy deposit in the nuclei, other decay channels are open for the
multiphonon states. Generally, the GRs in heavy nuclei decay by neutron emission. One expects
that the double, or triple, GDR decays mainly in the 2n and 3n decay channel. In fact, such a picture
has been adopted in [38,41] with success to explain the total cross sections for the neutron removal
in peripheral collisions. The method is the same that we used to explain the one-neutron removal
cross sections, i.e., by replacing f, by f,,, and f3,, in Eq. (152).

Although the perspectives for an experimental evidence of the DGDR via relativistic Coulomb
excitation were good, on the basis of the large theoretical cross sections, it was first found in pion
scattering at the Los Alamos Pion Facility [53]. In pion scattering off nuclei the DGDR can be
described as a two-step mechanism induced by the pion-nucleus interaction. Using the Axel-Brink
hypotheses, the cross sections for the excitation of the DGDR with pions were shown to be well
within the experimental possibilities [53]. Only about 5 years later, the first Coulomb excitation
experiments for the excitation of the DGDR were performed at the GSI facility in Darmstadt/
Germany [39,40]. In Fig. 21 we show the result of one of these experiments, which looked for the
neutron decay channels of giant resonances excited in relativistic projectiles. The excitation
spectrum of relativistic 13®Xe projectiles incident on Pb are compared with the spectrum obtained
in C targets. A comparison of the two spectra immediately proofs that nuclear contribution to the
excitation is very small. Another experiment [39] dealt with the photon decay of the double giant
resonance. A clear bump in the spectra of coincident photon pairs was observed around the energy
of two times the GDR centroid energy in 2°8Pb targets excited with relativistic 2°°Bi projectiles.

The advantages of relativistic Coulomb excitation of heavy ions over other probes (pions,
nuclear excitation, etc.) was clearly demonstrated in several GSI experiments [39-41,54]. A collec-
tion of the experimental data on the energy and width of the DGDR is shown in Fig. 22. The data
points are from a compilation from pion (open symbols), and Coulomb excitation and nuclear
excitation (full symbols) experiments [§].



C.A. Bertulani, V.Yu. Ponomarev | Physics Reports 321 (1999) 139-251 183

25 T T T T
2.0____% ------- D_U ______ n__ |
—
O
S = on
[8a)

T

T T T 1.0 : : : i
> sl ]
5 200
3 136, | i & | ]
g * + ES a4t . (%) 43 T * N
= F S
: ol w; ' $
A B R IR SR ®_ __________ _
W T i Jf >
o] v L ® ° i
mo oood?o MWF#II o [ l | ] 1 (C)
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 50 100 150 200 250
Excitation Energy [MeV] Mass Number A

Fig. 21. Experimental results for 13®Xe projectile excitation (at 690A MeV) on a Pb target (squares) and a C target
(circles). The spectrum for the C target is multiplied by a factor 2 for better presentation. The resonance energies for one-
and two-phonon giant resonances are indicated. The dashed curve reflects the results of a first-order calculation for the
Pb target. The figure is taken from Ref. [40].

Fig. 22. Compilation of experimental findings with heavy ion (full symbols) and pion induced (open symbols) reactions
for the energy, width, and cross sections of the double giant resonance. The data are compared to the energies and widths
of the giant dipole resonance, respectively, and to the theoretical values of excitation cross sections.

The dashed lines are guide to the eyes. We see from Fig. 22(a) that the energy of the DGDR
agrees reasonably with the expected harmonic prediction that the energy should be about twice the
energy of the GDR, although small departures from this prediction are seen, especially in pion and
nuclear excitation experiments. The width of the DGDR seems to agree with an average value of
\/5 times that of the GDR, although a factor 2 seems also to be possible, as we see from Fig. 22(b).
Fig. 22(c) shows the ratio between the experimentally determined cross sections and the calculated
ones. Here is where the data appear to be more dispersed. The largest values of o.,,/7,, come from
pion experiments, yielding up to a value of 5 for this quantity.

We now discuss many features of the double GDR excitation theoretically and some attempts to
solve the discrepancies between theory and experiment observed in Fig. 22.
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3.2. Perturbation theory and harmonic models

3.2.1. Sum rules for single and double resonances

The simplest way to determine the matrix elements of excitation of giant resonances is by means
of sum rules under the assumption that those sum rules are exhausted by collective states. We have
done this when we used the sum rules (96), (97). Let us look at these with more details, since they
will be useful for the determination of the matrix elements for multiphonon excitations. The
conventional sum rules for the dipole and quadrupole transitions, derived without exchange and
velocity-dependent corrections, are (h = 1)

INZ

.D(m) 167

;“’f ADFT = 4n Iy A° (167)
1 3R? Z?/A, isoscalar excitations ,

Y ol QfP = 25— T { . . (168)
7 my 4amn NZ/A, isovector excitations ,

where D™ = ./ (E1m) and Q"™ = ./#(E2m).

We explain our procedure on the example of the dipole sum rule (167). The right-hand side Sp, of
(167) being calculated for the fixed initial state |i) in fact does not depend on the choice of |i>. (This
dependence is rather weak even if the exchange terms are taken into account). Since Sj does not
depend on the projection m of the dipole operator D{™ as well, it is convenient to introduce in usual
way the reduced matrix elements of multipole operators,

S Ifo|(9§m)|i; IM;) = <Ifo|IilMim>(f; IfH(ﬁl”i; L), (169)

where f stands now for all quantum numbers except angular momentum ones, I and M, and to
perform the additional summation of Eq. (167) over m. In such a way one obtains

> o2l + DELADIEL? = 3L + 1)S, . (170)
Sy
Now let us take the ground state |0) of an even-even nucleus with angular momentum I, = 0 as an
initial one |i; I;>. If we assume that the single GDR |1> = |1;1) is an isolated state saturating the
corresponding sum rule, we just divide the right-hand side of (170) by the excitation energy w to
obtain the reduced matrix element

(1[IDI|0)* = Sp/w1 - (171)

In order to be able to calculate the cross section of excitation of the double GDR, we have to take
the single GDR state |1) as an initial one. The corresponding sum in Eq. (170), according to our
assumption, is saturated by (i) “down” transition to the ground state |0), which has negative
transition energy — m;, and, due to the symmetry properties of the Clebsch Gordan coeflicients,
the strength which is 3 times larger than that of Eq. (171), and (ii) “up” transitions to the double
GDR states |2;1, = L) where L can be equal to 0 and 2. The resultlng sum rule for the up
transitions is

Y. (L + Dof{(2; LID||1)* = 128, , (172)

L=0,2
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where w¥{ = E,. . — E; is the energy of the second excitation. Actually, considering, instead of the
sum over m, the original dipole sum rule (167) for fixed m, one can separate the two contributions to
the sum (172) and find

(2 LIIDII1)* = 2 8p/wh, . (173)

Obviously, it is consistent with the sum rule (172).
Egs. (171) and (173) imply the relation between the strengths of sequential excitation
processes,

(2; LIIDIIL)? = 2(10/@?)(1]ID]0)* . (174)

For the equidistant vibrational spectrum this result is nothing but the standard Bose factor of
stimulated radiation; our result is valid under more broad assumptions. The resulting enhancement
factor includes, in addition, the ratio of transition frequencies which, according to the data, is
slightly larger than 1. The generalization for the third and higher order excitation processes is
straightforward.

3.2.2. Spreading widths of single and double resonances

The above assumption of saturation certainly does not account for the fact that the resonances
are wide. In fact, this might be also relevant for the calculation of total cross sections since the
Coulomb excitation amplitudes given by may vary strongly with the excitation energy. Therefore,
they might be sensitive to the shape of the strength function. The widths of the resonances can be
taken into account in a simplified approach, as we describe next.

In a microscopic approach, the GDR is described by a coherent superposition of one-particle
one-hole states. One of the many such states is pushed up by the residual interaction to the
experimentally observed position of the GDR. This state carries practically all the E1 strength. This
situation is simply realized in a model with a separable residual interaction. We write the GDR
state as (one phonon with angular momentum 1M) |1,1M)> = A],]0> where A}, is a proper
superposition of particle-hole creation operators. Applying the quasi-boson approximation we can
use the boson commutation relations and construct the multiphonon states (N-phonon states).
A N-phonon state will be a coherent superposition of N-particle N-hole states. The width of the
GDR in heavy nuclei is essentially due to the spreading width, i.e., to the coupling to more complex
quasibound configurations. The escape width plays only a minor role. We are not interested in
a detailed microscopic description of these states here. We use a simple model for the strength
function [15]. We couple a state |a) (i.e. a GDR state) by some mechanism to more complex states
lo>, for simplicity we assume a constant coupling matrix element V,, = {a|V|a) = {o|V]a) = V.
With an equal spacing of D of the levels |o) one obtains a width

I'=2nv?*/D, (175)

for the state |o). We assume the same mechanism to be responsible for the width of the N-phonon
state: one of the N-independent phonons decays into the more complex states |«) while the other
(N — 1)-phonons remain spectators. We write the coupling interaction in terms of creation
(destruction) operators cj(c,) of the complex states |o) as

V = (A} pey + Aucl) . (176)
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For the coupling matrix elements vy, which connects an N-phonon state |N) to the state |[N — 1,a)
(N — 1 spectator phonons) one obtains

vy =<N — Lo|VIN) =v{N — 1|A1q|N> = V.\/N , (177)
i.e., one obtains for the width I'y of the N-phonon state
I' =2nN(v?*/D) = NI, (178)

where I' is given by Eq. (175).

Thus, the factor N in (178) arises naturally from the bosonic character of the collective states. For
the DGDR this would mean I', = 2I';. The data points shown in Fig. 22(b) seem to favor a lower
multiplicative factor.

We will assume that the damping of the collective modes is mostly due to the coupling to the
background of complex configurations in the vicinity of the resonance energy. Then the resonance
state |4) gets fragmented acquiring the spreading width I",. The stationary final states |f in the
region of the GR are superpositions (with the same exact quantum numbers as the collective mode)
of the form

1f>=CPI> + 3 Cvy (179)

where |4) is a pure GR state and |v) are complex many particle-many hole states. If the resonance
component dominates in the excitation process as it should be for the one-body multipole
operator, we find the first-order amplitude a¥} of the excitation of the individual state |f) in the
fragmentation region

af) ~ [CP*asNwy) (180)

Here a}* stands for the original first-order excitation amplitude. As a function of the transition

energy, the probability for the one-phonon excitation is
Pi¥(w) =Y [IC1Po(w — o]l (@) = Fiw)la; (o) (181)
S

where we introduced the strength function % (w).

The traditional derivation of the strength function (see Ref. [55]) is based on the rough
assumptions concerning mixing matrix elements and the equidistant spectrum of complex states.
The matrix elements V' ,, which couple the collective mode to the background states are assumed to
be of the same average magnitude for all remote states |v) from both sides of the resonance. Under
those conditions the resulting strength function has the Breit-Wigner (BW) shape

1
S 2n(w — w,)* +T'2/4°

Fiw) (182)

where I'; is the spreading width of the collective resonance,

r,=2mVi)d, (183)
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d is the mean level spacing of complex states, coupling matrix elements are averaged over the states
[v> and w, is the energy centroid. We will use in our numerical calculations the BW strength
function (182) with the empirical parameters w, and I';. However, the same procedure can be
applied to any specific form of # ;(w). Later we come back to the question of justification of the
model leading to Eqgs. (182) and (183).

The multiphonon states could also be reached by a direct excitation. Quite similarly, we can
repeat the above arguments to calculate the probability for the direct excitation of a multiphonon
state, with the appropriate spreading width and energy centroid of that state. The direct (or
first-order) probabilities are then given by

P3™(w) = Fr(w)lar(o)* . (184)

Let us now treat the case of the two-step excitation of GR (double-phonon). For simplicity, we
denote the single-phonon state by |1) and the double-phonon state by |2), the corresponding
centroids being at w; and w,, respectively. The total probability to excite the double-phonon state
is obtained by
P(w) =) laj* + aj?PPé(w — o) = P(w) + PP (w) + P™(w) , (185)
S
where P is the direct (or first-order) excitation of the double-phonon state, P>"¢ is the two-step (or
second-order) excitation term, and the last term in Eq. (185) is the interference between the two.

3.2.3. Second-order perturbation theory
To second-order, the amplitude for a two-step excitation to a state |2) via intermediate states |1)
is given by

1
ax’ =2, (ih)?

1

00 t
J dtei”“’VZI(t)f dr' eV o(t) , (186)

where V,4(t) is a short notation for the interaction potential inside brackets of the integral of
Eq. (186) for the transition |1) — |2).
Using the integral representation of the step function

O —1)= — tim | g 2L e (187)
— — lim — =
oe 2m) g0 10 ifr<r,
one finds [16]
d
a%d = EZ 6121 6021)(110 ®10) —Z QJ ;qa%slt(wm - q)a}%‘(wlo +4q), (188)
1

where £ stands for the principal value of the integral. For numerical evaluation it is more
appropriate to rewrite the principal value integral in Eq. (188) as

d
g’f ?qaisl‘(wn - Q)am(wm + q)

*d
= J ;q[a%?(wm — qQ)aid(wio + q) — asi(way + q) aid(wio — 9)] - (189)
0
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To calculate a'*(w) for negative values of w, we note that the interaction potential can be written as
a sum of an even and an odd part. This implies that a'*( — w) = — [a'*(w)]*. For three-phonon
excitation we use the third term of the time-dependent perturbation expansion, and the same
procedure as above (Egs. (187)—(189)).

3.2.4. Harmonic vibrator model

A simplified model, often used in connection with multiphonon excitations, is the harmonic
vibrator model. In this model, the resonance widths are neglected and the Coupled-Channel
equations can be solved exactly, in terms of the first-order excitation amplitudes [15]. The
excitation amplitude of the nth harmonic oscillator state, for any time ¢, is given by

alfs (1) = ([aral0)]"/y/n) exp{ — lar (D22} , (190)

where a;(t) is the excitation amplitude for the 0 (g.s.) » 1 (one phonon) calculated with the
first-order perturbation theory.

For the excitation of giant resonances, n can be identified with the state corresponding to
a multiple n of the single giant resonance state. This procedure has been often used in order to
calculate the cross sections for the excitation of multiphonon giant resonances. Since this result is
exact in the harmonic vibrator model, it accounts for all coupling between the states. However, this
result can be applied to studies of giant resonance excitation only if the same class of multipole
states is involved. l.e., if one considers only electric dipole excitations, and use the harmonic
oscillator model, one can calculate the excitation probabilities, and cross sections, of the GDR,
double-GDR, triple-GDR, etc. Eq. (190) is not valid if the excitation of other multipolarities are
involved, e.g., if the excitation of dipole states and quadrupole states are treated simultaneously.
In Ref. [50] a hybrid harmonic oscillator model has been used. In this work, it is assumed that
the difference between the amplitudes obtained with the harmonic oscillator model and with nth
order perturbation theory is due to the appearance of the exponential term on the r.h.s. of Eq. (190).
This exponential takes care of the decrease in the occupation amplitude of the ground state as
a function of time. As argued in Ref. [ 50], the presence of other multipole states, e.g., of quadrupole
states, together with dipole states, may be accounted for by adding the first-order excitation
amplitudes for the quadrupole states to the exponent in Eq. (190). This would correct for the flux
from the ground state to the quadrupole states. In other words, Eq. (190) should be corrected
to read

al (i, 1) = ([ar(mh, 0]"/</nl) CXP{ — 2 law(m' 2, t)|2/2} : (191)
The harmonic oscillator model is not in complete agreement with the experimental findings. The
double-GDR and -GQR states do not have exactly twice the energy of the respective GDR and
GQR states [7-9]. Apparently, the matrix elements for the transition from the GDR (GQR) to the
double-GDR (double-GQR) state does not follow the boson rule [42]. This is borne out by the
discrepancy between the experimental cross sections for the excitation of the double-GDR and
the -GQR with the perturbation theory, and with the harmonic oscillator model [7-9]. Thus,
a Coupled-Channels calculation is useful to determine which matrix elements for the transitions
among the giant resonance states reproduce the experimental data [121].
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Assuming that one has ¢7%(E) somehow (either from experiments, or from theory), a simple
harmonic model following the discussion above can be formulated to include the widths of the
states. As we have mentioned, in the harmonic oscillator model the inclusion of the coupling
between all multiphonon states can be performed analytically [ 15]. One of the basic changes is that
the excitation probabilities calculated to first-order, PLSY(E, b), are modified to include the flux of

probability to the other states. That is,
P(E,b) = Pz3(E,b)exp{ — P3(b);} , (192)

where PL5Y(b) is the integral of over the excitation energy E. In general, the probability to reach

a multiphonon state with the energy E™ from the ground state, with energy E'”, is obtained by an
integral over all intermediate energies

1
P,(E®,b) = —exp{ — P,}j‘(b)}JdE‘" DJE®? . dEW
n:
x PE(E®™ — E®~ D p)PIS(E®~D — E®=2) by PIS(E®D — EOp) . (193)

3.2.5. Comparison with experiments

The reactions 13%Xe + 2°8Pb at 0.69A GeV and 2°°Bi + 2°8Pb at 1A GeV have been measured
at GSI [39,40]. We apply the formalism developed in the preceding sections to calculate the
excitation probabilities and cross sections for these systems.

Cross sections (in mb) for the Coulomb excitation of the GDR;,, GQR;, and GQR;, in 13°Xe
incident on Pb at 0.69A GeV are given in Table 3. We have assumed that the GDR;,, GQR;, and
the GQR;, are located at 15.3, 12.3 and 24 MeV, and that they exhaust 100%, 70% and 80% of
the corresponding sum rules, respectively [56]. We used by, = 1.2(417% + A33)fm = 13.3fm as
a lower limit guess and b,;, = 15.6 fm suggested by the parameterization [44] as an upper limit
(number inside parentheses). The parameterization [43] yields an intermediate value for this
quantity. The contributions to various angular momentum projections of each state are shown
separately. In the last column the total cross sections are calculated with the widths of the states
taken into account. We use for the GDR;,, GQR;, and GQR;, the BW strength functions (182) with
the resonance widths I' = 4.8, 4 and 7 MeV, respectively [56]. We see that states with higher
angular momentum projections are more populated. The inclusion of the widths of the resonances

Table 3

Cross sections (in mb) for the Coulomb excitation of the GDR;,, GQR;, and GQR;, in !3°Xe incident on 2°8Pb at 0.69A
GeV. The cross sections in the last column are calculated with the widths of the states taken into account. The values
outside (inside) parentheses use by;, = 13.3 (15.6) fm

m= +2 m= +1 m=0 Ototal Owidth
GDR;, — 949 (712) 264 (201) 2162 (1630) 2482 (1820)
GQR;, 90 (64) 8.4 (6.09) 14.3 (10.6) 211 (150) 241 (169)

GQR;, 29.7 (25.6) 6.1 (5.46) 14 (12.4) 84.1 (74.5) 102 (93)
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in the calculation increases the cross sections by about 10-20%. The experimental value [40]
1110 4+ 80 mb for the GDR is much smaller which made the authors of [40] to claim that the GDR
absorbs only 65% of the sum rule (this number apparently contradicts to the systematics of data for
real monochromatic photons [56]). Using this value, our result reduces to 1613 (1183) mb which
seems to prefer the upper value of b,,;,. The numbers in parentheses are also in rough agreement
with the data [40] for the GQR;; and GQR;,.

Using the formalism developed in Section 2.8 we have also calculated the cross sections for the
nuclear excitation of the GQR;, in the same reaction. The cross sections for the excitation of
isovector modes are reduced by a factor [(N — Z)/A]? since the isovector mode is excited due to the
difference in strength of the nuclear interaction between the target and the protons and neutrons of
the projectile [55]. This implies that the isovector excitations are strongly suppressed in nuclear
excitations. Therefore, we do not consider them here. For the excitation of the GQR;, we find
o™ = 5.3 mb, if we use the deformation parameter SR = 0.7 fm for 13°Xe. In the calculation of the
nuclear potential we used Fermi density distributions with parameters p, = 0.17fm ™3 and
R = 5.6 (6.5)fm, a = 0.65 (0.65) fm for Xe (Pb). The nucleon-nucleon cross section used was 40 mb.
Again we see that the nuclear contribution to the total cross section is very small.

