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Abstract. Collective modes emerge as the relevant degrees of freedom that govern

low-energy excitations of atomic nuclei. These modes – rotations, pairing rotations, and

vibrations – are separated in energy from non-collective excitations, making it possible

to describe them in the framework of effective field theory. Rotations and pairing

rotations are the remnants of Nambu-Goldstone modes from the emergent breaking

of rotational symmetry and phase symmetries in finite deformed and finite superfluid

nuclei, respectively. The symmetry breaking severely constrains the structure of low-

energy Lagrangians and thereby clarifies what is essential and simplifies the description.

The approach via effective field theories exposes the essence of nuclear collective

excitations and is defined with a breakdown scale in mind. This permits one to make

systematic improvements and to estimate and quantify uncertainties. Effective field

theories of collective excitations have been used to compute spectra, transition rates,

and other matrix elements of interest. In particular, predictions of the nuclear matrix

element for neutrinoless double beta decay then come with quantified uncertainties.

This review summarizes these results and also compares the approach via effective field

theories to well-known models and ab initio computations.
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1. Introduction

Deformation and superfluidity are key properties of nuclei. The corresponding low-

energy excitations are collective modes, namely rotations and pairing rotations. Figure 1

shows the level scheme of the nucleus 162Dy as an example for rotations (Aprahamian

et al., 2006). Levels are grouped into rotational bands with energies, spins, and parities

as indicted. Also shown are the spin projections K of the intrinsic excitations with

respect to the nuclear symmetry axis and their parity π. One sees a large number of

different intrinsic excitations, each of which is the head for a rotational band from the

corresponding rotation of the whole nucleus. A separation of scales is clearly visible:

The energy spacings between the lowest levels in a rotational band are much smaller

than the energy of the band heads (i.e the intrinsic excitations) with respect to the

ground state.

A. Aprahamian et al. / Nuclear Physics A 764 (2006) 42–78 47

3. Experimental results: levels in 162Dy

The level scheme resulting from the current study is shown in Fig. 4. The levels marked with a
dot indicate previously unobserved levels. The (n,γ ) and (n, e−) data are known to much better
energy precision than the (α,2n) measurements. We have therefore presented the portion of the
level scheme developed from the analysis of the neutron capture data separately in Table 1. The
levels and J π values have been deduced from all the available data. Levels shown in Table 1 are
identified from population by primary transitions [3] and/or Ritz combinations. Level energies
were optimized by a least-squares fit to the transition energies. The small errors in the ener-
gies of the measured secondary transitions yield a very low probability for chance placements.
The J π values were deduced on the basis of measured transition multipolarities and the ARC
data [3]. Multipolarities were extracted from the measured internal conversion coefficients using
the theoretical values of Hager and Seltzer [19]. Normalization between the electron and gamma
intensities was based on a few transitions of known, pure multipolarity.
There are a large number of unplaced gamma-rays and electrons observed as a result of the

capture reactions. We have tabulated these unplaced γ -ray transitions separately in Table 2 in the
instances where a conversion electron line was also observed.

Fig. 4. The complete level scheme of 162Dy resulting from the three measurements reported in this investigation. Levels
with a dot indicate previously unobserved levels.Figure 1. Spectrum of 162Dy, with levels ordered into rotational bands. Energies

are in keV and spin/parity Iπ as indicated. The intrinsic excitations are identified by

their spin projection K onto the nuclear symmetry axis and the parity π. Figure taken

from (Aprahamian et al., 2006) with permission from the authors. Reprinted from

Nuclear Physics A, volume 764, Aprahamian et al., Complete Spectroscopy of 162Dy,

pages 42-78, Copyright (2006), with permission from Elsevier.

A large number of models are available to describe the physics of such systems.

Examples are collective models that are based on the surface rotations and vibrations

of a liquid drop (Bohr, 1952; Bohr and Mottelson, 1953, 1975), algebraic models of

interacting s and d bosons (Arima and Iachello, 1975; Iachello and Arima, 1987), pairing
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models (Kerman, 1961; Richardson, 1963; Dukelsky et al., 2004; Brink and Broglia,

2005), and mean-field models based on pairing-plus-quadrupole interactions (Kumar

and Baranger, 1968; Frauendorf, 2001). While these models explain some observations

they leave out other low-energy phenomena. Many deformed rare earth nuclei and

actinides, for instance, exhibit low-lying rotational bands with negative parity. In

the celebrated models by Bohr and Mottelson (1975); Iachello and Arima (1987) only

positive parity states appear at low energies and negative-parity states are expected to be

much higher in energies. (In contrast, symmetry-breaking mean-field calculations with

octupole deformation capture some negative-parity states (Nazarewicz et al., 1984).)

This points to a general challenge: It is not clear where models break down, how to

systematically improve them, or how to assign uncertainties to calculated results.

Recently, collective phenomena also emerged from ab initio no-core shell model

computations (Caprio et al., 2015; Dytrych et al., 2013, 2020) where nucleons interact

via realistic nucleon-nucleon potentials. While these computations of nuclei are at the

highest resolution scale possible today, the interpretation of such ab initio results was

based on collective models. In other words, it would be hard to see collective phenomena

emerge from the no-core shell-model calculations without knowing what to look for in

spectra and transition matrix elements.

This can be contrasted to ab initio computations that start from symmetry-

breaking reference states (Frosini et al., 2022; Hagen et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2024b).

Then, the collective excitations arise naturally from symmetry projections (Sheikh

et al., 2021). This relates nuclear deformation and superfluidity to the emergent

breaking (Yannouleas and Landman, 2007) of the rotational and phase symmetry,

respectively. Fortunately, physicists know since long how to construct effective

Lagrangians for such systems: Weinberg (1968) pioneered this approach for the breaking

of chiral symmetry, and Coleman et al. (1969), and Callan et al. (1969) generalized it to

other cases, see reference (Brauner, 2010) for a recent review. This “coset approach” via

nonlinear realizations of the symmetry identifies the relevant degrees of freedom (that is,

the Nambu-Goldstone modes) and severely constrains their interactions. It is the basis

of chiral perturbation theory (Gasser and Leutwyler, 1984) and chiral effective field

theory (Weinberg, 1990; van Kolck, 1994; Epelbaum et al., 2009; Machleidt and Entem,

2011; Hammer et al., 2020). It explains the low-lying excitations in magnets (Leutwyler,

1994; Román and Soto, 1999; Hofmann, 1999; Bär et al., 2004; Kämpfer et al., 2005) and

the universal fluctuation properties of complex quantum systems (Altland and Sonner,

2021).

The same model-independent approach allows one to describe rotations and

pairing rotations in atomic nuclei, and to view venerable collective nuclear models as

the leading-order Hamiltonians of corresponding effective theories (Papenbrock, 2011;

Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2014; Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015b; Papenbrock

and Weidenmüller, 2020; Chen et al., 2017, 2018; Chen et al., 2020; Alnamlah et al.,

2021, 2022; Papenbrock, 2022). There are many commonalities between the effective

theories for deformed nuclei and those for magnets (Román and Soto, 1999; Hofmann,
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1999; Bär et al., 2004; Kämpfer et al., 2005). In contrast to those infinite systems,

however, atomic nuclei are finite. This introduces modifications to the standard field

theoretical approach (Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2014) and leads to quantum

mechanics (rather than quantum field theory). The emergent breaking of spherical

symmetry in deformed nuclei leads – at leading order – to the physics of the axially

symmetric and triaxially deformed rotors. Odd-mass nuclei, described by coupling a

nucleon to an even-even core, introduce Abelian and non-Abelian gauge potentials and

this connects them to topological systems such as quantum hall fluids (Estienne et al.,

2011) and to the physics of geometric phases (Berry, 1984; Wilczek and Shapere, 1989).

In superfluid nuclei, the emergent breaking of phase symmetries leads to the physics

of coupled superfluids and describes pairing rotational bands. These govern differences

in binding energies for neighboring nuclei that are quadratic in the differences of nucleon

numbers (Broglia et al., 1968; Bohr, 1969; Brink and Broglia, 2005).

Vibrations in spherical nuclei can also be approached via effective theories. No

symmetries are broken in this case, and one has to identify the relevant degrees

of freedom from data. Such an approach to nuclear vibrations (Coello Pérez and

Papenbrock, 2015a, 2016) is conceptually somewhat similar to pionless (Bedaque and

van Kolck, 2002) or halo (Hammer et al., 2017) effective field theory. Effective theories

allow one to quantify theoretical uncertainties (Schindler and Phillips, 2009; Furnstahl

et al., 2015). This made it possible to employ effective theories of nuclear vibrations

to make quantified predictions of electroweak processes and neutrinoless double beta

decay (Coello Pérez et al., 2018; Brase et al., 2022).

In this article, we review the developments and applications of effective theories

for collective phenomena (rotations, pairing rotations, and vibrations) in atomic nuclei.

We contrast them to collective models and highlight the commonalities and differences

to effective field theories in other fields of physics. This focused review is not meant to

survey or summarize the vast literature about collective nuclear models. Instead, we

made an attempt to cite at least some of the relevant original literature and otherwise

refer the reader to reviews and textbooks.

This review is organized as follows. Sections 2 to 9 are dedicated to collective

phenomena associated with emergent symmetry breaking. We start with the microscopic

foundations of the employed effective theories in section 2 and discuss emergent

symmetry breaking in section 3. The effective field theory of axially symmetric deformed

nuclei is reviewed in sections 4 to 7. We start with even-even nuclei in section 4, discuss

the coupling to intrinsic degrees of freedom in section 5 and present details for odd-mass

nuclei in section 6. Finally we review electromagnetic transitions in deformed even-even

nuclei in section 7. Section 8 reviews works on triaxially deformed nuclei and section 9 is

dedicated to pairing rotational bands. In sections 10 and 11 we review effective theories

for nuclear vibrations and their use in computing matrix elements for weak decays and

neutrinoless double beta decay. We finally compare and contrast the effective theories

with other models and ab initio computations in section 12. The review ends with a

summary and outlook in section 13.



CONTENTS 7

2. Microscopic foundation

2.1. Deformed nuclei

Let us start from a microscopic Hamiltonian Hmic whose degrees of freedom are the

positions, spins, and isospin projections of nucleons. For simplicity, we think of an

even-even nucleus and further assume that neither proton nor neutron numbers are

magic numbers. Thus, we deal with an open-shell nucleus. It is profitable to break

down the computation of its ground state |ψ⟩ into several steps, each of which gives

increasingly better approximations. We denote the states, energies, and angular-

momentum expectation values at the nth step as |ψ(n)⟩, E(n), and J2
(n).

The first step usually consists of a Hartree-Fock calculation ‡. Let us assume

that this calculation is based on single-particle states with good angular momentum

projection jz, and that we seek a state with total angular momentum projection Jz = 0.

In practice this is achieved by starting from a trial product states where pairs of time-

reversed single-particle states are occupied. The Hartree-Fock computation then yields

an axially symmetric state |ψ(1)⟩. The deformation results from a competition between

short and long-range correlations (Lipkin, 1960). The state has zero angular momentum

projection with respect to the symmetry axis (which we choose as the laboratory z axis)

but not good angular momentum. We have J2
(1) ≡ ⟨ψ(1)|J2|ψ(1)⟩ > 0. While the energy

E(1) ≡ ⟨ψ(1)|Hmic|ψ(1)⟩ generally is a poor approximation of the true ground-state energy,

the Hartree-Fock state is a great starting point for more refined calculations.

The second step could, for instance, consist of a coupled-cluster computation

where particle-hole excitations of the Hartree-Fock reference are included. Typically,

such calculations are limited to up to two-particle–two-hole or three-particle-three-

hole excitations (Hagen et al., 2014). If one were to include four-particle–four-hole

excitations, the treatment of short-range physics would be complete: spin-isospin degrees

of freedom permit up to four nucleons to be very close. This then yields the refined

approximation |ψ(2)⟩ of the ground state. The energy E(2) of this state is a much lower

than the Hartree-Fock energy E(1) and usually already close to the exact ground-state

energy. However, the state |ψ(2)⟩ still does not have good angular momentum. Typically

one finds J2
(2) < J2

(1) but one still has J2
(2) > 0. This is not surprising: It would require

A-particle–A-hole excitations to get good angular momentum for a nucleus with mass-

number A. These missing correlations are long range. So one realistically deals with a

situation where rotational symmetry is broken down to axial symmetry at any step n

that can be achieved in practical calculations. Results that illustrate these arguments

are shown in table 1.

The energy after symmetry restoration is denoted by E0. (That the energies deviate

somewhat from data is not important here; it mainly points to an inaccuracy of the

employed interaction.) We see that the symmetry breaking is not very costly in energy

as E(2) is close to E0. Symmetry restoration is about capturing low-energy (or long

‡ We discuss the more general case of Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov calculation in section 2.2
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Table 1. Energies E(n) and angular-momentum expectation values J2
(n) from Hartree-

Fock (n = 1) and coupled-cluster theory including up to three-particle–three hole

excitations (n = 2) compared to the estimated energies E0 from symmetry restoration,

for the ground-states of nuclei as indicated, and compared to data Eexp. Computed

results taken from (Hagen et al., 2022).

E(1) E(2) E0 Eexp J2
(1) J2

(2)

8Be −16.74 −50.24 −53.57 −56.50 11.17 5.82
20Ne −59.62 −161.95 −164.21 −160.64 21.26 12.09
34Mg −90.21 −264.34 −265.84 −256.71 22.62 15.03

wavelength) physics. The small energy gain comes from lowering the kinetic energy and

not from improving the contributions from the short-ranged potential.

One can construct the corresponding low-energy or collective Hamiltonian. To do

this, we follow the well known approach described, for example, by Ring and Schuck

(1980). We first identify the relevant Hilbert space. The symmetry axis of the deformed

nucleus is along the z axis. Because of this symmetry, it is not the full group of rotations

with elements exp (−iϕJz) exp (−iθJy) exp (−iγJz) and Euler angles (ϕ, θ, γ) that we

need to consider when restoring the symmetry, but rather those group elements that

are in the coset SO(3)/SO(2); these are the rotations

R(ϕ, θ) ≡ e−iϕJze−iθJy , (1)

where the angles (ϕ, θ) parameterize the sphere. When acting onto the state |ψ(n)⟩ these

rotations yield states |ψ(n),Ω⟩ ≡ R(ϕ, θ) |ψ(n)⟩. Here we combined Ω ≡ (ϕ, θ) to keep

a compact notation for these states. We have |ψ(n)⟩ = |ψ(n), 0⟩. The states |ψ(n),Ω⟩
all have identical energy expectation values because the Hamiltonian Hmic is invariant

under rotations, i.e. R−1HmicR = Hmic. Thus, one needs to diagonalize the microscopic

Hamiltonian in this basis (Peierls and Yoccoz, 1957). The basis set is not orthogonal,

and one computes the Hamiltonian and norm kernels

H(Ω′,Ω) ≡ ⟨ψ(n),Ω
′|Hmic|ψ(n),Ω⟩ ,

N (Ω′,Ω) ≡ ⟨ψ(n),Ω
′|ψ(n),Ω⟩ .

(2)

Diagonalization of the norm kernel yields an orthonormal basis. One can re-express the

Hamiltonian kernel in this basis set. In practice, one computes the Hamiltonian

H(Ω′,Ω) ≡ N− 1
2HN− 1

2 , (3)

The key point is that a diagonalization of the matrix H(Ω′,Ω) yields a rotational band,

i.e. the resulting energies are approximately

EJ = E0 + aJ(J + 1) , (4)

and each energy has degeneracy 2J + 1. Here, a is the rotational constant (and

proportional to the inverse moment of inertia).
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Thus, a very simple physics picture results from a possibly quite complicated

microscopic Hamiltonian. The microscopic details are all contained in the ground-state

energy E0 and the rotational constant a (and vary from nucleus to nucleus), while the

rotational J(J + 1) pattern is universal. We note that the computation of the matrix

elements is only simple for product states, i.e. for the n = 1 approximation. In general,

ab initio computations of E0 and a are somewhat challenging (Qiu et al., 2017; Hagen

et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2024b). An important insight gained from such calculations is

that E(n) − E0 ≪ |E0| and that a≪ |E0|: Both the energy gained from the calculation

and the spacing of the resulting levels are small compared to the ground-state energy,

and both or of the size O(a). Thus, H(Ω′,Ω) is a low-energy Hamiltonian.

Let us assume that we had a set of microscopic Hamiltonians that differ in their

cutoffs and thus exhibit very different short-range physics. If these Hamiltonians are

accurate, they will all yield the spectrum (4) to a good approximation. Thus, it must

be possible to approach the low-energy physics of the very complicated (and non-local)

Hamiltonian H(Ω′,Ω) of equation (3) via an effective (field) theory, i.e. by constructing

a Hamiltonian HEFT. Postulating locality, it is clear that HEFT cannot depend on Ω

itself because of rotational invariance. This leaves us with derivatives. As the parameter

space is the two-sphere, the derivative is (Varshalovich et al., 1988)

∇Ω ≡ eθ∂θ +
eϕ

sin θ
∂ϕ. (5)

Here

eθ(ϕ, θ) ≡




cosϕ cos θ

sinϕ cos θ

− sin θ


 (6)

and

eϕ(ϕ, θ) ≡




− sinϕ

cosϕ

0


 (7)

are the usual tangential unit vectors on the sphere at Ω. Together with the radial unit

vector

er(ϕ, θ) ≡




cosϕ sin θ

sinϕ sin θ

cos θ


 , (8)

which denotes the direction of the symmetry axis of the state |ψ(n),Ω⟩, the set (eθ, eϕ, er)

forms a right-handed coordinate system. The most simple Hamiltonian one can write

down is then

HEFT = E0 + a∇Ω · ∇Ω

= E0 − a

(
1

sin θ
∂θ sin θ∂θ +

1

sin2 θ
∂2ϕ

)
. (9)



CONTENTS 10

Table 2. Energies E(n) and particle number variation ∆N2
(n) from Hartree-Fock

Bogoliubov (n = 1) and coupled-cluster theory including up to two-particle–two hole

excitations (n = 2) compared to the estimated energies E0 from symmetry restoration,

for the ground-states of nuclei as indicated.

E(1) E(2) E0 Eexp ∆N2
(1) ∆N2

(2)

74Ni −447.7 −608.3 −609.0 −624.04 5.1 4.9
124Sn −759.9 −1034.3 −1034.7 −1049.96 6.0 6.0

The corresponding eigenfunctions are spherical harmonics and the energies are given by

equation (4). Of course, E0 and a are low-energy constants of the effective field theory

and need to be adjusted to data.

This example shows how simple and powerful the construction of an effective theory

can be. The steps involved were (i) the identification of the angles parameterizing the

coset space SO(3)/SO(2) dictated by the pattern of symmetry breaking as the relevant

degrees of freedom, and (ii) the insight that rotational invariance only allows derivatives

to appear in the effective Hamiltonian. Usually, the spectrum (4) is presented as a result

of the rigid rotor model or the variable moment of inertia model (Scharff-Goldhaber

et al., 1976). However, one does not need any model to arrive at the spectrum; symmetry

arguments alone are sufficient.

2.2. Superfluid nuclei

Let us now consider a semi-magic nucleus, for example, an isotope of tin or lead. We also

assume an even number of neutrons. In what follows we will use the neutron number

expectation value N(n) ≡ ⟨ψ(n)|N |ψ(n)⟩ and the variance ∆N2
(n) ≡ ⟨ψ(n)|N2|ψ(n)⟩ −N2

(n)

at step n of the calculation.

The starting point in this case is a Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov computation. While

the resulting product state |ψ(1)⟩ now exhibits good angular momentum, its neutron

number, denoted as N(1), is not a good quantum number. Thus, the number

variance fulfills ∆N2
(1) > 0. A second step could be a Bogoliubov coupled-cluster

computation (Signoracci et al., 2015; Tichai et al., 2023) yielding the state |ψ(2)⟩, for

which ∆N2
(2) < ∆N2

(1), but ∆N2
(2) > 0. As for deformed nuclei, the symmetry breaking

costs only little in energy. This situation is illustrated in table 2, based on the data

from (Tichai et al., 2023). We see again that the (estimated) ground-state energy E0 is

close to E(2), i.e. symmetry projection yields little gain in energy.

The particle-number breaking product state (Bogoljubov, 1958; Valatin, 1958)

points into a definite direction of gauge space. Since the microscopic Hamiltonian Hmic

preserves neutron number, the action of (global) gauge transformations

g(α) ≡ e−iαN̂ (10)

onto |ψ(n)⟩ introduces states |ψ(n), α⟩ ≡ g(α)|ψ(n)⟩ with identical energy expectation

values as g−1(α)Hmicg(α) = Hmic.
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The reader now sees where this journey is heading: One can again diagonalize the

microscopic Hamiltonian in the subset of degenerate states |ψ(n), α⟩ with 0 ≤ α < 2π.

This yields so-called pairing rotational bands, and ground states in nuclei that differ by

pairs of neutrons are members of such a band (Bohr, 1969; Brink and Broglia, 2005).

The energy scale associated with the pairing rotational band and the gain from the

ensuing particle-number restoration are again small when compared to E(2).

Similarly as in the case of deformed nuclei, one can construct an effective field

theory, and the corresponding Hamiltonian is based on the derivative ∂α that acts on

the unit circle. The effective field theory entirely rests on the fact that the approximate

states |ψ(n)⟩ break particle number, i.e., a U(1) phase symmetry of the Hamiltonian.

More details are presented in section 9.

2.3. Discussion

We have seen that the effective field theories of deformed and of superfluid nuclei have

a microscopic foundation. They naturally arise whenever approximations of nuclear

states break a symmetry of the Hamiltonian. While we have based our arguments on

microscopic Hamiltonians, we see that the universality of these phenomena holds for

any nuclear model that exhibits the symmetry breakings described above. From the

low-energy perspective, any such model falls into a “universality class” that is entirely

determined by the pattern of the symmetry breaking. Thus, the effective field theory

truly is model independent.

Given the simplicity of the parameter spaces – the unit sphere in the case of

deformed, axially symmetric nuclei and the unit circle in the case of pairing – the reader

might wonder about how complex the corresponding phenomena can possibly be. As we

will see below, interesting phenomena will enter because of non-trivial topological effects.

In the case of the unit sphere, radially symmetric “monopole-like” gauge potentials are

consistent with rotational invariance, and the similar effects are possible for the unit

circle. This will introduce Berry-phase physics and explain interesting phenomena.

The construction of Hamiltonians within effective field theory is based on symmetry

breaking and only uses derivative (and possibly gauge) couplings. This rings familiar

from quantum field theory: In the presence of spontaneous symmetry breaking of a

group G to a subgroup S, Nambu-Goldstone bosons are the relevant low-energy degrees

of freedom. They parameterize the coset G/S and only derivative and gauge couplings

are allowed. This connection to spontaneous symmetry breaking will be discussed in

the following section.

3. Emergent symmetry breaking

3.1. Symmetry projection and spontaneous symmetry breaking

The connection between rotational bands and symmetry restoration was made soon

after the collective models (Bohr, 1952; Bohr and Mottelson, 1953) arrived. The Nilsson
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model (Nilsson, 1955) exposed the shell structure of axially symmetric, deformed nuclei.

A diagonalization of the Hamiltonian in the degenerate set of symmetry-breaking states

then led to rotational bands, and this approach combined shell-model and collective

aspects (Peierls and Yoccoz, 1957; Peierls and Thouless, 1962; Villars, 1965). Similarly,

the understanding of superconductivity within BCS theory, and its usage in nuclear

physics(Bohr et al., 1958; Migdal, 1959) introduced pairing rotations as a consequence

of particle-number restoration (Bohr, 1969; Bès et al., 1970; Broglia et al., 1973).

The development of BCS theory was also most fruitful in particle physics. Nambu

(1960) and Goldstone (1961) discovered that massless excitations (now referred to

as Nambu-Goldstone bosons) accompany spontaneous symmetry breaking. Nambu

and Jona-Lasinio (1961a,b) presented a model where pions emerged as the very light

bosons of the spontaneously broken chiral symmetry, and Weinberg (1968) introduced

chiral effective field theory as a model-independent approach that exploits spontaneous

symmetry breaking of the strong force. Coleman et al. (1969) and Callan et al. (1969)

generalized Weinberg’s approach from the spontaneous breaking of SU(2) symmetry to

other continuous groups. Thus, there were parallel developments regarding symmetry

restoration in nuclear physics and spontaneous symmetry breaking in particle physics.

Bohr (1975) pointed out the connection between nuclear rotation, spontaneous

symmetry breaking and Goldstone bosons in his Nobel lecture. This picture has

been emphasized by several authors (Ui and Takeda, 1983; Fujikawa and Ui, 1986;

Nazarewicz, 1993, 1994; Frauendorf, 2001; Broglia et al., 2000; Papenbrock, 2011).

However, significant differences exist: Spontaneous symmetry breaking only happens

in infinite systems while nuclei are finite. Nambu-Goldstone modes are excitations

with arbitrary small energies while rotational bands and pairing rotational bands have

finite spacings. To emphasize the difference Koma and Tasaki (1994) and Yannouleas

and Landman (2007) introduced the expressions “obscured symmetry breaking” and

“emergent symmetry breaking”, respectively. We adopt the latter and want to discuss

commonalities and differences between spontaneous and emergent symmetry breaking.

Let us consider the breaking of SO(3) rotational symmetry down to SO(2) axial

symmetry, and take ferromagnets (where the spins point into the direction of the z

axis) and deformed nuclei (as discussed in section 2.1) as respective examples. For the

ferromagnet the ground state |gs⟩ spontaneously breaks the symmetry while we take the

correlated state |ψ(2)⟩ as the symmetry breaking state for the deformed nucleus.

There is a fundamental difference between the Hilbert spaces of finite and infinite

systems that exhibit emergent and spontaneous symmetry breaking, respectively (Ui

and Takeda, 1983). To see this, let us return to equation (4), valid for a finite system.

Here, the rotational constant a is proportional to the inverse moment of inertia and

vanishes in the limit of infinite particle number. As the ground state of the infinite

system cannot be infinitely degenerate, one must introduce inequivalent Hilbert spaces

and exclude rotations of the whole system.

Let us also present an alternative argument, and this time start from the symmetry-

breaking state. In the case of nuclei the symmetry-breaking state |ψ(2)⟩ and its rotated
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kin have a nonzero overlap, i.e. ⟨ψ(2)|R(ϕ, θ)|ψ(2)⟩ ≠ 0 for almost all angles. In the case

of the ferromagnet’s ground state |gs⟩, however, we have ⟨gs|R(ϕ, θ)|gs⟩ = 0 for all finite

rotation angles. The latter is so because the overlap is an infinite product of single-spin

overlaps that all have magnitudes smaller than one. Thus, for infinite systems a global

rotation yields a state that is orthogonal to the symmetry breaking state. The rotated

state belongs to an inequivalent Hilbert space, and there is no symmetry restoration.

