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An exactly solvable model for a description of the two-neutrino double-8 decay transition of the Fermi type
is considered. By using perturbation theory an explicit dependence of the two-neutrino double-8 decay matrix
element on the like-nucleon pairing, particle-particle, and particle-hole proton-neutron interactions is found by
assuming a weak violation of isospin symmetry of the Hamiltonian expressed with generators of the SO(5)

group. It is found that there is a dominance of double-8 decay transition through a single state of the intermediate
nucleus. Then, an energy-weighted sum rule connecting AZ = 2 nuclei is presented and discussed. It is suggested
that this sum rule can be exploited to study the residual interactions of the nuclear Hamiltonian.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The two-neutrino double-8 decay (2vB8f decay), which
involves the emission of two electrons and two antineutrinos
[1-5],

(A,Z) > (A, Z+2)+2e” + 20, (1)

has attracted the attention of both experimentalists and theo-
reticians for a long period and remains of major importance
for nuclear physics.

It is a second-order process in the weak interaction allowed
in the standard model. The 2vBB decay can be observed
because even-even nuclei with an even number of protons
and neutrons are more stable than odd-odd nuclei with broken
pairs [1,2]. Thus, the single S-decay transition from the (A, Z)
nucleus to a neighboring odd-odd nucleus is energetically
forbidden.

Till now, the 2v88 decay has been detected for 11 different
nuclei for transition to the ground state and in two cases also
to transition to the 0T excited state of the daughter nucleus [6].
This rare process is one of the major sources of background
in running and planned experiments aimed at the search for a
signal of the more fundamental neutrinoless double-p decay,
which occurs if the neutrino is a massive Majorana particle.

The inverse half-life of the 2vg8 decay is free of unknown
parameters of particle physics and can be factorized to a good
approximation as [1,2]
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where G?' is the lepton phase-space factor and g, (gv) is

the axial-vector (vector) coupling constant. The 2v88 decay is

governed by the double Gamow-Teller (GT) and double Fermi

(F) matrix elements, which are given by [1-4]

M2y = Z (£1OFcrll 1) (I, 1OF crlli)

PACS number(s): 21.60.Fw, 21.60.Jz, 23.40.Hc, 21.30.Fe

with
A A
Or=).1', Oar=Y tfo )
k=1 k=1

where |i) (|f)) are 0T ground states of the initial (final)
even-even nuclei with energy E; (Ej), and |L1}) (|0})) are
the JT = 17 (0™) states in the intermediate odd-odd nucleus
with energies E,,.

Many attempts have been made in the literature to calculate
the 2vBB-decay nuclear matrix elements (NMEs) for nuclei
of experimental interest [1-4,7-9]. Recent results obtained
within the nuclear shell model are in good agreement with the
measured 2vBB-decay half-lives [10]. However, this agree-
ment is achieved by consideration of significant quenching by
a factor ¢ = 0.4-0.7 of the Gamow-Teller operator, which is
obtained by a normalization of the total theoretical ™ strength
in the experimental energy window to the measured one.

The quasiparticle random-phase approximation (QRPA)
has been found to be successful in revealing the suppression
mechanism for the 2v86-decay NMEs [11-13]. However, the
predictive power of the QRPA is questionable because of the
extreme sensitivity of calculated 2v88-decay matrix elements
in the physically acceptable region on the particle-particle
strength of the nuclear Hamiltonian. In Ref. [13] it was shown
that if this strength is determined from a QRPA calculation of
single B* decays a reasonable agreement with the measured
2vf decay is achieved.

The quenching behavior of the 2v-decay matrix elements
is a puzzle and has attracted the attention of many theoreticians.
Recently, it was shown that M2’ depends strongly on the
isovector part of the particle-particle neutron-proton inter-
action, unlike Mé‘} which depends strongly on its isoscalar
part [14]. The underlying symmetries responsible for these
suppressions are assumed to be isospin SU(2) and spin-isospin

3) SU(4) symmetries in the cases of double Fermi and double
- E, —(Ei+ Ey)/2 Gamow-Teller NMEs, respectively [15].
0556-2813/2013/88(2)/025503(7) 025503-1 ©2013 American Physical Society