The double dipole phonon state can couple to total angular momentum O or 2. For the state with
L = 2 there is the possibility of a direct quadrupole Coulomb excitation (L = 0 states cannot be
Coulomb excited [6]). For simplicity, we do not consider here the physics of the isospin coupling of
the two GDR.

We calculated the direct and the two-step probabilities for the excitation of the double-phonon
state according to the approach discussed in the previous sections. The total cross sections
obtained are shown in Table 4. We found that the principal value term in Eq. (188) contributes very
little (less than 1%) to the GDR x GDR cross section via a two-step process.

From Table 5 we see that the inclusion of the widths of the final (GDR x GDR) and the
intermediate (GDR) state increase the cross sections by 10-20%. For the position and width of the
GDR x GDR state we took E = 28.3MeV and I = 7 MeV, respectively [40] which corresponds to
w19 = 15.3MeV and w,; = 13 MeV, both for L =2 and L = 0. For the calculation of the direct
excitation we assumed that the resonance would exhaust 20% of the GQR;, sum rule. It is based on
the hypotheses that the missing strength of the low-lying GQR;, could be located at the double
dipole phonon state as a consequence of the anharmonic phonon coupling of the (QDD)-type.
Obviously, it should be considered as highly overestimated upper boundary of the direct excitation.

Table 4
Excitation cross sections (in mb) of the GDR,,, and of the [GDR]" states in the reaction 2°8Pb + 2°8Pb at 640A MeV.
A comparison with first-order perturbation theory and the harmonic oscillator is made

State Ist pert. th. Harm. osc. c.C.
GDR;, 3891 3235 3210
[GDR;,]? 388 281 280
[GDR;,]? 39.2 273 32.7

[GDR,,]* 42 24 32
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Table 5

Cross sections (in mb) for the Coulomb excitation of the double GDR in *3¢Xe incident on Pb at 0.69A GeV. The cross
sections in the last column are calculated with the widths of the states taken into account. The values outside (inside)
parentheses use by, = 13.3 (15.6) fm

DGDR state m= +2 m= +1 m=0 Ototal Owidth

L = 0 (two-step) _ _ 228 (10.7) 228 (10.7) 28.4 (13.3)
L = 2 (two-step) 23.3(11.2) 13.4 (6.6) 51.4 (26.8) 124.8 (62.4) 154 (77)

L = 2 (direct — 20% of SR) 3.27 (2.85) 0.86 (0.77) 2.12 (1.88) 10.3 (9.12) 11.8 (10.8)

In Ref. [57] the reduced transition probability for the excitation of double-phonon states within the
quasiparticle-phonon model have been calculated. The value B(2*,E2) = 4.2¢*fm* has been
obtained. Using this value we get that the cross section for the direct excitation of the L = 2 state is
12 ub, much smaller than what we quote above. We conclude that even in the more optimistic cases
the contribution of the direct mechanism to the total cross section for Coulomb excitation of the
double-phonon state is much less than that of the two-step process.

Another conclusion drawn from the numbers of Table 5 is that the excitation of the L =2
double-phonon state is much stronger than for the L = 0 state. Adding the two contributions we
find that the total cross section for the excitation of the double-phonon state (excluding the direct
mechanism) in the reaction above is equal to 182 (101) mb. The experimental value of Ref. [40] is
about 215 + 50mb. As stated above, the nuclear contribution to the (direct) excitation of the
double-phonon state is not relevant. If we assume again that about 20% of the sum rule strength is
exhausted by this state (using e.g. SR = 0.1 fm), we get 1.1 mb for the nuclear excitation of the L = 2
double-phonon state. Contrary to the single phonon case, the appropriate value of b,;, for the
double GDR experiment [40] is b,;, = 13.3 fm.

We also compare our results with the experiment of Ritman et al. [39]. They measured the
excitation of a 2°8Pb target by means of 2°?Bi projectiles at 1A GeV and obtained 770 + 220 mb
for the excitation cross section of the double resonance. We calculate the cross sections for the same
system, using E; = 13.5MeV, ", =4 MeV, E, = 27MeV and I', = 6 MeV for the energy position
and widths of the GDR and the GDR x GDR in 2°8Pb, respectively. Using the formalism
developed in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 and including the effects of the widths of the states, we
find o, = 5234 b for the excitation of the GDR and ¢, = 692 mb for the excitation of the
GDR x GDR, using by, = 1.2(433 + AY3)fm = 14.2 fm. Thus, while the cross section for the
excitation of single phonons is a factor 2.8 larger than that of the experiment of Ref. [40], the cross
sections for the excitation of double phonons is larger by a factor 3.8. This is due to the larger value
for the excitation probabilities caused by a larger B(E1) value for this reaction. The parameteriz-
ation [44] with by, = bpin = 16.97 fm would lead to smaller cross sections ¢; = 4130 mb and
g, =319 mb.

We found the ratio of (P,=+; + Pp=—1)/Pn=0 = 9.4 for the excitation of the GDR in the
experiment of Ref. [39]. They quote the value 28 in their calculations and fit the gamma-ray
angular distribution according to this value. We think that this result could somewhat change the
extracted value of the GDR x GDR cross section which is quoted in Ref. [39].
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Using the formalism shown in Section 3.2.4 we find that the cross sections for the excitation of
three-phonon states in the experiment of Schmidt et al. [40] is equal to 19.2 mb (with
bmin = 13.3fm) while it is equal to 117 mb (with b,;, = 14.2 fm) for the experiment of Ritman et al.
[39]. The identification of these resonances is therefore more difficult, but possible with the present
experimental techniques. Using the same arguments leading to Eq. (174) we find for the reduced
matrix elements, in obvious notations, |D3,|* = 3(w;0/®w32)|D10|*, which we used in our calculation.
We assumed that wq¢/ws3, ~ w1o/w,;. These enhancement factors for the excitation of higher
phonon states are very important to explain the magnitude of the cross sections. The anharmonic
effects, suggested in [40] to explain the large excitation of double GDR, are expected to be small
since the mixing of single- and double-phonon states is forbidden by the angular momentum and
parity. The main anharmonic effect, apart from the weak coupling of the double GDR with L = 2
to GQR, is the IBM-like scattering of dipole phonons which splits L = 0 and L = 2 states but
hardly changes excitation and decay properties.

Another important question is related to the expected width of the multiphonon states. Early
estimates [15] presented in Section 3.2.2 indicated that these widths should scale as I', = nl;.

The experiments show however that a scaling as I',, = ﬁl” 1 1s more appropriate, at least for the
double GDR. We next address in detail different aspects of physics responsible for the width of the
double-phonon state.

3.3. General arguments on the width of the double-phonon state

Here we discuss in qualitative terms the problem of the width of a collective state which can be
thought of as being created by the excitation of two quanta in a complex many-body system. We
assume that the genuine decay to continuum is of minor importance at the given excitation energy.
Therefore, we focus on the damping width which comes from the fact that the collective mode is
a specific coherent superposition of simple configurations (for instance, of a particle-hole character)
rather than a pure stationary state.

In the actual excitation process the predominant mechanism is that of the sequential one-
phonon excitation. Under our assumption that the sum rule is saturated by the GR the intermedi-
ate states contribute to this process as far as they contain a significant collective component.
Therefore the interference of many incoherent paths can be neglected so that we are interested in
the shape P(E) of the excitation function at a given energy E = E; + E, which can be obtained as
a convolution of the single-phonon excitation functions,

P(E) = JdEl dE; Py(E1)Py(E2)NE — E; — Es). (194)

The same shape should be revealed in the deexcitation process.

In this formulation the problem is different from what is usually looked at when one is interested,
for example, in sound attenuation. In such classical problems the conventional exponential
decrease of the wave intensity does not correspond to the decay of the state with a certain
initial number of quanta. Contrary to that, here we have to compare the damping rates of
individual quantum states with the fixed number of quanta, single- and double-phonon states in
particular.
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We have to mention also that in the nuclear GR case quantum effects are more pronounced since
the temperature corresponding to the relevant excitation energy is less than #w, whereas in the
measurements of the attenuation of the zero and first sound in the macroscopic Fermi liquid [58]
the situation is always inverse and the quantum limit is hardly attainable. (In nuclear physics the
classical case can be studied with low-lying quadrupole vibrations.)

Independently of specific features of nuclear structure (level density, A-dependence, shell effects,
finiteness of the system leading to the linear momentum nonconservation and, therefore, to the
estimate of the available phase space which could be different from that for infinite matter, and so
on) we can try to make several comments of general nature.

If the anharmonic effects could be considered to be small we can assume that the phonons
decay independently by what can be described, using the language of stationary quantum mechan-
ics, as mixing to complex background states. The decay rate I'y(e) of an individual quasi-
particle (elementary excitation) with energy e depends on the background level density and,
whence, on the excitation energy. The decay of a state with n quasiparticles occurs as far as
one of the constituents decays. It implies the simple estimate of the width I', of the n-quantum
state, I', ~ nI'{(E/n). For the decay of typical many particle-many hole configurations [59-61]
one usually takes the Fermi-liquid estimate I'y(e) oc e* which leads to I', oc T? oc E3/* since
the average number of quasiparticles in a typical thermal configuration at temperature T isn oc T.
This estimate agrees with data. In the case of the pure n-phonon state E/n = hw which results in the
ratior, =1I,/I'y ~n.

Thus, the simplest line of reasoning favors the width of the double GR to be twice as big as the
width of the single GR. At the first glance, this estimate is especially reasonable for the giant dipole
since here the anharmonic effects, determining the whole pattern of low-lying vibrations, are
expected to be very weak. Angular momentum and parity conservation forbids cubic anharmonic-
ity which would mix single- and double-quantum states and influence both excitation cross
sections and spreading widths. The main anharmonic term, apart from mentioned in Section 3.2.2
weak mixing of the giant quadrupole to the double dipole state with L = 2, probably corresponds
to the phonon scattering similar to that in the IBM. It results in the shift of the double-phonon
state from 2Aw and splitting of L =0 and L = 2 states hardly changing the decay properties.
Experimentally, the energy shift seems to be rather small.

There are also other arguments for the width ratio r, = 2. In our calculation of cross sections we
assumed the BW shape (182) of strength functions (181). If the sequential excitation is described by
the BW functions P;(E;) with the centroid at ¢ and the width I', and P,(E,) with corresponding
parameters ¢’ and I, the convolution (194) restores the BW shape with the centroid at e + ¢’ and
the total width I' 4+ I"". For identical phonons it means that the width ratio r, = 2.

As we mentioned in Section 3.2.2, the BW shape of the strength function is derived analytically
within the simple model [55] of coupling between a phonon and complex background states. One
diagonalizes first the Hamiltonian in the subspace of those complex states and get their energies &,.
If the underlying dynamics is nearly chaotic, the resulting spectrum will show up level repulsion
and rigid structure similar to that of the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble (GOE), with the mean
level spacing d. Roughly speaking, one can assume the equidistant energy spectrum. The collective
phonon |1) at energy E; is coupled to those states and corresponding matrix elements V', are
assumed to be of the same order of magnitude (much larger than the level spacing d) for all states
[v> in the large energy interval around the collective resonance. Then the energies of the stationary
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states (final states [f) in the notations of previous sections) are the roots E = E, of the secular
equation
Vi

FE)=E—E —Y z—-=0. (195)

v

and the distribution of the collective strength, Eq. (179),

2 -1

|ICY))? = [dF/dE];2g, = [1 +) Lz] (196)
! v (Ef - 8\))

reveals the BW shape (182) and the “golden rule” expression (183) for the width I';.

We can repeat the procedure for the double phonon state. Phonons of different kind would
couple to different background states with different level spacing and coupling matrix elements. It
corresponds to independent decay leading as we discussed above to I', = I' + I"". For the identical
phonons, we should take into account that the double phonon state |2) is coupled to the states
“single phonon + background” and the background states here are the same as those determining
the width of the single phonon state |1). This picture is in accordance with the famous Axel-
Brink hypotheses. Therefore, the expression for the width, Eq. (183), contains the same level
density whereas all coupling matrix elements for the transition to a complex state |v)

(plus a remaining phonon) have to be multiplied by the Bose factor, V5, = \/5 V1, Thus, we come
again to r, = 2.

The approach of the proceeding paragraph can be slightly modified by introducing explicitly
coupling via a doorway state [62] or GOE internal dynamics [63]. In both cases the Bose factor

\/5 leads to the same result r, = 2.

In addition, the collective resonance might be further broadened by the coupling to low-lying
collective vibrational or rotational modes. For example, in the simplest model where the dipole
phonon radiates and absorbs low-energy scalar quanta, it is easy to show that, in the stationary
cloud of scalar quanta, their average number, which determines the fragmentation region of the
dipole mode, is proportional to the squared number of dipole phonons. Hence it gives a large width
ratio r, = 4. For the nuclei where actual data exist, this is not important since they are rather rigid
spherical nuclei with no adiabatic collective modes.

On the other hand, one can present some arguments in favor of the width ratio r, = \/5 which
apparently is preferred by the existing data.

First of all, this value follows from the convolution (194) of Gaussian distribution functions
(instead of BW ones). Of course, this is the inconsistent approach since the experimentalists use BW
or Lorentzian fit. But one can easily understand that the result r, = ﬂ is not restricted to
Gaussian fit. For an arbitrary sequence of two excitation processes we have (E) = <{E; + E,) and
(E*> = {(E{ + E,)*); for uncorrelated steps it results in the addition of fluctuations in quadrature
(AE)*> = (AE,)* + (AE,)*. Identifying these fluctuations with the widths up to a common factor, we
get for the identical phonons I'; = 2I'1, or r, = \/5

The same conclusion will be valid for any distribution function which, as the Gaussian one, has
a finite second moment, contrary to the BW or Lorentzian ones with the second moment diverging.

In some sense we may conclude that, in physical terms, the difference betweenr, =2 and r, = ﬁ
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is due to the different treatment of the wings of the distribution functions which reflect small

admixtures of far remote states.
In the standard model of the strength function [55] all remote states are coupled to the collective

mode equally strong. This is obviously an unrealistic assumption. The shell model (more generally,
mean field) basis is the “natural” one [64] for estimating a degree of complexity of various states in
a Fermi system at not very high excitation energy. In this representation matrix elements of
residual interaction couple the collective state (coherent superposition of particle-hole excitations
found for example in the framework of the RPA) only to the states of the next level of complexity
(exciton class). Those states, in turn, become mixed with more complex configurations. This process
proliferates and each simple state acquires its spreading, or fragmentation, width 2a = Nd where
N stands for a typical number of stationary states carrying the noticeable weight of the ancestor
state and the level spacing d is basically the same as in the mean field approximation. Inversely,
N can be viewed as the localization length of a stationary complex state in the mean field basis.

In the stochastic limit the local background dynamical properties can be modeled by those of
the GOE with the semicircle radius a. This intrinsic spreading width a, which is expected to be of
the order of magnitude of typical matrix elements of the original residual interaction between
simple configurations, is the dynamical scale missed in the standard model which corresponds to
the limit @ — oo . The existence of this intrinsic scale can be associated with the saturation [65] of
the width of a single GR at high temperature.

The standard model supposedly is valid for the spreading width I" small in comparison with a.
Because of the relatively weak interaction leading to the isospin impurity, this is the case for the
isobaric analog states (IAS) [66,67] where typical spreading widths are less than 100keV. This
approach allows one to explain, at least qualitatively, small variations of the spreading widths of
the TAS. The tunneling mixing of superdeformed states with the normal deformed background
presents an extreme example of the small spreading width. However, in the case of GR the situation
might be different.

To illustrate the new behavior in the opposite case of I' > a, we can imagine the limit of the
almost degenerate intrinsic states with very strong coupling to a collective mode. (The actual
situation presumably is intermediate.) Assuming that the unperturbed phonon state has an energy
in the same region, one can easily see from Eqgs. (195) and (196) that the coupling results in the
appearance of the two collective states sharing evenly the collective strength and shifted symmetric-
ally from the unperturbed region by AE = + ./Y, Vi The physical reason is evident: the interac-
tion of the background states through the collective mode creates a specific coherent superposition
which is hybridized with and repelled from the original collective state. The similar effect was
discussed in different context in [68] and observed in numerical simulations [69]. The well-known
doubling of the resonance peak at the passage of a laser beam through a cavity containing
a two-level atom is the simplest prototype of such a phenomenon.

In this limit one gets the effective width of collective response 2AE = 2\/ NVE = 2\/ al'/n
where I’ is the standard spreading width (183). This effective width is linearly proportional to the
average coupling matrix element. Therefore it should increase by factor ﬁ when applied to
a n-phonon collective state. Thus, we anticipate in this limit r, = ﬁ One may say that the
phonons do not decay independently being correlated via common decay channels. In the
literature the similar result, due to apparently the same physical reasons, was mentioned in [70]
referring to the unpublished calculations in the framework of the second RPA.
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3.4. Coupled-channel calculations with inclusion of the GR widths

We have seen that the excitation probabilities of excitation of single- and double-giant reson-
ances are quite large. It is worthwhile to study the excitation process with a coupled channels
calculation and compare to the other approximations. We will now study this effect by using the
Coupled-Channels Born approximation. This approximation was used in Ref. [ 71] to describe the
excitation of the double-giant resonance in relativistic heavy ion collisions. It is based on the idea
that in such cases only the coupling between the ground state and the dominant giant dipole state
has to be treated exactly. The reason is that the transitions to giant quadrupole and to the
double-phonon states have low probability amplitudes, even for small impact parameters. How-
ever, an exact treatment of the back-and-forth transitions between the ground state and the giant
dipole state is necessary. This leads to modifications of the transitions amplitudes to the remaining
resonances, which are populated by the ground state and the GDR. In Ref. [71] the application of
the method was limited to the use of an schematic interaction, and the magnetic substates were
neglected. These deficiencies are corrected here. The method allows the inclusion of the width of the
giant resonances in a very simple and straightforward way. It will be useful for us to compare with
the coupled-channels calculations with isolated states, as we described in the previous sections.
Fig. 23 represents the procedure. The GDR is coupled to the ground state while the remaining
resonances are fed by these two states according to first-order perturbation theory. The coupling
matrix elements involve the ground state and a set of doorway states |2, where n specifies the
kind of resonance and Au are angular momentum quantum numbers. The amplitudes of these
resonances in real continuum states are

o™(e) = <Ple) | 25> (197)

where ¢(¢) denotes the wave function of one of the numerous states which are responsible for the
broad structure of the resonance. In this equation ¢ = E, — E,, where E, is the excitation energy
and E, is the centroid of the resonance considered.

As we have stated above, in this approach we use the coupled-channels equations for the
coupling between the ground state and the GDR. This results in the following coupled-channels
equations:

ih aolt) =3, Jd8<¢(8) DDLUV g1 )|0>6Xp{ - —(E1 + S)I}a?l’u( )

=) st Do) VO (1) exp{ LB+ e)z}agfzm (198)

and
ihall(6) = [V V(0)]* exp{i(E1 + e)t/hjaoft) . (199)

Above, n = 1 stands for the GDR, a, denotes the occupation amplitude of the ground state and
a!}, the occupation amplitude of a state located at an energy ¢ away from the GDR centroid,
and with magnetic quantum number u (u= — 1,0,1). We used the short-hand notation
V) = <DV 1 0] 0,
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Fig. 23. Schematic representation of the excitation of giant resonances, populated in heavy ion collisions.