For ferreomagnets, Nambu-Goldstone modes |ϕ(x, t), θ(x, t)⟩ are generated by

acting with the space- and time-dependent rotation operator R(ϕ(x, t), θ(x, t)) of

equation (1) onto the ground state, i.e.

|ϕ(x, t), θ(x, t)⟩ = R (ϕ(x, t), θ(x, t)) |gs⟩ . (11)

The quantum fields ϕ(x, t) and θ(x, t) generate spin waves. They can have arbitrarily

long wave length and arbitrarily low energy. Spatially constant, i.e. x-independent,

fields are forbidden because a rotation of the infinite system is not allowed (because it

leads to an inequivalent Hilbert space). The Nambu-Goldstone states |ϕ(x, t), θ(x, t)⟩
are orthogonal to the ground state because they involve infinite products of individual

overlaps that are almost all smaller than unity.

In the case of nuclei the Nambu-Goldstone modes are symmetry restoring and can

be purely time-dependent. They are generated by acting with R(ϕ(t), θ(t)) onto the

symmetry-breaking state |ψ(2)⟩ which gives

|ϕ(t), θ(t)⟩ = R (ϕ(t), θ(t)) |ψ(2)⟩ . (12)

These states generally are not orthogonal to the state |ψ(2)⟩.
This discussion shows how rotational excitations differ from Nambu-Goldstone

modes. However, rotational excitations and Nambu-Goldstone modes both arise from

the action of rotation operators whose angles are time-dependent variables and fields,

respectively. In both cases, the angles parameterize the coset SO(3)/SO(2) that reflects

the pattern of the symmetry breaking. (We note that the coset space SO(3)/SO(2)

is isomorph to the surface of the unit sphere.) This common technical aspect allows

one to use the coset approach (Coleman et al., 1969; Callan et al., 1969) to develop

effective Lagrangians for collective excitations in finite systems (Leutwyler, 1987;

Chandrasekharan et al., 2008; Papenbrock, 2011). We briefly discuss this approach

next.

3.2. Coset approach

The collective degrees of freedom involved in symmetry projection and the Nambu-

Goldstone bosons in spontaneous symmetry breaking parameterize the coset G/S when

the symmetry is broken from a group G to a subgroup S. This allows one to construct

nonlinear realizations of the symmetry group G (Coleman et al., 1969; Callan et al.,

1969). In the example considered so far, G = SO(3) and S = SO(2), and the coset

G/S is the two-sphere. Each point on the sphere can be parameterized by the usual
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azimuth and polar angles (ϕ, θ). A rotation maps the point with coordinates (ϕ, θ)

to a new point (ϕ′, θ′), and the new angles are nonlinear functions of the old ones.

This then constitutes the nonlinear (or Nambu-Goldstone) realization of the symmetry

group G. To nuclear physicists, these may be somewhat less familiar than the usual

linear (Wigner-Weyl) realizations. Nonlinear realizations apply in cases of spontaneous

and emergent symmetry breaking. The nonlinear transformation properties also allow

one to introduce quantities that are invariant under symmetry operations and thereby

to construct effective Lagrangians. As usual the Noether theorem allows one to identify

the corresponding conserved quantities. The original arguments and derivations of this

approach are by Coleman et al. (1969); Callan et al. (1969). Excellent expositions can

be found in references (Weinberg, 1996; Brauner, 2010). In section 4.4 we briefly display

the main arguments for deformed nuclei (Papenbrock, 2011).

4. Axially symmetric even-even nuclei

Describing the ground-state rotational bands of even-even nuclei with axial symmetry is

the simplest application of the effective theory. The emergent symmetry breaking from

the spherical group SO(3) to the axial SO(2) identifies the degrees of freedom as those

parameterizing the coset SO(3)/SO(2). These are azimuthal and polar angles (ϕ, θ) of

the two-sphere. The formal construction of the theory was presented by Papenbrock

(2011), and followed the steps presented in chapter 19 of the textbook (Weinberg, 1996).

First, one derives the invariant terms that enter the effective Lagrangian. Second, one

introduces a power counting and systematically constructs effective Lagrangians. For

emergent symmetry breaking one then performs a Legendre transformation to obtain

the effective Hamiltonian and solves the Schrödinger equation. This last step is usually

facilitated by computing the conserved quantities (total angular momentum in our case)

via Noether’s theorem and expressing the Hamiltonian in terms of these quantities

instead of the canonical momenta. More recent derivations can be found in (Papenbrock

and Weidenmüller, 2014, 2015; Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015b).

4.1. Leading-order theory

Here we follow the more geometric approach by Papenbrock and Weidenmüller (2020)

as it simplifies steps (i) and (ii) above, as well as the construction of invariants via

Noether’s theorem. This approach combines the (ϕ, θ) angles into the radial unit

vector (8), oriented along the symmetry axis of the nucleus §. The velocity of this

vector,

v ≡ d

dt
er(ϕ, θ) = θ̇eθ(ϕ, θ) + ϕ̇ sin θeϕ(ϕ, θ) (13)

§ Ground states of axially symmetric nuclei are often invariant under rotations by π around an axis

perpendicular to the symmetry axis, i.e. they exhibitR invariance (Bohr and Mottelson, 1975) and thus

are nematics (Mermin, 1979). Then, one only needs a preferred axis but no direction. This identifies

opposite points on the sphere and reduces the coset space to half of the sphere.
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is the building block of the effective theory. Here and in what follows the dot denotes the

time derivative. The polar and azimuthal unit vectors were introduced in equations (6)

and (7).

The leading contribution to the effective Lagrangian is the simplest term built from

the above velocity that is invariant under rotations

LLO =
C0

2
v2 =

C0

2

(
θ̇2 + ϕ̇2 sin2 θ

)
. (14)

Here, C0 is a low-energy constant that must be fit to data. The Legendre transformation

of this Lagrangian yields the leading-order effective Hamiltonian

HLO =
1

2C0

(
p2θ +

p2ϕ
sin2 θ

)
. (15)

Here we used the usual canonical momenta

pθ =
∂LLO

∂θ̇
,

pϕ =
∂LLO

∂ϕ̇
.

(16)

Application of Noether’s theorem yields the total angular momentum I with

components
Ix = − sinϕpθ − cosϕ cot θpϕ ,

Iy = cosϕpθ − sinϕ cot θpϕ ,

Iz = pϕ ,

(17)

as the conserved quantity. One can combine these expressions into

I = − pϕ
sin θ

eθ + pθeϕ , (18)

and see that the angular momentum has no component in direction of the symmetry

axis. One can now rewrite the Hamiltonian as

HLO =
I2

2C0

. (19)

Its quantization yields the energy spectrum

ELO(I) =
I(I + 1)

2C0

. (20)

Thus, the well-known rigid-rotor spectrum results from the assumption of emergent

symmetry breaking from SO(3) to SO(2).

Several comments are in order. First, we note that the SO(3) symmetry is realized

nonlinearly, as rotations transform the angles (ϕ, θ) nonlinearly. Transformation laws

were presented in (Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020). Second, one quantizes the

canonical momentum according to

p ≡ pθeθ +
pϕ

sin θ
eϕ = −i∇Ω , (21)



CONTENTS 16

where ∇Ω is the angular derivative (5). Writing the angular momentum as I = er × p,

and noticing that I2 = −∇2
Ω yields

HLO = −∇2
Ω

2C0

. (22)

The eigenfunctions of this Hamiltonian are the usual spherical harmonics YIM(θ, ϕ)

and M ∈ {−I,−I + 1, . . . I} is the eigenvalue of Iz. Finally, ground-state bands in

even-even nuclei only contain states with even spins. This pattern arises from the R
invariance (Bohr and Mottelson, 1975).

4.2. Power counting

We can now consider more general Lagrangians. The rotational invariance permits only

powers of v2 and this yields Hamiltonians in powers or I2. Thus, the most general

spectrum is a polynomial in I(I + 1) with coefficients that must be adjusted to data for

a given rotational band. As we will now discuss, this is indeed the power counting of

the effective theory.

We introduce the low-energy (or small-frequency) scale ξ that is typical for nuclear

rotations. Then, the angular velocity (13) is slow, i.e.

θ̇ ∼ ξ

ϕ̇ ∼ ξ .
(23)

We also have E(2+
1 ) ∼ ξ in the leading-order spectrum (20) and this yields the estimate

C0 ∼ ξ−1 . (24)

Next we introduce a high-energy scale Λ at which the effective theory breaks down.

This scale is due to neglected degrees of freedom that appear at an energy Λ. An example

is shown in figure 2. The ground-state band closely follows the leading spectrum (20),

setting the scale ξ as the first level spacing. Clearly, the description of 238Pu as a single

rotational band breaks down at the energy Λ where the second rotational band starts.

We have ξ ≪ Λ, and this separation of scales allows us to introduce a power counting.

One can, of course, introduce additional degrees of freedom to describe the second

rotational band depicted in figure 2, but this is not what we want to consider here.

Instead, the mere existence of other degrees of freedom impacts the low-energy theory.

As there is a separation of scales between the excluded degrees of freedoms and the

low-energy ones, the effect of the former on the latter can be captured by effective

Lagrangians.

Let us return to the most general Lagrangian

L =
∞∑

n=1

Cn−1

2n
v2n. (25)
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Figure 2. The two rotational bands in 238Pu that are lowest in energies, with

spin/parities Iπ and energies as indicated. Also shown is the low-energy scale ξ and

the breakdown energy Λ. Figure taken from arXiv:2005.11865 with permission from

the authors, see also (Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020).

Here, the factors 1/(2n) are introduced out of convenience. If we set the breakdown

energy as Λ, we must have C0v
2 ∼ Λ and thus find v2 ∼ ξΛ. This establishes the

breakdown velocity. The key idea is now that each term in the Lagrangian (25) yields

an equal contribution at the breakdown scale. Thus Cn−1v
2n ∼ Λ and our estimate for

the size of the low-energy coefficients is

Cn−1 ∼ ξ−nΛ1−n . (26)

This now establishes a power counting. At low energies, where v2 ∼ ξ2, the

contribution of each term in the Lagrangian (25) is then

Cn−1v
2n ∼ ξ

(
ξ

Λ

)n
. (27)

These clearly are increasingly smaller corrections ∥. Based on this counting scheme,

terms containing higher powers of v2 are higher orders of the effective theory.

When higher orders are included in the effective Lagrangian, the exact Legendre

transformation to the Hamiltonian is not anymore possible because one cannot easily

solve for the velocities in terms of the conjugate momenta. Instead, one pursues a

perturbative inversion where one expands around the leading-order result (Fukuda,

1988). This then yields a Hamiltonian expansion (Zhang and Papenbrock, 2013)

H =
∞∑

n=1

gnI
2n , (28)

∥ One can also use breakdown velocity rather than a breakdown energy to establish a power counting,

and that approach was taken in (Papenbrock, 2011; Zhang and Papenbrock, 2013; Coello Pérez and

Papenbrock, 2015b; Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020).
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where the couplings gn are given in terms of the low-energy coefficients Ck−1. The

resulting energy spectrum is then

E(I) =
∞∑

n=1

gn [I(I + 1)]n . (29)

From the power counting one finds that gn ∼ ξ(ξ/Λ)n−1. Coello Pérez and Papenbrock

(2015b) confirmed that low-energy coefficients for molecules and deformed nuclei scale

as estimated by the power counting.

4.3. Nonlinear realization of SO(3) symmetry

We also want to discuss the key concepts behind the nonlinear realization of

spontaneously broken symmetries (Weinberg, 1968; Coleman et al., 1969; Callan et al.,

1969). This topic is presented in detail in Weinberg’s textbook (1996) and Brauner’s

review (2010), and for deformed nuclei in references (Papenbrock, 2011; Papenbrock

and Weidenmüller, 2014). We let the angles (ϕ, θ) set the orientation of the nucleus’s

symmetry axis. Under a rotation R(α, β, γ) with Euler angles (α, β, γ), the (ϕ, θ)

angles transform into (ϕ′, θ′), which are complicated nonlinear functions of the original

angles. This nonlinear representation of SO(3) is in contrast to the usual linear

representation where spherical tensor transforms linearly via multiplication by a Wigner-

D matrix (Varshalovich et al., 1988).

The nonlinear realization has important consequences. Under a a rotation

(ϕ, θ) → (ϕ′, θ′) ,

er(θ, ϕ) → er(θ
′, ϕ′) ,

(30)

and
eθ(ϕ, θ) → +eθ(ϕ

′, θ′) cos η + eϕ(ϕ′, θ′) sin η ,

eϕ(ϕ, θ) → −eθ(ϕ
′, θ′) sin η + eϕ(ϕ′, θ′) cos η ,

(31)

where η is an angle that depends on the Euler angles of the rotation (and the original

angles (ϕ, θ) of the nuclear symmetry axis). Thus, the rotated body-fixed coordinate

system differs from the basis vectors (eθ, eϕ, er) at the rotated point (ϕ′, θ′) by a

rotation around the symmetry axis er(ϕ
′, θ′) with the angle η. This has two important

consequences. First, under a rotation any degrees of freedom defined in the body-fixed

coordinate system transform linearly by a SO(2) rotation around the nucleus’s symmetry

axis. Second, any terms constructed from such degrees of freedom that are invariant

under SO(2) rotations around the nucleus’s symmetry axis are in fact invariant under

full rotations of the system.

4.4. Coset approach to deformed nuclei

The coset approach starts from the rotation operator (1) with time-dependent Euler

angles. One computes the expression

R−1∂tR = axJx + ayJy + azJz (32)
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via the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff expansion. This defines functions

ax = −ϕ̇ sin θ ,

ay = θ̇

az = ϕ̇ cos θ .

(33)

These quantities are the building blocks for effective Lagrangians because they exhibit

definite transformation properties under rotations. The components ax and ay transform

linearly, i.e. by a rotation around the z′ axis with a rotation angle η of equation (31) in

the body-fixed coordinate system. They are readily identified with the components of

the velocity vector, see equation (13). The quantity az is part of the covariant derivative

Dt = ∂t − iazJz (34)

and comes into play when other degrees of freedom are coupled to the rotor.

5. Internal degrees of freedom

So far, we have reviewed how to construct an effective theory in the presence of emergent

symmetry breaking, and we have only dealt with rotational degrees of freedom, leading

to the physics of an isolated rotational band. Nuclei, of course, are finite systems

with internal degrees of freedom and their description as rigid rotors must break down

eventually. In this section we review how to construct effective field theories for deformed

systems with internal degrees of freedom.

5.1. Effective theory for quadrupole degrees of freedom

The early work (Papenbrock, 2011) followed Bohr (1952) and employed quadrupole

degrees of freedom Φµ with µ = −2,−1, . . . , 2 modeling the shape of the nuclear surface.

In the presence of emergent symmetry breaking one works in the co-rotating coordinate

system. The component Φ0 acquires a vacuum expectation value and small oscillations

around this expectation value introduce the β vibrations. The modes Φ±1 become

replaced by the angles (ϕ, θ) that determine the orientation of the symmetry axis.

Finally, the modes Φ±2 are the γ vibrations. The rotational excitations are assumed to

be at lowest energy and well separated from the β and γ vibrations. This allows one to

set up a power counting.

Papenbrock (2011) derived the theory up to next-to-next-to-leading order. At

leading order one only deals with (harmonic) vibrations; at next-to-leading order, the

ground-state rotational band and the bands on top of the β and γ vibrational band

heads appear and add small corrections. All three bands have identical moments of

inertia. At next-to-next-to-leading order, couplings between the different rotational

bands appear, adding finer details. At even higher order, the different bands become

non-rigid, i.e. they deviate from the I(I + 1) pattern (Zhang and Papenbrock, 2013).

We briefly review these developments in what follows.
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The spherical components of the velocity (13)

v±1 = (vθ ± ivϕ) , (35)

are the remnants of the components Φ±1 in the case of emergent symmetry breaking

of the quadrupole oscillator. We have v±1 ∼ ξ. The remaining components of the

quadrupole field can be parameterized as

Φ0(t) ≡ υ0 + φ0(t) ,

Φ±2(t) ≡ φ2(t)e
±i2γ(t) .

(36)

Here ϕ2 and γ are real functions and Φ2 = Φ∗
−2 (because the nuclear surface must be a

real function), υ0 is the constant vacuum expectation value, and (being related to the

emergent symmetry breaking) scales as an inverse power of the rotational energy scale

υ0 ∼ ξ−1/2 . (37)

The other quantities in equation (36) scale as the vibrational energy scale Ω. We have

Ω ≫ ξ, and

φ0 ∼ φ2 ∼ ω−1/2 ,

φ̇0 ∼ φ̇2 ∼ ω1/2 , (38)

γ̇ ∼ ω .

Under a general SO(3) rotation, the components of the quadrupole field transform

as

Φµ → exp(iµη)Φµ , (39)

where η is a complicated angle of the rotation angles and the angles that define the

orientation of the body-fixed symmetry axis (Papenbrock, 2011).

This simple transformation allows for the construction of effective Lagrangians.

Terms that appear to be invariant under SO(2) are in fact invariant under SO(3). The

effective Lagrangian at the high-energy vibrational scale is

LLO =
1

2
(DtΦ0)

2 +
1

2
DtΦ+2DtΦ−2 −

ω2
0

2
Φ2

0 −
ω2
2

2
Φ+2Φ−2

≈ 1

2
φ̇2
0 +

1

2
φ̇2
2 + 2φ2

2γ̇
2 − ω2

0

2
φ2
0 −

ω2
2

2
φ2
2 . (40)

Here ω0 and ω2 are low-energy constants. The approximation in the second line neglects

terms of the order ξ ≪ ω coming from the time derivatives of the rotational angles or

the expectation value υ0. This yield the Lagrangian of uncoupled harmonic oscillators.

The low-energy constants scale as the energies of the excited bandheads, i.e.

ω0 ∼ ω2 ∼ Ω . (41)
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At next-to-leading order, the smaller details of the rotational scale ξ enter via the

Lagrangian

LNLO =
C0

2
v+1v−1 + 4φ2

2γ̇ϕ̇ cos θ

=
C0

2

(
θ̇2 + ϕ̇2 sin2 θ

)
+ 4φ2

2γ̇ϕ̇ cos θ . (42)

Here the low-energy constant C0 scales as C0 ∼ ξ−1, see equation (24).

A Legendre transformation of the effective Lagrangian at this order yields a

Hamiltonian of the form H = HLO +HNLO, where

HLO =
p20
2

+
ω0

2
φ2
0 +

p22
2

+
p2γ

8φ2
2

+
ω2
2

2
φ2
2,

HNLO =
p2
Ωγ

2C0

=

(
I2 − p2γ

)

2C0

, (43)

with pi ≡ −i∂i and

pΩγ ≡ eθpθ + eϕ
pϕ − cos θpγ

sin θ
. (44)

The eigenstates |n0n2IMK⟩ of this Hamiltonian, with n0, n2 and K/2 the number of

quanta for the different oscillation modes, have eigenenergies E = ELO + ENLO with

ELO = ω0n0 + ω2

(
2n2 +

K

2

)
,

ENLO =
1

2C0

[
I(I + 1) −K2

]
,

(45)

where the next-to-leading contribution is the rotational energy of the system.

Thus, spectra consists of rigid rotational bands on top of harmonic excitations.

Deviations from the harmonic behavior of the band heads can be accounted for by

terms containing only vibrational degrees of freedom yielding a correction that can be

expanded as a series in powers of Ω/Λ (where Λ is the breakdown scale). Since the

theory focuses only in the lowest 0+ and 2+ bands, traditionally known as the β and γ

bands, those contributions are neglected in what follows. The next-to-next-to-leading

order Lagrangian

LN2LO =
Cβ
2

Φ0v+1v−1 +
Cγ
4

(Φ+2v−1v−1 + Φ−2v+1v+1)

=
Cβ
2
φ0

(
θ̇2 + ϕ̇2 sin2 θ

)
+
Cγ
2
φ2

[(
θ̇2 − ϕ̇2 sin2 θ

)
cos 2γ + 2θ̇ϕ̇ sin θ sin 2γ

]

(46)

is off-diagonal and does not impact energies at that order. It will, however, play an

important role in describing electromagnetic transitions between different rotational

bands, see section 7.2. Thus, one has to go to one higher order to see dynamical

modifications of the rotational moment of inertia.
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Zhang and Papenbrock (2013) showed that the next-to-next-to-next-to-leading

order contributions are

LN3LO = D0Φ
2
0v+1v−1 +D2Φ+2Φ−2v+1v−1 +D02Φ0 (Φ+2v−1v−1 + h.c.) + . . . . (47)

Here, the dots denote terms that are not coupled to any rotations (and not of interest

to us as they only model vibrational interactions). The Lagrangian (47) corrects the

rotational bands via

EN3LO = ENLO ×
[
1 + a0n0 + a2

(
2n2 +

K

2

)]
. (48)

Thus, one has a small shift in each band’s moment of inertia that is linear in the number

of excited phonons n0 and n2 of the modes φ0 and φ2, respectively. The parameters a0
and a2 in equation (48) are functions of the low-energy constants of the Lagrangian up

to and including equation (47).

Figure 3 compares predicted energies for states in the ground, β and γ bands in
166Er (blue lines) to experimental data below 2 MeV (black lines). The low-energy
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Figure 3. Four lowest rotational bands in 166Er. Next-to-next-to-leading order

predictions for states in the ground, β and γ bands (blue lines) are compared with

experimental data (black lines) below 2 MeV. Theory errors at this order (blue boxes)

were estimated as (εI2)2 times the predicted energies, using the breakdown scale

Λ = 3ω0. The description of the 2− band would require us to couple a Kπ = 2−

internal degree of freedom to the rotor.

constants describing the spectra at this order were fitted to the energies of the first

excited 2+ state, and the energies of the band heads and first excited states in the β and

γ bands. The errors shown as blue boxes were estimated as to be ε2 times smaller than

the next-to-leading energies, with ε ≡ ENLO/Λ defined in terms of the rotational energy

and the breakdown scale, the latter lifted due to the explicit inclusion of quadrupole
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modes to Λ ≈ 3Ω, with Ω ≡ max(ω0, ω2). These results show that the assumptions

about the energy scales and the power counting are consistent.

The effective theory for quadrupole degrees of freedom in the presence of emergent

symmetry breaking essentially casts the Bohr Hamiltonian (in the deformed limit or

SU(3) limit) into an effective theory. While the leading couplings between vibrational

and rotational degrees of freedom are model independent, the resulting effective theory

is – of course – ultimately based on a model of quadrupole degrees of freedom. It is

unable, for example, to account for any low-lying negative parity bands (see figure 3).

On the plus side, however, it makes clear how one could make systematic corrections to

the Bohr Hamiltonian.

5.2. Effective field theory of a deformed droplet

Papenbrock and Weidenmüller (2014, 2015) considered the nucleus as a deformed

liquid drop with axial symmetry. The construction of an effective field theory

for this finite system differs from the one used for infinite systems such as

(anti)ferromagnets (Leutwyler, 1994; Román and Soto, 1999; Hofmann, 1999; Bär et al.,

2004; Kämpfer et al., 2005). In infinite systems Nambu-Goldstone bosons are based on

the fields ϕ(x, t) and θ(x, t) that describe the local rotations of spins via the rotation

operator (1). The building blocks of the effective field theory are ak,µ(ϕ, θ) with

k = x, y, z and µ = t, x, y, z that are derived from

R−1∂µR = ax,µ(ϕ, θ)Jx + ay,µ(ϕ, θ)Jy + az,µ(ϕ, θ)Jz . (49)

It is particularly important that the angles ϕ(x, t) and θ(x, t) and the quantities ak,µ(x, t)

really depend on position. Purely time-dependent angles that lack position dependence

would induce an overall rotation of the (anti)ferromagnet. In an infinite system, the

rotated state has zero overlap with the state one started from. Thus, the rotated state

is really in an inequivalent Hilbert space. For this reason, overall rotations of the system

must be excluded and purely time-dependent fields are forbidden.

In contrast, purely time-dependent fields are allowed in finite systems. Then one

must single out the purely time-dependent angles (Leutwyler, 1987); we denote them as

α(t) and β(t). The key rotation operator then becomes the product

U(α, β;ϕ, θ) ≡ R(α, β)R(ϕ, θ) , (50)

where ϕ(x, t) and θ(x, t) are fields that depend on both time and position. Clearly, this

operator induces local distortions in the liquid drop via the fields ϕ(x, t) and θ(x, t)

followed by overall rotations of the whole drop via α(t) and β(t). The building blocks

for the effective field theory, i.e. combinations ak,µ(α, β;ϕ, θ) of degrees of freedom that

transform properly under rotations appear on the right-hand-side of

U−1∂µU = ax,µ(α, β;ϕ, θ)Jx + ay,µ(α, β;ϕ, θ)Jy + az,µ(α, β;ϕ, θ)Jz . (51)
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The derivation of that effective field theory was presented by Papenbrock and

Weidenmüller (2014) and followed the coset approach. For simplicity, the position

was expressed in polar coordinates, i.e. as x = (r, φ, ϑ), and the dependence on r

was dropped (because radial compression modes were assumed to be high in energy).

Finally, the fields ϕ(φ, ϑ, t) and θ(φ, ϑ, t) were decomposed in terms of normal modes

and a cutoff was imposed. The resulting effective field theory consisted of vibrational

modes (from the decomposition of the fields ϕ and θ) and the rotation angles α, β.

That theory naturally explained how a large number of vibrations arise (these

quickly become anharmonic as the energy increases), and how these are coupled to the

rotations of the whole droplet. This latter point is very important because the coupling

of internal degrees of freedom to the rotations is universal. It consists of a Lagrangian

term

Lcoup = Kz′α̇ cos β (52)

that originates from a covariant derivative and couples the angular-momentum

projection Kz′ of an internal degree of freedom to the rotation angles. As we will

see below, this term can be re-written as a gauge potential.

An important assumption in the construction of the effective field theory (Papen-

brock and Weidenmüller, 2014, 2015) was that energies from vibrations are much larger

than those from rotations. This is certainly so for sufficiently large droplets. Here, the

radius scales as A1/3 for a droplet with mass number A. Thus, vibrational energies scale

as A−2/3 while the rotational energies scale as A−5/3. This shows that internal degrees

of freedom are always “fast” when compared to rotations in sufficiently heavy nuclei.