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.88.025503

STEFANIK, SIMKOVIC, MUTO, AND FAESSLER

The goal of this paper is to discuss the suppression mech-
anism of the double Fermi matrix element close to the point
of restoration of isospin symmetry of the nuclear Hamiltonian
in the context of residual nucleon-nucleon interaction. For
the sake of simplicity we consider a schematic Hamiltonian,
describing the gross properties of the f-decay processes in the
simplest case of monopole Fermi transitions within the SO(5)
model [16-21]. In order to find the explicit dependence of
M %" on different parts of the nuclear Hamiltonian perturbation
theory is exploited. We note that, even nowadays, the SO(5)
model remains a useful tool for understanding different nuclear
physics phenomena [22-24].

II. SCHEMATIC HAMILTONIAN WITHIN
THE SO(S) MODEL

In the model, protons and neutrons occupy only a single
j shell. The Hamiltonian includes a single-particle term,
proton-proton and neutron-neutron pairing, and a charge-
dependent two-body interaction with both particle-hole and
particle-particle channels as follows:

H =e¢,N, +¢,N, — G,S}S, — G,S]S,
+2xB~ BT —2kP” P, &)

where

_ t — _ i
N; = E Ay 1, O 1, » B = a a ,,
T_
S == E am N mt1

with i = p,n and ¢, , = £1/2. a,L, (an:) is the creation
(annihilation) operator of the single-particle state |jm, t) for
protons and neutrons (t =1, t,) and Ezi,, = (—l)f_ma_m,.

We rewrite the Hamiltonian (5) with the help of the
operators

1
AT = E[“T ®a'l,, N=N,+N,
NN @)
I, = Tp’ =" ZQZam 7%am,%

Here, Af(T.) is the nucleon pair creation operator with angular
momentum J = 0, isospin 7 = 1, and its projection on the
zaxis T, (T =0,%£1). N, T, and T~ are the particle-
number operator, the isospin projection, and the isospin
lowering operators, respectively. The identity 72 = (T~ T+ +
TYT™)/2+, TZ2 holds. 2 = j + 1/2 denotes the semidegen-
eracy of the considered single level. The operators (7) with
their Hermitian conjugates represent ten generators of the
SO(5) group [25]. We assume that the system is in seniority s =
0. Then, [ATA]g expressed with the SO(5) Casimir operator
[25] is given by

[A'A]) = [2Q+3—N/2)N/2—T(T + 1)]. (8)

1
2./39
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For the Hamiltonian (5) we get

N G,+G, N
H=|e, - = 2Q — — L "t 49 —
|:e +ep 3<3+ 2)( 2 + K>i| 7

+[en —ep = 2x(T: + DIT:

1 n
+ [2)( +3 (% +2K)i| T(T +1)

E Gy -Gy et \/? _Gp+Gn
5 <—2 )[A Al +39 <4/< o )
x [A'A]. 9

As a consequence of the presence of the isovector and
isoquadrupole terms in the Hamiltonian (9) isospin is not
conserved in general. This is due to differences between proton
and neutron pairing strengths and an arbitrary strength of the
proton-neutron isovector pairing component. However, parti-
cle number and isospin projection remain as good quantum
numbers.

The kth eigenstates of the Hamiltonian (9) with quantum
numbers N and 7, can be expressed in terms of a basis labeled
by a chain of irreducible representations of the SO(5) group
(see the Appendix), namely,

k; NT,) ZC%T INTT,). (10)

A diagonalization of H requires calculation of matrix elements
(N, T, Tz|H|N,T,Tz) and (N,T £2,T;z|H|N,T,Tz).
(The corresponding reduced matrix elements are given in
the Appendix.) For G, = G, and (G, + G,)/2 = 4« the
Hamiltonian (9) is diagonal in the basis of states |N, T, T.).