Integrating Eq. (199) and inserting the result in Eq. (198), we get the integro-differential equation
for the ground state occupation amplitude

) = — 5 V0 a0 |

where we used that a{},(t = — c0) = 0. To carry out the integration over ¢ we should use an
appropriate parametrization for the doorway amplitude «'")(¢). A convenient choice is the
Breit-Wigner (BW) form

1 r
1)()2 1 201
|0( (8)| 2TC|:82 F%/4:| 5 ( )

where I’y is chosen to fit the experimental width. In this case, this integral will be the simple
exponential

fds|oc‘“(8)|2 exp{ — 1@} = exp{ — 1(El_Tlrl/2)t} ) (202)

A better agreement with the experimental line shapes of the giant resonances is obtained by using
a Lorentzian (L) parametrization for |a*(¢)|?, i.e.,

2 I E?
(1) 2 _~ 1+x
o)l n[(E,% — E})? + F%E,ZJ ’ (203)

where E, = E; + ¢. The energy integral can still be performed exactly [ 72] but now it leads to the
more complicated result

fd8|a(1)(e)|zexp{ — 1@} = <1 — 12F—Ell> exp{ — 1(E1_7;1F1/2)t} + AC(1), (204)

where AC(t) is a non-exponential correction to the decay. For the energies and widths involved in
the excitation of giant resonances, this correction can be shown numerically to be negligible. It will
therefore be ignored in our subsequent calculations. After integration over ¢, Eq. (200) reduces to
(Ey —12)t —t
Ezo(t) —_ ylZ VLOI)(t)J‘ d[’ [VLOI)(II)]* exp{ _ 1( 1 1 ;l/ )( )}ao(t/) ,
u

where the factor &, is &1 = 1 for BW-shape and ¥, = 1 —iI'{/2E; for L-shape.

t

de V2R 1*exp{ —i(E; + o)t — t)/h}ao(t),  (200)

t

(205)

— 0
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We can take advantage of the exponential time dependence in the integral of the above equation,
to reduce it to a set of second-order differential equations. Introducing the auxiliary amplitudes
A,(t), given by the relation

aot) =1+ A1), (206)

with initial conditions A,(t = — c0) = 0, and taking the derivative of Eq. (205), we get
co Ve il ], V)
Au(t)—[w—% E1—17 A”(I)erT 1+ZA =0. (207)

Solving the above equation, we get ao(t). Using this amplitude and integrating Eq. (199), one can
evaluate al'{ (t). The probability density for the population of a GDR continuum state with energy
E, in a collision with impact parameter b, P(b, E,), is obtained through the summation over the
asymptotic (t — co0) contribution from each magnetic substate. We get

2

Pl(b7 Ex) = |a(1)(Ex - E1)|ZZ ’ (208)

J dt’ exp{iE '} [V (') ]*ao(t)
where |oV(E, — E,)|?is given by Eq. (201) or by Eq. (203), depending on the choice of the resonance
shape.

To first order, DGDR continuum states can be populated through E2-coupling from the ground
state or through E1-coupling from GDR states. The probability density arising from the former is
given by Eq. (208), with the replacement of the line shape |«*)|? by its DGDR counterpart |o?|?
(defined in terms of parameters E, and I',) and the use of the appropriate coupling-matrix elements
V02)(t) with the E2 time dependence given by (29). On the other hand, the contribution from the
latter process is

Py(b,E,) = [0?E; — E5)I* Y1),

J dt’ exp{lEt}Z(V(”) (t'))*

x j " ar o ”))exp{ i 10 ;/2)“_”}%@”)

2

(209)

We should point out that Eq. (209) is not equivalent to second-order perturbation theory. This
would be true only in the limit aq(f) — 1. In this approach, ay(t) # 1, since it is modified by the
time-dependent coupling to the GDR state. This coupling is treated exactly by means of
the Coupled-Channels equations. We consider that this is the main effect on the calculation of the
DGDR excitation probability. This approach is justified due to the small excitation amplitude for
the transition 1 — 2, since a4(t) < aq(?).

Equations similar to (208) can also be used to calculate the GQR;, and GQR;, excitation
probabilities, with the proper choice of energies, widths, and transition potentials (e.g., Vg,(t), or
Vyo(t), or both).

In the next section we will apply the results of this section to analyze the effect of the widths of the
GRs in a Coupled-Channels approach to relativistic Coulomb excitation.
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Fig. 24. Time dependence of the occupation probabilities |ao|? and |a;|?, in a collision with impact parameter b = 15 fm.
The time is measured in terms of the dimensionless variable = (vy/b) t. The system is 2°®Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb.

3.4.1. Zero-width calculations

We consider the excitation of giant resonances in 2°®Pb projectiles, incident on 2°®Pb targets at
640A MeV, which has been studied at the GSI/SIS, Darmstadt [7,9]. For this system the excitation
probabilities of the isovector giant dipole (GDR;,) at 13.5MeV are large and, consequently,
high-order effects of channel coupling should be relevant. To assess the importance of these effects,
we assume that the GDR state depletes 100% of the energy-weighted sum-rule and neglect the
resonance width.

As a first step, we study the time evolution of the excitation process, solving the Coupled-
Channels equations for a reduced set of states. We consider only the ground state (g.s.) and the
GDR. The excitation probability is then compared with that obtained with first-order perturbation
theory. This is done in Fig. 24, where we plot the occupation probabilities of the g.s., |ao(t)|?, and of
the GDR, |a4(t)|?, as functions of time, for a collision with impact parameter b = 15fm. As discussed
earlier, the Coulomb interaction is strongly peaked around t =0, with a width of the order
At ~ b/yv. Accordingly, the amplitudes are rapidly varying in this time range. A comparison
between the CC-calculation (solid line) and first-order perturbation theory (dashed line) shows that
the high-order processes contained in the former lead to an appreciable reduction of the GDR
excitation probability. From this figure we can also conclude that our numerical calculations can
be restricted to the interval — 10 <t < 10, where t = (yv/b) t is the time variable measured in
natural units. Outside this range, the amplitudes reach asymptotic values.

It is worthwhile to compare the predictions of first-order perturbation theory with those of the
harmonic oscillator model and the CC calculations. In addition to the GDR, we include the
following multiphonon states: a double-giant dipole state ((GDR;,]?) at 27 MeV, a triple-giant
dipole state ((GDR;,]%) at 40.5 MeV, and a quadruple giant dipole state ((GDR;,]*) at 54 MeV. The
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coupling between the multiphonon states are determined by boson factors, i.e., for 0 - 1 and
n—1-n[42]:

[<n = [V alind? = nl<OIV gy Al (210)

Direct excitations of the multiphonon states from the gs. are not considered. The angular
momentum addition rules for bosons yields the following angular momentum states: L = 0 and 2,
for the [GDR]? state; L = 1, 2, and 3, for the [GDR]? state; and L =0, 1, 2, 3, and 4, for the
[GDR]* state. We assume that states with the same number of phonons are degenerate. In Table 5,
we show the resulting cross sections. The excitation probabilities and the cross section were
calculated with the formalism of Section 3.4. The integration over impact parameter was carried
out in the interval b,,;, < b < 0o. As we discuss below, the low-b cut-off value [42] b, = 14.3 fm
mocks up absorption effects. We have checked that the CC results are not significantly affected by
the unknown phases of the transition matrix elements. Since the multiphonon spectrum is equally
spaced, and the coupling matrix elements are related through boson factors (as in Eq. (210)), the
harmonic oscillator and the CC cross sections should be equal. In fact the numerical results of these
calculations given in the table are very close. We also see that the excitation cross sections of triple-
and quartic-phonon states are much smaller than that for the [GDR]?. Therefore, we shall
concentrate our studies on the [GDR]?, neglecting other multiphonon states.

Next, we include the remaining important giant resonances in 2°®Pb. Namely, the isoscalar giant
quadrupole (GQR;,) at 10.9 MeV and the isovector giant quadrupole (GDR;,) at 22 MeV. Also in
this case, we use 100% of the energy-weighted sum rules to deduce the strength matrix elements. In
Table 6, we show the excitation probabilities in a grazing collision, with b = 14.3 fm. We see that
first-order perturbation theory yields a very large excitation probability for the GDR;, state. This is
strongly reduced in a c.c. calculation, as we have already discussed in connection with Fig. 24.
The excitations of the remaining states are also influenced. They are reduced due to the lowering
of the occupation probabilities of the g.s. and of the GDR;, state in the c.c. calculation. As ex-
pected, perturbation theory and c.c. calculations agree at large impact parameters, when the
transition probabilities are small. For the excitation of the [GDR;,]* state we used second-order
perturbation theory to obtain the value in the second column. The presence of the GQR;, and
the GQR,, influence the c.c. probabilities for the excitation of the GDR and the [GDR;,]?,
respectively.

Table 6
Transition probabilities at b = 14.3 fm, for the reaction 2°®Pb + 2°8Pb at 640A MeV. A comparison with first order
perturbation theory is made

Trans. 1st pert. th. c.C.

g8 > gs. — 0.515
g.s. » GDR;, 0.506 0.279
g.s. > GQR;, 0.080 0.064
gs. —» GQR;, 0.064 0.049

gs. —» [GDR,,]? 0.128 0.092
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Fig. 25. Excitation energy spectra of the main giant resonances for both Breit—-Wigner and Lorentzian line shapes. The
system is 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb.

Fig. 26. Ratio between the DGDR and the GDR cross sections in 2°8Pb + 2°8Pb collisions, as a function of the
bombarding energy.

Table 7
Centroid energies and widths of the main giant resonances in 2°®Pb
GDR DGDR GQR;, GQR,,
E (MeV) 13.5 27.0 10.9 20.2
I (MeV) 4.0 5.7 4.8 5.5

3.4.2. Effect of resonance widths

We now turn to the influence of the giant resonance widths on the excitation dynamics. We had
considered this in Section 3.2. But, now we show that the coupled-channels effects lead to
important quantitative modifications of the results. We use the CCBA formalism developed in
Section 3.4. Schematically, the CC problem is that represented Fig. 23. As we have seen above, the
strongest coupling occurs between the g.s. and the GDR.

In Fig. 25, we show the excitation energy spectrum for the GDR, the DGDR (a notation for the
[GDR;,]%), GQR;, and GQR,,. The centroid energies and the widths of these resonances are listed
in Table 7. The figure shows excitation spectra obtained with both Breit-Wigner (BW) and
Lorentzian (L) line shapes. One observes that the BW and L spectra have similar strengths at the
resonance maxima. However, the low-energy parts (one or two widths below the centroid) of the
spectra are more than one order of magnitude higher in the BW calculation. The reason for this
behavior is that Coulomb excitation favors low energy transitions and the BW has a larger low
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Fig. 27. Dependence of ogpg and opgpr on the GDR width, treated as a free parameter. For details see the text. The
system is 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb.

energy tail as compared with the Lorentzian line shape. The contribution from the DGDR leads to
a pronounced bump in the total energy spectrum. This bump depends on the relative strength of
the DGDR with respect to the GDR. In Fig. 26, we show the ratio opgpr/ogpr as a function of
the bombarding energy. We observe that this ratio is roughly constant in the energy range
E,.,/A = 200-1000 MeV and it falls beyond these limits. This range corresponds to the SIS-energies
at the GSI-Darmstadt facility.

We now study the influence of the resonance widths and shapes on the GDR and DGDR cross
sections. This study is similar to that presented in Ref. [71], except that we now have a realistic
three-dimensional treatment of the states and consider different line shapes. In the upper part of
Fig. 27, denoted by (a), we show ogpg as a function of I'gpg, treated as a free parameter. We note
that the BW and L parameterizations lead to different trends. In the BW case the cross section
grows with I'gpr While in the L case it decreases. The growing trend is also found in Ref. [71],
which uses the BW line shape. The reason for this trend in the BW case is that an increase in the
GDR width enhances the low energy tail of the line shape, picking up more contributions from the
low energy transitions, favored in Coulomb excitation. On the other hand, an increase of the GDR
width enhances the doorway amplitude to higher energies where Coulomb excitation is weaker. In
Fig. 27(b) and (c), we study the dependence of ogpr On I'gpgr. In (b), the DGDR width is kept fixed at
the value 5.7 MeV while in (c) it is kept proportional to ggpg, fixing the ratio I'pgpr/I'gpr = \/5
The first point to be noticed is that the BW results are systematically higher than the L ones. This is
a consequence of the different low-energy tails of these functions, as discussed above. One notices
also that opgpr decreases with I'gpr both in the BW and L cases. This trend can be understood in
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Table 8
Cross sections (in mb) for the excitation of giant resonances in lead, for the reaction 2°8Pb + 2°8Pb at 640A MeV. See text
for details

GDR DGDR GQR; GQR;,

2704 184 (199) [198] 347 186

terms of the uncertainty principle. If the GDR width is increased, its lifetime is reduced. Since the
DGDR is dominantly populated from the GDR, its short lifetime leads to decay before the
transition to the DGDR.

To assess the sensitivity of the DGDR cross section on the strength of the matrix elements and
on the energy position of the resonance, we present in Table 8 the cross sections for the excitation of
the GDR, DGDR, GQR;; and GQR;,, obtained with the CCBA approximation and 100% of the
sum-rules for the respective modes. In this calculation we have included the strong absorption, as
explained in Section 2.7. For comparison, the values inside parenthesis (and brackets) of the
DGDR excitation cross section include a direct excitation of the L = 2 DGDR state. We assumed
that 20% of the E2 sum rule could be allocated for this excitation mode of the DGDR. The cross
sections increase by less than 10% in this case. The value inside parentheses (brackets) assume
a positive (negative) sign of the matrix element for the direct excitation.

Since the excitation of the DGDR is weak, it is very well described by Eq. (209) and the DGDR
population is approximately proportional to the squared strength of V*?, Therefore, to increase
the DGDR cross section by a factor of 2, it is necessary to violate the relation Epgpr = 2Egpr by
the same factor. This would require a strongly anharmonic Hamiltonian for the nuclear collective
modes, which would not be supported by traditional nuclear models [42]. Arguments supporting
such anharmonicities have recently been presented in Refs. [73-75]. Another effect arising from
anharmonicity would be the spin or isospin splitting of the DGDR. Since the Coulomb interaction
favors lower energy excitations, it is clear that a decrease of the DGDR centroid would increase its
cross section. A similar effect would occur if a strongly populated substate is splitted to lower
energies. To study this point, we have varied the energy of the DGDR centroid in the range
20MeV < Epgpr < 27 MeV. The obtained DGDR cross sections (including direct excitations) are
equal to 620 mb, 299 mb and 199 mb, for the centroid energies of 20, 24 and 27 MeV, respectively.
Although the experimental data on the DGDR excitation [7-9] seem to indicate that
Epgor ~ 2Egpr, a small deviation (in the range of 10-15%) of the centroid energy from this value
might be possible. However, the data are not conclusive, and more experiments are clearly
necessary. We conclude, that from the arguments analyzed here, the magnitude of the DGDR cross
section is more sensitive to the energy position of this state. The magnitude of the DGDR cross
section would increase by a factor 2 if the energy position of the DGDR decreases by 20%, as found
in Refs. [73-75], due to anharmonic effects. In Ref. [19] one obtained opgpr = 620, 299 and
199 mb for the centroid energies of Epgpr = 20, 24 and 27 MeV, respectively. This shows that
anharmonic effects can play a big role in the Coulomb excitation cross sections of the DGDR,
depending on the size of the shift of Epgpr. However, in Ref. [42] the source for anharmonic effects
were discussed and it was suggested that it should be very small, i.e., AYE = Epgpr — 2EGpr =~ 0.
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The anharmonic behavior of the giant resonances as a possibility to explain the increase of the
Coulomb excitation cross sections has been studied by several authors (see also Ref. [76], and
references therein). It was found that the effect is indeed negligible and it could be estimated [76] as
APE < Egpr/(50.4) ~ A~*3 MeV.

One attempt to explain the larger experimental cross section is to include contributions from
excitation of a single coherent phonon on “hot” fine structure states (Brink—-Axel mechanism).
Recently [77,78] this has been done through two different approaches. In the first one [77], the
nucleus is described as a collective harmonic oscillator interacting with a set of oscillators
representing statistical degrees of freedom. In the second [78], a statistical approach along the lines
proposed by Ko [79] (see also [15]) is used. These works indicate that the Brink—-Axel mechanism
should play an important role, being able to explain, in part, some discrepancies between theory
and experimental cross sections. Further work along these lines were published by, Hussein and
collaborators [80-82]. In a recent publication [83], the influence of the isospin structure of the
double-giant resonance was studied in detail. It was shown that this structure also leads to an
enhancement of the calculated cross sections.

The calculations discussed so far are based on macroscopic properties of the nuclei, sum rules,
etc. Now we show that, in order to obtain a better quantitative description of double-giant
resonances it is necessary to include the internal degrees of freedom of the nuclei appropriately. We
will discuss this next. But, we first describe the formalism that we will use for this purpose.

4. Description of one- and multi-phonon excited states within the quasiparticle-phonon model
4.1. The model Hamiltonian and phonons

The Hamiltonian, H, of the quasiparticle-phonon model (QPM) (see Refs. [84-86] for more
details) is introduced on the basis of physical ideas of nucleons moving in an average field and
interacted among each other by means of a residual interaction. Schematically it can be written in
the form

H = Hs.p. + Hpair + Hr.i. . (211)

We limit ourselves here only by the formalism for even—even spherical nuclei. The first term of
Eq. (211), H, ,,, corresponds to the average field for neutrons (n) and protons (p). In the second-
quantized representation it can be written in terms of creation (annihilation) aj,, (a;,) operators of
particles on the level of the average field with quantum numbers j = [n,1,j] and m as follows:

n,p
Hs.p. = Z Z Eja;najm s (212)
T j.m
where E; is the energy of the single-particle level degenerated in spherical nuclei by magnetic
quantum number m. The second term of Eq. (211), H,,;, corresponds to residual interaction
responsible for pairing in non-magic nuclei. In the QPM this interaction is described by monopole
pairing with a constant matrix element G{”

n,p
Hpi =), Gio)z V@2 4+ D+ DLajma;—mloolaj —majmIoo » (213)
T JJ
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where Cj4;,, is the Clebsch-Gordan coefficient. Since the QPM is usually applied for a description
of properties of medium and heavy nuclei with a filling of different subshells for neutrons and
protons, the neutron-proton monopole pairing is neglected. The residual interaction, H, ;, is taken
in the QPM in a separable form as a multipole decomposition. Its part in the particle-hole channel
can be written as

+1
HETP =35 (6§ + pe®)M ()M ,(p7) (215)
AL Tp
where k), are the model parameters which determine the strength of isoscalar (isovector) residual
interaction. The multipole operator M, () has the form

M/'Tu(r) = Z <]m| llf/u )Y)»u ) ,>a;naj’m’ (216)

Jsm,j'm’

for the natural parity states and the form

M@= X Gl Vo @ 1O (217)
Jom,j’.m’ Ilmy
for the unnatural parity states. The function f5(r) is a radial formfactor which in actual calculations
is taken either as r* or as a derivative of the central part of the average field: f{(r) = dU*(r)/dr. The
value T = — 1( + 1) corresponds to neutrons (protons). We will not consider here the residual
interaction in the particle-particle channel which is the most important for the description of
two-nucleon transfer reactions.

The basic QPM equations are obtained by means of step-by-step diagonalization of the model
Hamiltonian (211). In the first step its first two terms (212) and (213) are diagonalized. For that the
Bogoliubov’s canonical transformation from particle creation (annihilation) operators to quasipar-
ticle creation (annihilation) operators «j, («;,) is applied:

a;n = uj“jtn + ( - 1)jimvjocjfm . (218)

The ground state of even-even nucleus, |,, is assumed as a quasiparticle vacuum: «;,,| >, = 0. Then
the energy of the ground state is minimized:

5{<|Hsp + Hpair|>q + Z :u“J(u]Z + UJ2 - 1)} = 0 5 (219)
J

where u; are Lagrange coefficients. The result of this minimization are the well-known BCS
equations solving which one obtains correlation functions C, = G{”Y juv; and chemical potentials
/. for neutron and proton systems. The coefficients of the Bogoliubov transformation u; and v; can
be calculated from these values as follows:

1 E,— 1
vf=§{1—%}, W=1-2}, (220)
J
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where ¢; is the quasiparticle energy:

ej=/C2+[E;— /] . (221)

In magic nuclei the BCS equations yield a zero value for the correlation function and the position
of the chemical potential in the gap between particles and hole is uncertain. This results in
vanishing of monopole pairing correlations and the Bogoliubov’s coefficients u(v;) equal to 0(1) for
holes and to 1(0) for particles, respectively.