As a concrete model for a given nucleus, the effective field theory of the liquid drop

is probably less useful because a considerable number of low-energy coefficients need

to be adjusted to the many vibrational states of the system. This corresponds to a

modeling of the internal dynamics. Another concern is that modeling the nucleus as a

liquid drop is too simple because it neglects superfluidity.

5.3. Spins as internal degrees of freedom

Instead of modeling the physics of a liquid droplet, it is simpler to introduce internal

degrees of freedom as spins χS of rank S. We allow S to be half integer or integer. A key

point is the assumption that the internal degrees of freedom are fast compared to the

velocity (13) of the nucleus’s symmetry axis. (Otherwise there would be no separation

of scales between rotations and internal motions.) This means that one can work in an

adiabatic approximation where the fast spin instantly follows the slow motion of the

symmetry axis er(ϕ, θ). (This approximation is also known as the “strong coupling”

regime in the physics of deformed nuclei.) It is then natural to expand χS in terms of

body-fixed helicity basis functions χSλ(θ, ϕ) that fulfill (Varshalovich et al., 1988)

Ŝ2χSλ(θ, ϕ) = S(S + 1)χSλ(θ, ϕ) ,

Ŝz′χSλ(θ, ϕ) = λχSλ(θ, ϕ) .
(53)
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Here Ŝz′ ≡ er · Ŝ and it is clear that the helicity basis functions are quantized with

respect to their projection λ onto the nucleus’s symmetry axis.

In the body-fixed system, the interaction between the spins and that between the

spins and the deformed rotor is only invariant under rotations around the nucleus’s

symmetry axis. While we do not want to model these interactions, the adiabatic

approximation allows us to compute the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian that governs

the spins at a given orientation of the nucleus’s symmetry axis. The eigenfunctions are

superpositions

ψKq(θ, ϕ) ≡
∑

S

U
(K)
qS χSK(θ, ϕ) . (54)

Here, K is the spin projection of the eigenfunction ψKq(θ, ϕ) onto the nucleus’s symmetry

axis (and we followed nuclear-physics conventions in using this label instead of λ), and

U
(K)
qS are admixture coefficients with

∑
S |U

(K)
qS |2 = 1 The label q is for other good

quantum numbers such as parity and possibly isospin. Clearly, the eigenfunctions (54)

are superpositions of spherical tensors with different spin S and not eigenstates of the

operator Ŝ2. We only have

Ŝz′ψKq(θ, ϕ) = KψKq(θ, ϕ) , (55)

and

ψ†
Lp(θ, ϕ)Ŝ±1′ψKq(θ, ϕ) ∝ δK±1

L δqp . (56)

Here, the proportionality constant can be computed from knowledge of the matrix

elements U
(K)
qS .

Time reversal invariance demands that the eigenfunctions (54) come in pairs ±K
for K > 0. For half integer K, this is Kramer’s degeneracy. For integer K, all states

with K ̸= 0 come in doublets and a state with K = 0 is a singlet. Thus, we can

denote the eigenenergies of the internal degrees of freedom as E|K|q. We note that the

eigenfunctions are orthogonal

ψ†
K′q′(θ, ϕ)ψKq(θ, ϕ) = δKK′δ

q
q′ (57)

and complete ∑

Kq

ψKq(θ, ϕ)ψ†
Kq(θ, ϕ) = 1 , (58)

because the matrix U
(K)
qS in equation (54) is unitary for each K.

The energies and quantum numbers (K, q) and energies E|K|q could be taken from

data. Alternatively, they could also come from computations that start from deformed

reference states (and do not perform symmetry projections).

We now introduce time-dependent basis functions (and drop the angular

dependence for simplicity), i.e.

ψKq(t) ≡ ψKq(θ, ϕ; t) (59)
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describes the time dependence of an internal state. Then, the Lagrangian for the internal

degrees of freedom simply is

Lψ =
∑

Kq

ψ†
Kq(t)

(
i∂t − E|K|,q

)
ψKq(t) . (60)

The arguments we made in section 4.3 imply that under a rotation the coefficient

functions transform linearly via

ψKq(t) → e−iKηψKq(t) , (61)

with the angle η introduced in equations (31). Thus, terms such as ψKq(t)ψ−Kq(t) or

ψ†
Kq(t)ψKq(t) (which are scalars under rotations around the body-fixed symmetry axis)

are indeed scalars under full rotations thanks to the non-linear realization of the SO(3)

symmetry. It is then clear that any axially-symmetric Lagrangian or Hamiltonian in the

helicity components is admissible to construct a rotationally invariant effective theory.

Let us discuss two examples. First, for half-integer K empirical guidance or the

Nilsson model (Nilsson, 1955) would identify which quantum numbers (Kq) are closest

to the Fermi surface of a deformed odd-mass nucleus. In this case, one could limit the

Lagrangian (60) to the few pairs of fermion orbitals that are of interest. Second, for

even-even and odd-odd nuclei K is integer and one would use heuristics to select the

helicity components that are lowest in energy and thus most relevant for the construction

of effective Lagrangians. For the description of the two lowest-energy rotational bands

in 238Pu, for instance, one would include ψ0+ for the ground-state band with Kπ = 0+,

and ψ±1− for the Kπ = 1− band (with the signs denoting the time-reversed partners),

as can be seen in figure 2.

The question arises now how do the internal degrees of freedom couple to the

slow degrees of freedom (ϕ, θ) of the nucleus’s symmetry axis. These interactions are

interesting because they are model independent. We discuss them next.

5.4. Vector potentials couple internal degrees of freedom to the rotor

There is a single model-independent (i.e. parameter free) coupling between the internal

degrees of freedom and the rotor. In the literature one can find various ways to derive

this coupling. The coset approach (Weinberg, 1968; Coleman et al., 1969; Callan et al.,

1969; Brauner, 2010) via the nonlinear realization of a spontaneously broken symmetry

is probably the most general; it is also a bit technical. The result is that, for fast degrees

of freedom, a covariant derivative replaces the usual derivative. For the case of deformed

nuclei the derivation was presented in (Papenbrock, 2011).

This applies to our case as well, because the fast degrees of freedom ψKq are defined

in the body-fixed and co-rotating system. Thus, their time derivative now involves ψ̇Kq
and also the change of the helicity basis functions χSK(θ, ϕ) (because the angles θ and ϕ

are time-dependent as well). This leads to the introduction of the covariant derivative

DtψKq(t) = ψ̇Kq(t) − iKψKq(t)ϕ̇ cos θ

= ψ̇Kq(t) − iv ·AuniψKq(t) .
(62)
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In the last line of equation (62), we used the velocity (13) to introduce the universal

vector potential

Auni ≡ Ŝz′ cot θeϕ . (63)

Here is it implied that Ŝz′ acts on a helicity component via

Sz′ψKq(t) = KψKq(t) . (64)

The covariant derivative couples the slow rotor velocity v in a universal way to the fast

helicity spin function χSλ(θ, ϕ) via a vector potential. These velocity-dependent forces

are typically referred to as Coriolis forces in the literature (Kerman, 1956).

The vector potential (63) can be used to introduce the “magnetic field”

Buni ≡ ∇Ω ×Auni = −Ŝz′er . (65)

This is a radially symmetric “monopole” field (Fierz, 1944; Wu and Yang, 1976). The

resulting magnetic flux is quantized because Ŝz′ yields integer or half integer values K

when acting onto the components ψKq. The appearance of a monopole field is intuitively

clear: The fast spin always points into the direction of the symmetry axis and – in the

co-rotating coordinate system – this corresponding magnetic moment creates a magnetic

field that is radially symmetric.

In contrast to the magnetic field (65) the vector potential (63) is not invariant under

rotations. However, after a rotation one can bring the vector potential back into the

original form (63) by performing a gauge transformation Auni → Auni + ∇Ωγ(ϕ, θ), see

(Fierz, 1944) for the probably earliest discussion of this point. The gauge freedom exists

because the body-fixed coordinate system is arbitrary with respect to rotations by an

angle γ(ϕ, θ) around the nucleus’s symmetry axis. While we fixed the gauge by using

the usual polar basis vectors (eθ, eϕ, er) of equations (6) to (8) to define the body-fixed

system, any combination (e1, e2, er) with

e1 ≡ +eθ cos γ(ϕ, θ) + eϕ sin γ(ϕ, θ) ,

e2 ≡ −eθ sin γ(ϕ, θ) + eϕ cos γ(ϕ, θ) ,
(66)

could have been used as well (Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020). We note that

the appearance of gauge potentials is not limited to axial symmetry. The review by

Littlejohn and Reinsch (1997) shows that gauge potentials naturally enter in many-body

systems when a separation between rotations and internal motions is sought, because

one cannot unambiguously define internal coordinates.

The universal Lagrangian that couples the internal degrees of freedom to the rotor

consists of the sum of the Lagrangians (14) for the rotor and (60) for the internal degrees

of freedom. In the latter, the time derivative must be replaced by the the covariant

derivative (62). We thus have

L =
C0

2
v2 +

∑

Kq

ψ∗
Kq

(
i∂t − E|K|,q

)
ψKq + v ·

∑

KLq

ψ∗
KqAψLq , (67)
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with A = Auni being the universal vector potential from equation (63). Here, the last

term is actually diagonal (i.e. the vector potential is such that only K = L contributes

to the sum) but we left the notation more general, because the Lagrangian (67) is not

yet complete.

One can write down another interaction term between the rotor and the internal

degrees of freedom that is linear in the angular velocity v. The complete Lagrangian is

obtained by replacing the vector potential in equation (67) by

A = Auni + Anon . (68)

Here the non-Abelian (and non-universal) gauge potential

Anon = ger × Ŝ (69)

depends on the dimensionless low-energy constant g. Naturalness arguments imply that

g ∼ O(1). We note that the non-Abelian gauge potential (69) can mix internal degrees

of freedom whose K quantum numbers differ by one unit. In particular, it mixes the

time-reversed partners of a fermionic internal state with K = ±1/2.

The total gauge potential (68) then leads to the total magnetic monopole field

B ≡ ∇Ω ×A− iA×A = (g2 − 1)Ŝz′er , (70)

which is invariant under rotations.

For the power counting we remind the reader (see section 4.2) that |v| ∼ ξ and

C0 ∼ ξ−1 are related to the low-energy scale ξ. The vector potential is dimensionless

(and of order one), while the internal energies E|K|,q ∼ Ω. Usually one has Ω ≫ ξ.

However, differences if the energies of the internal degrees of freedom can be small. In

that case, the interaction between internal degrees of freedom and the rotor can also

strongly couple internal degrees of freedom whose K quantum numbers differ by one

unit.

5.5. Total angular momentum

Starting with the Lagrangian (67) Noether’s theorem yields that the total angular

momentum I with components

Ix = − sinϕpθ − cosϕ cot θpϕ +Ktot
cosϕ

sin θ
,

Iy = + cosϕpθ − sinϕ cot θpϕ +Ktot
sinϕ

sin θ
,

Iz = pϕ

(71)

is conserved under rotations. Here,

Ktot ≡
∑

Kq

ψ†
KqŜz′ψKq (72)
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is the angular momentum projection of the internal degrees of freedom onto the

symmetry axis. One can rewrite the total angular momentum as

I = − pϕ
sin θ

eθ + pθeϕ +Ktoter . (73)

This equation makes clear that the angular momentum in direction of the rotor’s

symmetry axis is entirely carried by the internal degree of freedom.

The introduction of the total angular momentum helps in the solution of the

quantum mechanical problem posed by the Lagrangian (67). After performing a

Legendre transformation one arrives at the Hamiltonian and re-expressing the canonical

momenta in terms of angular momentum facilitates the quantization and solution, see

(Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020).

5.6. Leading-order Hamiltonian

Performing a Legendre transformation of the Lagrangian (67), with the gauge

potential (68), yields the Hamiltonian. It is useful to replace the canonical momenta by

the angular momentum (73), and one obtains

HLO =
∑

Kq

E|K|qψ̂
†
Kqψ̂Lq+

g2

2C0

(
K̂2
x′ + K̂2

y′

)
+
I2 − K̂2

z′

2C0

+
g

C0

(
I+1K̂−1 + I−1K̂+1

)
. (74)

Here,

K̂ ≡
∑

KLq

ψ̂†
KqŜψ̂Lq (75)

is the spin operator for the internal degrees of freedom, and all components (Cartesian

Kx′ , Ky′ , Kz′ or spherical K±1, K0) are with respect to the body-fixed coordinate system.

We have quantized the field ψKq such that ψ̂†
Kq creates the internal mode with quantum

numbers (Kq), i.e. ψ̂†
Kq|0⟩ = |Kq⟩.

The Hilbert space is spanned the productsDI
M,−K(ϕ, θ, 0)|Kq⟩ of WignerD matrices

and intrinsic states. The first three terms in the Hamiltonian (74) are diagonal in this

basis. It is the last term that mixes basis states whose K quantum numbers differ by

one unit. Combinations

DI
MK |−K⟩ + (−1)I+KDI

M−K |K⟩ (76)

are invariant under R symmetry (Bohr and Mottelson, 1975), i.e. under rotations of

the nucleus by π around an axis perpendicular of the symmetry axis.

6. Odd-mass nuclei

We now review applications (Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020; Alnamlah et al.,

2021, 2022) of effective theories to odd-mass nuclei. In leading order, these theories

recover the particle-rotor model.
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6.1. Effective theory for a nucleon coupled to a rotor

Alnamlah et al. (2021) focused on a single pair of time-reversed states for the nucleon

and derived a leading-order Lagrangian similar to equation (67) with A = Auni from

equation (63). All other rotor-nucleon couplings were ordered by the number of powers of

the angular velocity v. Thus, the contribution from the non-Abelian gauge potential (69)

was treated as a next-to-leading-order correction.

The inclusion of rotor-nucleon couplings containing up to three powers of v resulted

in the energy spectrum

EN2LO = E|K|+AK
[
I(I + 1) −K2

]

+a1/2(−1)I+1/2

(
I +

1

2

)
δ
1/2
K

+b1/2(−1)I+1/2I(I + 1)

(
I +

1

2

)
δ
1/2
K

+a3/2(−1)I+3/2

(
I − 1

2

)(
I +

1

2

)(
I +

3

2

)
δ
3/2
K .

(77)

This expression, derived within an effective theory, agrees with the corresponding one in

the textbook (Bohr and Mottelson, 1975) when the latter is limited to odd-mass nuclei.

In equation (77), the signature splitting for K = 3/2 bands enters with a strength

determined by a3/2. The term proportional to b1/2 corrects the staggering in K = 1/2

bands introduced at leading order. Adding terms containing four powers of v yields the

band-dependent correction BKI
2(I + 1)2 to the rotor spectrum.

Figure 4 shows the systematic improvement of the effective theory describing the

Iπ = 1/2− and Iπ = 3/2− ground-state bands in 169Er and 159Dy, respectively. The

residuals, i.e. the difference between theory and data are shown on a double log scale

ALNAMLAH, COELLO PÉREZ, AND PHILLIPS PHYSICAL REVIEW C 104, 064311 (2021)

FIG. 2. Calculated energy for the 1/2+ ground-state rotational band in 167Tm. The black line shows the experimental values taken from
the NNDC [26]. The red triangles, green squares, cyan diamonds, blue pentagons and magenta circles are the calculated energies at LO, NLO,
N2LO, N3LO, and N4LO, respectively. The right panel is a continuation of the left panel with a different scale for the y axis.

band of interest. 159Dy, where the ground state has I = 3/2,
provides such a case. For this band there is clear systematic
improvement as shown in Figs. 7 and 8. From LO to N2LO
the slope of the residuals in the log-log plot increases by more
than two units. From N2LO to N3LO the energy staggering
(proportional to I3) is almost completely removed. Finally, at
N4LO the slope improves to 5–6, consistent with the idea that
it is I5 staggering and an I6 term that are the dominant omitted
effects.

D. Multiple well-separated bands: 167Er and 235U

Our EFT can be applied to multiple bands in the same
nucleus. The formulas we have derived apply simultaneously
to two bands if:

FIG. 3. Energy residuals for the 1/2− ground-state rotational
band in 169Er on a log-log scale. The red triangles, green squares,
cyan diamonds, blue pentagons and magenta circles are the residuals
from the calculated energies at LO, NLO, N2LO, N3LO, and N4LO,

respectively. The dashed transparent lines are there to guide the
eye. The solid lines show the trend of the calculated residuals after
averaging out the signature staggering. The slope shown in the legend
is the slope of the solid lines.

(1) the interband spacing, which will typically be ∼Esp
is large compared to the intra-band spacing which is
∼Erot; or

(2) the bandhead states have different parity, and so do not
mix; or

(3) the bandheads have values of K that differ by 2 or more
and so do not mix up to N4LO.

If any of these conditions are satisfied, then interband mix-
ing can be neglected. The energy levels in the two bands then
are each governed by the Eqs. (59) and (61), with different co-
efficients in the formulas applying for the two different bands.
However, the assumption that matrix elements of the angular-
momentum operator between single-particle wave functions
is of order 1 is weakened when we consider rotational bands
built on bandhead states of larger K . This means that we

FIG. 4. Energy residuals for the 1/2+ ground-state rotational
band in 167Tm on a log-log scale. The red triangles, green squares,
cyan diamonds, blue pentagons and magenta circles are the residuals
from the calculated energies at LO, NLO, N2LO, N3LO, and N4LO,

respectively. The dashed transparent lines are there to guide the
eye. The solid lines show the trend of the calculated residuals after
averaging out the signature staggering. The slope shown in the legend
is the slope of the solid lines.
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FIG. 7. Calculated energies for states in the 3/2− ground-state rotational band in 159Dy. The black lines show the experimental values
taken from the NNDC [29]. The red triangles, cyan diamonds, blue pentagons and magenta circles are the calculated energies at LO, N2LO,
N3LO, and N4LO, respectively. The right panel is a continuation of the left panel with a different scale on the y axis.

energies are less than Esp one can can still perturb around the
axial limit.

The staggering in 183W is not clearly present in experimen-
tal data and therefore we do not see a clear improvement going
from LO to NLO. Going to N2LO we see a clear improvement
overall and at N4LO we only see improvement for the levels
with low I . This comes from the relatively large expansion
parameter and is consistent with our expectation that the EFT
breaks down relatively early.

The right panel of Fig. 11 shows the log-log plot of the
residuals where we clearly see the breakdown at around I =
15/2, where the N2LO and N3LO lines cross the N4LO line.
The very low residual at I ≈ 15 for N2LO is accidental: the
residuals shift from being negative to being positive there.
This accidental crossing also explains the bending of the
N2LO and N3LO lines for I > 10.

FIG. 8. Energy residuals for the 3/2− ground-state rotational
band in 159Dy on a log-log scale. The red triangles, cyan diamonds,
blue pentagons and magenta circles are the residuals from the cal-
culated energies at LO, N2LO, N3LO, and N4LO, respectively. The
dashed transparent lines are there to guide the eye. The solid lines
show the trend of the calculated residuals after averaging out the
signature staggering. The slope shown in the legend is the slope of
the solid lines.

F. What failure looks like: 99Tc

For 99Tc we look at the rotational band built on top of the
first 1/2− excited state. We consider 99Tc to be a proton hole
on top of 100Ru as the rotor. We expect the breakdown scale
for 99Tc to be very low since ϵsp is greater than 1. We clearly
see this in the top panels in Fig. 10 and the left panel in Fig. 11,
where going to higher order does not necessarily describe the
data better. In fact, at N4LO the theory prediction does worse
than the predictions at lower orders when we go beyond I =
17/2−. Indeed, apart from the levels used in the fit, we could
describe the energies of all levels better at lower orders. We
also do not see the expected increase in the slope going from
NLO to N2LO. The magenta line crossing all the other lines
in Fig. 11 at low energies is a quantitative measure of the low
breakdown energy of the fermion-rotor EFT in this case.

G. Values and order-by-order stability of LECs

We show the bandhead properties, relevant energy scales,
and the relative sizes of LECs for the systems studied in this
work in Table II. The third, fourth, and fifth segments of the
table show the relative size of the LEC that appears at that
order compared to the LO LEC A. Each block then compares
that relative size to the expectation based on energy-scale
ratios in the nucleus of interest. We note that it is sometimes
hard to decide whether ϵsp or ϵvib sets the size of the correction
at each order and indeed, one sometimes sees an interplay
between both. The ratios fall in the expected range except for
a few cases. For 239Pu (1/2+ band in 235U) we see that "A/A
is two times (1.5 times) larger than both ϵsp and ϵvib. This is
consistent with natural coefficients in the EFT expansion. It
could be related to the large Coriolis coupling associated with
high j orbitals for the fermion. 239Pu and 235U are large nuclei
and we expect the intrinsic wave functions for both nuclei to
have sizable intrinsic angular momentum for the last nucleon.
High j orbitals also cause the size of the corrections for the
5/2 and 7/2 bands to be larger than expected for the two
nuclei where we considered multiple bands. One interesting
observation in those nuclei is that we see similar sized correc-
tions for the bands with the same parity. This is consistent
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Figure 4. Order-by-order description of the ground-state rotational band in 169Er

(left panel) and 159Dy (right panel). The residuals, i.e. the absolute difference

between theory and data is shown as a function of angular momentum I (data points

connected by dashed lines). The full straight lines are proportional to Im with m as

indicated. Figures taken from arXiv:2011.01083 with permission from the authors, see

also (Alnamlah et al., 2021).
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versus angular momentum I (which is approximately the square root of the energy) for

various orders of the theory. Full lines show average trends. A significant reduction

in the residuals takes place at even orders (N2LO and N4LO in the figure), while the

energy staggering is reduced at odd orders (NLO and N3LO in the figure). Straight full

lines are proportional to Im with m as indicated. We see that the effective theory fulfills

a power counting. However, the power counting for effective Lagrangians is not simply

in powers of the angular velocity v, but rather – at a given order – one needs to include

all terms up to and including powers of v2.

Papenbrock and Weidenmüller (2020) derived the leading-order Lagrangian (67)

which included the total gauge potential (68), and applied it the odd mass nuclei 239Pu

and 187Os. The interest was in studying how the non-Abelian gauge potential (69)

couples band heads whose spins differed by one unit in angular momentum. Figure 5

shows the low-energy spectrum of 239Pu. Levels can be sorted into rotational bands

with band heads as indicated. Also visible is the separation of scale between the fermion

energy scale Ω and the smallest energy scale, ξ, that measures energy differences in a

rotational band.
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Figure 5. Levels of 239Pu at low energies, sorted in rotational bands. The fermion-

energy scale Ω separates band heads. The low-energy scale ξ (not shown) is the energy

difference between levels in a rotational band. Figure taken from arXiv:2005.11865

with permission from the authors, see also (Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020).

In their approach to 239Pu, Papenbrock and Weidenmüller (2020) focused on the

ground-state band. Then, the fermion degrees of freedom that enter are ψKq with

K = ±1/2 and parity q = +. Thus, only a single pair of fermion states in time-reversed

states |K = 1/2⟩ and |K⟩ ≡ |K = −1/2⟩ contribute.

The leading-order Hamiltonian can be written as

HLO = E1/2+ +
g2

2C0

(
K2 −K2

z′

)
+

1

2C0

(
I2 −K2

z′

)
+

g

C0

(I+1K−1 + I−1K+1) . (78)

Here, I±1 are spherical components of the total angular momentum (73) in the body-

fixed system, and Kµ are the spherical components of the spin operator in the body-fixed
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system and act on the fermion states. The resulting energy spectrum is

ELO(I,K) = E|K| + A0

[
I(I + 1) −K2

]
+ a1/2(−1)I+1/2

(
I +

1

2

)
δ
1/2
K , (79)

where A0 ≡ (2C0)
−1 and a1/2 ≡ gC−1

0 ⟨1/2|K+1|1/2⟩. The last term in (79), known as

signature splitting, accounts for the energy staggering in K = 1/2 bands. Results are

shown in figure 6. The results “EFT @ LO” were obtained from adjusting A0 and a1/2
to 239Pu; here E1/2+ is fixed such that the spectrum starts at zero energy. Uncertainty

estimates (shown as blue bands) reflect estimated contributions from terms beyond the

Lagrangian (67).
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Figure 6. Spectrum of the ground-state band of 239Pu computed with the effective

theory at leading order “EFT @LO” and compared to experimental data. The blue

areas are uncertainty estimates based on neglected higher orders. Figure adapted

from (Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020).

The nucleus 187Os exhibits two low-lying rotational bands whose band heads are

close in energy and differ by one unit of angular momentum. This is shown in the

center of figure 7. The non-Abelian gauge potential (69) will couple these bands. The

simultaneous description of two low-lying bands is achieved through the diagonalization

of the matrix spanned by the nucleon states |K⟩ and |K + 1⟩ (and their time reversed

partners) using K = 1/2. The resulting spectrum can be expressed in terms of the
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energies (79) as

ELO(I,K,K + 1) =
1

2
[ELO(I,K) + ELO(I,K + 1)]

±1

2

{
[ELO(I,K) − ELO(I,K + 1)]2 + g̃2[I(I + 1) −K(K + 1)]

}1/2

.

(80)

Here g̃ ≡ 2gC−1
0 ⟨K|K−1|K + 1⟩, and the sign of the second term is chosen to obtain the

energies of the corresponding bandheads when g = 0. Due to the mixing, the angular

momentum projection onto the rotor’s symmetry axis is no longer a good quantum

number. This implies a triaxial deformation of the nucleon-rotor system. Figure 7

compares the theoretical results (red levels, labeled “EFT”) to experimental data. OneT. PAPENBROCK AND H. A. WEIDENMÜLLER PHYSICAL REVIEW C 102, 044324 (2020)

FIG. 5. Levels of the two lowest-lying rotational bands in 187Os, with spin/parity and energy as indicated. Center (black): Data. Left (blue):
Results obtained by fitting energies of both bands but neglecting the Coriolis coupling. Right (red): EFT fits with predictions at leading plus
next-to-leading order. The relative EFT uncertainties (not shown) are about 2ξ 2/"2 ≈ 7%.

and g̃ in Eq. (69) simultaneously to the lowest three states
of both bands. Given the same number (five) of low-energy
constants, the improved accuracy obtained in the second fit
shows the need to include the Coriolis coupling. Comparing
the results to the data we infer that relative EFT uncertainties
are about 2ξ 2/"2 ≈ 7%. Figure 6 shows the energy differ-
ences between theory and data for both bands using EFT
(blue) and neglecting the coupling between the bands (black).
We see that the approach that neglects the coupling between
the bands loses accuracy as soon as one considers states that
were not fitted.