III. DOUBLE FERMI MATRIX ELEMENT WITHIN
PERTURBATION THEORY

We shall assume a small violation of the isospin symmetry
due to the isotensor term of the nuclear Hamiltonian (9). For the
numerical example we consider a large value of j to simulate
the realistic situation corresponding to medium- and heavy-
mass nuclei. The parameters chosen are given by

Q =10, N =20, 1<T, <5,
e, =03MeV, e, =0.1MeV, G =0.165 MeV,
G,=G,=G, x=0044MeV, 07<4/G<13

an

For 4« /G =1 isospin symmetry is restored. In Fig. 1 we
present 0" states with energy Er7, of different isotopes. This
level scheme illustrates the situation for the 2v8p decay of
#8Ca. The isospin is known to be, to a very good approximation,
a valid quantum number in nuclei. The ground states of “Ca
and “®Ticanbeidentified withT =47, = 4and T =27, =2,
respectively; i.e., they are assigned into different isospin
multiplets. As the total isospin projection lowering operator
T~ is not changing the isospin the double Fermi matrix
element M2’ is nonzero only to the extent that the Coulomb
interaction mixes the high-lying T = 4 T, = 2 analog of the
“8Ca ground state into the T = 2 T, = 2 ground state of “Ti.
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We shall study the double Fermi matrix element using denote perturbated states and their energies with a superscript
perturbation theory within the discussed model close to a  prime symbol (|7'T.), E% ) unlike the states with a definite
point of restoration of the isospin symmetry (4« /G = 1). The isospin (|TT;), Er7). Up to second order in parameter
isoscalar and isotensor terms of the Hamiltonian (9) represent (4x — G) we find
the unperturbated and perturbated terms, respectively. We

Ejy = e, + 66, — 22(G + 2) \/ESZ(G 4O)AI[A ARJ44) — ZQ3(G — 4xY (64114 A4 (12)
= l4e, e, — — K)— 4/ = — 4k - = — 4k ,
“ 73 3 0 3 44y + Z(G + 20)
Ejy =13e,+7¢, + 16 110(G+2 ) \/zsz(c 4rc)(43][ A" A12|43) 2&22(G dic)? (63114 AJ5|43)° (13)
= 13e, e - — K)— /= — 4k - = — 4k ,
43 p X 3 3 0 3 44)(+23—2(G+2/<)
El, = 12¢, + 8 124(G+2 ) \/EQ(G 4)(22/[A A3 |22) 292((; 4k ) “2llA A[22)? (14)
= 12e¢, e, — — K)— 4/ — — 4k - = —4x ,
2 P3 3 0 3 28x + 2(G + 2)
. = 126, + 8¢, 4 28% — 226 1 20) \/isz(c bO2IA AR + 294G — ) (42[A'AR}|22)
= 12e¢, e - — K) — 4] = — 4k Z — 4k
° P 3 0 3 285 + (G + 20)
2 62|[A AT3142)>
2026 — a2 - ll42)” (15)
3 44x + 3(G +2¢)

[The particular matrix elements of SO(5) operators connecting states with a definite isospin and its projection are presented in

the Appendix.]
For the transition |4'4) — |2'2) the double Fermi matrix element can be written as
i (22T~ |T/3)(T'3|T~|4'4)

M} =
Ery — (Ejy + E3)/2

(16)

T7=4,6,8,10

It contains a sum over the states of the intermediate nucleus |7’3). However, up to second order of perturbation theory there
is only a single contribution through the intermediate state |4’3). Thus, we have
212|T~|43)(4'3| T~ |44
pze ~ AT W@ 44) )
By — (Eyy + Ey)/2

The involved S-transition amplitudes are given by

1 Q% (4k — G)? - P -
(A3|T™|144) = 43|T"|44) |1 = = (e~ G) S[| (44114 A]g|64>|2 + |(43][A A]g|63)|2]
3[44x + 2(G +20)]
Q2(4k — G)?

[44x + 2(G +20)]

+(63|T‘|64)§ (64|[ATA](2)|44)(63|[A‘IA](2)|43) (18)

and
(42|[A" A12|22)
28x + 2(G +20)]

(22|T~|4'3) = (42T~ 143) |:\/§Q(G — 4/<)[

2 QXG — 4k )?
3

85 7 5 +2K)]z(<42|[fff113|42><42|[A*A]ém)—<22|[A‘A]3|22><42|[A*A13|22>)}- (19)
3

If isospin symmetry is restored (4« = G) we end up with (2'2|T~|4'3) = (22|T~|43) = 0. For the energy denominator in (17),
with the help of Eqgs. (12), (13), and (14) we get