After diagonalization of the first two terms of the model Hamiltonian (211) they can be written
as:

Hs.p palr Z Z e OCJmocjm (222)

T jm

and the multiple operator (216) in terms of quasiparticle operators has the form

r G ()
M}TM(T) { 4 [ ]+ +:|/1u (_ l)liu[aj’aj]l—u) - U;;')Bt(]]/’ /Hu)} 5 (223)
R /2/1 +1
Br(JJ,a j'.u) = Z ( - 1)j o C}li’t:j m’ OC;n(xj’*m’ 5 (224)
where f{#) = (jlli*fF(r)Y Q)| is the reduced matrix element of the multipole operator. We also

introduced the followmg combinations of the Bogoliubov’s coefficients: u$j’ = uv; 4 u;v; and
v$7) = uu; F vv; to be used below.

We have determined the ground state of even-even nuclei as the quasiparticle vacuum. In this
case, the simplest excited states of nucleus are two-quasiparticle states, o},0 /|, which corres-
pond to particle-hole transitions if monopole pairing vanishes. Two fermion quasiparticle oper-
ators couple to the total integer angular momentum corresponding to the Bose statistics. Thus, it is
convenient to project the bi-fermion terms [« «;],, and [o;a;];-, in Eq. (223) into the space of
quasi-boson operators. Following this boson mapping procedure, we introduce the phonon
operators of the multipolarity 4 and projection p as

1mp L
qui = Z Z {lp [oc “+]zu (— 1)1_%0]4}'[0‘]"%']1—;4} . (225)

17]]

The total number of different phonons for the given multipolarity 4 should be equal to the sum of
neutron and proton two-quasiparticle states coupled to the same angular momentum. The index
i is used to number these different phonons

One obtains the coefficients 7} and @7} of the linear transformation (225) by diagonalization of
the model Hamiltonian in the space of one-phonon states, Q> i This can be done for example by
applying again the variation procedure

5{<|QluiHQ/l+ui|>ph —(wzi/Z)[Z; {W5)? — (@)} — 2} 0. (226)
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It yields the well-known equations of the random-phase approximation (RPA) which for the case of
the separable form of the residual interaction in ph-channel may be written as

(k6 + kP)X(w) — 1 (k§ — k)X ()
) NV A i N\ VA =V, (227)
(k6" — K1) X () (k6" + K1) X () — 1
where the following notation have been used:
1 T y (+)
Xi(o) = Uit Ve + &) (228)

2},—1—1; (8J+81) —w?

The determinant equation (227) is a function of the nucleus excitation energy w. Solving this
equation for each multipolarity A", one obtains the spectrum of nuclei one-phonon excitation w;.
The index i in the definition of the phonon operator (225) gets the meaning of the order number of
the solution of Eq. (227). The fermion structure of phonon excitation, i.e. the amplitudes ¥ and ¢,
corresponding to the contribution of different two-quasiparticle components to the phonon
operator, are obtained from the following equation:

2i 1 A ()
<w> (1) = L (229)
®/ii V2UE g+ ep F+ oy

where the value %% is determined from normalization condition for phonon operators:

0miQiuldon = 3.3 (W) — (032} =2 (230)

T JJ

and one obtains

YH = YH Y/l_it{l( (kG + K()))X:}(w/ﬁ)} 2’

K — k)X L ()

(231)

2i_ 1 i(f/}”;;r))z(gj + &) .
CO2H 1 [+ ) —o’]

Equations (227), (229) and (231) correspond to natural parity phonons. Similar equations are valid
for unnatural parity phonons by substituting the reduced spin-multipole matrix element /7" and
combmatlon of coefficients of Bogoliubov transformation u{;’ for f/; and ul}"’, respectively. Also,
amplitude ¢}/ changes the sign in Eq. (229) for unnatural parlty phonons.

The RPA equations have been obtained under the assumption that the nucleus ground state is
the phonon vacuum, Q;,|>,» = 0. This means that the ground-state correlations due to the last
term of the model Hamiltonian, H, ;, are taken into account. If they are not accounted for and
the ground state is still considered as a quasiparticle vacuum |[»,, one obtains the so-called
Tamm-Dankov approximation (TDA). The TDA equations can be easily obtained from the RPA

ones by neglecting backward going amplitudes in the definition of the phonon operator (225), i.e.
Al

applying ¢j; =
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Table 9
Parameters of Woods-Saxon potential, Eq. (233), for different A-mass regions

A Neutrons Protons
0 0 as Is Ve RY af Vi
(MeV) (fm) (fm) (MeV) (MeV) (fm) (fm) (MeV)

49 —41.35 4.852 0.6200 —9.655 — 58.65 4.538 0.6301 —9.506

59 —46.20 5.100 0.6200 —9.540 — 53.70 4.827 0.6301 — 8.270

91 —44.70 5.802 0.6200 —9.231 — 56.86 5.577 0.6301 —9.609
121 —43.20 6.331 0.6200 — 8921 —59.90 6.133 0.6301 —10.363
141 — 4595 6.610 0.6200 —9.489 — 5770 6.454 0.6301 —10.069
209 — 44.83 7.477 0.6301 — 8.428 — 60.30 7.359 0.6301 —11.186

The relation between the wave functions of the phonon and quasiparticle vacuums is the
following [84]:

Do = _H exp{ - _Z Z i) e — 1)2_ﬂ[ajta;:]iu[“;“ﬂ]l—u} > ) (232)
m 1z q
where ./ is a normalization factor.
For actual numerical calculations one needs to determine the model parameters. The average
field for neutrons and protons is described in the QPM by phenomenologic Woods-Saxon
potential:

U'r) =

Vo h* 1d Is
1+ e R 202 0 qp\ 1 + e Al

> + V() . (233)

The parameters of this potential for different A-mass regions are listed in Table 9 (see, also
Ref. [87]). We usually use Rj; = Rj, aj, = aj, and Rc = Rj. All single-particle levels from the
bottom are included in calculation. The single-particle continuum is approximated by narrow
quasibound states. This approximation gives a good description of the exhaust of the energy
weighted sum rules (EWSR) for low values of 1 in medium and heavy nuclei. For the lead region
we use the single-particle spectrum near the Fermi surface from Ref. [88] which was adjusted
to achieve a correct description of low-lying states in neighboring odd nuclei. The parameters of the
monopole G!* have been fitted to reproduce the pairing energies.

The parameters of the residual interaction are obtained the following way. The strength of the
residual interaction for A" = 2* and 3~ is adjusted to reproduce the properties (excitation energy
and B(E/) value, known from experiment) of the 2;" and 37 states. Usually it is not possible within
one-phonon approximation, discussed in this subsection, if sufficiently large single-particle spec-
trum is used. When the energy of the lowest excitation is adjusted to the experimental value, the
RPA equation yields an overestimated collectivity, B(EZ) value, for this state. And vice versa, if
the collectivity of this state is reproduced, the excitation energy is too high as compared to the
experimental value. The situation sufficiently improves when the coupling of one-phonon states to
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more complex configurations is taken into account as will be discussed in the next subsection. For
the lowest excited state the coupling to complex configurations results in the energy shift down-
wards. Thus, for nuclei not very far from a closed shell it becomes possible to achieve a good
description of both, the excitation energy and the B(EZ) value. The ratio between isoscalar
and isovector strength of the residual interaction is usually fixed as ¥{"/x§” = — 1.2 in calculation
with the radial formfactor of the multipole operator as a derivative of the average field. With
this ratio the best description of isovector multipole resonances with 4 > 1 is achieved although
the experimental information on these resonances is still sparse. For the dipole-dipole residual
interaction the strength parameter are adjusted to exclude the spurious center of mass motion
and to obtain a correct position of the GDR centroid. For the phonons with the multipolarity
/. > 4 the same procedure of adjusting the strength parameters as for A" =2" and 3~ cannot
be applied. First, it is because the lowest states of high multipolarity are much less collective
and their properties are more sensitive to description of single-particle levels near the Fermi
surface than to the strength of the residual interaction. Second, in many cases the lowest states
with A > 4 are either two-phonon states or the states with a large admixture of two-phonon
configurations, thus, their properties are determined by phonons of another multipolarity.
For these reasons we use k4, = k&, for even parity phonons and x{; = x§, for odd parity
in calculation with f3(r) = dU*(r)/dr. In fact, the difference between x§,’ and k5 does not exceed
a few percent with this radial formfactor of residual force.

4.2. Mixing between simple and complex configurations in wave functions of excited states

Diagonalization of the model Hamiltonian in the space of one-phonon states allows us to write it
in the form

H = Z w/liQ;uiQAui + Hipe s (234)
Aui
Hin. = — 50 [ = 1 7"Q5i + Q- il Y. Z==Bu(jj'; A — H)+h0} (235)
- §{ e ,,Zt,/@b

where the origin of the second term in Eq. (234) can be traced back to the last term of multipole
operator (223) which cannot be projected onto the space of the phonon operators. On the other
hand, applying Marumori expansion technique [89], one may expand the operator
B.(jj’; 2 — u) ~ ¥ o in an infinite sum of even-number phonon operators. Keeping only the first
term of this expansion, the non-diagonal term of the model Hamiltonian, H;,, in the space of
phonon operators may be re-written as

mt - Z Uﬁzlllz ;l Q)vlll[QhPhl Qflzllzlz:llﬂ + h C. (236)

Aui
Al 1:1
Axltaiy
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where the matrix element of interaction between one- and two-phonon configurations, U4(4i), can
be calculated by making use of the internal fermion structure of phonons, i.e. v and ¢ coeflicients,
and reduced matrix elements of the separable force formfactor, f7;,. It has the form

)24, + 1)
2

o o T
U () = COMHI[0S .05 15> = (— 1yt 5 /( -

11121)532) j"l /12 Z Aady pAais Azlz o Aiiy
X Z Z i . . (lphjl(p]z]% i lp]zh(phjl)
Y J3

T juj2ds JZ J1

Ay 4(F)
=+ Jl]’fUJIJZ j"l }vz j" ( 1.212 w /1212
. . ] (szjs(pth L V2 Jah

YUz )2

');ZZU("J?Z) /11 }vz
T (‘m bt elieli | (237)

@122 J1 J3

The upper (lower) sign in each of three terms in Eq. (237) correspond to multipole (spin-multipole)
matrix element f7;, f75, or f3, respectively.

Thus, we have completed a projection of the nuclear Hamiltonian into the space of phonon
operators. Now we may assume that phonons obey boson statistics and work in the space of boson
operators only. The presence of the term of interaction, Hj,,, in the model Hamiltonian means that
the approximation, in which excited states of the nucleus are considered as pure one-, two-,
multi-phonon states, is not sufficient. In fact, we have already mentioned above that it is not
possible to describe the properties of the lowest collective vibrations in spherical nuclei in
one-phonon approximation. It is also well-known that the coupling between one- and two-phonon
configurations is the main mechanism for the damping of giant resonances. All this means that one
needs to go beyond the approximation of independent phonons and take into account a coupling
between them. To accomplish this task we write the wave function of excited states with angular
momentum J and projection M in even—even nuclei in the most general form as a mixture of
one-, two-, etc. phonon configurations:

{Z S,.(N0., + a%,z \/%[Qm Q5. 1im

;’1 3/3 J
v LarelD) 6005059, 4 - }> , (238)
“3!33)’3 1 + 50!3sﬂas73 ph

5“39ﬁ39y3 = 50‘3;53 + 5“3;?3 + 5ﬂ3s7’3 + 25“39ﬁ35a3s7'3 : (239)

By greek characters we mean the phonon’s identity, i.e. its multipolarity and order number, o = A%,
the index v (=1, 2, 3,...) labels whether a state J is the first, second, etc., state in the total
energy spectrum of the system. It is assumed that any combination «, f§, y of phonons appears
only once. The second and the third terms in Eq. (238) include phonons of different multipolarities
and parities, they only must couple to the same total angular momentum J as the one-phonon
term.
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Let us limit the wave function of excited states by three-phonon terms and diagonalize the model
Hamiltonian of Egs. (234) and (236) in the space of these states. We use for that a minimization
procedure

SKPIM)H|PY(IM)) — EXP'(UM) [P (IM)>} =0, (240)
which yields a set of linear equations over unknown wave function coefficients S} (J), Dy 4,(J) and
;353“/3(']):

(0, = EDS3, () + 3 D ()03, =0,

a2, B
Z le(‘]) “zﬂz + (('O + wﬂz EJ) a2f2 J) + Z T“Sﬂ]?s('])UasﬂzVs 0 >
oy o3B3y
Z Da‘zﬂz J)Ugigi/l (wﬂh + wﬂz + w?s EJ)Talﬁ‘;/s(J) = O : (241)

L2V

Applying boson commutation relations for phonons, the matrix element of interaction between
two- and three-phonon configurations,

U2, = /1 + 04 /1 + 0 po (02051 sm| Hint 105 0405 1o0) 5 (242)

can be expressed as a function of matrix elements of interaction between one- and two-phonon
configurations,

~Z§ﬂ2 =1+ 04,50 Hin [0, Q5 1sm) = /1 + 5a2,/szgf(“1) 5 (243)

as follows:

gigiw V 1 + 5B% V"&[Uﬂﬂ)%éﬁz a3 + Uﬂﬂ’léaz 11]
V 1 + 513 Vs[Uaa/saﬂZsﬂs + Uaaz‘/saazsﬂs] + V 1 + 5“3,ﬁ3[U:§ﬂ35ﬂ2,}’3 + Ug:ﬂ35az,“/3]

(244)

and the value U%(a,) is calculated according to Eq. (237). Since we have used pure boson
commutation relations for phonons the two-phonon configuration [a,f,]; couples only to those
three-phonon configurations [a3f373]; where either as, i3 or y; are equal to o, or f,. This is
governed by d-functions in Eq. (244).

The number of linear equations (241) equals to the number of one-, two- and three-phonon
configurations included in the wave function (238). Solving these equations we obtain the energy
spectrum EJ of excited states described by wave function (238) and the coefficients of wave function
(241), S, D and T.

It should be pointed out that within this approximation, in which phonons are considered
as ideal bosons and nuclear Hamiltonian includes one-phonon exchange term, multi-phonon
configurations of course possess no anharmonicity features. The strength of any one- or many-
phonon configuration included in the wave function (238) fragments over some energy interval
due to the interaction with other configurations. But the centroid of the strength distribution
remains at the unperturbed energy. Thus, the energy centroid of two-phonon configuration
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[x,2f,]; equals exactly to the sum of energies of o, and f, phonons for all values of J. To
consider anharmonic properties of multi-phonon states, one needs to go beyond pure boson
features of excitations in even-even nuclei and take into account their internal fermion
structure.

Another reason to return back to the fermion origin of phonon excitations is two main problems
in considering multi-phonon states associated with the boson mapping procedure. The first
problem is an admixture of spurious npnh configurations which violate Pauli principle in the wave
function of n-phonon state. The second is related to the fact that the set of pure n-phonon states is
mathematically non-orthonormal if the internal fermion structure of phonons is taken into account
(see Refs. [90,91] for more details). To overcome these problems we will keep on using a phonon’s
imaging of nuclear excitation and use the same expression for the wave function of excited states
(238) but in calculation of the norm of this wave function, (V*(JM)|¥V*(JM)>, and the energy
of this state, <V'(JM)H|P'(JM)), we will use exact commutation relations between phonon
operators:

+ +
[Q/luia Q/l’u’i’]_ = 5/1,2’5;1,#’51',1" - Z Ocjm(xj’m’
Ji'7
mm’'m*
Al AU An A A+A +pu+u AL AV A A=
X {55955 Cit joms Clntgom, — (=) 055071, Cimfam.Cim fom,} - (245)
and exact commutation relations between phonon and quasiparticle operators:

[otims Qinil. = 2 Wi ChniomOtiim »
=
[ Q] = (= DY @3 Clnfon S - (246)
=~

Also we will not expand the operator B,(jj’; Ax) in Eq. (235) into a sum of phonon operators but use
its exact fermion structure. The first term of Eq. (245) corresponds to the ideal boson approxima-
tion while the second one is a correction due to the fermion structure of phonon operators. The
overlap matrix elements between different two-phonon configurations modify as

[0 01410 Qs 1> = {[bypba 1ul[b, by 15> + K (B o), (247)

where b, is the ideal boson operator and the quantity K,

KJ(ﬁ,OC,kXﬁ) = KJ(/141.4/131.3|/111‘1/121.2) = \/(2/11 + 1)(2/12 + 1)(2/13 + 1)(2/14 + 1)

J1 J2 Ja
A+ A Jotjal s . Asl Al Asl Aql. Aals Al Asl A4l
X (= V)2 (= DTG s s pdsys Wi Wik wise — ofir efil e ei
jijz
i A Ay J

(248)

is the Pauli principle correction coefficient. The experience of realistic calculations shows that
usually |K'(Bajof) > |K(B'o|ef)| (Where o # o’ and/or B # ') and that the so-called diagonal
Pauli principle approximation, K’(f'o/|o.f) = K'(af)d, 4 4, provides rather good accuracy and
sufficiently simplifies the calculation. For these reasons we will use this diagonal Pauli principle
approximation in what follows.
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A similar expression, as (247), is valid for the overlap matrix elements between different
three-phonon configurations. It can be used as a definition of the Pauli principle correction
quantity Kj{(y'f'o/|afy) which we will also keep in diagonal approximation only. The relation
between K’(xf) and K{(«fy) quantities is the following [92]:

Ki(apy) = K’(aﬁ)<3 + Y Uapay L, I/)K"(ﬁv)> : (249)

where U2 stands for the Jahn coefficients [93].
When internal fermion structure of phonons is taken into account and exact commutation
relations (245), (246) are applied the secular equation (241) transforms into

(a)al - Ei)SXI(J) + Zﬂ: ocz[}z(J)Uazﬂz 0 >

Z S;1(J) ~g;ﬁz + (w“z + wﬁz + Awizﬁz EJ) [2Y'B J) + Z Tasﬁm(‘])U:igim = 0 ’

a3Baysl

Z D“zﬂz J)Uaaﬁs/a (waz + wﬂz + w?s + Aa)iaﬂs/a EJ) 13ﬁ3/3(‘]) = 0 ° (250)
o2p>
The values Awj, 4, and Aw; 4., = Awy s, + Awj,, + Aw;,,, are anharmonicity shifts of two- and
three-phonon configurations, respectively, due to the Pauli principle corrections. In diagonal
approximation they can be calculated according to

K'(oaf) & [ X2 | XP
Aw:xzﬂz - T; @?2 + g{yéﬁ . (251)

Another role of Pauli principle corrections is a somewhat renormalization of the interaction
between n- and (n + 1)-phonon configurations. We have used the same notations for these matrix
elements U%, as in the case of the “ideal boson approximation” (see, Egs. (242) and (243)). But
calculating the matrix elements <Q,,|Hi. |[Q., Q4. 15») We take into account the fermion structure
of phonons and nuclear Hamiltonian and obtain

T8, = /1 + 04,5, UBoy) x [1 + 3K (0285)] (252)

where the value U%(a,) is calculated again according to Eq. (237). A similar additional factor
[1 + 1/2 x K{(x3B373)] receives the matrix element of interaction between two- and three-phonon
configurations.

The minimal value of the quantity K’(xf) equals to — 2. It corresponds to the case of the
maximal Pauli principle violation, i.e. to a spurious multi-phonon configuration. It happens only
when o, and ﬂ2 phonons are purely two-quasiparticle states. In such a case the matrix element of
interaction U%; = 0 (see Eq. (252)) and the spurious state is completely separated from other
states. While dealing with collective o, and f, phonons, when a possible admixture of the spurious
four-quasiparticle configurations is small, the value of K”(a,8) is close to 0. Nevertheless, the value
of the anharmonicity shift Aa)azﬂz is not vanishingly small for the later because of the relatively large
value of the ratio X?/%? in Eq. (251). This shift is the largest one for the collective low-lying



214 C.A. Bertulani, V.Yu. Ponomarev | Physics Reports 321 (1999) 139-251

multi-phonon configurations. For non-collective multi-phonon states the shift is small because of
the small value of the above-mentioned ratio.