VI. SUMMARY

We have developed an effective field theory for de-
formed odd-mass nuclei. In this approach, the odd nucleon
experiences an axially symmetric potential in the body-fixed

FIG. 6. Energy differences between theory and data for the two
lowest-lying rotational bands in 187Os as a function of spin/parity.
Results obtained by fitting energies of both bands but neglecting the
Coriolis coupling are shown in black, and EFT results are shown
in blue. Circles and squares mark the rotational states on top of the
Iπ = 1/2− and 3/2− bandheads, respectively.

frame of the even-even deformed nucleus (a rotor). The power
counting is based on the separation of scales between low-
lying rotational degrees of freedom on the one hand and both
higher-lying nucleonic excitations and intrinsic excitations of
the even-even nucleus, on the other. In leading order, the
nucleon is coupled to the rotor via gauge potentials. Actually,
the non-Abelian gauge potential is a truly first-order term only
for K = 1/2 bandheads or when bandheads with K quantum
numbers that differ by one unit of angular momentum are
close in energy. In the latter case, the gauge potential induces
triaxiality. That was shown by applying the EFT to 187Os. We
have shown how subleading contributions can be constructed
systematically, and how these may be used to improve the
spectrum and/or to estimate theoretical uncertainties. The
EFT developed in this paper presents a model-independent
approach to the particle-rotor system that is capable of sys-
tematic improvement.
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APPENDIX A: OVERVIEW

Appendix B presents details regarding transformation
properties under rotations. In Appendix C we derive the ex-
pression for the covariant derivative. Appendix D presents a
more formal derivation of these properties based on the coset
approach. In Appendix E we discuss gauge potentials and
gauge transformations. Appendix F presents details regarding
the derivation of the spectrum and subleading corrections.

044324-12

Figure 7. Lowest negative parity bands in 187Os shown in black at the center. The

independent description of each band (blue lines) disagrees with data (black lines).

Results allowing band mixing due to the leading Coriolis term (red lines) consistently

describe the spectrum. Figure taken from arXiv:2005.11865 with permission from the

authors, see also (Papenbrock and Weidenmüller, 2020).

might also attempt an independent description of both bands, using the energies (79).

The results, show as blue levels with the label “no coupling,” deviate immediately from

data above the lowest three and two levels that were adjusted to data in the bands based

on the spins 1/2− and 3/2−, respectively.

6.2. Bayesian analysis of the effective theory

The results reviewed in the previous section were obtained by adjusting low-energy

constants to data from the lowest states in the band (or bands) of interest. Such an

approach runs the risk of fine-tuning these parameters. Alnamlah et al. (2022) used

Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling to produce joint posterior distributions of the low

energy constants and other parameters encoding the systematic expansion of predicted

energies for K = 1/2 bands. This allowed them to study how the values of low-energy

constants change as the number of levels used for their extraction and/or the order of

the effective theory is increased.
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Uncertainty quantification is now standard for effective field theories and based

on the works (Schindler and Phillips, 2009; Cacciari and Houdeau, 2011; Furnstahl

et al., 2015; Bagnaschi et al., 2015; Wesolowski et al., 2016, 2019, 2021). One uses

Bayes’ theorem to derive the joint posterior distribution of low-energy constants ak and

parameters Ib, c̄even,odd given the data yexp and assumptions P ∗ as

pr (ak, Ib, c̄even, c̄odd|yexp, P
∗) ∝ pr (yexp|ak, Ib, c̄even, c̄odd, P ∗)

× pr (ak|Ib, c̄even, c̄odd, P ∗)

× pr (Ib|c̄even, c̄odd, P ∗)

× pr (c̄even|P ∗) pr (c̄odd|P ∗) .

(81)

Here the vector ak contains the low-energy constants at order k, Ib is the breakdown

spin (i.e. the high spin at which the effective theory breaks down), and c̄even,odd are

the characteristic sizes of low-energy constants entering at even and odd orders of

equation (77), respectively. The vector yexp contains the data about energy levels, and

P ∗ is any information one has about the model. The posterior predictive distribution of

any low-energy constant or parameter can be obtained from the joint posterior (81) via

marginalization, i.e. by integrating over all other low-energy constants and parameters.

The posterior predictive distribution of any observable O can be written as

pr (O|yexp, P
∗) =

∫
dθkδ (O −O(θk)) pr (θk|yexp, P

∗) . (82)

Here θk collectively represents the low-energy constants and parameters describing the

observable at order k.

The first function in the right-hand side of equation (81) is the likelihood of the

data given the low-energy-constants and parameters entering their description at order

k. It is from a sum Σ = Σexp + Σtheo of an experimental and a theoretical covariance

matrix. The latter is written as Σk ≡ δyk ⊗ δyk and contains the uncertainties in

predicted energies due to the truncation of the effective theory at order k. It estimates

omitted terms from the orders k + 1 to a maximum order kmax as

(δyk)i ≡ A0

kmax∑

l=k+1

c̄l
Pl(Ii)

I l−1
b

. (83)

Here, Pl(I) is a power of I(I + 1) and (I + 1/2)I(I + 1) for even and odd contributions,

respectively. The form of this expansion is based on generalizing equation (77) to higher

orders and – via the coefficients cl and the breakdown spin Ib – implements the power

counting of the effective theory. The experimental covariance matrix is assumed to be

diagonal in terms of the experimental errors δyexp

pr (yexp|θk, P ∗) =

√
1

(2π)m|Σ| exp

(
−1

2
rTΣ−1r

)
. (84)



CONTENTS 35

Here, m is the number of observables entering the analysis and r ≡ yexp − yk is the

residual.

The second factor in equation (81) is the prior distribution of the low-energy

constants given the parameters encoding the systematic expansion of the effective theory.

Alnamlah et al. (2022) assumed Gaussian priors with zero mean and standard deviation

σn = A0c̄lW
n−1 for all low-energy constants except EK , for which they allowed a larger

one (as its size is not determined by the power counting). This allowed them to write

the prior for the low-energy constants as

pr (ak|W, c̄even, c̄odd, P ∗) =
1√
2πĒ

exp

(
− E2

K

2Ē2

) k∏

n=1

1√
2πσn

exp

(
−(ak)

2
n

2σ2
n

)
. (85)

Assuming a flat prior distribution between zero and a maximum Wcut for the inverse

breakdown spin, and low-energy constants drawn from independent scaled-inverse-χ2

priors allowed them to extract low-energy constants. This line of arguments shows that

the Bayesian approach allows one state and to quantify one’s assumptions and (via

marginalization) arrive at posterior predictive distributions.

Figure 8. Posterior predictive distributions for low-energy constants describing

K = 1/2 bands. The posterior predictive distributions for a1/2 describing the ground-

state band in 169Er (left) were constructed at multiple orders, increasing the number

of data points while fixing kmax. Those for b1/2 describing the ground-state band in
239Pu were constructed at fix order while increasing both the number of data points

and kmax. Figures adapted from (Alnamlah et al., 2022).

Results are shown in figure 8. The left panel shows 68% degree-of-belief intervals for

the low-energy constant a1/2 of equation (77) describing the nucleus 169Er as a function

of the maximum spin Imax used in the analysis. The different vertical present different

orders of the effective theory and levels were included up to Imax while fixing kmax = 10

in equation (83).

The right panel of the figure shows similar intervals from posterior distributions

for the low-energy constant b1/2 describing the ground-state band in 239Pu. Here the

order of the effective theory was kept fixed (at N4LO) while increasing the maximum

power kmax of omitted terms in the theoretical uncertainty. These results indicated that
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considering multiple omitted contributions in the approximation for the theoretical error

(i.e. a sufficiently high kmax is required for the stable extraction of low-energy constants.

7. Electromagnetic transitions

The effective theories described in previous sections recover the expressions for the

energy spectra predicted by well-known collective models. While such models describe

electromagnetic transitions between states in the same rotational band properly, they

often struggle to accurately describe the much weaker transitions between states

belonging to different bands.

It is easy to see why in-band transitions are strong and inter-band transitions are

weak: The theory of the deformed quadrupole oscillator (Bohr and Mottelson, 1975)

yielded rotational excitations on top of vibrational band heads. In-band transitions

naturally are large (because a quadrupole operator has an order-one matrix element

between spherical harmonics that differ by two units of angular momentum). In contrast,

inter-band transition vanish in leading order because they connect states that differ in

their number of vibrational quanta. Only higher-order terms mix different vibrational

states (see Section 5.1) and can thereby yield finite transition matrix elements. The

approach via effective field theory (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015b) revealed that

the transition operator also has a systematic expansion. This makes it possible to

accurately describe the faint inter-band transitions – although at the expense of an

additional low-energy constant.

7.1. In-band electric quadrupole transitions

Coello Pérez and Papenbrock (2015b) computed electric quadrupole transitions in

deformed nuclei with the framework of an effective theory. They used both minimal

coupling and operators involving the electric field to arrive at their results. In an effective

theory one needs to write down all operators that involve electromagnetic couplings and

apply an ordering scheme, i.e. the power counting, to them. Minimal coupling alone

does not provide one with an unambiguous approach (Jenkins et al., 2013).

The systematic construction (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015b) of the

interaction between the rotor and the electromagnetic field started by requiring

invariance under local gauge transformations of the rotor wave function

Ψ(ϕ, θ) → eiqλ(ϕ,θ)Ψ(ϕ, θ) . (86)

Here q is the effective charge. Gauge invariance is achieved by minimal coupling

−i∇Ω → −i∇Ω − qA where A(Ω) = ∇Ωλ(Ω) is the vector potential representing

the photon. (The angular derivative ∇Ω was defined in equation (5). In the rotor

Hamiltonian (19) one then employs

I → I− qer ×A(Ω) . (87)
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Inserting this into the leading-order Hamiltonian (19) of the rotor then generates the

leading electromagnetic coupling as

HA
LO = − q

2C0

[(I · (er ×A) + (er ×A) · I]

= − i
q

2
[HLO,A · er] − i

q

2
(A ·HLOer − er ·HLOA) . (88)

Here, the last line casts this interaction into a form that is attractive for the computation

of transition matrix elements. Taking A as a plane wave with amplitude |A|,
polarization ez, and momentum k = kex then yields the quadrupole component

A(2) = |A|ezkr cos θ sinϕ. When employed into (88) one finds

H
A(2)
LO = − i

q

2

[
HLO,A

(2) · er
]

(89)

with YIM ≡ YIM(θ, ϕ) a spherical harmonic. The corresponding transition matrix

elements

MLO(E2, i→ f) = −iqw
2

⟨f |A(2) · er|i⟩ , (90)

depend on the energy difference

ω ≡ ELO(If ) − ELO(Ii) (91)

between the states. The matrix element is calculated by integrating products of spherical

harmonics over the unit sphere.

Gauging the next-to-leading contribution to the Hamiltonian (28) yields the

interaction term

HA
NLO = 2g2C0

(
I2HA

LO +HA
LOI

2
)
, (92)

where the low-energy constant g2 must be adjusted to data. The corresponding

correction to the transition matrix elements

MNLO(E2, i→ f) = 2g2C0 [If (If + 1) + Ii(Ii + 1)]MLO (93)

is thus expected to be ε2 times smaller than the leading contribution.

Besides the minimal couplings, the effective theory must also consider nonminimal

couplings. The simplest of these is

HE
LO = qd0E · er . (94)

For the electric field corresponding to the plane wave vector potential, E = iωA, this

coupling yields a contribution to the transition matrix elements equivalent to that from

the leading minimal coupling, and is thus accounted for when fitting the effective charge

or quadrupole moment of the rotor. The nonminimal couplings entering at next-to-

leading order are

HE
NLO = −qd1

2

(
I2E · er + E · erI2

)
− qd2

2

(
E · I2er + er · I2E

)
. (95)
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At next-to-leading order the E2 strength for in-band transitions from initial spin

Ii to fianl spin If is

BNLO(E2, i→ f) = aQ2
0

(
C
If0
Ii020

)2 [
1 +

b

a
Ii(Ii − 1)

]
. (96)

Here Q0 is the effective quadrupole moment, and we used the short hands a ≡
1 + 4g2C0 + 2d1 and b = 4g2C0 + 2d1 + 2d2. This result, of course, is well known

(Bohr and Mottelson, 1975). For plots of results it is profitable to remove the Clebsch-

Gordan coefficient (because it simply is a geometric factor), and instead look at the

squared E2 transition moment

Q2(E2, i→ f) =
B(E2, i→ f)
(
C
If0
Ii020

)2 . (97)

In leading order, Q2 = Q2
0 and smaller angular-momentum dependent corrections arise

at next-to-leading order. Figure 9 shows the normalized squared E2 transition moments

for decays in 166Er (left) and 152Sm (right). The nucleus 166Er is a textbook example ofE. A. COELLO PÉREZ AND T. PAPENBROCK PHYSICAL REVIEW C 92, 014323 (2015)

FIG. 3. (Color online) Quadrupole decays within the ground-
state band of 236U for initial spin Ii . Experimental data [68] with
error bars compared to LO calculations of the effective theory (red line
with corresponding uncertainty). Estimated theoretical uncertainties
are shown as bands.

The last column of Table I lists the NLO values for the
LECs that enter the quadrupole transition function for the
homonuclear molecules. Their values are consistent with the
NLO correction C2/C3

0 obtained from the rotational energy
spectrum.

D. Rotational nuclei

Axially symmetric deformed nuclei possess positive R
parity, and only states with even angular momentum I are
allowed in the ground-state band.

The energy spectra of many nuclei in the actinide region
makes them good candidates to test the effective theory.
Figure 3 shows the quadrupole transition strengths for decays
within the ground band of 236U and compares them to the
experimental data from [68]. The results from our LO calcula-
tions are in good agreement with these data. Unfortunately, the
experimental uncertainties are so large that a χ2 < 1 per datum
is already achieved for zero theoretical uncertainties, i.e., for
αLO = 0. The shown theoretical uncertainties are obtained by
setting αLO = 1 for a natural-size estimate. Data of higher
precision would be necessary to probe the theory at NLO.

Many rare-earth nuclei are well deformed, and it is
interesting to confront the effective theory with data. Figure 4
shows the results for the well-studied nuclei 166Er [71,72]
and 162Dy [73,74]. For 166Er, a reduced χ2 < 1 is achieved
for zero theoretical uncertainties (see Table II). Same as with
236U, the displayed theoretical uncertainties for this nucleus
employ αLO = 1 as a natural-size estimate. For 162Dy, the data
are consistent with the rigid-rotor result and the error estimates
from the effective theory are natural in size. The first deviation
only occurs at higher spin, where the experimental uncertainty
is increased.

Results for the well-deformed nuclei 174Yb [75],
168Er [71,76–78], and 154Sm are shown in Fig. 5. One of the
best rigid-rotor candidates in the rare-earth region is 174Yb
owing to its small ratio of ξ/ω. Indeed, the breakdown spin

FIG. 4. (Color online) Experimental data (black points with error
bars) for decays within the ground band of 166Er (top) [69] and 162Dy
(bottom) [70] for initial spin Ii are compared to LO results (red line
with corresponding uncertainty band) of the effective theory. The data
is consistent with the constant LO value of the effective theory and
as expected for a rigid rotor.

is conservatively estimated as ω/ξ ≈ 19 from the onset of
vibrations and as

√
C3

0/C2 ≈ 31 from the NLO fit to the
spectrum (see Table I). The LO results for this nucleus and
our uncertainty estimates are consistent with the experimental
data [75]. We note that the data points for the 4+

g → 2+
g and

the 8+
g → 6+

g transitions are below and above the rigid-rotor
result Q = Q0. Within the effective theory, such an oscillatory
pattern could only be understood if the breakdown scale were
already around spin I ≈ 6, and this is significantly smaller than
expected from the ratios ω/ξ or

√
C3

0/C2 (see Table I). Thus,
higher precision data, particularly for the 6+

g → 4+
g transition,

would be desirable for this nucleus.
For 168Er the 6+

g → 4+
g transition is significantly away from

the theoretical prediction, and the data exhibit an oscillatory
pattern around the rigid-rotor result. This pattern deviates
clearly from the effective theory’s expectation of a deviation
quadratic in initial spin Ii from the rigid-rotor behavior. Within
the effective theory, such a behavior could only be understood
if the breakdown scale were around the energy of the 6+

g state,
which is unexpectedly low in energy. The relatively large value

014323-10
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Experimental data (black data points with error bars) for decays within the ground band of 188Os (top left) [81],
154Gd (top right) [17], 152Sm (bottom left) [14], and 150Nd (bottom right) [16] are compared against LO (red line and corresponding uncertainty
band) and NLO (blue dashed line with corresponding uncertainty band) calculations of the effective theory. At NLO, the quadratic deviation
(in spin Ii) from the LO rigid-rotor result is described well by the effective theory.

Finally, we turn to 150Nd (bottom right panel of Fig. 6). This
nucleus is a nonrigid rotor and well described by the LO and
NLO effective theory. The relatively precise value at Ii = 10
deviates from the quadratic deviation expected for a nonrigid
rotor but is also in the vicinity of the breakdown scale of the
effective theory. Note that the NLO uncertainty band exceeds
the LO uncertainty for Ii = 10, and this is consistent with the
the estimate

√
C3

0/C2 ≈ 7 for the breakdown spin obtained
from the fit of the spectrum; see Table I.

In summary, the effective theory describes the transitional
nuclei rather well. In particular, the quadratic trend (in Ii)
predicted as the NLO correction of the effective theory is
demonstrated convincingly. Theoretical uncertainty estimates
are consistent as one goes from LO to NLO, and they agree
with the precision of the available data. Further progress, e.g.,
the identification of next-to-next-to-leading-order (NNLO)
corrections, would require even more precise data. The existing
data suggest that more precise measurements (and possibly the
extension to higher spins) could be particularly profitable for
154Gd and 152Sm.

The successful application of the effective theory to the
transitional nuclei casts further doubts onto the oscillatory

patterns in the experimental data for the rotational 174Yb and
168Er; see Fig. 4. As the breakdown scale for rotational nuclei
considerably exceeds that for transitional nuclei, one would
expect that the effective theory applies even more to the former.
This is additional motivation to remeasure more precisely some
of the critical transitions in well-deformed nuclei.

As we have seen, the effective theory allows us to rederive
some of the well-known results for deformed nuclei [4],
starting from symmetry principles alone. New elements are the
identification of a breakdown scale and its employment in a
power counting and in estimates for theoretical uncertainties.
In contrast to the phenomenological models—which can be
accurate—the effective theory also delivers precision because
it can be improved systematically. It is also encouraging that
well-deformed and transitional nuclei are described on the
same footing, without resorting to more special models [13]
for the latter. For the results presented in this section, the
predictive power of the effective theory equals the traditional
approaches [4]. At LO, one LEC is used to describe the spec-
trum, and one describes the quadrupole transition strengths. At
NLO, one additional LEC enters the spectrum and one enters
the transitions.

014323-12

Figure 9. Normalized squared E2 transition moments for decays in 166Er (left panel)

and 152Sm (right panel). The expansion parameter ε ∼ 1/22 in 166Er yields a consistent

description of the moments at leading order within uncertainty estimates (red shaded

area). For the transitional nucleus 152Sm, next-to-leading corrections (shown as a

blue line with blue uncertainty estimates) are required to describe the moments up to

Ii = 10. The energy of this state is taken as the breakdown scale of the theory. Figures

taken from arXiv:1502.04405 with permission from the authors, see also (Coello Pérez

and Papenbrock, 2015b).

a rigid rotor, and the experimental moments (black circles) are close to the leading-

order approximation (red line). Uncertainties estimates reflect the size of omitted

contributions. The moments for the transitional nucleus 152Sm exhibit visible deviations

from the constant behavior. These are accounted for at next-to-leading order (blue line)

up to Ii = 10 at which the leading and next-to-leading uncertainties (red and blue

shaded areas) are comparable, signaling the breaking point of the theory.



CONTENTS 39

7.2. Electric quadrupole transitions between bands

The leading-order spectra resembling a rigid rotor get modified by higher-order

contributions to the Lagrangian that include more than two powers of the velocity

v. The terms relevant for out discussion were presented in section 5.1 and are contained

in the Lagrangian (46) at next-to-next-to-leading order. These yield the contribution

HN2LO = − 1

2C2
0

(
Cβφ0p

2
Ωγ + Cγφ2p

T
ΩγΓpΩγ

)
(98)

to the Hamiltonian. Here,

Γ ≡
(

cos 2γ sin 2γ

sin 2γ − cos 2γ

)
, (99)

corrects the spectra at second-order in perturbation theory. Here, Cβ and Cγ are

expected to scale as ξ−1/2.

Coupling to electromagnetic fields then yields the contribution to the Hamiltonian

HA
N2LO = i

qCβ
2C2

0

φ0 (A · pΩγ + pΩγ ·A) + i
qCγ
2C2

0

φ2

(
ATΓpΩγ + pT

ΩγΓA
)
. (100)

The leading E2 strengths for transitions from a state with spin Ii in the excited β and

γ band to a state with spin If in the ground-state band are

B(E2, Ii → If ) =
(2K + 1)C2

β,γ

2C2
0ωK

Q2
0

(
C
If0
IiK2−K

)2
(101)

for K = 0 and 2, respectively. The corresponding squared E2 transition moment is

Q2(E2, Ii, Ki → If ) = B(E2, Ii → If )/
(
C
If0
IiKi2−Ki

)2
. (102)

It depends on the effective quadrupole moment Q0 that was adjusted to the in-band

transitions, and the low-energy constants Cβ and Cγ. In principle, one can adjust these

two unknowns to spectra. However, as there are other terms that enter at that order,

it is simpler to adjust Cβ and Cγ to a single inter-band transition from the respective

band. Then the theory predicts other inter-band transitions. The result is that the

effective theory describes inter-band transitions much more accurately than traditional

collective models. This is shown in figure 10 for E2 transition strengths in 152Sm.

We note that the values Cβ = 0.091 keV−1/2 and Cγ = 0.127 keV−1/2 were adjusted

to the transitions from the 2+ states in the β and γ bands, respectively, to the 2+ state

in the ground-state band. They are of natural size, i.e. of order ξ−1/2 = 0.110 keV−1/2.

While the Bohr model also predicts that the inter-band transitions are much smaller

than the in-band transitions, it fails to accurately predict their magnitude. The effective

theory in contrast, also expands the transition operator and thereby is able to deliver

precision and accuracy.
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Figure 10. Electric quadrupole transition moments for 154Sm. Transition moments

for decays within the ground state band are shown in black. Moments describing

decays from the β and γ bands are shown in blue and orange, respectively. In contrast

to the adiabatic Bohr Hamiltonian (BH, dashed lines), the effective theory (solid lines)

consistently describes experimental inter-band transition moments (circles) within

estimated uncertainties (shaded bands). This improvement comes at the expense of

an additional low-energy constant for each band.

8. Triaxial deformation

Triaxial deformation is an evergreen in nuclear structure physics. When Davydov and

Filippov (1958) proposed the triaxial rotor model most deformed nuclei were thought to

be axially symmetric in their ground states. The more recent computations of binding

energies within a triaxially deformed finite droplet model confirmed this result (Möller

et al., 2006): There are only a few smaller regions on the nuclear chart that exhibit static

triaxial deformation, and the corresponding gain in binding energy is small, ranging

from tens to hundreds of keV. This is in contrast to triaxial deformation in excited

states which is much more abundant (Frauendorf and Jie Meng, 1997; Frauendorf,

2001). The challenge in identifying triaxial deformation in nuclear ground states is as

follows. Relying only on spectral signatures, such as a low-lying Kπ = 2+ band, can be

misleading because that can also be accommodated in nuclei with axial symmetry (Bohr

and Mottelson, 1975). Stronger evidence comes from observations of a large number of

gamma-ray transitions and use of the Kumar Cline sum rules (Kumar, 1972; Cline,

1986). In recent years, increased gamma-ray tracking capabilities made it possible to

better study triaxial deformation, and that has led to a renewed interest, see (Doherty

et al., 2017; Ayangeakaa et al., 2019) for examples.

In this Section we review effective theories that deal with triaxial deformation (Chen

et al., 2017, 2018; Chen et al., 2020). The orientation of a potato is determined by three

Euler angles that specify the body-fixed coordinate system, and the effective theory
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exhibits both richer and simpler aspects than in the axially symmetric case. As we will

see, the number of low-energy coefficients increases significantly but the theory becomes

simpler because there is no covariant derivative. Within the collective model by Bohr

and Mottelson, triaxial deformation is usually associated with a corresponding body-

fixed potential that depends on β and γ degrees of freedom (Fortunato, 2005). However,

the situation is more complicated and interesting. Coriolis forces (or gauge potentials)

induce deviations from axial symmetry. That is emphasized in the following section 8.1.

After that clarification we review effective theories of static triaxial deformation in

section 8.2.

8.1. Breaking of axial symmetry through gauge potentials or Coriolis forces

Axial symmetry implies that the angular momentum projection K onto the body-fixed

symmetry axis is a conserved quantity. The gauge potentials or Coriolis forces we

reviewed in section 6 clearly mix K quantum numbers. The simplest example is an

odd-mass nucleus with a |K| = 1/2 ground-state rotational band. Here, the eigenstates

are superpositions of K = ±1/2 states and axial symmetry is clearly broken: The

angular momentum projection onto the symmetry axis is not any more conserved but

only its magnitude. Similarly, in odd-mass nuclei Coriolis forces can mix low-lying bands

whose K quantum numbers differ by one unit (Stephens, 1975). Again, this also breaks

axial symmetry. Similar statements apply to odd-odd nuclei (Jain et al., 1989, 1998).

Higher-order Coriolis forces could also mix bands that differ by more than one unit in K

quantum numbers. However such forces are expected to be small (based on the power

counting for axially deformed nuclei). Thus, Coriolis forces are not strong enough to

explain deviations from axial symmetries in even-even nuclei.

8.2. Static triaxial deformation

The effective theory has been derived for triaxially deformed nuclei in the papers (Chen

et al., 2017, 2018; Chen et al., 2020). In this case one deals with the complete breaking

of SO(3) symmetry and the coset space then becomes SO(3). This space is naturally

parameterized by three Euler angles, and the effective theory can be constructed using

the coset approach (Chen et al., 2017). We briefly sketch that derivation in what follows.

The time-dependent Euler angles (α, β, γ) parameterize the rotation operator

R(α, β, γ) = e−iαJze−iβJye−iγJz , (103)

and one computes the expression

R−1∂tR = axJx + ayJy + azJz (104)

via the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff expansion. This defines functions

ax = −α̇ sin β cos γ + β̇ sin γ ,

ay = α̇ sin β sin γ + β̇ cos γ

az = α̇ cos β + γ̇ .