Ej; — (Ej, + Ey)/2=16) + ;(G +21) + \gsz(mc - G)[2<43|[A"'A]§|43> — (44|[A' A1 |44) — <22|[A?A]g|22)]

(20)

+192(4K_G)2[ (641[A AR|44)> (42)[A"AR3|22) (63I[A' AT3143)> }
3

Ay +2(G+2)  Bx+2G+20) T4y + 26 +20)
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FIG. 1. Energy of the 0% states of different isotopes for j = 19/2
[and the set of parameters (11) with 4x/G = 1] in MeV vs Z. States
are labeled by (7', T,).

We note that neither the energy denominator Ej; — (Ej, +
E’,)/2 nor the whole double Fermi matrix element M%V
depend explicitly on the mean-field parameters e, and e,,.

If we restrict our consideration to first-order perturbation
theory, for the transition |4'4) — |2'2) the double Fermi matrix
element can be written as

2 (42|T~|43)(43|T~ |44)
Mg ~ 5
16 + 3(G + 2)

X\EQ(G_“ (@2][A"A13122) en
3 8y + ZG 200

In Fig. 2 M2’ is plotted as a function of the ratio 4«/G.
We see that results obtained with second-order perturbation

2.0
[ exact solution
1.5 "~ perturbation theory (Ist order)
E — — pertubation theory (2nd order)
__10F Po
s H
° [
S 0.5 -
s
0.0F
0.5F 4
E s ]
I 0 ) PSR < T R A A S EAT AR AR AR AR
0.8 0.9 1 1.1 1.2
4x/G

FIG. 2. (Color online) Matrix element M2” for the double-Fermi
two-neutrino double-8 decay mode as a function of the ratio 4«/G
for the set of parameters (11). Exact results are indicated with a solid
line. The results obtained within the perturbation theory up to the
first and second order in isotensor contribution to the Hamiltonian
are shown with dash-dotted and and dashed lines, respectively. The
restoration of isospin symmetry is achieved for 4k /G = 1.
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theory agree well with exact results within a large range of this
parameter. We note also that close to a point of restoration of
isospin symmetry (4« /G = 1) first-order perturbation theory
seems to be sufficient, in particular for M %" < 0.3.

IV. ENERGY-WEIGHTED SUM RULE OF AZ = 2 NUCLEI

We suggest that a quantity relevant for the 2v8p8 decay
might be the energy-weighted double Fermi (or Gamow-
Teller) sum rule associated with AZ = 2 nuclei:

Star, f)
E,+FE .
-y (E - %)uwp,aﬂnxmoaeﬂw

n

= 3 fIIOrcr. [H, Orcrllli). (22)

Here, |i) and |f) are assumed to be a ground state of the
initial nuclei and a ground state or an excited state of the
final nuclei participating in double-8 decay. If there is a
dominance of contribution of a single or few states of the
intermediate nucleus the left-hand side of Eq. (22) might be
determined phenomenologically. Then, by a calculation of
the right-hand side of Eq. (22) within a nuclear model the
strengths of the residual interaction of the Hamiltonian can be
properly adjusted. We note that as the double commutator
connects states with AZ = 2 the explicit dependence on
the single-particle part of nuclear Hamiltonian is eliminated,
unlike in the case of energy-weighted sum rules related to a
single nuclear ground state. We note that the energy-weighted
double Gamow-Teller sum rule associated with the 2v88 decay
was discussed within the proton-neutron QRPA in [26,27].

We analyze the above sum rule for Fermi transitions and
the Hamiltonian (9) with G, = G, within the SO(5) model.
By rewriting the Hamiltonian as

H=(e,+e,)N/2+ (e, —e)T, +2xT T
—26(A' (=D A(=1) + A (HA(1))
— 4 QA (0)A(0) (23)

and exploiting the commutation relations of the SO(5) group
(A1) we find

SG, ) = S(FIIT . [H, T7111E)
= 2Q(G — 4 I[A ABIf) + 2x (FIT T i)
(24)

Let us look at two cases.
(i) For the case |i) = |4'4), | f) = |2'2), we have
S (4'4,2'2)

E, E!
=2 (E/n - sure ”)<2/2|T-|T/3><T/3|T-|4/4>
.