Equations (250) have been obtained under two main assumptions. The first one is the already
discussed diagonal Pauli principle approximation. The second assumption is the neglecting of the
higher-order terms of the interaction part of the nuclear Hamiltonian as compared to the one in
Eq. (236) which couples n- and (n + 1)-phonon configurations. For Egs. (250) it means that a direct
coupling between one- and three-phonon configurations of the wave function (238) which is
possible due to non-zero matrix element <Q, |;hoiml[Qs. 040, 15, is neglected. In realistic
calculation we will also use a selection of three-phonon configurations provided by Eq. (244)
although now the matrix element U%f, # 0 even if one of a3, B3 or 73 is not necessarily equal to
o, or f3,. These omitted matrix elements are orders of magnitude smaller as compared to the
accounted for ones.

Solving the system of linear equations (250) we obtain the spectrum of excited states, E3,
described by the wave function (238) and coeflicients S; (J), D},4,(J) and T; g,,.(J) reflecting the
phonon structure of excited states. Usually, in calculation of the properties of single giant
resonances the three-phonon terms of the wave function (238) are omitted. Then it is possible to
solve the system of linear equations (250) with the rank of the 103-10* order by a direct
diagonalization. But while considering the damping properties of two-phonon resonances, three-
phonon configurations cannot be omitted. For this case instead of the diagonalization of the linear
matrices of very high orders, an alternative solution is possible. We may substitute the first and last
equations of (250) into the second equation and obtain the system of non-linear equations

Yoy [7“1 ,

J J o:p2 " asp

det ((Ddz + wﬂz + Awazﬁz - Ex)érxz/iz,a’zﬂ’z - Z %

oy wal - Ex
R

— Z V3~ asBavs _ 0 (253)
J JIl — )
3373 Wy, + wﬂs + w"/s + Aw“sﬂa‘/s - Ex

the rank of which equals to the number of two-phonon configurations included in the wave
function (238). The solution of the system (253) by some iterative method yield again the spectrum

of excited states Ej and coefficients D}, ; (J). Other coefficients of the wave function (238) are related
to these coefficients as follows:

v x> 7D;2 z(J) ~Z; 2
Sle(J)Z _Z ﬂ;}\) ﬁ_Ev £

5

v

Vo (J) _ fozﬂz “zﬁz(J)Ugjﬁi”/z (254)
ol CO13 + wﬁs + w’/s J’_ Awi&ﬂﬂs - E‘\{ .

It may be argued that the boson mapping with keeping the fermion information of the
phonons’ images at all stages of transformations gives no advantage as compared to npnh approach
since, mathematically, a direct correspondence between two methods can be established only
if the full basis of n-phonon states is used. However, many npnh configurations interact very
weakly with other ones and as a result practically do not mix with them. It allows a sufficient
truncation of multi-phonon configurations in the wave function (238) based on their physical
properties with keeping a good accuracy for the components important for the subject of
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research. From the point of view of the Pauli principle violation the most dangerous multi-phonon
configurations are the ones made of non-collective RPA states. On the other hand, these configura-
tions interact with the other ones much weaker than the multi-phonon configurations including at
least one collective phonon. For these reasons the first are not accounted for in the wave function
(238) in realistic calculation. As the criteria “collective/non-collective” we take the contribution of
the main two-quasiparticle component to the wave function of the phonon operator. If the
contribution exceeds 50-60% we will call the phonon non-collective.

Let us consider now the electromagnetic excitation of pure one- and multi-phonon states from
the ground state. The one-body operator of electromagnetic transition has the form

n,p E
e =3 & (=17 Sl (259)

where the single-particle transition matrix element {j||EA||j'> = {j|li*Y ;#*|j> and e!? are effective
charges for neutrons and protons. In calculations we use the following values of effective charges:
el = — Z/A and e} = N/A to separate the center of mass motion and e{**" =0 and e{'* ! = 1.
Performing the transformation from particle operators to quasiparticle and phonon ones in
Eq. (255), this equation transforms into

EJ u$y) . .
'ﬂ(E)'u Z (A)Z <\]/||2}~7L|‘]>{ ( jjl' + (p;Jl')(Q/{r;u + ( - )liqu—ui)

+ USJ )Z CJmJ m’ )J o OCJer O‘J m} 5 (256)

where the first term corresponds to one-phonon exchange between initial and final states and the
second one is responsible for “boson-forbidden” electromagnetic transitions (see for details
Ref. [94]). Then the reduced matrix element of the electromagnetic excitation of the one-phonon
state Ai from the ground state 0, in even—even nuclei may be calculated according to

CQull-M(EA)0g5.> = Ze‘”Z <11||EA||Jz>u§33( s T 057 - (257)

JlJz

Due to the ground-state correlations the direct excitation of pure two-phonon states [Q;, x Q;; 1,
from the ground state is also possible when we are dealing with the RPA phonons. The physical
reason for that becomes clear if we remember that the ground state wave function includes a small
admixture of four-, eight-, etc. quasiparticle configurations (see, Eq. (232)). The second term of
Eq. (256) is responsible for these transitions and the reduced matrix element can be obtained by
applying the commutation relations (246). It has the form

Qi X Qui TlAENN0G > = /(201 + 1)22 + 1 Z e ). vl

Jij2js

. . )\'2 /11 i Aoy a A0y Ay o Aal
X <J1||Ei”]2> . . ] ( Jzzjszq)J;Jl + l)b];hl(p]zzjgz) . (258)
3

Ji1 )2
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Another type of boson-forbidden y-transitions which take place due to the internal fermion
structure of phonons are the ones between one-phonon initial, Q' ; |> . and final, Q1 |> ., states.
The reduced matrix element of such transitions can be calculated according to

Qi MENNQs> = /242 + Z e > v IKIEA 2>

J1ja2js

AT bk + oot (259)
Juv J2 3

The matrix element for transitions between the two-phonon states [Q;; xQ;;1,[>,» and
[0, % Q1 s> is very complex and not presented here. Its first-order term is very similar
to the one for transitions between the one-phonon states Q;;|>,, and Q;;|>,» and may be
obtained by assuming that the fermion structure of one phonon is “frozen”, i.e., assuming that
/lziz = /131.3.

When the coupling between one- and multi-phonon configurations is accounted for in the wave
function of excited states, the reduced matrix element of the electromagnetic excitation of the states
of Eq. (238) may be written as

P4 (ED|0gs, {ZS (Il A(EA)0g.>

+T \/%QQM Ql,i‘]i||/%(EA>||0;s.>}s (260)

where we have neglected the direct excitation of three-phonon configurations from the ground
state. Since an admixture of multi-quasiparticle configurations in the ground-state wave function is
very small, the reduced matrix element, Eq. (258), is typically about two orders of magnitude
smaller as compared to the reduced matrix element, Eq. (257). For this reason, in most of the cases
keeping only the first term in Eq. (260) and neglecting the second one together with interference
effects provides very good accuracy in calculation. Nevertheless, there are a few exceptional cases.

The first one is the excitation of the lowest 1~ state in spherical nuclei. It is well known that no
collective one-phonon 1~ configurations appear in the low-energy region and the wave function of
the 17 state has the dominant two-phonon component [2{ x37];-. There are three main
mechanisms to explain the El-excitation of this state observed in the experiment [95]. The first is
an influence of the GDR. In microscopic theories it appears in a natural way due to the coupling of
one- and two-phonon configurations. Since the GDR is located about 10 MeV higher, this coupling
yields only a very small portion of the observed strength. The second mechanism is the excitation of
non- and weakly collective one-phonon 1~ configurations which have relatively small B(E1) values
but are located in low-energy region. The last mechanism is the direct excitation of two-phonon
configurations from the ground state. Although the direct excitation of two-phonon configurations
from the ground state is a second-order effect, excitation of collective two-phonon configurations
[27 x 37 ]1 play an essential role since the other two mechanisms yield much weaker E1 strengths.
In this case, interference effects between the first and the third mechanisms are also important [94].

The second term of Eq. (260), although very weak as compared to the first one, may also play
some role at the excitation energies above 20 MeV where the density two-phonon configurations is
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a few orders of magnitude higher as compared to the density of one-phonon configurations. It will
be discussed below.

Considering the two-step mechanism of the DGDR excitation in second-order perturbation
theory we also need the reduced matrix element of the electromagnetic excitation of the two-
phonon DGDR state [1; x 1;/ ], from the one-phonon GDR state 1; . In ideal boson approxima-
tion this matrix element

Ly x T LIMEDNL > = /(1 + 6:0)2T + 1)/3<17 |l A(ED)|gs.) . (261)

4.3. Comparison with other approaches

The properties of the double-giant resonances have been also microscopically studied with the
Skyrme forces [ 74,96] and within the second-RPA approach [97,98].

The most close to the QPM approach is the one of the first group of papers. The main difference
between these two approaches is that in calculations with the Skyrme forces the properties of the
ground and 1plh excited states are calculated self-consistently. As within the QPM, in calculations
with the Skyrme forces the 1plh basis is mapped into the phonon space. Multi-phonon states are
obtained by folding of one-phonon states. The phonon basis in Refs. [74,96] is restricted by only
a few, the most collective, phonons for each multipolarity. Calculations are performed with the
wave function including one- and two-phonon terms. The main attention is paid to the effects of
anharmonicity and non-linearity. The latter is an influence of taking into account the boson-
forbidden transition matrix elements, Egs. (258), (259), on the absolute value of the DGDR
excitation in heavy ion collisions.

In the second-RPA approach [99] the wave function of excited states is written as a mixture of
1p-1h and 2p-2h configurations:

Qv+|>g.s. = Z (lewha;ah - Y:Jhal:rap) + Z (X;p'hh’a;a;'ah'ah - Y;p'hh'a;a;ap'ap)|>g.s. . (262)
ph pp’hh’
The operators Q," are assumed as bosons and the energy spectrum and coefficients X and Y are
obtained by diagonalization of the model Hamiltonian in the space of states described by the wave
functions of Eq. (262).

5. Physical properties of the double-giant resonances

In the present section we will consider the properties of the DGDR as predicted by the QPM
mainly in 13%Xe and 2°8Pb for which experimental data in relativistic heavy ion collision (RHIC)
are available. Before proceeding with that let us briefly check an accuracy of the description of the
properties of low-lying states and single-giant resonances within this approach. It provides an
estimate how good the phonon basis, to be used in the forthcoming calculation of the DGDR
properties, is since no extra free parameters are used after this basis is fixed. The results of our
calculations of the position and exhaust of the energy weighted sum rule (EWSR) of low-lying
states and giant resonances as well as the width of resonances in 1*°Xe and 2°®Pb are presented in
Table 10 in comparison with the experimental findings. The comparison indicate a rather good
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Table 10
Integral characteristics (position, E,, exhaust of the energy weighted sum rule (EWSR) and width of resonances, I') of
low-lying excited states and one-phonon giant resonances in '3°Xe and 2°8Pb

Calculation Experiment
Nucl. A" E, r EWSR E, r EWSR
(MeV) (MeV) (%) (MeV) (MeV) (%)
27 1.4 2.6 1.31 2.4
37 33 5.6 3.28 5.2
136Xe GDR;, 15.1 4.0 107 15.2* 4.8* 80-120
GQR;, 12.5 3.2 75 12.3° 4.0° 70°
GQR;, 23.1 3.6 80 22.14+0.7 <54 93 +45
2f 42 16.4 4.09 16.9
37 24 21.3 2.61 20
208pp GDR;, 13.35 3.5 94 13.4 4.0 89-122
GQR; 10.6 3.1 67 10.5-10.9 2.4-3.0 60-80
GQR;, 21.9 5.0 81 22.6 £ 04 6+2 ~ 50

*Interpolation of experimental data [56].
Interpolation of experimental data [5].

correspondence between calculated characteristics and experimental data. The calculation some-
what underestimate the width of resonances, especially of the isovector GQR. The main reason is
related to the necessity of truncating of complex configurations included in the wave function of
excited states in actual calculation. The density of multi-phonon configurations is rapidly increas-
ing with the excitation energy. That is why the effect of the basis truncation the most strongly
influences on the width of the GQR;, located at higher energies.

5.1. One-step excitation of two-phonon states in the energy region of giant resonances

Let us consider a direct photoexcitation of the two-phonon states in the energy region of giant
resonances from the ground state of even—even nuclei (see, Refs. [57,100] for more details). Since in
RHIC experiments the Coulomb mechanism of excitation plays the most essential role, the cross
sections of photoexcitation can be easily recalculated into RHIC cross sections for different
energies and Z-values of target and projectile nuclei. In calculation of the B(E/) values we use only
the terms proportional to ¢ (see Eq. (258)). The complete set of diagrams corresponding to
a direct transition to two-phonon states from the ground state is presented in Ref. [101]. As one
can see from the analytical expressions the main part of the contributions from different terms
disappears due to the cancellation between particles and holes.

The cross sections of the direct photoexcitation of the groups of two-phonon states made of
phonons of definite multipolarities in '*°Xe and 2°®Pb are presented in Fig. 28. E2-excitation of
[17®17],+ states is plotted in the top part of the figure. El-excitation of the two-phonon states
[1"®2%]; and [2"®37]; is shown in the middle and the bottom parts, respectively. The
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Fig. 28. Cross sections of the direct photoexcitation of two-phonon configurations [1"®17],+, [1"®2%];- and
[2*®37];- from the ground state in 136Xe and 2°8Pb.

integral characteristics of two-phonon states which are a single giant resonances built on top of
either a low-lying state or another single resonance in the same nuclei are given in Table 11.
The main feature of the top part of Fig. 28 is that just all two-phonon states which form this
double-phonon resonance are constructed of the one-phonon 1; states belonging to the GDR in
the one-phonon approximation. The structure of the [1-®2%];- and [2" ®3 7], states is more
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Table 11

Integral characteristics (energy centroid, width and cross section of direct photoexcitation from the ground state) of some
groups of two-phonon states which are a giant resonance built on top of either a low-lying state or another single-giant
resonance in '3°Xe and 2°%Pb

Nucl. Configuration Centroid Width g,
(MeV) (MeV) (mb)
[16or. ®2&0r1- 24.0 2.9 4.3
130Xe [16or, ® 1GDR, 12" 30.2 4.0 0.33
[25QRae®2§QR,g]2* 21.3 0.5 0.1
[16pr.®21{ 11~ 174 2.2 1.7
[1Gpr.®21 12- 17.2 2.1 8.7x107%
2%°Pb [1pr.®21 15 17.7 34 49x10°3
[1Gpr, ®31 12+ 153 39 52x1072
[1Gpr, ®2d0r.J1- 25.1 3.8 9.6
[16pr.® lGpr. ]2+ 25.5 44 0.22

complex. For example, among [1~ ®27];- states the substructure in the energy range from 15 to
20 MeV in 2°®Pb (right middle part of Fig. 28) is formed mainly by 1;” phonons from the GDR
region coupled to the 2{ state. The small substructure above 32MeV is due to the GDR
1; phonons coupled to the 2;7 phonons of the isovector GQR. As for the broad structure between
20 and 30 MeV not only [GDR®GQR;,];- states but many other two-phonon states built of less
collective 1; and 2;" phonons, the role of which is marginal for properties of single resonances, play
an essential role. The same conclusions are valid for the direct photoexcitation of [1~®2%];-
states in '*°Xe. The cross section of the direct photoexcitation of the two-phonon 1~ states built of
phonons of the higher multipolarities yield non-resonance feature. It is already seen for the case of
[2"®37]; states (bottom part of Fig. 28), especially in 2°%Pb.

While dealing with electromagnetic, or with Coulomb excitation from a 0" ground state, the
priority attention has to be paid to the final states with the total angular momentum and parity
J®=1". For that we have calculated the cross section for the photoexcitation of two-phonon
states [AF®A%];, where A% and /% are both natural A (" =(— 1)*) and unnatural
J® (n* = (— 1)**1) parity phonons with multipolarity A from 0 to 9.

The results of the calculation for 13°Xe and 2°®Pb integrated over the energy interval from 20 to
35MeV are presented in Table 12. Each configuration [A7*®A3:] in the table means a sum over
a plenty of two-phonon states made of phonons with a given spin and parity A7, 43%, but different
RPA root numbers i;, i, of its constituents

A ®I5]) = T, ol @ 5] - (63)

The total number of two-phonon 1~ states included in this calculation for each nucleus is about
10° and they exhaust 25% and 15% of the EWSR in !3°Xe and 2°®Pb, respectively. The absolute
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Table 12

Cross sections for the direct photoexcitation of different two-phonon configurations from the ground state integrated
over the energy interval from 20 to 35MeV in '3°Xe and 2°8Pb. The GDR cross section integrated over the energy of its
location is presented in the last line for a comparison

o, (mb)
Configuration 136Xe 208pp
[0*®17];- 44 39
[1"®27]: 36.6 44.8
[2*"®37]:- 82.8 33.1
[3~®47];- 101.0 56.7
[4"®5 1 68.9 373
[5"®6™];- 49.2 46.2
[6"®7 ;- 319 49.8
[7-®8%], 13.6 12,5
[8*"®97 ;- 4.9 9.0
2 . 71.4 58.5
Y [AF®245]:-
A, 2=1
o ' . 46.7 71.1
Y Diess]-
A,A2=1
o e 5114 4229
Y e -
A1,42=0
[GDR®GDR],: 0.33 0.22
o . ) 38.1 21.7
Y [AP®AF],-
AA2=1
GDR 2006 2790

value of the photoexcitation of any two-phonon state under consideration is negligibly small but
altogether they produce a sizable cross section. Table 12 demonstrates that different two-phonon
configurations give comparable contributions to the total cross section which decreases only for
very high spins because of the lower densities of such states. As a rule, unnatural parity phonons
play a less important role than natural parity ones. For these reasons we presented in the table only
the sums for [natural®@unnatural] and [unnatural@unnatural] two-phonon configurations.
The cross section for the photoexcitation of all two-phonon 1~ states in the energy region
20-35MeV from the ground state equals in our calculation to 511 and 423 mb for !3%Xe and
208pp, respectively. It is not surprising that we got a larger value for !3°Xe than for 2°8Pb. This is
because the phonon states in Xe are composed of a larger number of two-quasiparticle configura-
tions due to the pairing. The same values for two-phonon states with angular momentum and
parity J® = 2" are an order of magnitude smaller. We point out that the direct excitation of
[1"®17],+ or [GDR®GDR], ;+ configurations is negligibly weak (compare results in Tables 11
and 12). The calculated values should be compared to the cross section for the photoexcitation
of the single-phonon GDR which in our calculation equals to 2006 and 2790 mb, respectively.
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Fig. 29. Photoexcitation cross section of the GDR in !3°Xe and 2°8Pb. Calculations are performed: (a) within
one-phonon approximation and (b) with taking into account of the coupling between one- and two-phonon configura-
tions. Continuous curves in the bottom part are the strength functions calculated with a smearing parameter 4 = 1 MeV;
dashed curve corresponds to electromagnetic transitions to one-phonon 17 states, solid curve - to one- and two-phonon
17 states.

A contribution of two-phonon 1~ states to the total cross section at GDR energies is weaker than
at higher energies because of the lower density of two-phonon states and the lower excitation
energy and can be neglected considering the GDR itself. It is clearly demonstrated in Fig. 29b. In
this figure the cross sections of the photoexcitation of 1~ states in '*°Xe and 2°®Pb are presented.
The top part of the figure corresponds to a calculation performed in one-phonon approximation.
The results of calculations with the wave function which includes a coupling between one- and
two-phonon 1~ configurations are plotted in the bottom part of the figure. For a visuality the last
calculations are also presented as strength functions

1o A
boB) = L Y E—Er 474

(264)

with a smearing parameter 4 = 1 MeV, where o7 is a partial cross section for the state with the
excitation energy E7 plotted also by a vertical line. The E1-transitions to one-phonon components
of the wave function of excited 1~ states are plotted by dashed curve. It should be compared with
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Fig. 30. Photoneutron cross sections in 2°8Pb. Solid curve is the result of calculation with the wave function including
one- and two-phonon terms presented with a smearing parameter 4 = 1 MeV; vertical lines (in arbitrary units) — within
one-phonon approximation. Experimental data are plotted by experimental error bars.
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Fig. 31. Photo-neutron cross section for 2°Pb. Experimental data (dots with experimental errors) are from Ref. [103].
The long-dashed curve is the high energy tail of the GDR, the short-dashed curve is the GQR;, and the curve with squares
is their sum. The contribution of two-phonon states is plotted by a curve with triangles. The solid curve is the total
calculated cross section.

the solid curve which is the sum of transitions to one- and two-phonon 1~ configurations in the
GDR energy region.