(105)
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These expressions are the building blocks for the effective theory. As the Euler angles

define the co-rotating, body-fixed coordinate system these building blocks are invariant

under rotations. The leading-order Lagrangian becomes

LLO =
1

2

(
J1a

2
x + J2a

2
y + J3a

2
z

)
. (106)

Here, Ji with i = 1, 2, 3 are low-energy constants and have to be adjusted to data. Note

that no mixed terms (such as axay appear because one works with in a coordinate system

spanned by the the principal axes. A Legendre transform yields the Hamiltonian. As

in the axially symmetric case, one introduces the angular momentum and rewrites the

Hamiltonian in terms of it. This yields

HLO =
I1

2J1

+
I2

2J2

+
I3

2J3

. (107)

This is the Hamiltonian of the asymmetric rotor model (Davydov and Filippov, 1958;

Wood et al., 2004). One sees that the asymmetric rotor depends on three low-energy

constants (instead of one for the axially symmetric case).

Chen et al. (2017) also discussed some subleading corrections by including a4k terms

(k = x, y, z); however, this is not a complete next-to-leading-order calculation as mixed

terms such as a2xa
2
y or a2xayaz (and many other combinations) can also enter. The reason

such terms might appear is as follows: Higher orders implicitly include effects from

neglected degrees of freedom that are active beyond the cutoff scale. This introduces

non-rigid rotation, and might perturb the principal axes. We see that an effective theory

for triaxial rotation involves a larger number of low-energy constants than in the axially

symmetric case.

Chen et al. (2018) added vibrational degrees of freedom to the triaxial rotor.

The effective Hamiltonian is quite general and also contains the familiar collective

model (Bohr and Mottelson, 1975). At leading order there are 12 low-energy constants

that need to be adjusted to data. Figure 11 shows how three rotational bands

in 108,110,112Ru are described by the effective theory. A hallmark of static triaxial

deformation is that the 2+
2 and the 4+

1 states are close in energy.

We finally remark that one could also have followed a more geometric approach.

For a tri-axially deformed object, an orthogonal basis is spanned by the eigenvectors of

the tensor of the moment of inertia. Using Euler angles (α, β, γ) the eigenvectors are

the basis vectors

e1(α, β, γ) ≡ +eθ(α, β) cos γ + eϕ(α, β) sin γ ,

e2(α, β, γ) ≡ −eθ(α, β) sin γ + eϕ(α, β) cos γ ,

e3(α, β, γ) ≡ er(α, β) .

(108)

We note that for γ = 0, this dreibein becomes the body-fixed coordinate system for

axially symmetric nuclei. Indeed, γ describes rotations around the axis er (which were

not allowed for an axially symmetric nucleus).
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Figure 11. Energies of states belonging to three low-lying rotational bands in

ruthenium isotopes, shown as a function of spin. The full points show data used

in adjusting the low-energy constants of the effective theory. The green lines are

predictions and can be compared to the hollow data points. Figure taken from

arXiv:1707.04353 with permission from the authors, see also (Chen et al., 2018).

9. Pairing rotations

Nuclei are BCS superconductors except in the rare cases of doubly-magic nuclei where

both, protons and neutrons, fully occupy a shell (Bohr et al., 1958; Migdal, 1959;

Brink and Broglia, 2005). Semi-magic nuclei (where either protons or neutrons fully

occupy a shell) consist of one superfluid; other open-shell nuclei exhibit two interacting

superfluids. A BCS superconductor breaks particle number and a corresponding U(1)

phase symmetry in its mean field. This allows one to construct effective Lagrangians for

such systems. The resulting collective excitations are known as pairing rotations (Broglia

et al., 1968; Bohr, 1969), and they connect the binding energies of nuclei that differ

by pairs of nucleons. This Section describes the simple physics of these systems and

summarizes some of the results of reference (Papenbrock, 2022).

We build on the example of a semimagic nucleus discussed in section 2.2. The

mean field state, i.e. the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov state, breaks the global U(1) gauge

symmetry of the neutron number. Similar comments apply to ab initio computations

that start from such a reference state (but fail to restore the broken symmetry). So,

G = U(1), the subgroup of the preserved symmetry is (only) the identity, S = I, and the

coset G/S ∼ U(1). This is the unit circle in the complex plane and it is parameterized

by the gauge angle α.

The elements of the coset are the global gauge transformations (10). In analogy to

the case of deformed nuclei in section 4.4, the relevant quantity for the construction of

effective Lagrangians results from computing

g−1(α)∂tg(α) = −iα̇N̂ . (109)

Thus, effective Lagrangians are functions containing α̇. The simplest Lagrangian is

L =
a

2
α̇2 + n0α̇ . (110)
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Here, a and n0 are low-energy constants. As g(β)g(α) = g(α + β), under a gauge

transformation by the angle β, we see that α → α + β, and this is indeed a nonlinear

realization of the U(1) symmetry. As α is a cyclic variable, the canonical momentum

(i.e the number of pairs)

pα ≡=
∂L

∂α̇
(111)

is a conserved quantity. The Hamiltonian is

H =
(pα − n0)

2

2a
(112)

We quantize pα = −i∂α. Thus, the eigenfunctions of the Hamiltonian (112) are the

wave functions

ψn(α) =
1√
2π
eiαn (113)

with integer n. The corresponding energies are

εn =
(n− n0)

2

2a
, (114)

and they describe a pairing rotational band. Here, the low-energy constant a is the

pairing rotational moment of inertia. The size of 1/(2a) ranges from about 1 MeV in

N = 82 isotones to 0.4 MeV in tin isotopes to 0.2 MeV in lead nuclei (Papenbrock,

2022).

The theory describes the ground-state energies of semi-magic even-even nuclei (i.e.

isotopes of tin and lead or the isotones with neutron number N = 82). It also applies

to odd semi-magic nuclei provided one focuses on states with the same spin. The

breakdown scale is set by the maximum number of pairs within such a chain of isotopes

or isotones, because superfluidity breaks down in doubly-magic nuclei. This can be

translated into an energy scale based on equation (114). Examples of pairing rotational

bands are shown in figure 12 for the N = 82 isotones. Here, ε denotes the quadratic

term when expanding energies of lowest-lying states with spin and parity Jπ = 0+, 5/2+

and 7/2+ around a nucleus with N = 82 and Z = Z0. Data is described accurately

within theoretical uncertainty estimates.

The effective theory was also extended to the case of two interacting superfluids,

as is appropriate for open-shell nuclei (Papenbrock, 2022). This introduces two gauge

angles, one for protons and one for neutrons, as the dynamical degrees of freedom.

The leading-order Lagrangian is a quadratic form in the angular velocities. One then

finds that the pairing-rotational bands (parabolas) in semi-magic nuclei are replaced by

pairing elliptical paraboloids. The effective theory accurately describes data for doubly-

open shell nuclei. We note that pairing rotational moments of inertia were also studied

in Hartree-Fock Bogoliubov computations (Hinohara, 2015; Hinohara and Nazarewicz,

2016; Hinohara, 2018).

Of course, any more microscopic models of nuclear superfluidity will yield pairing

rotational bands. However, the derivation (or computation) of such bands is more
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Figure 12. Pairing rotational bands, i.e. the quadratic term when expanding energies

in terms of powers of proton pairs away from a reference nucleus, in odd (blue squares)

and even (red circles) N = 82 isotones. The two bands connecting Jπ = 5/2+ and 7/2+

states, respectively, in odd nuclei use Pr (Z = 59) as the reference nucleus. The band

connecting ground-states of even nuclei uses Nd (Z = 60) as the reference nucleus.

Data are shown as black crosses. In each band, the central three points are adjusted

to data. Bands are shifted by multiples of 5 MeV. Figure taken from arXiv:2202.13146

with permission from the author, see also (Papenbrock, 2022).

complicated in those approaches than in the effective theory, see, e.g., (Bès et al., 1970;

Broglia et al., 1973, 2000; Potel et al., 2011, 2013, 2017). Thus, the potential appeal of

the effective theory lies in its clarity and simplicity.

10. Nuclear vibrations

The effective theories related to to emergent symmetry breaking are particularly simple

and attractive because the pattern of the symmetry breaking identifies the space of

the relevant degrees of freedom and also constrains their couplings to other degrees

of freedom. Most nuclear models, however, are based on linear realizations of the

symmetry, and one might wonder if not all successful models are in some sense leading-

order effective theories. In nuclei, there are also collective vibrations at low energies and

these are the lowest-lying excitations in nuclei near shell closures. In this section, we

review effective theories for nuclear vibrations.

The purpose for this endeavor is two-fold. Bohr (1952) already described the

low-lying excitations of nuclei in terms of vibrations and rotations of a liquid droplet,

parameterizing its surface in terms of quadrupole deformations. There have been long-

standing arguments if, or to what extend, such quadrupole oscillations are realized in

nuclei (Bès and Dussel, 1969; Garrett and Wood, 2010; Stuchbery and Wood, 2022). An

approach within an effective theory allows one to present predictions with quantified
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uncertainties. Thus, one can unambiguously address the question about quadrupole

vibrations (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015a). Second, the material reviewed in this

Section is relevant for computations of nuclear matrix elements that govern (neutrino-

less) double beta decay. Most candidate nuclei are nearly spherical, and the effective

theories ability to quantify uncertainties is a big boon. Those developments will be

reviewed in Section 11.

10.1. Even-even nuclei

A large number of even-even nuclei in the vicinity of the shell closures exhibit spectra

that at low energies resemble that of the harmonic quadrupole oscillator. The lowest

2+ excitation in these systems, characterized as a quadrupole vibration of the nuclear

surface by nuclear collective models (Bohr, 1952; Rowe, 2004; Rowe et al., 2009; Rowe

and Wood, 2010), is frequently followed by positive-parity states with spins I = 0, 2, 4

at energies close to that of a double quadrupole excitation. Although in some nuclei

states with I = 0, 2, 3, 4, 6 that could be identified as three-phonon excitations have

been observed, the appearance of states with octupole and/or single-particle character

at the corresponding energy level make it impossible to picture atomic nuclei as pure

quadrupole oscillators.

These observations suggest that quadrupole degrees of freedom capture the low-

energy physics of nuclear vibrations. The quadrupole creation and annihilation

operators, denoted by d†µ and dµ with µ ∈ {−2,−1, 0, 1, 2}, create and annihilate

quadrupole phonons and fulfill the commutation relations

[
dµ, d

†
ν

]
= δνµ. (115)

While the creation operators behave like the components of a rank-two tensor, the

annihilation operators do not and one defines the annihilation tensor as

d̃µ = (−1)µd−µ . (116)

The leading-order effective Hamiltonian is

ĤLO = ω
(
d† · d̃

)
= ωN̂, (117)

where the dot product is defined as usual for spherical tensors (Varshalovich et al.,

1988). The operator N̂ counts the number of phonons in a state, and ω is a low-energy

constant that must be adjusted to data. Eigenstates can be labeled in terms of the

number of phonons N , the SO(5) angular momentum analog v, the radial quantum

number ν, and the spin I and spin projection M (Rowe and Wood, 2010). The spectra

of the leading-order Hamiltonian consist of multiplets with energies

ELO(N) = Nω . (118)
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Deviations from this harmonic behavior arise from higher-order contributions to

the effective Hamiltonian. The power counting works as follow. At leading order the

the matrix element of as single quadrupole operator must scale as

⟨d⟩ ∼ N1/2 . (119)

One assumes that the theory breaks down at the Nb-phonon level, i.e., the breakdown

energy is Λb = Nbω. At the breakdown scale one cannot distinguish states with Nb ± 1

phonons. This then implies that Hamiltonian terms Cmd
m containing m powers of a

quadrupole operator have a low-energy constant Cm that scales as

Cm ∼ (ω/Λb)
m/2 . (120)

Thus, the small expansion parameter of the effective theory is ε = ω/Λb = N−1
b . Usually,

the breakdown of harmonic vibrations is at the three-phonon level and the expansion

parameter is only about 1/3.

The power counting suggests that the next-to-leading order Hamiltonian contains

operators consisting of three quadrupole fields. However, such operators are off-diagonal

and enter only via second-order perturbation theory. This then introduces operators

consisting of four quadruple fields as the next-to-leading order contribution and one has

ĤNLO = gNN̂
2 + gvΛ̂

2 + gI Î
2 . (121)

Here the operators N̂2, Λ̂2 and Î2 are defined as in (Rowe and Wood, 2010), and gN , gv
and gI are low-energy constants. The next-to-leading contribution to the energy is

ENLO(N, v, I) = gNN
2 + gvv(v + 3) + gII(I + 1) . (122)

10.2. Uncertainty quantification for even-even spectra

Coello Pérez and Papenbrock (2015a) presented computations with quantified

uncertainties and used Bayesian methods for that purpose. These tools are particularly

suited for effective theories where a power counting informs one about uncertainties

coming from a truncation at a given order (Schindler and Phillips, 2009; Cacciari and

Houdeau, 2011; Furnstahl et al., 2015; Bagnaschi et al., 2015). Making assumptions

about the distribution of low-energy constants one can then marginalize over the

parameters of such distribution functions and make quantitative predictions.

The power counting yields an expansion of any observable in terms of the small

expansion parameter ε. For energies of the quadrupole oscillator we have

E(N, v, ν, I,M) = ω
∑

i

ci(N, v, ν, I,M)εi. (123)

Here, the leading-order energy scale ω has been factored out and the coefficient functions

ci in equation (123) are dimensionless. For nuclear vibrations, for instance, one can easily
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relate them to the low-energy coefficients that define the leading-order and next-to-

leading-order energies (118) and (122), respectively. Any practical calculation truncates

the sum (123) at a finite i = k, and one is thus interested in the contributions from the

first M neglected terms (in units of ω)

∆
(M)
k =

k+M∑

i=k+1

ciε
i . (124)

Of course, one does not know the size of the neglected ci. This is where Bayesian methods

come in. In an effective theory, one can make reasonable (and testable) assumptions

about these coefficients. The assumption of naturalness, for instance, implies that all

coefficients are of order one. Thus, any probability distribution for these unknown

coefficients should have a characteristic scale that can be sampled from a log-normal

distribution

pr(c) =
1√

2πσc
e−

log2 c

2σ2 . (125)

Here, σ a hyperparameter that defines intervals [e−nσ, enσ] containing 68, 95 and 99

percent of the distribution for n = 1, 2, 3, respectively. Having set the overall scale

c, one next has to make assumptions about the prior pr(ci|c). Furnstahl et al. (2015)

showed that the specific form of that prior, e.g. being a Gaussian with width c or a

uniform distribution between ±c (“hard-wall” prior), has only small impacts on degree-

of-belief intervals for ∆
(M)
k ; however one needs to make a choice to be quantitative.

Reference (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015a) presents results from both Gaussian

priors

pr(ci|c) =
1√
2πc

e−
c2i
2c2 , (126)

and hard-wall priors choices. Finally, the last assumption was that the coefficients ci in

equation (124) are independent from each other.

According to Bayes’ theorem, the distribution for the omitted M higher-order

contributions given the first k expansion coefficients then becomes (Furnstahl et al.,

2015)

pM(∆|c0, . . . , ck) =

∫∞
0
dc pr(c)pM(∆|c)∏k

i=0 pr(ci|c)∫∞
0
dc pr(c)

∏k
i=0 pr(ci|c)

. (127)

This expression is easily understood: The numerator reflects how the uncertainty

depends on the expansion coefficients given our assumptions about the the prior pr(c),

and the denominator is a normalization. Coello Pérez and Papenbrock (2015a) derived

the simple expression

pM(∆|c) =
1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei∆t

k+M∏

n=k+1

∫ ∞

−∞
dcn pr(cn|c)e−iε

ncnt . (128)

Thus, one only has to compute the Fourier transform of the prior pr(ci|c) and then

perform a single integration over products of Fourier transforms. In the end, one finds
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with the Gaussian prior (126)

pM(∆|c0, . . . , ck) =
1√
2πq

∫∞
0
dx xk+1e−

log2 x

2σ2 e−
γ2+∆2/q2

2
x2

∫∞
0
dx xke−

log2 x

2σ2 e−
γ2x2

2

. (129)

Here q2 =
∑k+M

i=k+1 ε
2i and γ2 =

∑k
i=0 c

2
i .

The beauty of Bayesian uncertainty quantification is that one can test the

assumptions being made. Of course, each effective theory, when evaluated at increasingly

higher orders, has just one coefficient cn at order n. However, looking at an ensemble

of nuclei, Coello Pérez and Papenbrock (2015a) adjusted c2 to data and compared the

resulting distribution function with that from a Gaussian and hard-wall prior , i.e.∫
dc pr(c2 − c2|c)pr(c) with an appropriately shifted mean c2. The comparison is shown

in figure 13. They used σ = log (3/2) in the prior (125) This shows that assumptions

EFFECTIVE FIELD THEORY FOR NUCLEAR VIBRATIONS . . . PHYSICAL REVIEW C 92, 064309 (2015)

minimizing the objective function

χ2
NLO =

∑

s

[Eexp(s) − ENLO(s)]2

σ 2
exp + σ 2

NLO

. (82)

Here the employed states s are as for the LO fit, but the
theoretical uncertainty is estimated as

σNLO = ω

[
ELO(s)

$

]3

. (83)

Again, the experimental uncertainty is neglected because
σexp " σNLO. As we adjust four parameters to four data points,
the fit is exact.

Let us now turn to the quantification of theoretical un-
certainties. We note that simple uncertainty estimates can be
based on the naive estimates (80) and (83) at LO and NLO,
respectively. For quantified uncertainties we adapt the methods
of the previous section to the problem at hand.

We start with uncertainty quantification at LO. As discussed
above, the distribution for ω is a Dirac δ function, and LO
uncertainties are attributed solely to assumptions about the
distribution of LECs from higher orders. Thus,

p
(hw)
1 (&) = e

σ2
2

4ε2

[
1 − (

(
σ√

2

[
1 + log(&/ε2)

σ 2

])]
(84)

for the hard-wall prior (58), and

p
(G)
M (&) = 1

2πσqs

∫ ∞

0
dxe− log2 x

2σ2 e
− &2x2

2q2s2 (85)

for the Gaussian prior (59). Here q2 ≡
∑k+M

m=k+1 ε2m, with
k = 0 for uncertainties owing to M terms above the LO
contribution. In Eq. (84) it is assumed that the uncertainty
comes fully from the term proportional to ε2.

We now turn to uncertainty quantification at NLO. Return-
ing to Eq. (81), the NLO energy correction for the state |N,v,I 〉
is ωε2c2, with

c2 ≡ c2(N,v,I )

= gωN + gNN2 + gvv(v + 3) + gI I (I + 1)
ε2ω

. (86)

Table I shows the resulting coefficients c2 for each
state of the nuclei 62Ni , 98,100Ru , 106,108Pd , 110,112,114Cd, and
118,120,122Te considered in this work. These nuclei exhibit
low-energy spectra that resemble a harmonic quadrupole
oscillator. All coefficients c2 are of order one. Thus, the
products ωεc2 are of natural size. Also shown are the values
of the vibrational scale ω for each nucleus and the LEC Q0
associated with the quadrupole moment; see Sec. III. We note
that these quadrupole moments are an order of magnitude
smaller than for rotational nuclei [3].

To determine a valid prior for the coefficients c2 we turn
to the distribution of the coefficients c2 for an ensemble
consisting of one-phonon and two-phonon states in the nuclei
we study. The cumulative distribution is shown in Fig. 1. It
is well approximated by a Gaussian prior (59) with parameter
s ≈ 0.65, or by a hard-wall prior (58), once the mean is shifted
from zero to c2 ≈ 1. We note that the cumulative distribution
is practically unchanged when c2 values from three-phonon

TABLE I. Values for the vibrational energy ω (in keV), the
coefficients c2 in states up to the two-phonon level, and the LEC
Q2

0 associated with the quadrupole moment (in Weisskopf units) for
the nuclei studied in this work.

Nucleus ω (keV) c2(2+
1 ) c2(0+

2 ) c2(2+
2 ) c2(4+

1 ) Q2
0 (W.U.)

62Ni 1147.9 0.55 − 0.29 0.19 0.26 10.6
98Ru 668.1 1.02 0.57 0.88 0.83 27.8
100Ru 573.9 2.35 1.39 2.36 1.79 23.6
106Pd 541.8 1.80 1.38 1.36 1.80 30.4
108Pd 464.5 1.14 1.53 0.90 1.51 36.9
110Cd 696.7 1.57 1.32 1.33 1.56 21.1
112Cd 635.2 1.72 0.82 1.14 1.52 23.2
114Cd 578.3 1.72 0.93 1.23 1.53 21.8
118Te 582.9 0.83 − 0.52 0.19 0.40 –
120Te 567.8 0.79 0.32 0.71 0.56 31.0
122Te 593.5 − 0.08 0.88 0.48 0.17 40.7

states are included in the analysis. We employ σ = log (3/2)
in the log-normal prior (57).

Finally, we turn to uncertainty quantification at NLO for
individual nuclei. For the hard-wall prior we find

p
(hw)
1 (&|c2) = e

3σ2
2

2ε3

1 − (
(

σ√
2

[
2 + log(κ)

σ 2

])

1 − (
(

σ√
2

[
1 + log(|c′

2|)
σ 2

]) . (87)

Here κ ≡ max(|c′
2|,&/ε3) and c′

2 ≡ c2 − c2. For the Gaussian
prior we find

p
(G)
M (&|c2) =

∫ ∞
0 dxxe− log2 x

2σ2 e− (c′22 +&2/q2)x2

2s2

√
2πqs

∫ ∞
0 dxe− log2 x

2σ2 e− c′22 x2

2s2

. (88)

In the determination of the prior, we employed an ensemble
of nuclei. To assess the consistency of this approach and to
verify the statistical interpretation of the quantified uncertain-
ties, we compare EFT predictions for the one-phonon and

FIG. 1. (Color online) Cumulative distribution for the c2 coef-
ficients for states up to the two-phonon level in the ensemble of
all nuclei studied in this work. The cumulative distributions of the
hard-wall and Gaussian priors are also shown for comparison.

064309-9

Figure 13. Cumulative distribution for the c2 coefficient. The distribution from next-

to-leading calculations for an ensemble of nuclei (black crosses) is in good agreement

with the cumulative distributions of the hard wall (blue line) and Gaussian (red dashed

line) priors. Figure taken from arXiv:1510.02401 with permission from the authors,

see also (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015a).

about the distribution functions for priors are consistent with data from an ensemble of

nuclei with similar structure and masses.

Figure 14 compares the spectrum of 114Cd with results from the effective theory.

At leading order, the one-phonon state is adjusted to data; at next-to-leading order the

two-phonon states are also adjusted. Shaded areas mark 68% degree-of-belief intervals

(i.e. “one-sigma” uncertainties if we dealt with a Gaussian distribution, which we are

not). The uncertainties decrease with increasing order of the effective theory. At the

three-phonon level, uncertainties for next-to-leading calculations are similar to those

from leading order, signaling the breakdown of the effective theory. This is also seen in

the proliferation of states at the three-phonon level.
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Figure 14. The low-lying states of 114Cd (black lines) compared with predictions

from the effective theory at leading (red crosses) and next-to-leading orders (blue

diamonds). The thick lines mark states up to the two-phonon level. The shaded areas

mark 68% degree-of-belief intervals at leading (red) and next-to-leading order. Figure

taken from arXiv:1510.02401 with permission from the authors, see also (Coello Pérez

and Papenbrock, 2015a)

Garrett and Wood (2010) particularly questioned the interpretation of cadmium

isotopes as (an)harmonic vibrators based on electric quadrupole transition rates and

moments. The effective theory (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015a) developed for

these observables will be discussed in Section 10.4. Its results for 114Cd are shown in

figure 15, and the shaded areas again show 68% degree-of-belief intervals. Overall, the
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Figure 15. Electric quadrupole moments (left part) and transition matrix elements

(right part) between states as indicated. Figure taken from arXiv:1510.02401 with

permission from the authors, see also (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015a).
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effective theory demonstrates that cadmium isotopes appear as (an)harmonic vibrators

when viewed at low resolution. Admittedly, the uncertainties are large because of the

low-lying breakdown scale at the three-phonon level. So, the description is accurate

yet not very precise. At higher resolution, e.g. within the nuclear shell model, more

details emerge and the description becomes more complicated (Garrett and Wood, 2010;

Stuchbery et al., 2016; Stuchbery and Wood, 2022).

10.3. Odd-mass nuclei

Odd-mass nuclei can often be viewed as a nucleon added to an even-even core whose

properties are kept intact due to stabilizing effects of pairing. Such an approach

was taken in Section 6 for deformed nuclei. It also works for odd-mass neighbors of

vibrational nuclei. The description of these systems within an effective theory couples

a fermion confined to a single j shell to the quadrupole oscillator. This introduces

operators creating and annihilating a fermion in the corresponding orbitals. For an

orbital with spin and parity jπ, the fermion operators fulfill the anticommutation

relations {
aµ, a

†
ν

}
= δνµ (130)

with µ, ν ∈ {−j,−j + 1, . . . , j}. For the construction of spherical tensors we define

a fermion annihilation tensor analogous to the quadrupole annihilation tensor in

equation (116).

Coello Pérez and Papenbrock (2016) considered odd nuclei with Iπ = 1/2− ground

states by coupling a jπ = 1/2− orbital to the even-even vibrating nucleus. The leading

contribution to the effective Hamiltonian consists of the most simple rank-zero operators

constructed from either quadrupole or fermion tensors

ĤLO = ω0N̂ − S
(
a† · ã

)
= ω0N̂ − Sn̂, (131)

where the operator n̂ counts the system’s odd fermion. Notice that this fermion

represents either a particle on top of the core or a hole in it. Therefore, the unknown

constant S scales as the nucleon separation energy. The spectrum of this Hamiltonian

is

ĤLO |NvνJ ;n; IM⟩ =
(
Nω0 − Sδ1n

)
|NvνJ ;n; IM⟩ , (132)

where the state |NvνJ ;n; IM⟩ is the coupling of the quadrupole harmonic oscillator

states and the fermion states |j⟩µ = a†µ |0⟩ to spin I and projection into the z-axis M .

Since we are only concerned about the spectroscopic information of even-even and odd-

mass systems, the constant S is set to zero yielding zero-energy ground states. The

constant ω0 must be fit to data.