=2Q(G — 4k) (A 4|[A' ARI2'2) + 2 (22|]T T~ |4'4).
(25)
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If first-order perturbation theory is applied to any of two
expressions for the energy-weighted sum rule in (25) we find

7
S (4'4,2'2) ~ (16)( + g(G + 2/())

2 (42|[A"A13[22)
X | =Q(G — 4k) 7
3 [28x + F(G + 2«)]

x (42|T~143)(43|T " |44). (26)

By comparing this expression with Egs. (18), (19), and (20)
we see that only the lowest intermediate state |4’3) contributes
to the sum rule within the considered approximation. We
find again a combination of energies of involved states to
be a function of pairing and particle-particle and particle-hole
interactions: Ej; — (Ej, + E}y)/2 = 16x + 2(G + 2).

(ii) For the case |i) = |4'4), |f) = |4'2), the energy-
weighted sum rule is given by

Spr(4'4,4'2)
E, + E|
=2 (E/m - el e “2)<4’2|T—|T’3><T’3|T—|4’4>
z

=2Q(G — 4k)(H4|[A ARI42) + 2 (42T~ T~ |4'4).
(27)

Within first-order perturbation theory we find

S§P(@4,4'2) ~ (2x +/1/6Q4k — G)|[2 (43| [ATA](% |43)
— (44| [A"AL2 |44) — (2| [A"A12142) ])
X (42| T~ |43) (43| T~ |44) . (28)

We note that the dominant contribution to S5 (4’4, 4'2) comes
from the transition through the single intermediate state |43")
again. For a combination of energies of involved states we
have

Ej — (Ey+ EL)/2
= 2x + /1/6Q(4c — G)(2(43][A" A2143)
—(44][ AT A3 |44) — (42][A" A]2]42)). (29)

Thus, the energy-weighted sum rule S7”(4'4,4'2) implies
another useful relation between energies of states and nucleon-
nucleon interactions.

In Fig. 3 two different energy-weighted sum rules associ-
ated with final states |2'2) and |4'2) are plotted as a function
of the ratio 4« /G for the considered set of parameters (11).
They exhibit different dependence on 4« /G. This is because
the final state |4'2) belongs (whereas |2'2) does not belong) to
the same isospin multiplet as the initial nucleus. We see a very
good agreement between the exact results and results obtained
within first-order perturbation theory, which allows only the
lowest intermediate state |4'3) to contribute to a sum rule.
A better agreement would be achieved if the corresponding
combination of energies of states are evaluated up to second-
order perturbation theory. We note that a contribution from the
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FIG. 3. (Color online) The energy-weighted sum rule
S¢er, f) (22) for two sets of states (i =44, f =22 and
i =44, f =4'2) as a function of the ratio 4x/G for the set of
parameters (11). The exact results are compared with those obtained
within first-order perturbation theory.

second lowest intermediate state to the sum rules S5 (44, 2'2)
and S§7°(4'4,4'2) appears only in third-order perturbation
theory.

V. CONCLUSIONS

An exactly solvable model for the description of the 2v38-
decay processes of the Fermi type was used to discuss the
dependence of the double-B decay matrix element M7’ on
different components of the residual interaction, namely, like-
nucleon pairing and particle-particle and particle-hole proton-
neutron interactions. We note that the model is equivalent
to a complete shell-model treatment in a single j shell for
the adopted Hamiltonian. In addition, it reproduces the main
features of the results obtained in realistic calculations.

Good isospin forbids 2v88 decay. One needs an isotensor
force to mix AT = 2. Naturally, the Coulomb interaction
contains such an isotensor force. In our case we break isospin
symmetry by hand. The only isospin violation comes from the
difference of the proton-proton (G ,) and the neutron-neutron
(G,) pairing force compared to the proton-neutron isospin
=1 pairing force (k). By taking advantage of perturbation
theory up to second order in the isotensor contribution to
the Hamiltonian a dominance of a contribution through a
single state of the intermediate nucleus to M%" and an
explicit dependence of M%' on different types of nucleon-
nucleon interactions were found. The mean-field part of the
Hamiltonian does not enter explicitly in this decomposition
of the double Fermi matrix element and is related only to the
calculation of unperturbated states of the Hamiltonian.