For 2°8Pb photoexcitation cross sections are known from experimental studies in (y, n) reactions
up to the excitation energy about 25 MeV [102,103]. It was shown that QPM provides a very good
description of the experimental data in the GDR region [102] (see, Fig. 30), while theoretical
calculations at higher excitation energies which account for contributions from the single-phonon
GDR and GQR;, essentially underestimated the experimental cross section [103]. The experi-
mental cross sections above 17 MeV are shown in Fig. 31 together with theoretical predictions. The
results of the calculations are presented as strength functions obtained with averaging parameter
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equal to 1 MeV. The contribution to the total cross section of the GQR;, (short-dashed curve), the
high-energy tail of GDR (long-dashed curve), and their sum (squared curve), are taken from
Ref. [103]. The curve with triangles represents the contribution of the direct excitation of the two-
phonon states from our present studies. The two-phonon states form practically a flat background
in the whole energy region under consideration. Summing together the photoexcitation cross
sections of all one- and two-phonon states, we get a solid curve which is in a very good agreement
with the experimental data.

Thus, from our investigation of photoexcitation cross sections we conclude that in this reaction
very many different two-phonon states above the GDR contribute on a comparable level, forming
altogether a flat physical background which should be taken into account in the description of
experimental data. On the other hand, Coulomb excitation in relativistic heavy ion collisions
provides a unique opportunity to excite a very selected number of two-phonon states by the
absorption of two virtual y’s in a single process of projectile-target interaction [6]. Theoretically,
this process is described using the second-order perturbation theory of the semi-classical approach
of Winther and Alder [6,18] and discussed in Section 3.2.3. Since excitation cross sections to
second order are much weaker than to first order of the theory, two-phonon states connected to the
ground states by two E1-transitions are predominantly excited. These two-phonon states have the
structure [17())®1(i')];+ and form the DGDR.

5.2. 1% component of the DGDR

According to the rules of angular momentum coupling two one-phonon states with the spin and
parity equal to 1~ may couple to the total angular momentum J*=0%,1" and 2*. Thus, in
principle, three components of the DGDR with these quantum numbers should exist. In phenom-
enological approaches describing the single GDR as one collective state, the [1~ ® 1~ ];+ compon-
ent the DGDR is forbidden by symmetry properties. Taking into account the Landau damping this
collective state splits into a set of different 1; states distributed over an energy interval. In
microscopic studies the Landau damping is taken into account by solving the RPA equations.
Again, the diagonal components [1;” ®1; ];+ are forbidden by the same symmetry properties but
nondiagonal ones [1;” ®1; ];+ exist and should be taken into consideration. Consequently, the role
of these nondiagonal components depends on how strong is the Landau damping.

We produce here two-phonon DGDR states with quantum numbers J* = 0", 17 and 2% by
coupling one-phonon RPA states with the wave function [1;” >, to each other. The index m stands
for different magnetic substates. The wave function of the two-phonon states has the form

- 1 , _ _
Il ®Li lrr=0'20m =ﬁ Y. Amlm[IM)1 D0l Do (265)
for two-phonon states made of two identical phonons while for other DGDR states it is

[l ®Li lr—or 12 0m = Y, (Imlm|[IM)I17 DplLi Do - (266)

m,m’

In the present calculation we do not include the interaction between DGDR states, of Egs. (265)
and (266), and we do not couple them to states with different than two number of phonons (it will
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be considered below). Thus, our two-phonon states |[1;” ® 1;- ];~>a have excitation energy equal to
the sum of one-phonon energies w; + w; and are degenerated for different values of the total spin
J” and its projection M.

Since the main mechanism of excitation in projectile ions at relativistic energies is the Coulomb
part of interaction with a target, the nuclear part of interaction has been neglected in the present
analysis. In a semi-classical approach [6], the two-phonon DGDR states can be excited in
second-order perturbation theory via the two-step process g.s. > GDR — DGDR. The second-
order amplitude can be written as

1
2 1 1
ah?’@LT],M = EZ agi’),ma[l,ﬁ®1,-T],Ma(g.s).»1;,m s (267)
m

where assuming the Coulomb mechanism of excitation the first-order amplitude af',; is pro-
portional to the reduced matrix element of <J/|E1||J;>. The reduced matrix element
{17 ®1; 1,|E1||1; > of electromagnetic excitation of two-phonon states, Egs. (265) and (266),
from the one-phonon state |1; ),, is related, in the boson picture of nuclear excitation, to the
excitation of |1; ),, from the ground state according to (261). It should be noted that although for

the two-phonon states, Eq. (265), we have an extra factor /2, the states of Eq. (266) play a more
important role in two-step excitations since they can be reached by two different possibilities:
gs.—»1; »[1; ®1; ] and gs. > 1; - [1; ®1;]. First of all, we point out that in second-order
perturbation theory the amplitude for this process is identically zero in a semi-classical approach.
This can be understood by looking at Fig. 32. The time-dependent field V', carries angular
momentum with projections m = 0, + 1. Thus, to reach the 1™ DGDR magnetic substates, many
routes are possible. The lines represent transitions caused by the different projections of Vi: (a)
dashed lines are for m = 0, (b) dashed-dotted lines are for m = — 1, and (c) solid lines are for
m = + 1. The relation Vi =0 # VE1.m=+1 holds, so that not all routes yield the same excitation
amplitude. Since the phases of the wave functions of each set of magnetic substates are equal, the
difference between the transition amplitudes to a final M, can also arise from different values of
the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients (1m1m’|1 M). It is easy to see that, for any route to a final M, the
second-order amplitude will be proportional to (001m|lm)(1mlm'|IM) Vi Virm + (mem).

Fig. 32. The possible paths to the excitation of a given magnetic substate of the 17 component of the DGDR are
displayed. The transitions caused by the different projections of the operator Vg, are shown by: (a) dashed lines form = 0,
(b) dashed-dotted lines for m = — 1, and (c) solid lines are m = + 1.
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The two amplitudes carry opposite signs from the value of the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. Since
(001m|1m) = 1, the identically zero result for the excitation amplitude of the 1* DGDR state is
therefore a consequence of

S (Imlm'|IM) =0 . (268)

mm’

We have also performed a coupled-channels calculation [104] following the theory described in
Ref. [19]. As shown in Ref. [19], the coupling of the electric quadrupole (isovector and isoscalar)
and the electric dipole states is very weak and can be neglected. We therefore include in our space
only one-phonon 1~ and two-phonon [1;7 ®1; ], (J*=0%,1" and 2%) states. In coupled-
channels calculation we take into account interference effects in the excitation of different GDR
and DGDR states and obtain the occupation amplitudes by solving the coupled-channels equa-
tions. By solving these equations we thus account for unitarity and for multi-step excitations,
beyond the two-step processes of Eq. (267). The time-dependent electric dipole field is that of
a straight-line moving particle with charge Ze, and impact parameter b (we use Egs. (25) and (26) of
Ref. [19]).

Due to the large number of degenerate magnetic substates, to make our coupled-channels
calculation feasible, we have chosen a limited set of GDR and DGDR states. We have taken six
17 states which have the largest value of the reduced matrix element <1; ||E1]||g.s.>. These six states
exhaust 90.6% of the classical EWSR, while all 1~ states up to 25 MeV in our RPA calculation
exhaust 94.3% of it. This value is somewhat smaller than the 122% reported in Ref. [32]. It is
because the continuum in our RPA calculation was approximated by narrow quasibound states.
From these six one-phonon 1~ states we construct two-phonon [1; ® 1; ;- states, Eqgs. (265) and
(266), which also have the largest matrix element of excitation {[1; ®1; ]| E1]||1; ) for excitations
starting from one-phonon states.? The number of two-phonon states equals to 21 for J* = 0" and
2%, and to 15 for J* = 17. The cross section for the DGDR excitation was obtained by summing
over the final magnetic substates of the square of the occupation amplitudes and, finally, by an
integration over impact parameter. We have chosen the minimum impact parameter, b = 15.54 fm,
corresponding to the parameterization of Ref. [43], appropriate for lead-lead collisions.

The electromagnetic excitation cross sections for the reaction 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb with
excitation of all our basic 63 states is shown in Fig. 33. The total cross sections for each
multipolarity are presented in Table 13, together with the results of first-order (for one-phonon
excitations) and second-order (for two-phonon excitations) perturbation theory. The coupled-
channels calculation yields a non-zero cross section for the 1™ DGDR state due to other possible

2 As demonstrated in the previous subsection the direct excitation of two-phonon configurations from the ground state
is very weak. It allows us to exclude in our calculation matrix elements of the form {[1; ®1; ]+ +)|[E2(M1)||g.s.) which
correspond to direct transitions and produce higher-order effects in comparison with accounted ones. These matrix
elements give rise to DGDR excitation in first-order perturbation theory. Thus, to prove our approximation, we have
calculated such cross sections and got total values equal to 0.11 and < 0.01 mb for the 21 2* and the 15 1™ basic
two-phonon states, respectively. These values have to be compared to 244.9 mb for the total DGDR cross section in the
second-order perturbation theory.
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Fig. 33. The electromagnetic excitation cross sections for the reaction 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb calculated in coupled
channels. It is shown the excitation of the GDR (top) and the three components J® = 0*,2% and 1" of the DGDR. The
B(E1) strength distribution (in arbitrary units) over 1~ states is shown by dashed lines. For a visuality it is shifted up by
100 keV.

Table 13

Cross section (in mb) for the excitation of the GDR and the three components with J®=07,2% 1% of the DGDR in
208pp (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb collisions. Calculations are performed within coupled-channels (CC) and within first (PT-1)
and second (PT-2) order perturbation theory, respectively

CcC PT-1 PT-2
GDR 2830. 3275. 0.
DGDRy+ 33.0 0.0 43.1
DGDR;+ 163.0 0.11 201.8
DGDR; + 6.3 < 0.01 0.0

DGDR/GDR 0.071 0.075
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routes (higher-order), not included in second-order perturbation theory. One observes a consider-
able reduction of the DGDR cross sections, as compared to the predictions of the second-order
perturbation theory. The GDR cross sections are also reduced in magnitude. However, the
population of the 17 DGDR states are not appreciable and cannot be the source of the missing
excitation cross section needed to explain the experiments. In general, the coupled-channels
calculation practically does not change the relative contribution of different one-phonon 1;” and
two-phonon states [1;” ® 1; ];- to the total cross section with given J® =17, 0" and 2. But since
the 17 component of the DGDR, with its zero value of excitation cross section in second-order
perturbation theory, has a special place among the two other components, the main effect of
coupled-channels is to redistribute the total cross section between the J* =0, 2" and J* =17
components.

The calculated cross section in coupled channels for both GDR and DGDR are somewhat
lower than that reported in experimental findings [54,105]. This is not surprising since
as mentioned above our chosen six 1~ states exhaust only 90.6% of EWSR while the photo-
neutron data [32] indicate that this value equals to 122%. Due to this underestimate of exhaust
of the EWSR the cross section for the DGDR excitation reduces more strongly than the one for
the single GDR. This is because the GDR cross section is roughly proportional to the total B(E1)
value while for the DGDR it is proportional to the square of it. We will return back in more detail
to the problem of absolute cross sections of the DGDR excitation in RHIC in the forthcoming
subsection.

5.3. Position, width and cross section of excitation in RHIC of the DGDR in '3°Xe and *°®Pb

To describe the width of two-phonon resonances it is necessary to take into account a coupling
of two-phonon configurations, which form these resonances, with more complex ones. For this two
types of calculations have been performed. In the first of them [106] the fine structure of the GDR
calculated with the wave function which includes one- and two-phonon configurations and
presented in Fig. 29b has been used. The DGDR states have been constructed as a product of
the GDR to itself. In other words, following the Axel-Brink hypotheses on top of each 1~ state in
Fig. 29b we have built the full set of the same 1™ states.

The calculation has been performed for the nucleus '3°Xe. In the dipole case, A" = 17, the
one-phonon states exhaust 107% of the classical oscillator strength and are displayed in the left
part of Fig. 29a. Of these, 20 states have an oscillator strength which is at least 1% of the strongest
strength and together exhaust 104% of the classical EWSR. We have used these states in the
coupling to two-phonon states. We have included all the natural parity phonons A" =1~ — 87
with energy lower or equal to 21 MeV, obtaining 2632 two-phonon configurations. One obtains
1614 states described by the wave function which includes one- and two-phonon configurations, in
the energy interval from 7 MeV to 19.5 MeV. Their photoexcitation cross sections are shown in Fig.
29b. The B(E1) value associated with each mixed state is calculated through its admixture with
one-phonon states, as |{v||.Z(E1)||0>|* = |3:S7(17)<0||Q; - #(E1)|0)|%. Also shown by dashed curve
in the left part of Fig. 29b is the result obtained adding an averaging parameter of 1.0 MeV. This
parameter represents in some average way the coupling to increasingly more complicated states
and eventually to the compound nuclear states. From the resulting smooth response it is easy to
directly extract the centroid and the full width at half maximum of the GDR. The corresponding
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Fig. 34. The cross section for Coulomb excitation of the one-phonon GDR (continuous curve), of the isoscalar GQR
(dash-dotted), of the isovector GQR (long dashed) as well as for the double-phonon GDR (short dashed) are shown. They
have been calculated at E,, = 681A MeV, taking into account the energy reduction of the beam in the target [40]. The
one-phonon GDR cross section has been reduced in the figure by a factor 10.

Table 14

Calculated (for two values of r,) and experimental cross section (in mb) for the excitation of giant resonances in 1*°Xe in
136Xe (690A MeV) + 2°8Pb reaction. In the last row, the experimental cross sections for Coulomb excitation of one- and
two-phonon states from Ref. [40] are shown. The value of the integrated cross section reported in Ref. [40] is 1.85 + 0.1
b. The nuclear contribution has been estimated in Ref. [40] to be about 100 mb, while about 3% (50 mb) of the cross
section is found at higher energy. Subtracting these two contributions and the two-phonon cross section, leads to the
value 1485 + 100 mb shown in the table

GDR GQR;, GQR,, GDR + GQR DGDR
r,=12fm 2180 170 120 2470 130
r,=1,5fm 1480 110 60 1650 50
Experiment 1024 + 100 - - 1485 + 100 215 + 50

values are Egpr = 15.1 MeV and I'gpr = 4 MeV. They can be compared with the values extracted
from experiment, Egpg = 15.2MeV and I'gpr = 4.8 MeV.

The isoscalar and the isovector giant quadrupole resonances (GQR) have also been calculated.
The centroid, width and percentage of the EWSR associated with the isoscalar mode are 12.5 MeV,
3.2MeV and 75%, respectively. The corresponding quantities associated with the isovector GQR
are 23.1 MeV, 3.6 MeV and 80%.

The differential Coulomb-excitation cross sections as a function of the energy associated with the
one-phonon GDR and GQR resonances and the two-phonon DGDR in 3°Xe (690A MeV)

+ 298Pb reaction are displayed in Fig. 34. It is seen that the centroid of the two-phonon dipole
excitation falls at 30.6 MeV, about twice that of the one-phonon states, while the width is
I' ~ 6 MeV, the ratio to that of the one-phonon excitation being 1.5.

The associated integrated values are displayed in Table 14, in comparison with the experimental

findings. The cross sections depend strongly on the choice of the value of by, = (4,2 + A73).
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In keeping with the standard “safe distance”, that is, the distance beyond which nuclear excita-
tion can be safely neglected, we have used r, = 1.5 fm. Because their values essentially do not
depend on the width of the GDR, we view the calculated cross section of 1650 mb as a rather
accurate value and if anything an upper limit for the one-phonon Coulomb excitation cross
section. It is satisfactory that the measured cross section is rather close to this value. Also shown
in Table 14 are the predictions associated with the sequential excitation of the DGDR. This result
is essentially not modified evaluating the direct Coulomb excitation of the double GDR. In fact,
the cross section associated with this process is a factor 10~ smaller than that associated with
the two-step process. The calculated value of 50 mb is a factor of 0.25 smaller than that observed
experimentally.

Two other processes are possible within the sequential excitation of the giant modes which
can lead to an excitation energy similar to that of the two-phonon GDR. They are the excitation
of the isoscalar GQR mode followed by a GDR mode and vice versa. The resulting cross section
is estimated to be an order of magnitude smaller, cf. Table 14, and does not change qualita-
tively this result. In order to make clearer the seriousness of this discrepancy, we have recalcul-
ated all the cross sections using r, = 1.2 fm, namely with a much smaller radius than that
prescribed in order to respect the safe Coulomb excitation distance of closest approach. The
calculated value of 130 mb is still a factor of 0.6 smaller than the reported experimental cross
section. At the same time the cross section of the one-phonon states has become a factor 1.7
larger than the empirical value. This factor becomes 1.5 when the coupling to higher multi-
phonon states is included according to the standard Poisson distribution for the excitation
probabilities [17].

The main shortcoming of the above discussed theoretical scheme to treat the DGDR,
when the DGDR states are obtained by folding of the fine structure of two GDRs, is the fact that
the DGDR states obtained this way are not eigenstates of the used microscopic Hamiltonian. To
overcome this shortcoming other calculations have been performed in which two-phonon
[1"®17] DGDR states are coupled directly to more complex ones [107-109]. From rather
general arguments [60], the most important couplings leading to real transitions of the double-
giant resonances and thus to a damping width of these modes are to configurations built out by
promoting three nucleon across the Fermi surface. That is, configurations containing three holes in
the Fermi sea and three particles above the Fermi surface (3p3h configurations). We use the wave
function (238) to describe the DGDR states and their coupling to 1plh and to 3p3h doorway
configurations.

The spectrum of excited states which form the DGDR is obtained by solving the secular
equation (253) and the wave function coefficient S,D and T are calculated from Eq. (254). Pauli
principle corrections, the coefficients K ;(f,0,|o5f5) and anharmonicity shifts Aw] 5., were omitted
in calculations presented in Ref. [107] and accounted for in Ref. [ 108]. While they are small, they
produce shifts in the energy centroid of the double-giant resonance. Similar coefficients appear
also in connection with the term arising from the “doorway states” containing three phonons in
Eq. (238). We have neglected them because they again are small and furthermore act only in higher
order as compared to the previous term, in defining the properties of the double-giant dipole
resonance. Finally, the corresponding K-coefficient associated with the first term in Eq. (238) is
proportional to the number of quasiparticles present in the ground state of the system, a quantity
which is assumed to be zero within linear response theory.
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In keeping with the fact that the Q-value dependence of the Coulomb excitation amplitude is
rather weak at relativistic energies [ 14], the cross section associated with the two-step excitation of
the double-giant dipole resonance is proportional to

[B(E1)x BEED] =}, (ool AMEDPY) - Py | AM(ED Pyl
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where M, = {Q,||.#(E1)||0.> is the reduced matrix element of the E1-operator which acting on
the ground state |),, excites the one-phonon state with quantum numbers o = (17, 1).

Making use of the elements discussed above we calculated the distribution of the quantity
Eq. (269) over the states Eq. (238)in '3*°Xe. We considered only J™ = 0* and 2" components of the
two-phonon giant dipole resonance. As already discussed above its J® = 1" component cannot be
excited in the second-order perturbation theory and is sufficiently quenched in coupled-channels
calculation. The 15 configurations {17i,17'} = {a,, §,} displaying the largest [B(E1) x B(E1)]
values were used in the calculation. They are built up out of the five most collective RPA roots
associated with the one-phonon giant dipole resonance carrying the largest B(E1) values and
exhausting 77% of energy weighted sum rule (EWSR). Two-phonon states of collective character
and with quantum numbers different from 17 lie, as a rule, at energies few MeV away from the
double-giant dipole states and were not included in the calculations. The three-phonon states
{a3B3y3} were built out of phonons with angular momentum and parity 17,2%,37 and 4. Only
those configurations where either a3, 5 or y3 were equal to o, or f§, were chosen. This is because
other configurations lead to matrix elements U2#2, (J) of the interaction, which are orders of
magnitude smaller than those associated with the above-mentioned three-phonon configurations,
and which contain in the present calculation 5742 states up to an excitation energy 38 MeV. The
single-particle continuum has been approximated in the present calculation by quasibound states.
This approximation provides rather good description of the single GDR properties in 3°Xe. This
means that our (2p2h); -« ;- spectrum is also rather complete for the description of the DGDR
properties although it is located at higher energies.