The construction of the core-fermion interaction starts from the most simple

operators including both quadrupole and fermion fields

Ĥc−f = ω1N̂ n̂+ gJjĴ · ĵ, (133)
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where the operators Ĵ and ĵ are the core and fermion angular momentum operators,

and the low-energy constants ω1 and gJj must be fit to data. While the first term

shifts the frequency of the odd-mass oscillator, the second one, which may be thought

of as a Coriolis interaction, couples the angular momenta of core and fermion splitting

states in an odd-mass multiplet with different spins. Data on these effects suggest that

the matrix element of an effective operator containing m pairs of fermion fields, Ôm,

is approximately a factor ε smaller than the matrix element of another one, Ôm−1,

containing m− 1 pairs, that is,

⟨Ôm⟩ ∼ ⟨Ôm−1⟩ ε. (134)

This power counting suggests the next-to-leading and next-to-next-to-leading

contributions to the effective Hamiltonian are

ĤNLO = Ĥc−f

ĤNNLO = gNN̂
2 + gvΛ̂

2 + gJ Ĵ
2. (135)

Notice that the next-to-next-to-leading contribution is analogous to that in

equation (121). The interaction Hamiltonian yields the energy correction

ENLO(I, J, n) = ω1Nn+
gJj
2

[
I(I + 1) − J(J + 1) − 3

4

]
. (136)

Figure 16 shows next-to-next-to-leading calculations for 109Ag and compares it with

data on its low-lying negative-parity states. The resulting theories consistently describe

the spectrum of 109Ag as a proton added to 108Pa, or as proton hole in 110Cd.

EFFECTIVE FIELD THEORY FOR VIBRATIONS IN ODD- . . . PHYSICAL REVIEW C 94, 054316 (2016)

FIG. 4. NNLO energy spectra of Pd/Ag systems. Ag is described as a proton in a jπ = 1
2

−
orbital coupled to a Pd core. Thick black

lines denote states employed to fit the LECs while thin black lines denote states with a definitely known spin or a single tentative spin-parity
assignment. Red crosses and shaded areas denote theoretical predictions and uncertainties, respectively.

Here,

〈f ||Ô||i〉 =
√

2If + 1

C
If Mf

IiMiλMf −Mi

〈f |ÔMf −Mi
|i〉 (47)

is the reduced matrix element of an spherical operator Ô of
rank λ. The static E2 moment of the state Ii is defined as [9]

Q(Ii) =
√

16π

5
CII

II20√
2I + 1

〈Ii ||Q̂||Ii〉. (48)

This definition is consistent when comparing the diagonal
reduced matrix elements of the E2 operator in 106Pd and 108Pd
reported in Ref. [66] and the static E2 moments for the same
nuclei reported in Ref. [67].

A. Phonon-annihilating transition strengths

The power counting establishes the transitions between
states differing by one phonon as the strongest E2 observables.
In what follows we discuss transitions in which one phonon is
annihilated. The term proportional to Q0 in the E2 operator
(44) couples states that differ by one phonon; thus, the E2
transition strengths for one-phonon decays are governed by
this LEC. The reduced matrix elements required for their

calculation are

〈I ′; N − 1; 0||Q̂||I ; N ; 0〉 = Q0

√
N#I for N = 1,2,

〈
I ′; N − 1; 1

2

∣∣|Q̂|
∣∣I ; NJ ; 1

2

〉

=






Q0#I for N = 1

Q0(−1)I
′+ 1

2
√

2#I ′JI

{
2 2 J
1
2 I I ′

}
for N = 2.

(49)

Here we used the shorthand

#ab...c ≡
√

(2a + 1)(2b + 1) · · · (2c + 1). (50)

Table II lists the reduced matrix elements for the transitions
of interest resulting from Eq. (49) in terms of the LEC Q0. NLO
corrections to these matrix elements are expected to scale as
ε. As a cautionary note we remark that identical units have to
be employed when fitting Q0 to experimental data, and recall
that Weisskopf units depend on the number of nucleons A for
E2 transitions.

Tables III–VI show LO results for phonon-annihilating
E2 transition strengths in the 102Ru /103Rh, 106Pd /107Ag,
108Pd /109Ag, and 110Cd /109Ag, respectively. The uncertain-
ties in these tables are quantified as Q2

0δ, and δ comes
from 68% DOB intervals. For the other systems studied in
this work, data on E2 transition strengths are insufficient to
conduct a similar analysis. It would be valuable to measure
E2 transition strengths in those systems in order to further
test the EFT. Most of the available data on E2 transition
strengths were employed to fit the single LEC Q0. The
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FIG. 5. NNLO energy spectra of Cd/Ag systems. Ag is described
as a proton hole in a jπ = 1

2
−

orbital coupled to a Cd core. Thick black
lines denote states employed to fit the LECs while thin black lines
denote states with a definitely known spin or a single tentative spin-
parity assignment. Red crosses and shaded areas denote theoretical
predictions and uncertainties, respectively.

only exception was the ( 1
2 )−2 → ( 5

2 )−1 transition strength in
103Rh, which was excluded due to its unexpectedly large
value. The values of Q0 for the 102Ru /103Rh, 106Pd /107Ag,
108Pd /109Ag, and 110Cd /109Ag systems are 0.28, 0.32, 0.32,
and 0.27 eb, respectively. Note that the transition strengths in
109Ag can be described employing either108Pd or 110Cd as a

FIG. 6. LO (top), NLO (center), and NNLO (bottom) energy
spectra of the 108Pd /109Ag system. The systematic improvement
inherent to EFT approaches is evident.

core. Both descriptions agree with each other within theoretical
uncertainties.

B. Static moments and phonon-conserving transition strengths

The term proportional to Q1 in the E2 operator (44) couples
states with the same number of phonons. Thus, Q1 enters in
the LO calculation of static E2 moments. The reduced matrix
elements associated with these observables are

〈I ′; N ; 0||Q̂||I ; N ; 0〉 =






0 for N = 0
Q1"I for N = 1

2Q1
√

5"I ′I

{
2 2 2
2 I I ′

}
for N = 2,

〈I ′; NJ ′; 1
2 ||Q̂||I ; NJ ; 1

2 〉 =






0 for N = 0

Q1(−1)I+ 1
2
√

5"I ′I

{
2 2 2
1
2 I I ′

}
for N = 1

2Q1(−1)I+ 1
2
√

5"I ′J ′IJ

{
2 2 2
2 J ′ J

}{
2 J ′ J
1
2 I I ′

}
for N = 2.

(51)
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Figure 16. The low-lying states with negative parity of 109Ag (black lines) compared

with predictions from effective theories at next-to-next-to-leading order (red crosses).

On the left, 109Ag is modeled as a proton added to a 108Pd core. On the right, the same

nucleus is modeled as a proton hole in 110Cd. Figures taken from arXiv:1608.02802

with permission from the authors, see also (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2016).
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10.4. Electromagnetic transitions and moments

Characterizing a nuclear state as a quadrupole excitation based solely on energetics is

often challenging due to the presence of multiple states with suitable spins and parities

around the two- and three-phonon levels. Quadrupole (transition) moments have also

been used for that purpose. In the past, the predictions based on harmonic vibrations

were often deemed “too large” to be consistent with data. However, as those predictions

lacked any uncertainty estimates what is “too large” is hard to quantify. This is where

uncertainty quantification again is important.

The quadrupole fields describe collective effects emerging from the unresolved

dynamics of individual nucleons. Therefore, a minimal coupling scheme does not fully

captures the interaction between these degrees of freedom and an electromagnetic field.

Instead, the electric quadrupole properties are calculated from the most general rank-

two operator that can couple to the quadrupole component of an electric field

Q̂µ = Q0

(
d† + d̃

)
µ

+Q1

(
d† ⊗ d̃

)(2)
µ

+ . . . , (137)

where the dots stand for omitted terms. While the low-energy constants Qm cannot

be computed within the theory, the power counting suggests a natural size for them

relative to Q0. Indeed, assuming that the matrix elements of all contributions to the

quadrupole operator scale similarly at the breakdown scale yields Qm ∼ Q0ε
m/2.

The first term in the expansion for the quadrupole operator (137) couples states

with a phonon difference of one, producing the leading contributions to the reduced

matrix elements defining the corresponding transition strengths,

B (E2, i→ f) =

∣∣∣⟨f ||Q̂||i⟩
∣∣∣
2

2Ii + 1
. (138)

Corrections to the reduced matrix elements for these transitions arise from operators

with an odd number of quadrupole fields, allowing one to write the expansions

⟨f ||Q||i⟩ = ⟨f ||Q̂||i⟩LO
∑

i

ci(i, f)εi,

B (E2, i→ f) = B (E2, i→ f)LO
∑

i

c̃i(i, f)εi (139)

from which uncertainties can be quantified through equation (129). Expressions for the

leading matrix elements governing one-phonon transition strengths from one- and two-

phonon states in even-even systems, and odd-mass ones with Iπ = 1/2− ground states

can be found in (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015a, 2016).

The term proportional to Q1 in the quadrupole operator (137) couples states with

the same number of phonons, hence contributing to the matrix elements determining

transition strengths between states in the same multiplet, and electric quadrupole

moments

Q(i) =

√
16π

5

CIiIi
IiIi20√

2Ii + 1
⟨i||Q̂||i⟩ . (140)
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Since corrections to these matrix elements arise from contributions to the quadrupole

operator with an even number of quadrupole fields, the expansions for the corresponding

transition strengths and electric quadrupole moments take forms similar to those in

equations (139).

Figure 17 shows reduced matrix elements describing low-lying electric quadrupole

moments and phonon-conserving transition strengths in 106Pd. After fitting the value
EFFECTIVE FIELD THEORY FOR NUCLEAR VIBRATIONS . . . PHYSICAL REVIEW C 92, 064309 (2015)

(a)

(b)

FIG. 9. (Color online) Reduced electric quadrupole matrix ele-
ments in 106Pd (a) and 108Pd (b). Experimental data, shown as
black lines with error bars, are compared LO calculations, shown
as red crosses. Theoretical uncertainties from 68% DOB intervals are
shown as shaded areas. The left side shows diagonal matrix elements
employed in the fit of the LEC constant Q1. The right side shows
predictions for the absolute values of the reduced matrix elements
governing E2 transitions between two-phonon states.

The left part of both panels in Fig. 9 compares EFT results
to data [66] for the diagonal quadrupole matrix elements of
the 2+

1 , 2+
2 , and 4+

1 states in 106Pd and 108Pd. Theoretical
uncertainties are shown as 68% DOB bands. They are based
on the Gaussian prior (59) and M = 1 in Eq. (65). Within the
theoretical uncertainties, the EFT is consistent with the data.

We turn to transition quadrupole moments (48) between
two-phonon states because these are also determined by the
LEC Q1 and are thus predictions of the EFT. The right
part of Fig. 9 shows the magnitude of the transition matrix
elements and compares them to data [66]. We note that the
EFT yields different signs of these (nonobservable) matrix
elements and that only the magnitude of these matrix elements
is an observable quantity; see the definition of the observable
B(E2) transition strength in Eq. (51).

Theoretical results for quadrupole matrix elements in
114Cd are shown in Fig. 10 and compared to data [84]. The
uncertainties are quantified as for the palladium isotopes. With
the exception of the diagonal matrix element of the 2+

2 state,

FIG. 10. (Color online) Comparison between data and EFT re-
sults for some reduced quadrupole matrix elements in 114Cd.
Experimental data, shown as black lines with error bars, are compared
LO calculations, shown as red crosses. Theoretical uncertainties from
68% DOB intervals are shown as shaded areas. The left side shows
diagonal matrix elements employed in the fit of the LEC constant Q1.
The right side shows predictions for the absolute values of the reduced
matrix elements governing E2 transitions between two-phonon states.

the EFT yields a consistent description of the data and has
predictive power for the off-diagonal matrix elements. Here
Q0 = 0.27 eb, and Q1 = −0.09 eb.

Thus, the EFT consistently describes matrix elements
of electromagnetic operators. In the present approach, the
anharmonicities are attributable to the operators themselves,
with states being the eigenstates of the harmonic quadrupole
oscillator. We note that Figs. 9 and 10 exhibit very similar
patterns for the different nuclei. As a last consistency check,
we turn to magnetic moments.

The EFT needs one magnetic moment to determine a LEC,
i.e., the constant g in Eq. (53). While magnetic moments are
typically known for the lowest 2+ state in many even-even
nuclei [72], the EFT can only be tested if more magnetic
moments are known below the three-phonon level. The states
2+

1 , 2+
2 , and 4+

1 have nonzero spins and thus exhibit magnetic
moments. As discussed below Eq. (53), the EFT predicts at
LO that both 2+ states have equal magnetic moments, i.e.,
µ(2+

1 ) = µ(2+
2 ) ≡ µ(2+), and that the 4+ state has a magnetic

moment µ(4+
1 ) =

√
6µ(2+) ≈ 2.44µ(2+). Weighted averages

of the experimental data [72] [in units of nuclear magnetons
(nm)] for 106Pd show that µ(2+

1 ) ≈ 0.79 ± 0.02 nm, µ(2+
2 ) =

0.71 ± 0.10 nm, and µ(4+
1 ) = 1.8 ± 0.4 nm. This is consistent

with EFT expectations. It would certainly be interesting to test
these EFT predictions in other vibrational nuclei.

Overall, the EFTs results and predictions for electromag-
netic properties of states and transitions below the three-
phonon level are consistent with data. This would make
it interesting to measure such complete data sets for other
vibrational nuclei as well.

VI. SUMMARY

We developed an EFT for collective nuclear vibrations
based on quadrupole degrees of freedom, rotational invariance,
and a breakdown scale at around the three-phonon level. For
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Figure 17. Electric quadrupole properties of low-lying states in 106Pd. Experimental

data (black lines) on electric quadrupole moments (left side) were used to fit the value

of Q1. Data on phonon-conserving transition strengths (right side) are consistently

described by uncertainties quantified from intervals with 68% degree-of-belief. Figure

taken from arXiv:1510.02401 with permission from the authors, see also (Coello Pérez

and Papenbrock, 2015a).

of Q1 to data on the static moments, the strengths of phonon-conserving transitions are

predictions of the theory. The bands mark 68% degree-of-belief intervals. In three out of

five cases, theory and data agree within uncertainties. Thus, the theoretical uncertainty

bands are consistent with a statistical interpretation.

A similar approach allows for the calculation of magnetic dipole properties within

the effective theory. These properties are computed from the most general rank-one

operator that can couple to the dipole component of a magnetic field

µ̂ν = µdĴν + µaĵν + µd1

((
d† + d̃

)
⊗ Ĵ

)(1)
ν

+ µa1

((
d† + d̃

)
⊗ ĵ
)(1)
ν

+ . . . , (141)

where the dots denote omitted terms in expression for the operator. The first two terms

preserve the phonon number and therefore describe transitions between states in the

same multiplet. The transition strength and the magnetic dipole moment are

B (M1, i→ f) =
|⟨f ||µ̂||i⟩|2

2Ii + 1
,

µ(i) =

√
4π

3

CIiIi
IiIi10√

2Ii + 1
⟨i||µ̂||i⟩ . (142)
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Values for the low-energy constants µd and µa can be estimated from data on the

magnetic moments of Iπ = 2+ states and the Schmidt moment of a proton in a jπ = 1/2−

orbital. However, the latter estimate must be taken with a grain of salt as it is based on

the assumption that all nucleon pairs in the core are coupled to zero spin. Even small

contributions to the odd-mass nuclear state from an unresolved configuration in which

a neutron pair with spin J = 2 couples to the proton in a jπ = 3/2− orbital result in

a magnetic moment for the ground state of the system that largely deviates from the

Schmidt value (Ueno et al., 1996).

The third and fourth terms in the expansion for the magnetic dipole operator (141)

induce transitions between states with a phonon difference of one. Expressions for the

reduced matrix elements governing the discussed magnetic dipole transition strengths

and moments were given by Coello Pérez and Papenbrock (2016). Their comparison

with (the admittedly sparse) data showed that the effective theory provides one with a

consistent description.

11. Matrix elements for neutrinoless double beta decay

The nuclear matrix element for neutrinoless double beta decay connects the lifetime of

this process – if observed – to the neutrino mass scale (Engel and Menéndez, 2017).

Most candidate nuclei for neutrinoless double beta decay are not deformed and exhibit

vibrational characteristics at low energies. This motivates one to apply effective theories

developed to describe such nuclei to compute the relevant nuclear matrix elements. In

this section we review the papers (Coello Pérez et al., 2018; Brase et al., 2022; Jokiniemi

et al., 2023).

11.1. Gamow-Teller decays

The vast majority of unstable nuclei lighter than 208Pb decay to more stable systems

via weak-interaction processes, namely, β decay or electron capture. In β− decay

A(Z,N)
β−
−→ A(Z + 1, N − 1) + e− + ν̄e . (143)

Measured rates for these decays range from milliseconds to billions of years, making

their description a daunting test for any nuclear-structure theory. Furthermore, reliable

predictions for the decay rates of experimentally inaccessible neutron-rich systems

are paramount for r-process calculations to yield nuclear abundances consistent with

observations for elements heavier than iron. Considering that most of the latter nuclei

are difficult to calculate from first principles, their β decay rates are commonly calculated

within nuclear models with adjustable parameters, for which uncertainties are more

difficult to estimate or quantify.

At low-order, the weak interaction consists of two contributions Ĥweak = gV ÔF +
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gAÔGT with

ÔF =
∑

i

τ±i ,

ÔGT =
∑

i

σiτ
±
i . (144)

Here, σ is the spin (vector) operator, τ± are the isospin rising and lowering operators,

and the sum runs over all nucleons. These contributions induce Fermi and Gamow-Teller

decays, for which the spins of the lepton pair are coupled to zero and one, respectively.

Fermi decays can only couple states with the same spin. Allowed Gamow-Teller decays,

on the other hand, are isospin analogous to magnetic dipole transitions and can couple

states with spin differences up to one.

The similarities between Gamow-Teller and magnetic dipole transitions suggest that

the former can be described within an extension of the effective theory that succeeded

describing the latter (which was reviewed in the previous section). This framework

employs quadrupole operators together with neutron and proton ones, denoted by n

and p, that create and annihilate these fermions in single-particle orbitals with spins

and parities jπnn and j
πp
p , respectively. The neutron and proton operators fulfill fermionic

anticommutation relations. The theory assumes that the fermions have access to one

single-particle orbital each, and that the decaying odd-odd nuclei of interest can be

modeled as a particle-hole pair on top of an even-even core. For example, 80Br can be

modeled in terms of a neutron, a proton hole, and a 80Kr core. The spins and parities

of the neutron and proton orbitals are inferred from the spectra of adjacent odd-mass

nuclei, such that the ground state of odd-odd nucleus,

|nn;np; IM⟩ =
(
n† ⊗ p†

)(I)
M

|0⟩ (145)

possesses the proper spin and and parity.

In light of the fact that the theory’s degrees of freedom are not fundamental, the

Gamow-Teller operator used to describe such decays must be constructed as the most

general rank-one operator capable to change isospin by one unit, and one has

ÔGT = Cβ (ñ⊗ p̃)(1) +
∑

ℓ

Cβℓ

((
d† + d̃

)
⊗ (ñ⊗ p̃)(ℓ)

)(1)
+ . . . . (146)

Here the fermion annihilation tensors ñ and p̃, defined analogous to the quadrupole

annihilation tensor (116) simplify the construction of effective operators with specific

ranks, and the dots denote omitted contributions. The particle-hole annihilation

operation in the Gamow-Teller operator represents different multistep processes. When

the fermion operators represent a neutron and a proton hole, their annihilation

represents the decay of the neutron on top of the core into a proton, which proceeds

to fill the proton hole. However, this operation can also represent the decay of core

neutron, followed by the filling of both the proton hole and the newly created neutron
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hole. The effects of these unresolved processes are captured in the low-energy constants,

which must be fit to data.

While the low-energy constants in the Gamow-Teller operator cannot be calculated

by the effective theory, the power counting for the quadrupole fields established in

section 10 allows one to estimate their relative sizes. According to this counting scheme,

each term in the expansion for the Gamow-Teller operator yields a matrix element of

size Nm/2, where m is the number of quadrupole fields. At the phonon level Nb where

the effective theory breaks down, all contributions to the Gamow-Teller operator must

yield similar-sized matrix elements. Combining these statements yield the scaling

Cm ∼ Cβε
m/2. (147)

The decay rate of a Gamow-Teller decay 1/t is related to the reduced nuclear matrix

elements of the Gamow-Teller operator through Fermi’s golden rule

1

t
=
f

κ

g2A |MGT,i→f |2
2Ii + 1

. (148)

Here, f is a phase-space factor containing the lepton kinematics, κ is the β-decay

constant, and gA is the axial-vector coupling constant. Leading expressions for the

matrix elements governing decays from Iπ = 1+ odd-odd nuclei to all zero-, one-, and

two-phonon even-even states differ by simple factors, but depend each on a different low-

energy constant (Coello Pérez et al., 2018). While fitting all these low-energy constants

to data will devoid the theory of its predictive power, it is possible to appraise this

approach to weak processes using data on the decay to the even-even ground state or

transition strengths of charge-exchange reactions to fit the constant Cβ. Predictions

for decays to excited states are computed from 68% degree-of-belief intervals of the

distributions for the other low-energy constants.

Figure 18 shows predictions for Gamow-Teller decays for initial and final states as

indicated. Low-energy constants were extracted from charge exchange reactions (for the

left panel) from decays to the corresponding ground states (right panel). Overall, the

description is consitent with data, albeit within significant uncertainties.

11.2. Two-neutrino double beta and electron capture decays

Second-order weak processes, observed in even-even nuclei for which single weak decays

are energetically forbidden, exhibit the longest half-lives measured to date. The decay

rate 1/t of a double-beta decay is related to its Fermi and Gamow-Teller nuclear matrix

elements through

1

t
= G2νg4A

∣∣∣∣∣M
2ν
GT,i→f −

(
gV
gA

)2

M2ν
F,i→f

∣∣∣∣∣

2

, (149)

where G2ν is a phase-space factor containing the lepton kinematics. The Fermi

contribution, which can only couple states in the same isospin multiplet with equal
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FIG. 2. Calculated ET matrix elements for GT β (red bands) and
EC (blue bands) decays from parent odd-odd nuclei with 1+

gs ground
states into the 2+

1 (a), 0+
2 (b), and 2+

2 (c) excited states of the daughter
even-even nuclei, compared to experimental results (black circles)
from Refs. [71–94]. For details, see Table I.

The details of the ET predictions in Fig. 3 are given in
Table II, which lists the GT strengths measured in (3He, t )
charge-exchange reactions with initial even-even and final
odd-odd nuclei for A = 64–130 [97–102]. For each reaction,
Table II gives the experimental partial GT strength to the
lowest 1+

1 state of the odd-odd nucleus (the state expected to
be well described by the ET). An exception is the case of the
76Ge(3He, t )76As reaction, where all the GT strength below
500 keV was taken into account (as reported in Table IV of

FIG. 3. Calculated GT matrix elements for the transition from
the 1+

1 states of odd-odd nuclei to the 0+
gs ground states of even-even

nuclei, using as ET input the GT transition strengths measured in
(3He, t ) charge-exchange reactions (blue bands); see also Table II.
The ET results are compared to experiment calculated from the
log(f t ) values of the corresponding EC decays (black circles) from
Refs. [72,80,88,93].

Ref. [98]), corresponding to three close-lying 1+ states. The
resulting values for Cβ fit to the partial GT strength are given
in Table II including the comparison of the ET results to the
experimental log(f t ) values.

V. ET FOR 2νββ DECAY

In this section, we present the ET for the 2νββ decay
of spherical nuclei. The decay calculations involve a sum
over all 1+ states in the intermediate odd-odd nucleus, which
in general are not well described by the ET. We overcome
this limitation by assuming the single-state dominance (SSD)
approximation, which requires explicitly only the lowest 1+

state. The associated uncertainty is estimated within the ET
and turns out to be comparable to the uncertainty of LO ET
calculations.

TABLE II. Selected (3He, t ) charge-exchange reactions (first
column), experimental partial GT strengths (second column) from
Refs. [97–102], and Cβ values fitted to them (third column). The
fourth and fifth columns compare the experimental and ET results
for the log(f t ) values of the corresponding EC decays, where the
experimental values are taken from Refs. [72,80,88,93].

Reaction S(0+
gs → 1+

1 ) Cβ log(f t )

Expt. ET

64Ni(3He, t )64Cu 0.123 0.202 4.97 4.97(29)
76Ge(3He, t )76Asa 0.210 0.265 4.74(29)
82Se(3He, t )82Br 0.338 0.336 4.53(29)
100Mo(3He, t )100Tc 0.348 0.341 4.40 4.51(29)
116Cd(3He, t )116In 0.032 0.103 4.47 5.55(29)
128Te(3He, t )128I 0.079 0.162 5.05 5.16(29)
130Te(3He, t )130I 0.072 0.155 5.20(29)

aComprises the sum of GT strength below 500 keV; see text.
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resulting values for Cβ fit to the partial GT strength are given
in Table II including the comparison of the ET results to the
experimental log(f t ) values.

V. ET FOR 2νββ DECAY

In this section, we present the ET for the 2νββ decay
of spherical nuclei. The decay calculations involve a sum
over all 1+ states in the intermediate odd-odd nucleus, which
in general are not well described by the ET. We overcome
this limitation by assuming the single-state dominance (SSD)
approximation, which requires explicitly only the lowest 1+

state. The associated uncertainty is estimated within the ET
and turns out to be comparable to the uncertainty of LO ET
calculations.

TABLE II. Selected (3He, t ) charge-exchange reactions (first
column), experimental partial GT strengths (second column) from
Refs. [97–102], and Cβ values fitted to them (third column). The
fourth and fifth columns compare the experimental and ET results
for the log(f t ) values of the corresponding EC decays, where the
experimental values are taken from Refs. [72,80,88,93].

Reaction S(0+
gs → 1+

1 ) Cβ log(f t )

Expt. ET

64Ni(3He, t )64Cu 0.123 0.202 4.97 4.97(29)
76Ge(3He, t )76Asa 0.210 0.265 4.74(29)
82Se(3He, t )82Br 0.338 0.336 4.53(29)
100Mo(3He, t )100Tc 0.348 0.341 4.40 4.51(29)
116Cd(3He, t )116In 0.032 0.103 4.47 5.55(29)
128Te(3He, t )128I 0.079 0.162 5.05 5.16(29)
130Te(3He, t )130I 0.072 0.155 5.20(29)

aComprises the sum of GT strength below 500 keV; see text.
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Figure 18. Matrix elements for weak decays from 1+ odd-odd ground states to low-

lying 0+ and 2+ even-even states. Data on charge-exchange strengths (left panel) and

decays to even-even ground states (right panels) were used to fit Cβ . Figures taken

from arXiv:1708.06140 with permission from the authors, see also (Coello Pérez et al.,

2018)

spins, does not play a role in the description of decays from initial ground states to

low-lying final states, as the excitation energies of isobaric analog states are of the order

of tens of MeV. The Gamow-Teller contribution for decays from the Iπ = 0+ ground

states of parent nuclei is

M2ν
GT,igs→f =

∑

n

⟨f ||ÔGT||1+
n ⟩ ⟨1+

n ||ÔGT||igs⟩√
sDs

nf

. (150)

In this expression, the sum runs over all Iπ = 1+ odd-odd states, and the energy

denominators Dnf = [En − (Ei + Ef )/2]/me have been defined relative to the electron

mass me (thus making this contribution dimensionless). The factor s = 1+2δ2If accounts

for decays to Iπ = 2+ states.