Further, the importance of the energy-weighted sum rule
associated with AZ = 2 nuclei for fitting different components
of the residual interaction of the Hamiltonian was pointed out.
It goes without saying that further studies, in particular those
in which realistic nuclear Hamiltonian and Gamow-Teller
transitions are considered, are of great interest.
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APPENDIX: THE SO(5) ALGEBRA
AND MATRIX ELEMENTS

Following [25] we introduce operators of the SO(5) group,
which are expressed with operators (7) as follows:

H =N/2 -2, H, =Ty,

E; = VQAN(D), E_i_1 = VQA(D),
Ei_ = —/QAI(=1), E_j;; = —VQA(-1),
Eip = VQA(0), E_1o = v/QA(0),
Eg = %ﬁTJr, Ey = %ﬁT_.

Their commutation relations are [25]

[Hi, H;] =0, [H, Ep]=aE,
[Eap, E_a—pl =aH, +bH,

[Ha, Eqp] = bEub’

oI 3T2-T(T+1)
TE20 ™ /OT — DI(T + DRT +3)
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and
[Eabs Eaw] = £Eatabi,
if a+d=0,£1 and b+5b =0,=£l1.
[Eaba Ea’b’] =0.
For the present task, states with seniority s =0 are
considered. Thus, it is sufficient to define them with quantum
numbers N, T, and T,. They are constructed with the help of

the isospin lowering operator 7~ on the state |N, T, T, = T),
which is given by [25]

INTT) = N(a,b)04 04 IN =4Q,T =T, =0),
with

(AD

Otherwise,

Oy =E_11, Owp=2EE_ 1+ E_1E_jp. (A2)

O, reduces the number of particles by two units and increases
the isospin by one unit and O reduces the number of particles
by four units. @ and b are integers:
p=g-L -2
2 4

From a construction of the states it follows that a difference in
isospin of two states with fixed N, 7. is an even number.

The reduced matrix elements are calculated with the help
of the Wigner-Eckart theorem in the convention as follows:

a=T, (A3)

T'T!
(T'T/\TITT.) = Crp, AT'ITP|IT). (A4)

Particular Clebsh-Gordan coefficients of interest are given
by [28]

T +T,+ )T +T,+2)(T =T, + )T — T, +2)

T42T,
Crro —\/

QT + )T + 2)Q2T + 3)(T +2)

We present relevant reduced matrix elements, which agree with those of [20] up to few corrections:

(T +20I[A APIT) = _L\/(T +2(T+N/2+3)2QL—-T —N/2XT + D)(N/2-T)QQ+T — N/2 + 3)7 (AS)
2Q Q2T +3)2T +5)
(TIIA"AP|IT) = — UNTTIA (DA()INTT) + (NTT|A (=DA(=D)|NTT) — 2(NTT|A (0)AQ)|NTT)],
TT20
(TIIA'A)'|IT) = —=———[NTT|A (=DA(=DINTT) = (NTT|A'(DADINTT)],
TT10
; e Q2Q—T — N/2)(T + N/2+3)T + 1)
(NTT|A' (DA()INTT) = 5[ Q+T+N/2+ T ]
; _L[Q@Q+T —N/2+3) (=T +N/2(T + 1)
(NTT|A (=DA(=D|NTT) = 5[ 50T 13) } (A6)
i 1T QQ—T — N/2)(T + N/2 +3)Q
(NTTIAQAOINTT) = & [ Q+N/2+ GO T T NP+ DT iV 25D
x (N +4TT|A (0)AO)|N + 4TT)] . (A7)

025503-6



TWO-NEUTRINO DOUBLE-B DECAY FERMI . ..

The matrix element on the right-hand side of Eq. (A7) can
be calculated recurrently by keeping in mind that for Ny, =
4Q — 2T we have

(N TTIA (AQO) Nuox TT) =1 = T/Q. (A8)

PHYSICAL REVIEW C 88, 025503 (2013)

For isospin raising (lowering) operators the Condon-Shortley
convention is assumed:

T*IN,T,T.) =/ (T +T.+ (T FT)IN, T, T. + 1).
(A9)
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