If one assumes a pure boson picture to describe the phonons, without taking into account their
fermion structure, the three-phonon configurations omitted in the present calculation do not
couple to two-phonon states under consideration. Furthermore, although the density of 3p3h
configurations is quite high in the energy region corresponding to the DGDR, a selection of the
important doorway configurations in terms of the efficiency with which configurations couple to
the DGDR, can be done rather easily. The above considerations testify to the advantage of
employing a microscopic phonon picture in describing the nuclear excitation spectrum, instead of
a particle-hole representation. One can more readily identify the regularities typical of the
collective picture of the vibrational spectrum, and still deal with the fermion structure of these
excitations. As far as the one-phonon term appearing in Eq. (238) is concerned, essentially all
phonons with angular momentum and parity 0" and 2% were taken into account within the energy
interval 20-40 MeV.
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Fig. 35. Fragmentation of the most collective (a) one-phonon 1~ and (b) two-phonon [1~®1~] configurations in 13Xe
due to the coupling to more complex configurations. The results are presented with a smearing parameter 4 = 0.2 MeV.

A rather general feature displayed by the results of the present calculation is that all two-phonon
configurations of the type {177, 1 ~i'} building the DGDR in the “harmonic” picture are fragmented
over a few MeV due to the coupling to 3p3h “doorway states”. Fragmentation of the most
collective one is presented in the bottom part of Fig. 35. For a comparison the fragmentation of the
most collective one-phonon 1~ configuration due to the coupling to 2p2h “doorway states” is
plotted in the top part of the same figure. The results have been averaged with the aid of
a Breit-Wigner distribution of width 0.2 MeV. The maximum amplitude with which each two-
phonon configuration enters in the wave function (238) does not exceed a few percent. Two-phonon
configurations made out of two different 1~ phonons are fragmented stronger than two-phonon
configurations made out of two identical 1~ phonons. This in keeping with the fact that, as a rule,
states of the type {17i,17 '} with i # i’ are less harmonic than states with i = i’ and consequently
are coupled to a larger number of three-phonon configurations.

In Figs. 36b and c, the [ B(E1) x B(E1)] quantity of Eq. (269) associated with Coulomb excitation
of the almost degenerate J™ = 0" and J™ = 2* components of double-giant dipole resonance are
shown. For comparison, the B(E1) quantity associated with the Coulomb excitation of the
one-phonon giant dipole resonance is also shown in Fig. 36a. The reason why the two angular
momentum components of the DGDR are almost degenerate can be traced back to the fact that
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Fig. 36. (a) B(E1) values for the GDR and (b, c) [B(E1) x B(E1)] values Eq. (269) for the DGDR associated with Coulomb
excitation in 13®Xe in relativistic heavy ion collision. (b) and (c) correspond to J = 0* and J = 2" components of the
DGDR, respectively. A smooth curve is a result of averaging over all states with a smearing parameter 4 = 0.5 MeV. See
text for details.

the density of one-phonon configurations to which the DGDR couple and which are different for
J*=0% and J® =27 type states is much lower than the density of states associated with 3p3h
“doorway states”, density of states which is the same in the present calculation for the two different
angular momentum and parity. Effects associated with the J-dependence of the K, and 4; coeffi-
cients are not able to remove the mentioned degeneracy, because of the small size of these
coefficients. These coefficients can also affect the excitation probability with which the J* = 0* and
J®™ =27 states are excited (cf. Eq. (269)). The effect however is rather small, leading to a decrease of
the order of 2-3% in both cases. The J-degeneracy would be probably somehow broken if one goes
beyond a one-boson exchange picture in the present approach of interaction between different
nuclear modes. The next order term of interaction would couple the DGDR states to many other
3p3h configurations, not included in the present studies, some of these 3p3h configurations would
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Table 15
Position, width and the ratio values R, Eq. (270), for of J = 0" and J = 2* components of the DGDR with respect to the
ones of the single GDR in !3¢Xe. The third row corresponds to pure harmonic picture

J {Epgpry — 2-{Egpr) (keV) I'ngor/T 6pr R
0+ — 120 1.44 1.94
2% —90 1.45 1.96

0 \/5 2

be different for different J" values. Unfortunately, such calculation is not possible at the present
moment.

The calculated excitation functions displayed in Figs. 36b and c yield the following values for the
centroid and width of the DGDR in !3®Xe: (E,+)> = 30.68 MeV and I'y+ = 6.82MeV for the
0* component of the DGDR and {E,-» = 30.71 MeV and I',- = 6.84 MeV for the 2 component.
These values have to be compared to (E;-)> = 1540 MeV and I'- = 4.72 MeV for the single GDR
in this nucleus from our calculation. The correspondence between these values is presented in Table
15 in comparison with the prediction of the harmonic model. Also shown is the ratio

_ 22 Koo MEDYY ) - (P MED) Py
|Zvl<q1;17|%(El)| gjg.s.>|4

R (270)

between the two-step excitation probability of the DGDR normalized to the summed excitation
probability of the one-phonon GDR. The numerical results lie quite close to the predictions of the
harmonical model (see also a discussion of this problem in Ref. [110]). While the on-the-energy-
shell transitions are easier to identify and calculate properly, off-the-energy shell corrections are
considerably more elusive. In fact, it may be argued that the calculated shift of the energy centroid
of the DGDR with respect to that expected in the harmonic picture is somewhat underestimated,
because of the limitations used in selecting two-phonon basis states used in the calculation. Our
calculated value AE = 2{Egpry — {Epgpry shown in Table 15 can be compared to the ones in
40Ca [111] and 2°®Pb [74] in calculations with Skyrme forces. One of the purposes of the last
calculations was to consider the anharmonic properties of the DGDR with the wave function
which includes collective 1plh and 2p2h states. Thus, an interaction not only between the
two-phonon DGDR states, [1~ x 1~ ] among themselves, but with other two-phonon states made
up of collective 2% and 3~ phonons was taken into account. The reported value of AE in these
studies is of the order of — 200 keV in consistency with our results. It should be pointed out that
the calculation with Skyrme forces also yield somewhat larger anharmonicity shifts for low-lying
two-phonon states as compared to the QPM calculations [112]. The most complete basis of the
2p2h configurations has been used in the second-RPA calculations of the DGDR properties in
40Ca[97] and 2°®Pb [98] which includes not only “collective phonons” but non-collective as well.
The authors of Refs. [97,98] obtained the values of AE equal to — 670 (— 40) and — 960
(—470)keV for 0" and 2* components of the DGDR, respectively, in *°Ca (?°®Pb). Recently, the
problem of anharmonicity for the DGDR has been also studied within macroscopic approaches in
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Fig. 37. (a) B(E1) values for the GDR and (b) [B(E1) x B(E1)] values, Eq. (269), for the DGDR (J = 0% + 27) associated
with Coulomb excitation in 2°8Pb in relativistic heavy ion collision. A smooth curve is a result of averaging over all states
with a smearing parameter 4 = 0.5 MeV.

Refs. [76,113]. In Ref. [76] it has been concluded that the A-dependence of it should be as
A~%3 while in Ref. [113] it is A~?"® in consistency with Ref. [55].

The fragmentation of the DGDR due to the coupling to three-phonon configurations has been
also calculated in 2°8Pb [109]. The fine structure of the GDR as a result of interaction with
two-phonon 1~ configurations in this nucleus is presented in Fig. 37a. The [ B(E1) x B(E1)] values
for the DGDR states described by the wave function which includes two- and three-phonon
configurations are plotted in Fig. 37b. In this calculation we have used the same basis of six the
most collective one-phonon 1~ states for the GDR and 21 the most collective two-phonon
[17 x 17 ]statesfor 0" and 2 components of the DGDR as in the coupled-channels calculation in
the previous subsection (see Fig. 33). For a description of the GDR width a coupling to 1161
two-phonon 1~ configurations was taken into account. In calculation of the DGDR strength
distribution we have neglected the interaction with one-phonon configurations and Pauli principle
corrections since these effects are weaker in double-magic nucleus 2°8Pb as compared to the ones
in 13%Xe. As a result, the 0" and 2* components of the DGDR are completely degenerated in this
calculation. The DGDR width is determined by the coupling of the selected 21 two-phonon
configurations with 6972 three-phonon ones and is very close to \/5 times the width of the GDR.
This is a natural result for a folding of two independent phonons in microscopic treatment of the
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problem. As already discussed in Section 3.3, when damping width of giant resonances is described
phenomenologically by Breit—-Wigner strength distribution one obtains the value 2 for the quantity
r = I'pgpr/I gpr- On the other hand, when the Gaussian strength distribution is used, it yields the
value r = \/5 This is due to the different behavior of the wings of the above-mentioned strength
functions at infinity. In a microscopic picture, collective resonance state(s) couples to some finite
number of doorway configurations and the strength distribution, as a result of this coupling, is
always concentrated in a definite energy region. It results in r = ﬁ

The square of the amplitude af,lffo; 7.m(E) of the Coulomb excitation of one-phonon resonances
in RHIC in the first-order perturbation theory has a smooth exponential energy dependence. This
rather simplifies a calculation of the excitation cross section in RHIC of the states of Eq. (238)
which form single-giant resonances. Although a large number of the states of Eq. (238), the giant
resonance excitation cross section in this reaction can be easily calculated as a product of the B(E1)
values of each state, presented in Figs. 36a and 37a, and an interpolated value of the tabulated
function |a$"y .. m(E)I* at E = EJ’. The cross sections of the GDR and GQR excitation in '*°Xe
(see Fig. 34) have been calculated this way. A similar procedure may be applied for calculation of
the cross section of the DGDR(vy+ ,+) states excitation via the GDR(v, -) states. In the second-order
perturbation theory it equals to

Tupene = 13, AE,, L E,, )T (VO)IEL05 I @1 Tvor 2 MIELIL (v )1, (271)
where A(E4, E,) is the reaction amplitude which has a very smooth dependence on both arguments.
This function was tabulated and used in the final calculation of the DGDR Coulomb excitation
cross section in relativistic heavy ion collisions.

Let us consider the excitation of the DGDR in the projectile for a 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb
collision, according to the experiment in Ref. [54], and use the minimum value of the impact
parameter, b = 15.54 fm, corresponding to the parameterization of Ref. [43]. The cross section for

50 — T T

208Pb + ZOBPb ;
(640 A-MeV)

40+

304

o [mb/MeV]

20

10+

Fig. 38. The contribution for the excitation of two-phonon 17 states (long-dashed curve) in first-order perturbation
theory, and for two-phonon 0 and 2* DGDR states in second order (short-dashed curve). The total cross section (for
208pp (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb) is shown by the solid curve.
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Coulomb excitation of the DGDR is presented in Fig. 38 by the short-dashed curve as a strength
function calculated with an averaging parameter equal to 1 MeV. The contribution of the back-
ground of the two-phonon 1~ states to the total cross section is shown by a long-dashed curve in
the same figure. It was calculated in first-order perturbation theory. The role of the background in
this reaction is much less important than in photoexcitation studies. First, it is because in heavy ion
collisions we have a special mechanism to excite selected two-phonon states in the two-step
process. Second, the Coulomb excitation amplitude is exponentially decreasing with the excitation
energy, while the El-photoexcitation amplitude is linearly increasing. Nonetheless, Fig. 38 shows
that the direct excitation of two-phonon 1~ states cannot be completely excluded from considera-
tion of this reaction. Integrated over the energy interval from 20 to 35 MeV these states give a cross
section of 50.3 mb which should be compared with the experimental cross section in the DGDR
region for the 2°®Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb reaction which is equal to 380 mb [54].

The solid line in Fig. 38 is the sum of DGDR and two-phonon background excitations in
relativistic heavy ion collisions. The first and second moments of excitation functions, displayed by
the short-dashed and solid curves in Fig. 38, indicate that the centroid of the total strength is
200keV lower and the width is 16% larger than the same quantities for the pure DGDR. We point
out that this 200 keV shift is even somewhat larger than the one due to the anharmonicities studied
in 2°8Pb [74].

Direct excitation of the two-phonon 1~ states in 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°®Pb reaction was also
investigated in Ref. [ 74] in calculation with Skyrme forces. The reported effect (a difference between
5.07 and 3.55mb for 22 < E, < 28 MeV) is much weaker than in our calculation because of a rather
limited two-phonon space. Another source of the DGDR enhancement in [74] is due to anhar-
monicity effects. We also checked the last by coupling one-phonon GDR states to (the most
important) 1200 two-phonon 1~ states in the DGDR region. Due to the constructive interference
between one- and two-phonon states at DGDR energies we got an additional enhancement of
24 mb, which is again larger than the difference between 6.42 and 3.55 mb obtained in Ref. [74] for
the same reason.

The absolute value of the total cross section of the DGDR excitation in RHIC in 2°®Pb is
somewhat small in our calculation (cf. Table 13) as compared with the experimental findings. For
example, the experimental value of the total DGDR excitation in the reaction *°®Pb (640A MeV)

+ 298Pb, for which the calculations have been performed, equals to 0,38(4) b. As mentioned above,
our chosen six 1~ states exhaust only 90.6% of EWSR while the photo-neutron data [32] indicate
that this value equals to 122%. Due to this underestimate of exhaust of the EWSR the cross section
for the DGDR excitation reduces more strongly than the one for the single GDR. This is because
the GDR cross section is roughly proportional to the total B(E1) value while for the DGDR it is
proportional to the square of it.

If we apply a primitive scaling to obtain the experimental value 122% of EWSR the ratio
R = 0pGpry/0Gor), the last line of Table 13, changes into 0.096 and 0.101 for the coupled-channels
calculation and for the perturbation theory, respectively. The experimental findings [ 54] yield the
value Ry, = 0.116 + 0.014. The reported [54] disagreement Rey,/Rcac = 1.33 4+ 0.16 is the result
of a comparison with R,;. obtained within a folding model, assuming 122% of the EWSR. We get
a somewhat larger value of R, (taking into account our scaling procedure) because the B(E1)
strength distribution over our six 1~ states is not symmetrical with respect to the centroid energy,
Egpr: the lower part is enhanced. A weak energy dependence in the excitation amplitude, which is
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also squared for the DGDR, enhances the DGDR cross section for a non-symmetrical distribution
with respect to the symmetrical one, or when the GDR is treated as a single state. The effect of the
energy dependence is demonstrated for a single GDR in the top part of Fig. 33 where the excitation
cross sections are compared to the B(E1) strength distribution. It produces a shift to lower energies
of the centroid of the GDR and the DGDR cross sections with respect to the centroid of the B(E1)
and the [B(E1) x B(E1)] strength distribution, respectively. In our calculation this shift equals to
0.26 MeV for the GDR and to 0.33, 0.28 MeV for the DGDR within coupled channels and
perturbation theory, respectively. Of course, this scaling procedure has no deep physical meaning
but we have included this discussion to indicate that the disagreement between experiment and
theory for the DGDR excitation cross sections in 2°®Pb reached the stage when theoretical
calculations have to provide a very precise description of both the GDR and the DGDR to draw up
final conclusions.

The situation with the absolute values of cross sections of the DGDR excitation in '3*°Xe in
RHIC is much less clear than in 2°®Pb. The experimental value for the reaction 13¢Xe (700A MeV)
+ 298Pb is reported to be equal to 215 + 50 mb [40]. This value is sufficiently larger as compared
to any theoretical predictions available (cf. Table 14). But it should be pointed out that a
comparison between experimental data for xenon [40] and lead [54] reveal some essential
contradiction. While for 2°8Pb the above discussed quantity of the ratio between the total cross
sections of the DGDR and GDR excitation R, (2°®*Pb) = 0.116 + 0.014, its value for '3°Xe:
Reyp( 13°Xe) = 0.21 + 0.05 [40]. Taking into account that experiments for both nuclei have been
performed at close projectile energies (per nucleon) and the cross section of the GDR excitation in
136Xe is about three times less as compared to the one in *°%Pb, the ratio R.,,('**Xe) should be
sufficiently smaller than R.,,(*°®Pb) and not vice versa. Probably, the problem with the absolute
value of the DGDR excitation in !3®Xe is related to uncertainties in separating of the contribution
of single resonances, the characteristics of which are unknown experimentally for this nucleus and
the results of interpolation have been used in evaluating the experimental data. Recently, the
experiment for '*°Xe has been repeated by LAND collaboration [114]. The analysis of the new
data in the nearest future should clear up the situation.

5.4. The role of transitions between complex configurations of the GDR and the DGDR

In the previous subsection considering the excitation properties of the DGDR, [B(E1) x B(E1)]
values or excitation cross sections in RHIC in second-order perturbation theory, we have taken
into account only the transition matrix elements between simple one-phonon 1~ GDR and
two-phonon 0" or 2* DGDR configurations for the second step of the excitation process
gs. > GDR — DGDR. In fact, as already discussed above these configurations couple to more
complex ones to produce the widths of single and double resonances and, in principle, additional
transitions between complex configurations of the GDR and the DGDR, together with interference
effects, may alter the predicted values of excitation probabilities. This problem will be considered in
the present subsection (see, also Ref. [115]). It will be concluded that their role is marginal in the
process under consideration although a huge amount of the El-strength is hidden in the
GDR — DGDR transition. This negative result ensures that calculations, in which only transitions
between simple components of the GDR and DGDR are taken into account and which are much
easier to carry out, require no further corrections.
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In microscopic approaches the strength of the GDR is split among several one-phonon 1, states
(due to the Landau damping). The wave function |1, ) couples to complex configurations |15 )
yielding the GDR width. We use the index « for simple configurations and the index f for complex
ones, respectively. Thus, the wave function of the ith 1~ state in the GDR energy region can be
schematically written as

117> =) SR> + % CEPM P> (272)

where the coefficients SCP*(«) and CPPR(f) may be obtained by diagonalizing the nuclear model
Hamiltonian on the set of wave functions (272).
The total El-strength of the GDR excitation from the ground state,

Bopr(E1) = ) K17 [IEL]0g501

remains practically the same as in the one-phonon RPA calculation because the direct excitation of
complex configurations from the ground state is a few orders of magnitude weaker as compared to
excitation of one-phonon states. However these complex configurations play a fundamental role
for the width of the GDR.

The wave function of the 2 component of the DGDR states can be written in the similar
fashion:

2= ¥ SEEI[IL x 1oL + X SRR + ¥ CRRBD . (273)
& ={a; Xa,} o B
In this equation, we have separated in the first term the [1~ x 17 ] DGDR configurations from
other two-phonon configurations (second term) and complex configurations (the last term). The
same equation as (273) is valid for the 0¥ DGDR states.
The total El-transition strength between the GDR and DGDR,

; 2 12T O AELLH1,

is much larger as compared to that for the GDR excitation, ¥,|<1; |[E1]|04 >|?, from the ground
state. This is because the former includes transitions not only between simple GDR and DGDR
states but also between complex configurations as well. The enhancement factor should be the ratio
between the density of simple and complex configuration in the GDR energy region. But in the
two-step excitation process the sum over intermediate GDR states in Eq. (274) reduces the total
transition strength for g.s. - GDR — DGDR to ~ 2-|Bgpr(E1)|* (the factor 2 appears due to the
bosonic character of the two phonons which also holds if Landau damping is taken into account).
To prove this let us consider the excitation probability of the DGDR

2

1 ,
PDGDR(Efa b) = _Z Z ag(léf‘L 1,~’(M,»)(Eis b) X af,-l(%?)—»[r x 1’]f(Mf)(Ef —E,b)| , (274)

4M,. iM,

where the index i labels intermediate states belonging to the GDR, and afl$,.; u., is the
first-order E1 excitation amplitude for the transition J{(M ) — J,(M,) in a collision with impact
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parameter b. For each state, J and M denote the total angular momentum and the magnetic
projection, respectively.
The amplitude a¥1$)- o, is given by

a?}(ﬁ\’ﬁ)—»];(Mz)(Ea b) = (J1M1p|J M) x <J2||E1||J1>fE1(u)(E> b) . (275)

It is a product of the reduced matrix element {J,||E1||J{) for the El-transition between the states
Ji(My) and J,(M,) which carries nuclear structure information and the reaction function
fe1w(E, b). The latter depends on the excitation energy, charge of the target, beam energy, and is
calculated according to Ref. [18]. Except for the dependence on the excitation energy, it does not
carry any nuclear structure information. The cross section for the DGDR is obtained from Eq.
(274) by integration over impact parameters, starting from a minimal value b, to infinity. This
minimal value is chosen according to Ref. [19]. Now we substitute the wave functions of the GDR
and DGDR states given by Egs. (272) and (273) in expression (274). We obtain two terms. The first
one corresponds to transitions between simple GDR and DGDR states (after the GDR is excited
from the ground state through its simple component):

A =, Y, ST fr1lEs DXL L0 >

x SFPR)SPPR@ ferwiEr — Ei DXLy, x 1, TAIEL 10 305, 0 (276)

and the second one accounts transitions between complex configurations in the wave functions of
Egs. (272) and (273):

B =2 Y S0 fe1(Es DXL, IIEL0g)
i ao'Bp’

x CEPXB)CTPXB) frrwfEy — Eu )1y x 1y 1AIEL; Y0p o gy - 277

The second reduced matrix element in the above equations is proportional to the reduced matrix
element between the ground state and the simple one-phonon configuration (see Eq. (261)).