The computation of these matrix elements poses a challenge to an effective

theory that cannot describe contributions from odd-odd states above its breakdown

scale. However, the suppression of these contributions by the accompanying energy

denominators suggests an approximation for them in which only the contribution from

the lowest 1+ state is considered. Assuming that higher 1+ odd-odd states can be

described as multiphonon excitations of the lowest one, the energies denominators

entering higher contributions can be written at leading order as

Dn+1f ∼ D1f +
nω

me

. (151)

Let us discuss decays between ground states. The numerator of the n-th omitted

contribution involves two matrix elements each with n quadrupole fields, and is then

expected to scale as

⟨fgs||ÔGT||1+
n+1⟩ ⟨1+

n+1||ÔGT||igs⟩ ∼ ⟨fgs||ÔGT||1+
1 ⟩ ⟨1+

1 ||ÔGT||igs⟩ εn. (152)

The Gamow-Teller matrix elements on the right-hand side of this expression are

computed from two different models with low-energy constants fitted to data on
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the corresponding single β decays or charge-exchange reaction strengths. From

the approximations (151) and (152), the contribution omitted by the single-state

approximation to the Gamow-Teller contribution (150) relative to its approximate value

is expected to scale as

∆
2ν(1)
GT,igs→fgs

∼ me

ω
D1fgsΦ

(
ε, 1,

D1fgsme + ω

ω

)
ε, (153)

where Φ(z, s, a) is the Lerch transcendent function. The size of the latter, which can be

used as an uncertainty estimate, depends on the energy scales of the models describing

the nuclei involved in the decay.

Coello Pérez et al. (2018) computed expressions for the matrix elements governing

various two-neutrino weak decays. Figure 19 shows matrix elements for two-neutrino

second-order weak decays to ground and second 0+ states. These results are in good

agreement with those extracted from observed half-lives within uncertainties estimated

from omitted contributions to the matrix elements, validating the power counting for

the quadrupole fields.E. A. COELLO PÉREZ, J. MENÉNDEZ, AND A. SCHWENK PHYSICAL REVIEW C 98, 045501 (2018)

yields the following matrix element

M
2νββ
GT (0+

gs → 0+
2 )

≈
(

1 +
D10+

2

D20+
2

+
D10+

2

D30+
2

)
D10+

gs

D10+
2

MGT(1+
1 → 0+

2 )
MGT(1+

1 → 0+
gs)

×M
2νββ
GT (0+

gs → 0+
gs) , (43)

and the reduced relative uncertainty

δ(gs → 0+
2 ) = ω

!

(
D10+

2

D20+
2

+
D10+

2

D30+
2

)

+
D10+

2

!
"

(
ω

!
, 1,

D30+
2

+ ω

ω

)
. (44)

In Sec. V B, we compare to experimental results the 2νββ
matrix element of 100Mo decaying into the 0+

2 state of 100Ru
using Eqs. (41) and (43), with the uncertainties given by
Eqs. (42) and (44).

The ET can also predict 2νββ decays matrix elements to
excited 2+

1 states of the daughter nucleus. Here, because en-
ergy denominators appear to the third power, we only consider
the contribution due to the first intermediate 1+ state. Then,
matrix elements for decays into 2+

1 states take the approximate
form

M
2νββ
GT (0+

gs → 2+
1 ) ≈

√
1
3

m2
eD10+

gs

D3
12+

1

MGT(1+
1 → 2+

1 )
MGT(1+

1 → 0+
gs)

×M
2νββ
GT (0+

gs → 0+
gs), (45)

with an associated relative uncertainty given by

δ(gs → 2+
1 ) =

D3
12+

1

ω3
"

(
ω

!
, 3,

D12+
1

+ ω

ω

)
. (46)

This uncertainty varies from nucleus to nucleus, depending on
the energy scales ω and D12+

1
.

B. Results for 2νββ decay

As an example, let us first focus on the 100Mo 2νββ decay.
The relevant energy scales are shown in Fig. 4. Setting the
energy scale ω equal to the average of the excitation energies
of the 2+

1 states in the even-even nuclei and the breakdown
scale to ! = 3ω, Eqs. (34) and (39) yield for the decay to the
100Ru ground state

M
2νββ
GT (0+

gs → 0+
gs) ≈ 0.111(38) , (47)

where we have fitted the LECs of the ET to the experimental
single-β and EC decays and the uncertainty given is thus dom-
inated by the SSD approximation from Eq. (39). We note that
the uncertainty due to the SSD approximation (35% in this
case) is of the same order as the uncertainty associated with
the effective nuclear states and GT operator used to calculate
the single-β decay matrix elements at LO. Therefore, the SSD
approximation is appropriate to obtain 2νββ decay matrix
elements at LO.

Figure 5 shows the ET results for the 2νββ and 2νECEC
decays of several nuclei with mass number from A = 64 to

FIG. 5. Calculated ET matrix elements for 2νββ (red bands)
and 2νECEC (blue bands) decays to low-lying collective ground
(a) and excited 0+

2 (b) and 2+
1 (c) states of the daughter nuclei, in

comparison with experiment (black bars). The LECs of the ET are
fitted to single-β and/or EC decays (or to GT strengths if the former
are not available). The experimental matrix elements are taken from
Ref. [26].

A = 130. The LECs of the ET are again fitted to experimental
single-β and/or EC decays, or to GT strengths if the former are
not available. The results, as well as the GT matrix elements
used for both single-β decay branches, are also given in
Table III. In some cases, for which there is no experimental
data on single-β decay, EC decay, or GT strengths, the GT
matrix elements were assumed to be similar for both β decay
branches, as indicated in Table III. The similarity of the two
matrix elements is a prediction of the ET. The top panel in

045501-10

Figure 19. Matrix elements for two-neutrino second-order weak decays from ground

states of even-even nuclei. The single-state approximation values for the matrix

elements, obtained using data on single beta decays and charge-exchange reaction

strengths, are in good agreement with those extracted from the decays’ half-lives.

Figures adapted from arXiv:1708.06140 with permission from the authors, see also

(Coello Pérez et al., 2018).

Figure 20 compares theoretical results from the effective theory and other nuclear

structure models for the half-lives of the two-neutrino double electron capture on
124Xe (Coello Pérez et al., 2019), and the two-neutrino double beta decay of 136Xe to the

second 0+ state in 136Ba (Jokiniemi et al., 2023). The first of these predictions is in good

agreement with the value subsequently measured by the XENON collaboration (Aprile

et al., 2019). The second one is compared to lower limits established by the KamLAND-

Zen (Asakura et al., 2016) and EXO-200 (Albert et al., 2016) experiments. Error

bars represent quantified uncertainties for the effective theory predictions and reflect

sensitivity to variation in model parameters for the other models. These results show

the ability of the effective theory to estimate these observables, which can be used as
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a guideline for more involved calculation within more complex frameworks capable of

yielding predictions with higher precision. 11

FIG. 4. The �2
� profile of the double-electron capture decay

rate A2⌫ECEC. The minimum is indicated by the dashed or-
ange line. The left y-axis gives the ��2

� between the best-fit
rate at the minimum and the scanned rate. The right y-axis
marks the significance level for excluding a null-result. The
significance according to the profile is 7.0�.

TABLE IV. Systematic uncertainties on the 2⌫ECEC half-
life. The total systematic uncertainty was obtained by adding
the individual components in quadrature and rounding to the
first digit.

Contribution Uncertainty [1022 yr] Relative [%]

Acceptance 0.05 4.5

Exposure 0.003 0.3

124Xe abundance 0.02 1.8

Capture fractions 0.07 6.3

Total 0.1 9.1

F. Comparison with theory and other experiments

The new result can be compared with the previously
measured 2⌫KK-half-life T 2⌫KK

1/2 = (1.8±0.5stat±0.1sys)⇥
1022 yr from [3]. We use the KK-capture fraction of
72.4 % to compute T 2⌫KK

1/2 = (1.5 ± 0.3stat ± 0.1sys) ⇥
1022 yr for this work. The datasets partially overlap,
so the statistical uncertainties are correlated. However,
the analyses used di↵erent data processor versions, cuts
and energy reconstructions. Consistency checks of both
results were carried out using the 0.68 t ⇥ yr data con-
tained in both analyses. It was found that the small dif-
ference between both results for T 2⌫KK

1/2 can be accounted

for by the updated signal model, the improved energy re-
construction and the larger cut acceptance in this work,
together with the independent systematic uncertainties
as well as the 33% larger exposure.

Fig. 5 compares the measured half-life with the most
recent calculations from four theoretical approaches.
Due to the shorter half-life compared to the former

FIG. 5. Comparison of the 2⌫ECEC half-life with theoretical
predictions and the experimental 90 % CL lower limits from
XMASS [33] (dashed orange) and XENON100 [48] (dashed
blue). As previous results considered a signal model with the
double-K transition only, the lower limits were scaled down
with the double-K capture fraction from this work. The up-
dated central value of the measured half-life is shown as the
solid green line. The 1� and 2� statistical uncertainty bands
are indicated in green. The green uncertainty bar indicates
1� of the sum of the statistical and the total systematic un-
certainty. Four half-life ranges from nuclear structure calcu-
lations [36, 49, 50] are indicated in black. The NSM and ET
predictions were scaled with the double-K capture fraction
while the QRPA ones are already given for the total 2⌫ECEC
half-life. The outer bounds of the half-life ranges predicted
by all models are within twice the statistical uncertainty of
our result.

XENON1T analysis [3], the agreement with the QRPA
(2013) calculation [36] is improved. The value range from
QRPA (2015) [49] is consistent with our new result at
the 2� level. Both the ET and the NSM calculations are
compatible with our new result [50]. While the central
value of the first XENON1T result was less than 1� be-
low the 90 % CL lower limit of XMASS, the new result
is approximately 2� below the XMASS limit.

Future xenon-based detectors with lower backgrounds
and larger exposures will further probe 2⌫ECEC to im-
prove experimental constraints on NME calculations for
proton-rich nuclides. The best-fit rate from this work
would result in XENONnT detecting approximately 6000
double-electron capture events in its projected 20 t ⇥ yr
total exposure. With a reduction in background by a
factor of ⇠ 6 [5], the half-life could be measured with a
precision at the few-percent level and the relative capture
fractions could be investigated. In this regard theoreti-
cal input on the relative capture fractions as well as the
double-hole energies is needed. Moreover, with more ex-
posure and less background the 2⌫ECEC can be used as
an ideal internal energy calibration source, and the re-
maining two-neutrino and hypothetical neutrinoless de-
cays of 124Xe [51] could become accessible.

2⌫�� half-lives before their measurement; calcula-
tions yield shorter half-lives than experiment and
are corrected with an ad hoc reduction of M2⌫ ,
usually known as “quenching” [9–11]. A similar
correction is needed in Gamow-Teller (GT) � de-
cays [12–15], except in ab initio calculations which
include two-body currents and many-body corre-
lations [16]. Unfortunately, the latter are not yet
capable of reproducing 2⌫�� decays, even for the
lightest emitter 48Ca [17, 18]. For other methods,
if the deficiency is systematic [12–14], the quench-
ing needed for an unmeasured 2⌫�� decay can be
inferred from other GT and 2⌫�� decays in the
same mass region [10]. Another approach is to con-
struct an effective field theory (EFT) for � decays
with low-energy couplings (LECs) adjusted to GT
transitions, so that M2⌫ is predicted with theo-
retical uncertainties [19]. These strategies led to
the predictions of the 2⌫�� half-life of 48Ca by
the nuclear shell model [20], and of the 2⌫ECEC
rate for 124Xe by the shell model [21], quasiparti-
cle random-phase approximation (QRPA) [15, 22]
and EFT [21], in good agreement with subsequent
measurements [23, 24].

2⌫�� decays to excited states have already been
measured in 100Mo [1, 25] and 150Nd [1, 26]—both
without a prior theoretical prediction—and are cur-
rently being explored in 76Ge [27, 28], 82Se [29],
130Te [30], and 136Xe [31, 32]. In this work, we pre-
dict the half-life of the 2⌫�� decay of 136Xe to the
first 0+

2 excited state in 136Ba by several different
many-body methods, following similar strategies as
for 2⌫�� decays to the 0+

gs ground state. We provide
the first shell-model predictions for this decay using
the same Hamiltonians as in previous 136Xe stud-
ies [10, 33–36]. We also present EFT results with
systematic theoretical uncertainties for decays to
the 0+

2 state following Refs. [21, 37], thereby also ex-
tending the EFT calculations to 136Xe not included
earlier. In addition, we improve previous QRPA re-
sults by using larger bases, consistent with 0⌫��-
decay work [36], and we update the interacting-
boson-model (IBM-2) prediction by using refined
model parameters [38].

Figure 1 summarizes our predictions, compared
to previous works [11, 15] and current experimen-
tal limits [31, 32]. While our results are consistent
with experiment, only a small part of the QRPA
band lies inside the non-excluded region. In con-
trast, the EFT and IBM-2 favor half-lives almost
an order of magnitude longer than the current ex-
perimental lower limits. Finally, the shell model
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Figure 1: 136Xe 2⌫��-decay half-life to the 136Ba 0+

2 state
obtained in this work (black bars) with the QRPA, nuclear
shell model (NSM), IBM-2, and EFT. The results are com-
pared with literature values (Lit.) [11, 15] (in gray) and ex-
perimental limits [31, 32] (horizontal lines with arrows).

suggests that detecting the decay requires improv-
ing the current sensitivities by over two orders of
magnitude. These diverse predictions indicate that
the 136Xe 2⌫�� decay to the 0+

2 state in 136Ba will
be a very useful test of many-body methods used
to calculate 0⌫��-decay nuclear matrix elements.

2. Nuclear matrix element

The 2⌫��-decay and 2⌫ECEC nuclear matrix el-
ement is given by [2, 15]

M2⌫ =
X

k

h0+
f ||Pa ⌧

�
a �a||1+

k ih1+
k ||Pb ⌧

�
b �b||0+

i i
(Ek � (Ei + Ef )/2)/me

,

(1)

where indices a, b run over all nucleons, the isospin
operator ⌧� turns neutrons into protons, � is the
spin operator, and the denominator involves the
electron mass me and the energies E of the ini-
tial (i), final (f) and each kth intermediate 1+

k

state [39, 40]. The corresponding half-life

�
T 2⌫

1/2

��1
= G2⌫g4

A (M2⌫)2, (2)

also depends on a well-known phase-space factor
G2⌫ [41, 42] and the axial nucleon coupling gA. For
136Xe, the phase space disfavors decays to the 0+

2

with respect to the 0+
gs by a factor ⇠ 4000.

2

Figure 20. Predicted half-lives for second-order weak decays with emission of

neutrinos. On the left, calculations for the double electron capture on 124Xe are

compared with the half-life extracted from the decay’s observation with the XENON1T

dark-matter detector. Figure taken from arXiv:2205.04158 with permission from the

authors, see also (Aprile et al., 2022). The results from the effective theory are labeled

as ET. On the right, calculations for the double beta decay of 136Xe to the first excited

0+ state in 136Ba are compared to current experimental limits. Figure taken from

arXiv:2211.03764 with permission from the authors, see also (Jokiniemi et al., 2023).

Results from the effective field theory are labeled as EFT.

11.3. Neutrinoless double beta decays

Along with the second-order weak decays reviewed in the previous section, large-scale

experiments are currently being conducted in search of an alternative decay mode that

violates lepton conservation. In this hypothetical mode, the neutrinos emitted during the

simultaneous decay of the neutrons are their own antiparticles, i.e. they are Majorana

fermions. This is a lepton-number violating process. If observed, this decay mode would

support theories explaining the matter-antimatter asymmetry in the Universe through

leptogenesis (Fukugita and Yanagida, 1986). It would also give insights into the mass

scale of the neutrino.

Assuming the decay is mediated by the exchange of the light neutrinos we know,

and that the impulse and closure approximations are valid, the neutrinoless double beta

decay half-life can be related to the Gamow-Teller, Fermi and tensor nuclear matrix

elements through

1

ti→f

= G0ν
i→fg

4
A

∣∣∣∣∣M
0ν
GT,i→f −

(
gV
gA

)2

M0ν
F,i→f +M0ν

T,i→f

∣∣∣∣∣

2

m2
ββ , (154)

where G0ν
i→f is a leptonic phase-space factor and mββ is the effective neutrino mass mββ.
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The nuclear matrix elements are

M0ν
x,i→f =

2R

πg2A

∫ ∞

0

qdq
⟨f |Ôx(q)|i⟩

D(q)
(155)

with x ∈ {GT,F,T}. Here, the nuclear radius R was introduced to make these matrix

element dimensionless. The integrand in the above expression consists of the matrix

element of either the Gamow-Teller, Fermi or tensor operator,

ÔGT(q) =
∑

ij

j0(qrij)hGT(q)σi · σjτ+i τ+j ,

ÔF(q) =
∑

ij

j0(qrij)hF(q)τ+i τ
+
j ,

ÔT(q) =
∑

ij

j2(qrij)hT(q) (3σi · r̂ijσj · r̂ij − σi · σj) τ+i τ+j , (156)

which act on all neutron pairs of the decaying nucleus, and an energy denominator,

D(q) = q + Ē − (Ei + Ef )/2, depending on the closure energy Ē. The spherical Bessel

functions jn and neutrino potentials hx in the operator depend on the magnitude of the

relative momentum q and the relative position rij of the two neutrons.

The direct calculation of the neutrinoless double beta decay matrix element within

an effective theory that cannot resolve individual neutrons would require us to fit

unknown constants in the effective operator encoding the effects of neutron pair

interactions to data on a not yet observed decay. An alternative is to take advantage

of the linear relation suggested by multiple models (Menéndez, 2017; Barea et al., 2015;

Rodŕıguez and Mart́ınez-Pinedo, 2013; Menéndez et al., 2009) between this matrix

element and that of the double Gamow-Teller operator, shown in figure 21. The

calculation of this matrix element within the effective theory requires one to write the

ground state of the parent even-even nucleus in this framework. A first approximation

to this state considers only the configuration in which the neutron and proton-hole pairs

on top of the core are coupled to zero spin

|0+
gs⟩ =

1

2

(
n† ⊗ n†)(0) (p† ⊗ p†

)(0) |0⟩ . (157)

While contributions from configurations in which the neutron and proton pairs couple

to non-zero spin are expected to be small, their effects on Gamow-Teller matrix element

might be considerable, as is the case for nuclear magnetic moments (Ueno et al., 1996).

The matrix element of the effective double Gamow-Teller operator

ÔDGT =
(
ÔGT ⊗ ÔGT

)(0)
= CβiCβf

(
(ñ⊗ p̃)(1) ⊗ (ñ⊗ p̃)(1)

)(0)
+ . . . , (158)

with Cβi and Cβf low-energy constants fitted to single beta decays from the lowest 1+

state in the intermediate odd-odd nucleus to the initial and final nuclei, respectively,

and dots denoting higher-order terms, can be approximated as

MDGT,igs→fgs ≈ CβiCβf

√
4

3(2jn + 1)(2jp + 1)
, (159)
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FIG. 2. Double-Gamow-Teller NMEs in the EFT for different
combinations of neutron and proton orbitals jn, jp, normalized by
the product of the LECs Cβ1Cβ2 . The squares and bars give the
central value and EFT truncation uncertainty, respectively. As an
example, the normalized 96Zr DGT NME on the right covers all
orbital combinations 1

2 ! jn, jp ! 9
2 .

for some nuclei there is more than one combination possible
to couple to a 1+ state for the odd-odd intermediate nucleus,
e.g., as shown in Fig. 1 for the DGT transition from 76Ge.

For 96Zr, no states in the spectra of the odd-mass nuclei
were able to satisfy the conditions stated above. For 116Cd,
only one orbital combination satisfies the conditions, but one
of the orbitals lies very close to 700 keV (see Table IV). In
this case, we chose to neglect this orbital combination. As dis-
cussed below, this leads to a larger uncertainty. In both cases,
we thus assume neutron and proton total angular momenta
ranging from 1

2 to 9
2 to predict their DGT NMEs, since these

are the most frequent, as can be seen in Table I.
Figure 2 shows the normalized DGT NMEs for differ-

ent combinations of neutron and proton orbitals and their
corresponding uncertainties. Since there is more than one
combination of neutron and proton orbitals possible, this in-
troduces another source of uncertainty to the DGT NME.
In Fig. 2 only one bar is plotted for orbital combinations
where the total angular momenta of the neutron and proton
orbitals are unequal. In case both combinations for jn ̸= jp are
allowed, we count this twice for the average of the normalized
DGT NME over all orbital combinations. As discussed above
and shown in Fig. 2, all possible combinations of 1

2 ! jn, jp !
9
2 are included in the prediction of 96Zr and 116Cd. The uncer-
tainty is taken to be the combined uncertainty range of the
included normalized DGT NMEs.

For all considered DGT transitions, the spin and parity of
the ground states of the intermediate nuclei involved are given
in Appendix A, along with checks of the EFT for spherical
cores through the E4+/E2+ ratio. Given the allowed orbital
combinations discussed above, the LECs Cβ1 and Cβ2 are fit
to experimental GT decays or GT strengths from charge-
exchange reactions for the intermediate nuclei [74–92], except

FIG. 3. Correlation between DGT and 0νββ NMEs, the latter di-
vided by A1/6. The fit to NSM results (blue circles) gives a correlation
coefficient rNSM = 0.90. NMEs from EDF (black crosses), IBM (red
stars), and QRPA calculations (orange diamonds) are also shown.
Data were taken from Refs. [34,40,41]. The gray dotted, solid, and
dashed lines correspond to the top, central, and bottom fits to NSM
results; see text for details.

for 124Xe where data systematics on neighboring nuclei are
used following Ref. [32]. In some cases only one log( f t )
value or GT strength of the investigated transition was avail-
able to obtain the LEC, which is then used for both Cβ1 and
Cβ2 . The resulting Cβ1 and Cβ2 and the EFT DGT NMEs are
listed in Table II. For cases with more than one possible orbital
combination, the results are obtained with the same procedure
as described above for 96Zr.

We have neglected some orbital combinations fulfilling the
conditions of a DGT transition, but not listed in Table I. We
do not consider orbitals if there are no experimental data on
the lifetimes of the corresponding excited states in adjacent
odd-mass nuclei, because this prevents us from identifying the
states as dominantly single-particle excitations. For example,
in 81Kr the 5

2
−

state at 456.74 keV could couple to the 3
2

−

state in 79,81Br, and its energy is comparable to the one of the
9
2

+
states in 79,81Br. However, the lifetime of the 5

2
−

state in
81Kr is not known. In addition, we disregard orbitals when the
NSM suggests that the corresponding states are not dominant
or not of single-particle character. The reasons for omitting
possible orbital combinations are discussed in more detail in
Appendix B (see Table IV there).

B. Correlation between MDGT and M0νββ

The DGT NMEs show a very good correlation with 0νββ
decay NMEs [34,40,41], which is clearly visible in Fig. 3 for
NSM, EDF, and IBM results, while the QRPA results do not
follow this correlation. In the form introduced in Ref. [34],
the correlation between MDGT and M0νββ is slightly different
in light and heavy nuclei, because a mass-dependent factor is
introduced. The reason for the mass dependence is twofold.
First, the standard definition of the 0νββ decay NME in-
cludes a factor R = 1.2A1/3 fm introduced to make this NME

034309-6

Figure 21. Relation between the neutrinoless double beta decay and double Gamow-

Teller matrix elements. Calculations within the nuclear shell model, energy density

functional theory and interacting boson model support a linear relation between

these matrix elements. Figure taken from arXiv:2108.11805 with permission from

the authors, see also (Brase et al., 2022).

where jn and jp are the spins of the orbitals in which the neutron and proton-hole

pairs lie. These spins, which must be able to couple to form 1+ odd-odd states, are

inferred from the low-lying spectra of adjacent odd-mass nuclei. Omitted contributions

to this matrix element arise from neglected contributions to the double Gamow-Teller

operator including m pairs of quadrupole fields, and m-phonon corrections to the lowest

1+ odd-odd state used to fit Cβi and Cβf . The latter corrections couple to the ground

state of the final nucleus via terms in the Gamow-Teller operator with m quadrupole

fields. According to the power counting for the quadrupole fields, and assuming the

theory breaks at the three-phonon level, yields an omitted contribution to the double

Gamow-Teller matrix element relative to its leading approximation expected to scale as

∆DGT,igs→fgs ∼
∑

i=1

ϵi =
1

2
. (160)

This expectation for the omitted contribution can be used as an uncertainty

estimate when the neutron and proton spins can be uniquely assigned. For transitions

in which the adjacent odd-mass spectra suggest nj allowed spin combination, the double

Gamow-Teller matrix element is assigned a value of

MDGT,igs→fgs =
CβiCβf
nj

∑

jn,jp

√
4

3(2jn + 1)(2jp + 1)
. (161)

Its associated uncertainty results from merging the omitted contributions for each spin

combination, as shown in figure 22 for the decay of 96Zr, for which all spin combinations

1/2 ≤ jn, jp ≤ 9/2 were considered.
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FIG. 2. Double-Gamow-Teller NMEs in the EFT for different
combinations of neutron and proton orbitals jn, jp, normalized by
the product of the LECs Cβ1Cβ2 . The squares and bars give the
central value and EFT truncation uncertainty, respectively. As an
example, the normalized 96Zr DGT NME on the right covers all
orbital combinations 1

2 ! jn, jp ! 9
2 .

for some nuclei there is more than one combination possible
to couple to a 1+ state for the odd-odd intermediate nucleus,
e.g., as shown in Fig. 1 for the DGT transition from 76Ge.