For a given impact parameter b, the function fz,,(E, b) can be approximated by a constant value
f 214 [6] for the relevant values of the excitation energies. Then the energy dependence can be taken
out of summations and orthogonality relations between different components of the GDR wave
functions can be applied [ 107]. The orthogonality relations between the wave functions imply that

2 SPPHCEP () =0 . (278)

This means that the term B,,- vanishes. The term A,, summed over projections and all final states
yields a transition probability to the DGDR, Ppgpr(E s, b), which is proportional to 2 - |Bgpr(E1)|*
in second-order perturbation theory. This argument was the reason for neglecting the term B, in
previous calculations of DGDR excitation where the coupling of simple GDR and DGDR states to
complex configurations was taken into account.

In Fig. 39 we plot the value of yz(E) = 2n{db bY .| fe1(E, b)|* as a function of energy calculated
for the 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb reaction. This value corresponds to ogor if Bepr(E1) = 1. The
square in this figure indicates the location of the GDR in 2°8Pb. This figure demonstrates that the
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Fig. 39. The energy dependence of the 2°®Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb reaction function calculated within first-order
perturbation theory. The square indicates the location of the GDR in 2°8Pb.

function yz1(E) changes by 60% in the GDR energy region. The role of this energy dependence for
other effects has been considered in Refs. [19,74]. Taking into account that one-phonon 1, config-
urations are fragmented over a few MeV [108], when a sufficiently large two-phonon basis is
included in the wave function given by Eq. (272), the role of the B, term in the excitation of the
DGDR should be studied in more detail.

To accomplish this task we have performed firstly a simplified calculation in which we used the
boson-type Hamiltonian:

H=Y 0:0i0.+Y @®p0}0s+ Y UHQIOs+hc), (279)
@ 7 "

where Q] is the phonon creation operator and wy is the energy of this one-phonon configuration;
O} is the operator for creation of a complex configuration with energy @ and U} is the matrix
element for the interaction between these configurations. We have assumed that the energy
difference between two neighboring one-phonon configurations is constant and equals to Aw. An
equidistant spacing with the energy A® was assumed for the complex configurations. We also have
used a constant value U for the matrix elements of the interaction. The Bgpr(E1) value was
distributed symmetrically over one-phonon configurations. Thus, the free parameters of this model
are: Aw, A®, U, the number of one-phonon and complex configurations, and the distribution of the
Bgpr(E1) value over the simple configurations. The only condition we want to be satisfied is that
the energy spectrum for the GDR photoexcitation is the same as the one known from experiment.

After all parameters are fixed we diagonalize the model Hamiltonian of Eq. (279) on the set
of wave functions of Eq. (272) for the GDR and on the set of Eq. (273) for the DGDR. The
diagonalization procedure yields the information on eigenenergies of the 1;7 GDR states and on
the coefficients SEPR(x) and CFPR(p), respectively. One also obtains information on eigenenergies
of the 2f or 0f DGDR states and the coefficients S?PX(@) and C?SPR(p), respectively. With this
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Fig. 40. The cross section for the excitation of the 2% component of the DGDR in the reaction 2°®Pb
(640A MeV) + 2°8Pb, calculated within second-order perturbation theory. The dashed curve shows the contribution of
the El-transition between simple GDR and DGDR configurations only. The solid curve is a sum of the above result and
the contribution of the El-transitions between complex GDR and DGDR configurations. See text for details.

information we are able to study the role of the By, term in the excitation of the DGDR in
RHIC.

The big number of free parameters allows an infinite number of suitable choices. In fact, not all of
the parameters are really independent. For example, the increase in the number of simple or
complex configurations goes together with the decreasing of the value of U. This is necessary for
a correct description of the GDR photoabsorption cross section. This makes it possible to
investigate the role of the B, term in different conditions of weak and strong Landau damping and
for different density of complex configurations. In our calculations we vary the number of collective
simple states from one to seven and the number of complex configurations from 50 to 500. The
value of U then changes from about 100-500 keV. The results of one of these calculations for
the excitation of the 2 component of the DGDR in 2°8Pb (640A MeV) + 2°8Pb collisions are
presented in Fig. 40. For a better visual appearance the results are averaged with a smearing
parameter equal to 1MeV. The dashed curve shows the results of a calculation in which
oBGor(E) = opGor(E) ~ [db b|A,|* and the results of another one in which of&8k(E) =
opGor(E) ~ [db b|Au. + Buw|* are represented by a solid curve.

Our calculation within this simple model indicates that the role of the B, term in second-order
perturbation theory is negligibly small, although the total B(E1) strength for transitions between
complex GDR and DGDR configurations, considered separately, is more than two orders of
magnitude larger than the ones between simple GDR and DGDR configurations. The value
Ao = (o6Br — oBapr)/obepr, where opébr” = [a64br”(E) dE, changes in these calculations from
1% to 2.5%. The results practically do not depend on the number of complex configurations
accounted for. The maximum value of Ag is achieved in a calculation with a single one-phonon
GDR state (no Landau damping). This is because the value of U is larger in this case and the
fragmentation of the one-phonon state is stronger. Thus, in such a situation, the energy dependence
of the reaction amplitude modifies appreciably the orthogonality relations. But in general the effect
is marginal.

We also performed a calculation with more realistic wave functions for the GDR and DGDR
states taken from our studies presented in the previous subsection. These wave functions include
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6 and 21 simple states for the GDR and DGDR, respectively. The complex configurations are
two-phonon states for the GDR and three-phonon states for the DGDR. The value Ag equals in
this realistic calculation to 0.5%. This result is not surprising because realistic calculations with
only two-phonon complex configurations, and a limited number of them, somewhat underestimate
the GDR width which is crucial for the modification of the orthogonality relations.

We have proved that the transitions between complex GDR and DGDR configurations within
second-order perturbation theory for the DGDR excitation in RHI collisions play a marginal role
in the process under consideration and it is sufficient to take into account only transitions between
the ground-state and one-phonon GDR and two-phonon DGDR configurations.

5.5. The DGDR in deformed nuclei

The possibility to observe two-phonon giant resonances in deformed nuclei with the present
state-of-art experimental techniques is still questionable. This is mainly due to the fact that one has
to expect a larger width of these resonances as compared to spherical nuclei. Also, the situation
with the low-lying two-phonon states in deformed nuclei is much less clear than in spherical ones.

The first experiment with the aim to observe the double-giant dipole resonance (DGDR) in
238(J in relativistic heavy ion collisions (RHIC) was performed recently at the GSI/SIS facility
by the LAND collaboration [114]. It will take some time to analyze the experimental data and
to present the first experimental evidence of the DGDR in deformed nuclei, if any. Thus, we
present here the first theoretical predictions of the properties of the DGDR in deformed nuclei
based on microscopic study [116]. The main attention will be paid to the width of the DGDR and
its shape.

In a phenomenological approach the GDR is considered as a collective vibration of protons
against neutrons. In spherical nuclei this state is degenerate in energy for different values of the spin
J =17 projection M =0, + 1. The same is true for the 2 component of the DGDR with
projection M = 0, + 1, + 2. In deformed nuclei with an axial symmetry like 228U, the GDR is spit
into two components I*(K) = 17(0) and I"(K) = 17 ( & 1) corresponding to vibrations against two
different axes. In this approach one expects a three-bump structure for the DGDR with the value
K=0,K= +1and K =0, + 2, respectively (see Fig. 41). Actually, the GDR possesses a width
and the main mechanism responsible for it in deformed nuclei is the Landau damping. Thus, the
conclusion on how three bumps overlap and what is the real shape of the DGDR in these nuclei,
i.e., either a three-bump or a flat broad structure, can be drawn out only from some consistent
microscopic studies.

We use in our calculations for 238U the parameters of Woods-Saxon potential for the average
field and monopole pairing from Ref. [117]. They were adjusted to reproduce the properties of the
ground-state and low-lying excited states. The average field has a static deformation with the
deformation parameters /2 = 0.22 and fi4 = 0.08. To construct the phonon basis for the K = 0 and
K = + 1 components of the GDR we use the dipole-dipole residual interaction (for more details of
the QPM application to deformed nuclei, see e.g. Ref. [84]). The strength parameters of this
interaction are taken from Ref. [118] where they have been fitted to obtain the centroid of the
B(E1,04s. » 17 (K =0, + 1)) strength distribution at the value known from experiment [119]
and to exclude the center of mass motion. In this approach, the information on the phonon basis
(i.e. the excitation energies of phonons and their internal fermion structure) is obtained by solving
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Fig. 41. The possible paths to the excitation of a given magnetic substate of the 0* and 2* components of the DGDR in
spherical and deformed nuclei. The notations are the same as in Fig. 32.
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Fig. 42. The B(E1) strength distribution over K = 0 (short-dashed curve) and K = =+ 1 (long-dashed curve) 1~ states in
2381. The solid curve is their sum. The strongest one-phonon 1~ states are shown by vertical lines, the ones with K = 0
are marked by a triangle on top. Experimental data are from Ref. [119].

the RPA equations. For electromagnetic El-transitions we use the values of the effective charges,
el = eN( — Z)/A to separate the center of mass motion.

The results of our calculation of the B(E1) strength distribution over |1x=0(i)) and |[1x=+1(i'))
GDR states are presented in Fig. 42, together with experimental data. The index i in the wave
function stands for the different RPA states. All one-phonon states with the energy lower than
20 MeV and with the B(E1) value larger than 10™% e fm % are accounted for. Their total number
equals to 447 and 835 for the K = 0 and K = + 1 components, respectively. Only the strongest of
them with B(E1) > 0.2 e? fm ? are shown in the figure by vertical lines. Our phonon basis exhausts
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32.6% and 76.3% of the energy weighted sum rules, 14.8- NZ/A e fm* MeV, by the K = 0 and
K = + 1 components, respectively. For a better visual appearance we also present in the same
figure the strength functions averaged with a smearing parameter, which we take as 1 MeV. The
short (long) dashed-curve represent the K = 0 (K = =+ 1) components of the GDR. The solid curve
is their sum. The calculation reproduces well the two-bump structure of the GDR and the larger
width of its K = + 1 component. The last is consistent with the experiment [119] which is best
fitted by two Lorentzians with widths equal to I'y = 2.99 MeV and I'; = 5.10 MeV, respectively.
The amplitudes of both maxima in the calculation are somewhat overestimated as compared to the
experimental data. This happens because the coupling of one-phonon states to complex configura-
tions is not taken into account which can be more relevant for the K = + 1 peak at higher
energies. But in general the coupling matrix elements are much weaker in deformed nuclei as
compared to spherical ones and the Landau damping describes the GDR width on a reasonable
level.

The wave functions of the 0" and 2% states belonging to the DGDR are constructed by the
folding of two 1~ phonons from the previous calculation. When a two-phonon state is constructed

as the product of two identical phonons its wave function gets an additional factor 1/\/5. The
1* component of the DGDR is not considered here for the same reasons as in spherical nuclei. The
anharmonicity effects which arise from interactions between different two-phonon states are also
not included in the present study.

The folding procedure yields three groups of the DGDR states:

[k =o(i)®1k=0i2)lo;0.2:-0) > (280a)
[x=0()®@1k=+1()]2i_..> (280b)
M= +1(0)® 1k = +102)oi 020007 - (280c)

The total number of non-degenerate two-phonon states equals to about 1.5 x 10°. The energy
centroid of the first group is the lowest and of the last group is the highest among them. So, we also
obtain the three-bump structure of the DGDR. But the total strength of each bump is fragmented
over a wide energy region and they strongly overlap.

Making use of the nuclear structure elements discussed above, we have calculated the excitation
of the DGDR in 238U projectiles (0.5 GeV - A) incident on '2°Sn and 2°®Pb targets, following the
conditions of the experiment in Ref. [114]. These calculations have been performed in second-
order perturbation theory [6], in which the DGDR states of Egs. (280a), (280b) and (280c) are
excited within a two-step process: g.s. > GDR — DGDR. As intermediate states, the full set of
one-phonon |[1x-¢(i)> and |1z - +1(i")) states was used. We have also calculated the GDR excitation
to first order for the same systems. The minimal value of the impact parameter, which is very
essential for the absolute values of excitation cross section has been taken according to
bain = 1.28 (413 + AL3).

The results of our calculations are summarized in Fig. 43 and Table 16. In Fig. 43 we present
the cross sections of the GDR (part a) and the DGDR (part b) excitation in the
2381 (0.5GeV - A) + 2°8Pb reaction. We plot only the smeared strength functions of the energy
distributions because the number of two-phonon states involved is numerous. The results for
2381J (0.5 GeV - A) + '2°Sn reaction look very similar and differ only by the absolute value of cross



246 C.A. Bertulani, V.Yu. Ponomarev | Physics Reports 321 (1999) 139-251

800 T T

600

[mb/MeV ]

400+

200+

Fig. 43. The strength functions for the excitation: (a) of the GDR, and (b) of the DGDR in 23%U in the
2381 (0.5A GeV) + 2°8Pb reaction. In (a), the short-dashed curve corresponds to the GDR (K = 0) and the long-dashed
curve to the GDR (K = =+ 1). In (b) the dashed curve corresponds to the DGDRy+ (K = 0), the curve with circles to the
DGDR,+(K = 0), the curve with squares to the DGDR,+ (K = =+ 1), and the curve with triangles to the DGDR,+
(K = =4 2). The solid curve is the sum of all components. The strength functions are calculated with the smearing
parameter equal to 1 MeV.

Table 16

The properties of the different components of the GDR and the DGDR in 238U. The energy centroid E,, the second
moment of the strength distribution m, in RHIC, and the cross sections o for the excitation of the projectile are presented
for: (a) 238U (0.5A GeV) + 12°Sn, and (b) 238U (0.5A GeV) + 2°8Pb

E, m, o (mb)

(MeV) (MeV) (a) (b)
GDR(K =0) 11.0 2.1 431.2 10354
GDR(K = +1) 12.3 2.6 1560.2 3579.1
GDR(total) 12.0 2.6 1991.4 4614.5
DGDR,+(K = 0) 25.0 34 18.3 88.9
DGDR,+(K = 0) 244 3.5 11.8 58.7
DGDR,+«(K = +1) 239 3.2 22.7 1154
DGDR,+«(K = +2) 25.3 34 49.7 238.3

DGDR(total) 24.8 34 102.5 501.3
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sections. In Table 16 the properties of the GDR and the DGDR, and their different K components
are given. The energy centroid E, and the second moment, m, = \/ Suoi(Ex — Eo)*/Y k04, of the
distributions are averaged values for the two reactions under consideration.

The two-bump structure can still be seen in the curve representing the cross section of the GDR
excitation in 23®U in RHIC as a function of the excitation energy. But its shape differs appreciably
from the B(E1) strength distribution (see Fig. 43a in comparison with Fig. 42). The reason for this is
the role of the virtual photon spectra. First, for the given value of the excitation energy and impact
parameter it is larger for the K = + 1 component than that for the K = 0 one (see also the first two
lines in Table 16). Second, for both components it has a decreasing tendency with an increase of the
excitation energy [6]. As a result, the energy centroid of the GDR excitation in RHIC shifts by the
value 0.7 MeV to lower energies as compared to the same value for the B(E1) strength distribution.
The second moment m, increases by 0.2 MeV.

The curves representing the cross sections of the excitation of the K= +1 and K= +2
components of the DGDR in 238U in RHIC have typically a one-bump structure (see the curves
with squares and triangles in Fig. 43b, respectively). It is because they are made of two-phonon
2% states of one type: the states of Egs. (280b) and (280c), respectively. Their centroids should be
separated by an energy approximately equal to the difference between the energy centroids of the
K =0and K = + 1 components of the GDR. They correspond to the second and the third bumps
in a phenomenological treatment of the DGDR. The K = 0 components of the DGDR include two
group of states: the states represented by Eq. (280a) and those of Eq. (280c). Its strength distribution
has two bumps (see the curve with circles for the 2*(K = 0) and the dashed curve for the 07 (K = 0)
components of the DGDR, respectively). The excitation of the states given by Eq. (280a) in RHIC is
enhanced due to their lower energies, while the enhancement of the excitation of the states given by
Eq. (280c) is related to the strongest response of the K = + 1 components to the external E1
Coulomb field in both stages of the two-step process.

Summing together all components of the DGDR yields a broad one-bump distribution for the
cross section for the excitation of the DGDR in 2°®U, as a function of excitation energy. It is
presented by the solid curve in Fig. 43b. Another interesting result of our calculations is related to
the position of the DGDR energy centroid and to the second moment of the DGDR cross section.
The centroid of the DGDR in RHIC is shifted to the higher energies by about 0.8 MeV from the
expected value of two times the energy of the GDR centroid. The origin for this shift is in the energy
dependence of the virtual photon spectra and it has nothing to do with anharmonicities
of the two-phonon DGDR states. In fact, the energy centroid of the B(El,gs.—1;)Xx
B(E1,1; - DGDR/) strength function appears exactly at twice the energy of the centroid of the
B(E1l,gs. —» GDR) strength distribution because the coupling between different two-phonon
DGDR states are not accounted for in the present calculation. The same shift of the DGDR from
twice the energy position of the GDR in RHIC also takes place in spherical nuclei. But the value of
the shift is smaller there because in spherical nuclei the GDR and the DGDR strength is less
fragmented over their simple configurations due to the Landau damping. But the larger value of the
shift under consideration in deformed nuclei should somehow simplify the separation of the
DGDR from the total cross section in RHIC.

Another effect which also works in favor of the extraction of the DGDR from RHIC excitation
studies with deformed nuclei is its smaller width than \/5 times the width of the GDR, as observed
with spherical nuclei. Our calculation yields the value 1.33 for the ratio I'pgpr/I'gpr in this
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reaction. The origin for this effect is in the different contributions of the GDR K =0 and
K = + 1 components to the total cross section, due to the reaction mechanism. It should
be remembered that only the Landau damping is accounted for the width of both the GDR and
the DGDR. But since the effect of narrowing of the DGDR width is due to the selectivity of
the reaction mechanism it will still hold if the coupling to complex configurations is included in the
calculation.

It may be argued that the procedure of independent excitations of two RPA phonons applied
here is not sufficient for a consistent description of the properties of the two-phonon giant
resonances. This is true for the case of spherical nuclei where only the coupling of two GDR
phonons to more complex, 3p3h, configurations allows one to describe the DGDR width as
discussed above. But the typical matrix element of this coupling in deformed nuclei does not exceed
the value of 200keV [120] while in spherical nuclei it is an order of magnitude larger. It means that
due to the coupling, the strength of each GDR RPA-phonon will fragment within the energy
interval of 100-200keV in deformed nuclei. The last value should be compared to the second
moment, m,, presented in Table 16 which is the result of the Landau damping accounted for in
our calculation. Taking into account that the reaction amplitude has very weak energy dependence
and that mixing of different RPA phonons in the GDR wave function does not change the total
strength [115], the total cross sections of the GDR and DGDR excitation in RHIC will be also
conserved.
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