For 96Zr, no states in the spectra of the odd-mass nuclei
were able to satisfy the conditions stated above. For 116Cd,
only one orbital combination satisfies the conditions, but one
of the orbitals lies very close to 700 keV (see Table IV). In
this case, we chose to neglect this orbital combination. As dis-
cussed below, this leads to a larger uncertainty. In both cases,
we thus assume neutron and proton total angular momenta
ranging from 1

2 to 9
2 to predict their DGT NMEs, since these

are the most frequent, as can be seen in Table I.
Figure 2 shows the normalized DGT NMEs for differ-

ent combinations of neutron and proton orbitals and their
corresponding uncertainties. Since there is more than one
combination of neutron and proton orbitals possible, this in-
troduces another source of uncertainty to the DGT NME.
In Fig. 2 only one bar is plotted for orbital combinations
where the total angular momenta of the neutron and proton
orbitals are unequal. In case both combinations for jn ̸= jp are
allowed, we count this twice for the average of the normalized
DGT NME over all orbital combinations. As discussed above
and shown in Fig. 2, all possible combinations of 1

2 ! jn, jp !
9
2 are included in the prediction of 96Zr and 116Cd. The uncer-
tainty is taken to be the combined uncertainty range of the
included normalized DGT NMEs.

For all considered DGT transitions, the spin and parity of
the ground states of the intermediate nuclei involved are given
in Appendix A, along with checks of the EFT for spherical
cores through the E4+/E2+ ratio. Given the allowed orbital
combinations discussed above, the LECs Cβ1 and Cβ2 are fit
to experimental GT decays or GT strengths from charge-
exchange reactions for the intermediate nuclei [74–92], except

FIG. 3. Correlation between DGT and 0νββ NMEs, the latter di-
vided by A1/6. The fit to NSM results (blue circles) gives a correlation
coefficient rNSM = 0.90. NMEs from EDF (black crosses), IBM (red
stars), and QRPA calculations (orange diamonds) are also shown.
Data were taken from Refs. [34,40,41]. The gray dotted, solid, and
dashed lines correspond to the top, central, and bottom fits to NSM
results; see text for details.

for 124Xe where data systematics on neighboring nuclei are
used following Ref. [32]. In some cases only one log( f t )
value or GT strength of the investigated transition was avail-
able to obtain the LEC, which is then used for both Cβ1 and
Cβ2 . The resulting Cβ1 and Cβ2 and the EFT DGT NMEs are
listed in Table II. For cases with more than one possible orbital
combination, the results are obtained with the same procedure
as described above for 96Zr.

We have neglected some orbital combinations fulfilling the
conditions of a DGT transition, but not listed in Table I. We
do not consider orbitals if there are no experimental data on
the lifetimes of the corresponding excited states in adjacent
odd-mass nuclei, because this prevents us from identifying the
states as dominantly single-particle excitations. For example,
in 81Kr the 5

2
−

state at 456.74 keV could couple to the 3
2

−

state in 79,81Br, and its energy is comparable to the one of the
9
2

+
states in 79,81Br. However, the lifetime of the 5

2
−

state in
81Kr is not known. In addition, we disregard orbitals when the
NSM suggests that the corresponding states are not dominant
or not of single-particle character. The reasons for omitting
possible orbital combinations are discussed in more detail in
Appendix B (see Table IV there).

B. Correlation between MDGT and M0νββ

The DGT NMEs show a very good correlation with 0νββ
decay NMEs [34,40,41], which is clearly visible in Fig. 3 for
NSM, EDF, and IBM results, while the QRPA results do not
follow this correlation. In the form introduced in Ref. [34],
the correlation between MDGT and M0νββ is slightly different
in light and heavy nuclei, because a mass-dependent factor is
introduced. The reason for the mass dependence is twofold.
First, the standard definition of the 0νββ decay NME in-
cludes a factor R = 1.2A1/3 fm introduced to make this NME

034309-6

Figure 22. Normalized double Gamow-Teller matrix element. Omitted contributions

to the matrix elements are used as uncertainty estimates. The matrix element for 96Zr

is the mean value of the matrix elements for the shown combinations. Its associated

uncertainty results from merging the corresponding uncertainties. Figure taken from

arXiv:2108.11805 with permission from the authors, see also (Brase et al., 2022).

Based on a linear fit for the relation between neutrinoless double beta decay

and double Gamow-Teller matrix elements, the neutrinoless double beta decay matrix

elements are

M0ν
igs→fgs = A1/6MDGT,igs→fgs/q

2 − n

m
. (162)

where A is the nuclear mass number, q is a quenching factor. Values for m and n

yielding the grey band in figure 21 are given by Brase et al. (2022). The neutrinoless

double beta decay matrix elements computed from double Gamow-Teller ones calculated

within the effective theory using two quenching factors (solid and dashed boxes)

are compared with results from other nuclear structure models in figure 23. It is

interesting to notice that predictions by the effective theory for 48Ca, 76Ge and 82Se

are consistent with those obtained from nuclear shell model (NSM) calculations [values

found in reference (Shimizu et al., 2018)] as well as ab initio calculations using coupled

cluster (CC) (Novario et al., 2021) and in-medium similarity renormalization group

(IMSRG) (Belley et al., 2024, 2021; Yao et al., 2020) methods. Predictions by the

effective theory for the decays of heavier nuclei tend to underestimate values calculated

within the NSM and other phenomenological models.
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FIG. 5. Comparison of the EFT NMEs for 0νββ decay (same blue bars as in Fig. 4) to results from different models, NSM (blue circles),
IBM (red triangles), EDF (black crosses), and QRPA (orange diamonds), as well as recent ab initio calculations using the MR-IMSRG (cyan
bar), VS-IMSRG (pink bars), and CC theory (purple bar). For references and details see also Table II. The lines between the same symbols
illustrate the range of predictions within the same model.

predictions, which further supports the validity of our ap-
proach. Our predictions are especially interesting for heavier
nuclei beyond the reach of ab initio frameworks, for which the
only NMEs available lack quantified uncertainties.

IV. SUMMARY

We have studied 0νββ decay within an EFT that treats
nuclei as an even-even spherical collective core coupled to
additional neutrons and/or protons. All microscopic details of
a decay are encoded into the LECs of the effective operators.
The lack of experimental data on 0νββ decay prevents fitting
the LECs for this decay and, thereby, the direct prediction of
0νββ NMEs in the EFT.

In this work, we therefore followed an alternative strategy
and obtained the 0νββ NMEs using a correlation between
NMEs of DGT transitions and 0νββ decays. Although we
have used the correlation based on NSM results, the same
correlation is also supported by EDF and IBM calculations.
To this end, we first calculated the NMEs for DGT transitions
in the EFT and determined the LECs using experimental f t
values and GT strengths from charge-exchange reactions as
input. The resulting DGT NMEs include uncertainty estimates
both from beyond LO in the EFT and from different possible
orbital combinations for the added neutrons and protons. We
then used the correlation between DGT and 0νββ NMEs to
predict 0νββ NMEs in the EFT with quantified uncertainties
for nuclei from 48Ca to 150Nd.

The EFT 0νββ NMEs lie in a range 0.18 ! M0νββ
EFT ! 3.40,

where the uncertainty bands for each nucleus are due to

the correlation as well as the above mentioned uncertainties
in the DGT NMEs. We emphasize that these ranges have
been obtained for very conservative assumptions on the nu-
clear structure. Due to the smaller EFT DGT NME results,
the EFT 0νββ NMEs are in general smaller than the pre-
dictions by the NSM, EDF, QRPA, and IBM calculations,
but the EFT NME range overlaps or is close to the NSM
and QRPA results for 48Ca, 76Ge, 82Se, 130Te, and 136Xe.
This includes the most advanced experiments. The smaller
EFT 0νββ NMEs suggest that it is important to benchmark
other calculations against GT transitions. Interestingly, our
EFT results are also consistent within uncertainties with re-
cent ab initio calculations for 48Ca, 76Ge, and 82Ge, which
can provide future opportunities for matching the EFT for
heavy nuclei to many-body calculations based on nuclear
forces.
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Figure 23. Neutrinoless double beta decay matrix elements. Matrix elements

predicted by the effective theory for the decays of 48Ca, 76Ge and 82Se are consistent

with those obtained from the nuclear shell model (NSM) calculations as well as ab initio

calculations using coupled-cluster (CC) and in-medium similarity renormalization

group (IMSRG) methods. Predictions for the decays of heavier nuclei underestimate

those made within the NSM and other phenomenological models. Figure taken from

arXiv:2108.11805 with permission from the authors, see also (Brase et al., 2022).

12. Comparison with other models

Many models have been used to describe and understand nuclear collective modes such

as rotations and vibrations, and to connect them with the independent-particle picture

of the nuclear shell model, see, e.g. the textbooks (Bohr and Mottelson, 1975; Rowe

and Wood, 2010). The recent focus issue (Dudek, 2016) presents many developments

that built on the ground-breaking work by Bohr and Mottelson. In this Section, we

relate and contrast the effective theories of this review to some of these models. Finally,

we also point out how the effective theories can be useful in ab initio computations of

collective modes.

One can divide the approaches to nuclear deformation into two sets, namely

those that break rotational symmetry (or use nonlinear realizations of rotational

symmetry) and those that do not. The former are conceptually simple and also tend

to be computationally much less expensive. The approach by the Copenhagen group

(Bohr, 1952; Bohr and Mottelson, 1953; Nilsson, 1955) was the first in this direction.

The effective theories of deformed nuclei are closely related to these approaches and

highlight their universal properties. The approaches that keep rotational invariance are

computationally and conceptually more complicated. The foundational work by Elliott

(1958) described deformed many-body states within a valence shell of the harmonic
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oscillator exploiting its SU(3) symmetry. Several algebraic models are inspired by this

work and computations of deformed states in the spherical shell model can also be

related to it (Zuker et al., 2015).

12.1. Unified collective model and geometric models

Bohr (1952); Bohr and Mottelson (1953) modeled the collective behavior of nuclei in

terms of the surface oscillations of a liquid. This approach uses the five degrees of

freedom associated with quadrupole deformation of the nuclear surface. A decisive

step is the transformation to three Euler angles and two shape parameters, β and

γ. The former measures the degree of axially symmetric deformation while the latter

describes triaxial deformation. This transformation effectively introduces a nonlinear

realization of the rotational symmetry, by using the Euler angles, and adds β and

γ as vibrational degrees of freedom. In deformed even-even nuclei, this allows one to

describe the ground-state band (with a 0+
1 band head) and neighboring rotational bands

with a 0+
2 state (for the β mode) and a 2+

2 state (for the γ mode) for the band head,

respectively. The collective Bohr Hamiltonian becomes exactly solvable for certain forms

of the potential energy, see (Fortunato, 2005) for a compendium. Such exactly solvable

models approximately describe nuclei in various regions of the Segre chart.

The unified collective model addresses collective and single-particle dynamics.

Single-particle aspects are described within the deformed (axially symmetric) Nilsson

model. This yields the structure of single-particle excitations in the intrinsic (body-fixed

frame). It is understood that suitable superpositions (i.e. rotations) of such states yield

a system with good total angular momentum. The model is invaluable in predicting

the ground-state spins of odd-mass nuclei. These also exhibit rotational bands. Here,

the spin projections K of the band heads are based on the Nilsson orbital occupied by

the odd nucleon. The spin j = K of the odd nucleon is then coupled to the spin I of

the rotor via the “rotation-particle coupling” (I+j− + I−j+) (Kerman, 1956). Deformed

odd-odd nuclei are described by appropriately couple two unpaired nucleons (in the

Nilsson model) to the rotor.

There are several extensions of the unified collective model. These so-called

“geometric models” all have in common that they describe quantized oscillations and

rotations of a liquid (Faessler et al., 1965; Eisenberg and Greiner, 1970; Hess et al.,

1980). They describes a wealth of data in deformed nuclei for energy levels and

electromagnetic transitions, see, e.g., references (Eisenberg and Greiner, 1970; Bohr and

Mottelson, 1975). We still use its expressions such as “β vibrations” or “γ vibrations”

today. Because of the simple underlying model of an oscillating surface, it is straight

forward to introduce other operators (e.g. those for electromagnetic moments and

transitions) within the unified model. Of course, we are also aware of its limitations.

In cadmium isotopes, for instance, a low-resolution description can indeed be based on

β vibrations (Coello Pérez and Papenbrock, 2015a), but a high-resolution description

reveals that the situation is more complex (Garrett and Wood, 2010; Gray et al., 2022).
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In general, the Nilsson model is successful and most useful in determining the spins

of rotational band heads in odd-nuclei; however it is more challenging to view β and

γ excitations in even-even nuclei within this model. Another challenge is posed by

deformed even-even actinides where lowest lying rotational band heads with spin/parity

Kπ = 1− appear at lowest energy close to the ground-state rotational band, i.e. below

the band heads that could be associated with β or γ vibrations. In contrast, the

effective theories can be agnostic regarding the origin of internal degrees of freedom

that determine the spins (and K quantum numbers) of band heads; the only assumption

about them is that they are fast degrees of freedom.

12.2. Interacting boson model and algebraic models

Algebraic models can be traced back to Elliott’s SU(3). Elliott (1958) pointed out

that collective rotational states in the harmonic-oscillator-based shell model have large

overlaps with basis states of irreducible representations of SU(3). In other words, the

SU(3) symmetry of the three-dimensional harmonic oscillator allows one to introduce

basis states that are classified by SU(3) quantum numbers in addition to those of SO(3)

reflecting rotational invariance. Collective rotational states appear to be simple in this

basis, i.e. they are limited to a single or a few irreducible representations. This seems

to suggest that SU(3) could be an approximate symmetry for nuclei when viewed at

low resolution. (It is not a symmetry of the nuclear Hamiltonian at higher resolution,

e.g. within pion-less effective field theory or chiral effective field theory.) Thus, a low-

resolution nuclear Hamiltonian must then be approximately proportional to the SU(3)

Casimir operator Q ·Q−3L ·L where Q is the algebraic quadrupole operator and L the

orbital angular momentum. The L · L term naturally yields the rotational band with

energies proportional to L(L + 1). Thus, the SU(3) symmetry is consistent with the

leading-order Hamiltonian (19) of the emergent symmetry breaking of SO(3), and we

think that this is how the effective theories of this review relate to the SU(3) symmetry

of algebraic models.

The impact of Elliott’s work is that it relates the spherical shell model to nuclear

rotation and deformed states. However, while the coupling of nucleons to good SU(3)

quantum numbers is a solved problem (Hecht, 1965), it can be computationally expensive

for many-nucleon systems. It is in the eye of the beholder to what extent such

correlated states are simple. The algebraic approach has been extended to more general

cases (Rosensteel and Rowe, 1977, 1980) and is also used in ab initio computations

of deformed nuclei (Dytrych et al., 2008). The review (Harvey, 1968) and the recent

textbooks by Rowe and Wood (2010) and Frank et al. (2019) present many aspects of

this approach.

The interacting boson model (Iachello and Arima, 1987) describes even-even nuclei

in terms of s and d-wave bosons. Thus, one deals with a total of six boson creation and

six corresponding annihilation operators. While one might associate the former with

pairing and the latter with deformation, this is an algebraic model and no reference to
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any coordinates or momenta needs to be made. It is immediately clear that one has

the right degrees of freedom to capture, e.g., the β and γ vibrations and the rotations

of the unified collective model. When choosing a basis in Hilbert space the six boson

operators allow one to label basis states in terms of the U(6) symmetry. There are three

different group chains that introduce quantum numbers starting with U(6) and ending

with SO(3), i.e. the symmetry of the strong nuclear force that must be used to label

energy levels. Thus, one can introduce three different bases in Hilbert space where basis

states can be labeled by other quantum numbers besides angular momentum.

The Hamiltonian of the interacting boson model exhibits six parameters. The

parameters can be chosen such that the Hamiltonian is diagonal in one of the three

different basis sets. Interestingly, the spectra (and the electromagnetic transitions) in

some nuclei are well described using such special combinations of parameters. One

then speaks of a “dynamical symmetry.” In general, of course, the interacting boson

model simply provides one with a basis and eigenstates are superpositions of basis

states. We can relate the effective theories of this review to the interacting boson

model. Based on Elliott’s SU(3) the group chain U(6) ⊃ SU(3) ⊃ SO(3) is consistent

with the emergent symmetry breaking of SO(3) and describes deformed nuclei. The

group chain U(6) ⊃ U(5) ⊃ SO(3) contains the U(5) symmetry. The leading-order

Hamiltonian (117) is invariant under U(5) transformations of the d-boson operators, i.e.

under dµ → d′µ =
∑

ν Uµνdν with a unitary matrix U . Thus, harmonic vibrations are

consistent with that group chain. Higher-order corrections will break this dynamical

symmetry. In this sense, the dynamical symmetries of the interacting boson model

might be thought of as resolution-scale dependent symmetries. They are absent at high

resolution because they are not symmetries of the strong nuclear force. The appearance

of a higher symmetry than exhibited by the strong nuclear force could be an effect of

low resolution: “From a distance, most things look beautiful.” (Murakami, 2018).

The algebraic models seek insights and simplification by classifying nuclear states

in terms of higher symmetries than what the strong nuclear force exhibits. While

such a classification might be successful at low resolution scales it must break down

at sufficiently high resolution. In any case, they provide one with a basis in Hilbert

space. Caprio (2011), for instance employed a basis from an algebraic model to solve the

Bohr Hamiltonian numerically. The mathematically inspired approach of the algebraic

models, invoking a higher symmetry than exhibited by the strong nuclear force, is

in contrast to effective field theories. In the latter approach, nuclear deformation

and superfluidity, for instance, are physical phenomena related to emergent symmetry

breaking, i.e to a breaking of symmetry in low-energy states.

12.3. Shell model

The spherical shell model (Mayer and Jensen, 1955) provides us with basis of Slater

determinants for valence nucleons in a major oscillator shell. By construction the shell

model is efficient to understand single-particle aspects of nuclear structure. Collective
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states can be computed as well; however these are superpositions of a large number of

Slater determinants and thus more complicated. An alternative approach can be based

on Elliott’s work. Basis states can be chosen according to irreducible representations of

SU(3). A few irreducible representations may suffice to compute rotational bands, and

this makes them conceptually simple. However, the SU(3) basis states are superpositions

of many Slater determinants and this complicates the computation of Hamiltonian

matrix elements for general interactions. The review by Caurier et al. (2005) highlights

how single-particle and collective aspects are captured by the spherical shell model, and

some SU(3) aspects are emphasized in reference (Zuker et al., 2015).

The Monte Carlo shell-model (Shimizu et al., 2012) employs a huge Hilbert space

of symmetry-breaking Slater determinants, restores their symmetry via projection, and

uses a Monte Carlo method to determine a relatively small basis in Hilbert space. Here

again, symmetry projection is the crucial tool that provides us with an intellectual link

with effective theories, see section 2.

12.4. Mean field computations

Mean-field approaches describe nuclear properties based on self-consistent computations

of a Slater determinants (Bender et al., 2003; Vretenar et al., 2005; Nikšić et al.,

2011; Robledo et al., 2018). For open-shell nuclei the employed product states break

rotational invariance and/or particle-number conservation and symmetry projection

becomes relevant (Sheikh et al., 2021). The surveys (Stoitsov et al., 2003; Delaroche

et al., 2010; Erler et al., 2012; Kortelainen et al., 2012; Agbemava et al., 2014) explored

collective properties from deformation and reference (Hinohara and Nazarewicz, 2016)

focused on the pairing rotational tensor associated with superfluidity. A link to

effective theories comes from symmetry projection. Projection after variation introduces

collective coordinates as described in section 2: Euler angles for deformed and gauge

angles for superfluid nuclei. Thus, the effective theories of nuclear deformation and

superfluidity bring to the fore what is universal in the symmetry projection, namely

rotational bands and pairing rotational bands. The success of mean-field approaches

show that many aspects of low-energy nuclear structure can be based on symmetry-

breaking product states and their symmetry restoration. These aspects link them to

effective theories.

We note finally that effective field theories could also be of some use in mean-field

computations. Symmetry projections are problematic for energy functionals (Duguet

and Sadoudi, 2010; Nazarewicz et al., 2014). Cranking techniques can yield energy

spacings in a rotational band (or pairing rotational band). Using effective theories, on

can relate such spacings to the gain in ground-state energies from symmetry projection.

Similar comments apply to ab initio computations, where these tools have been used.

We present details in the following section.
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12.5. Ab initio computations

The effective theories presented in this review form the lowest rung in a ladder of

increasing resolution that ends with ab initio computations and connects nuclear

phenomena that differ by more than two orders of magnitude in energy and

resolution (Bontems et al., 2021).

Ab initio computations of rotational states in nuclei are somewhat impressive

because of the large separation of scales between the ground-state energy and the small

level spacing within a rotational band. In 8Be, for instance, the binding energy is

about 50 MeV while the excitation energy of the 2+ state is just 3 MeV, and the

ab initio calculations (Wiringa et al., 2013; Dytrych et al., 2013; Caprio et al., 2013)

reproduced these data. The separation of scale increases with increasing mass, and ab

initio computations have computed accurate binding energies together with rotational

bands in increasingly heavier nuclei (Epelbaum et al., 2012; Frosini et al., 2022; Hagen

et al., 2022). The advance is rapid, with the most recent computations of odd-mass

nuclei around mass numbers A ≈ 20 to 30 (Lin et al., 2024; Sun et al., 2024a) and even-

even nuclei around mass numbers A ≈ 70 to 80 (Hu et al., 2024b,a). These computations

exploit the separation of scales between binding energies and rotational excitations (Sun

et al., 2024b); they start from symmetry-breaking states and obtain rotational bands

from symmetry projection. Such computations provide us with the microscopic basis of

effective theories as we discussed in section 2.

The no-core shell model calculations of odd beryllium nuclei (Caprio et al., 2015;

Maris et al., 2015) include long and short-range physics in a single computation. Then,

the interpretation of computed levels, and their placement into rotational bands, is

based on the known phenomenological patterns. The symmetry-adapted no-core-shell

model (Dytrych et al., 2008) is based on the insight by Elliott (1958) that quadrupole

deformation in the spherical shell-model can be captured by exploiting the SU(3)

symmetry of the harmonic oscillator.

Ab initio calculations can yield the low-energy constants that enter the effective

Hamiltonians such as equation (9). This would then allow one to use the effective

theory to compute other collective observables, to potentially extend the reach of ab

initio methods, or to check the quality of ab initio computations. The latter is possible

because effective theories of collective phenomena exhibit a power counting that allows

one to estimate uncertainties. Let us for example estimate by how much the energy of

a symmetry-breaking state is lowered by angular-momentum projections. For deformed

nuclei, all that is needed is are the expectation values ⟨E⟩ and ⟨J2⟩ in the symmetry-

broken state. As the low-lying states fulfill equation (4), the expectation values are

related by

⟨E⟩ = E0 + a⟨J2⟩ . (163)

Making assumptions about the rotational constant a, e.g. by estimating the energy scale

E2 − E0 = 6a between the ground state and the 2+ state then allows one to estimate
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the energy gain from angular-momentum projection as

E0 − ⟨E⟩ = −(E2 − E0)
⟨J2⟩

6
. (164)

Such estimates have been used in reference (Hagen et al., 2022).

Similar estimates can be obtained for calculations in a Bogoliubov framework where

particle-number projection is missing. Using the energy expectation value and the

expectation value of the particle number variance, and by estimating the size of the

pairing rotational tensor (Hinohara, 2015; Hinohara and Nazarewicz, 2016; Hinohara,

2018) then allows one to estimate the energy gain from a particle-number projection.

Examples were presented in the works (Papenbrock, 2022; Tichai et al., 2023).

13. Summary and outlook

We reviewed effective theories for collective excitations in nuclei. These are either based

on emergent symmetry breaking or on purely phenomenological degrees of freedom. The

main insights and results are as follows.

(i) Effective theories based on emergent symmetry breaking

(a) These exploit that most nuclei exhibit deformation and superfluidity, i.e. an

emergent breaking of rotational symmetry and of a phase (gauge) symmetry,

respectively. The corresponding low-energy excitations are Nambu-Goldstone

modes, i.e. rotations and pairing rotations, respectively, are universal.

Similarly, the coupling of these excitations to faster degrees of freedom are

universal or severely constrained by the patterns of the broken symmetries.

Thus, effective theories of these phenomena bring to the fore the essential

common properties of a plethora of nuclear models.

(b) The effective theories for emergent symmetry breaking are based on the well-

known coset approach used for spontaneous symmetry breaking but generalize

it by including the purely time-dependent mode. This is key in finite systems.

(c) Gauge potentials naturally enter when fast degrees of freedom are coupled

to the Nambu-Goldstone modes. This connects deformed nuclei whose band

heads have finite spins to topological phenomena and geometric phases.

(d) Effective theories provide us with estimates for energy gains from symmetry

projection (which are computationally expensive in ab initio computations) and

with model-independent constraints on such computations. They also allow us

to potentially extend the reach of ab initio computations for a description of

universal phenomena.

(ii) Effective theories based on phenomenological degrees of freedom

(a) In the absence of emergent symmetry breaking there are no universal

properties. The effective theories for nuclear vibrations serve as examples.

These exploit that one can identify a breakdown energy, which is separated in
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scale from the low-energy phenomena of interest. This allows one to introduce

a power counting and to estimate or quantify uncertainties, and to turn a

model (e.g. nuclear vibrations based on quadrupole degrees of freedom) into

an effective theory. It opens an avenue to treat other nuclear models this way.

(b) The effective theory approach demonstrated that cadmium nuclei (and others)

can – at low resolution – indeed be viewed as anharmonic vibrators. This

interpretations is, of course, resolution dependent, and a more complicated

picture might emerge at higher resolution.

(c) This approach also allows one to quantify uncertainties for nuclear matrix

elements of weak decays and neutrinoless double beta decay. The results from

effective theories tend to be lower than those of other models and, in 48Ca and
76Ge, are consistent with results from ab initio methods.

For an outlook we mention a few open problems. First, odd-odd nuclei provide us

with a challenging opportunity. On the one hand, the approach of Section 5.3 could be

applied to these nuclei. On the other hand, the higher level density of band heads would

probably introduce strong inter-band couplings and perhaps also erase the separation

of scales between internal degrees of freedom and rotational modes. Second, extending

electromagnetic transitions to odd-mass nuclei or those with triaxial deformation might

be profitable. Third, halo nuclei with a deformed core pose an interesting challenge.

Here, the low-energy of the halo might be of similar scale as rotational excitations, and

one deals with two low-energy scales. Finally, the effective theories for nuclear vibrations

might be motivations to turn other nuclear models into effective theories.
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Nikšić, T, Vretenar, D, and Ring, P (2011), “Relativistic nuclear energy density

functionals: Mean-field and beyond,” Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 66 (3), 519 .

Nilsson, S G (1955), “Binding states of individual nucleons in strongly deformed nuclei,”

K. Dan. Vidensk. Selsk. Mat. Fys. Medd. 29 (no. 16), no. 16.

Novario, S, Gysbers, P, Engel, J, Hagen, G, Jansen, G R, Morris, T D, Navrátil, P,
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