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Accurate data on electric-dipole transition matrix elements (EDTMs) for bound-bound Rydberg-
atom transitions become increasingly important in science and technology. Here we compute radial
EDTMs of rubidium using the length, velocity and acceleration gauges for electric-dipole-allowed
transitions between states with principal and angular-momentum quantum numbers ranging from
15 to 100. Wave-functions are computed based upon model potentials from Marinescu et al., Phys.
Rev. A 49, 982 (1994). Length-gauge EDTMs, often used for low-¢ transitions, are found to
deviate from the fundamentally more accurate velocity-gauge EDTMs by relative amounts of up to
~ 107, We discuss the physical reasons for the observed gauge differences, explain the conditions
for applicability of the velocity and length gauges for different transition series, and present a
decision tree of how to choose EDTMs. Implications for contemporary Rydberg-atom applications

are discussed.

I. INTRODUCTION

Rydberg atoms [1] are an active field of modern physics
with applications in precision measurements [2-5], molec-
ular physics [6, 7], quantum control [8, 9], field sens-
ing [10-13], nonlinear quantum optics [14-16], and as a
platform for quantum computing and simulations [17-
19]. Being at the core of several directions in funda-
mental research and emerging quantum technologies [20],
Rydberg transitions from low-lying states or other Ryd-
berg atomic states require accurate calculations [21, 22].
Of particular interest are electric and magnetic mul-
tipole transition matrix elements [23], static and dy-
namic polaizabilities [21, 24], and collisional and photo-
ionization [25-28] cross-sections. Among the former,
electric-dipole transition matrix elements (EDTMs) are
the most important due to their wide usage [21].

A common framework for the computation of EDTMs
between different bound Rydberg levels is based on model
potentials [29]. In most cases, the computations are per-
formed in the length gauge (LG) [30, 31], also referred
to as Babushkin gauge [32]. Another common form is
the velocity gauge (VG). In addition, there exists an ac-
celeration gauge (AG). Although quantum mechanics is
gauge-invariant [30, 33], different approximations and as-
sumptions must be made to transform the expressions
for EDTMs between different gauges, which can result in
notable discrepancies in the final results [34, 35]. These
are revealed in high-precision calculations and naturally
raise the question which gauge should be used. This is-
sue has been discussed in a range of research fields, in-
cluding interaction of atoms and molecules with strong
fields [36-41], solid-state physics [42, 43] and astrophysi-
cal spectroscopy [32, 44].

To our knowledge, gauge effects in EDTMs have not
been broadly discussed yet in context with emerging ap-
plications of Rydberg-atom transitions in the aforemen-
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FIG. 1.

Decision tree to select EDTMs from pre-
computed length-gauge and velocity-gauge databases of
EDTMs, My (ni,£;, An, AL) and My (ns, i, An, Af), respec-
tively. Initial- and final-state principal and angular-
momentum quantum numbers are denoted (n;,4;) and
(ny,2y), respectively, the difference An = ny — n;, the dif-
ference Al = ¢y — {; = %1, and < is the lesser of ¢; and
L.

tioned quantum technologies. Here we provide a com-
parison of EDTMs computed in the LG, VG and AG
gauges for electric-dipole electromagnetic transitions in
rubidium Rydberg atoms. The main emphasis is placed
on the LG and VG forms, the most widely used and
the most accurate gauges, respectively, while the AG is
discussed for instructive purposes. We show that the
angular-momentum type of the Rydberg-Rydberg tran-
sition plays a decisive role in what is the best choice for
the gauge that should be used. For the Rb model poten-
tials [29] that we use to compute the Rydberg-electron
wave-functions, we find that the VG should be used if
the lesser of the involved angular momenta, ¢, is 2 or
lower, and that the VG or the LG can be used other-
wise, as they produce identical results within the numer-
ical accuracy level of the calculations. As an exception,
only the LG should be used for transitions between near-


http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.07363v1
mailto:alisherd@umich.edu

degenerate Rydberg levels with [ > 3. The decision tree
that follows is summarized in Fig. 1 and is rationalized
throughout the paper. While the AG should not be used
in applications, for instructive purposes we show that the
AG results converge with the VG and LG results in the
appropriate limits.

The paper is organized as follows: The three gauge
forms are reviewed and the relevant expressions are pro-
vided in Sec. II, the results are presented in Sec. III and
discussed in Sec. IV. The paper in concluded in Sec. V.

II. MATRIX ELEMENTS IN DIFFERENT
GAUGE FORMS

In this section, we review the formalism for calculations
of EDTMs in the three gauges, and justify the validity
of the electric-dipole approximation (EDA). We begin
with a spin-less, non-relativistic N-electron atom with
nuclear charge Z placed in a plane-wave electromagnetic
field. The linearly polarized field has a vector poten-
tial A(r,t) = Agcos(k - r — wt), wavevector k, angular
frequency w, and an amplitude of the electric field of
Ey = wAp. The atom can be described by the following
Hamiltonian:
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where the field-free part, Hy, is (in SI units)
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and the atom-field interaction part, ﬁmt, resulting from
including the kinetic momentum, P; = p; + eA(r;,t), is
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Here, e is the magnitude of the electron charge, m. is the
electron mass, and r; are the position operators of the
electrons. The A2-term in Eq. 3 describes the pondero-
motive interaction, which can be employed to realize pon-
deromotive optical lattices for Rydberg atoms [45, 46].
In the present work, we focus on the first term, which
describes, among other phenomena, Rydberg-atom mi-
crowave transitions.

We consider an alkali atom with a single electron ex-
cited to Rydberg state. The sum in Eq. 3 can be dropped,
and the interactions of the Rydberg electron with the
core electrons can be compounded into a set of /-specific
model potentials [29]. Adopting the Coulomb gauge,

V-A = 0, in which p and A(f;) commute, and also
dropping the A2-term, which is irrelevant for the low-
field transitions considered here, Eq. 3 can be written
as:

A e R N
Hipi = —A(r) - p. (4)
e
We then express the electric-field-normalized atom-field
interaction matrix element between initial, |i), and final,
|f), states of the Rydberg atom, in the rotating-wave
approximation, as:

sty = Ul Hi i) eh
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Making the electric-dipole approximation (EDA), which

is valid for microwave transitions of Rydberg atoms and
is addressed further below,
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where n is the electric field’s polarization vector. The
electric-dipole transition matrix element (EDTM) in
Eq. 5 is commonly referred to as the velocity(VG)-form,
as it essentially involves the linear-momentum opera-
tor. In order to transform it into the often-used length-
gauge(LG) form, one invokes the commutation relation
&, Ho] = ;—Zf), which is exact only if Hy does not contain
momentum-dependent potentials [30]. For the case of an
on-resonant interaction, w = |Ey — E;|/h with final- and
initial-state energies F'y and Fj, respectively, the EDTM
takes the commonly employed LG form,

My, = e(n- /wﬁ; r 1 d°r). (6)

For our third, the acceleration-gauge (AG) form, to
be valid, the valence-electron potential in Hy must be

of pure Coulomb form, V = —Ze?/(4megi), such that

the commutation relation [p, Ho] = —ihVV is true [30].
Then, the EDTM can be expressed in AG form,

Zed . T 3
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Note that the EDTMs in Egs. 5-7 are in SI units. In
order to convert them to atomic units used in the next
Section, one needs to divide by eag, where aq is the Bohr
radius. (Alternately, set h = me = Z = e = 4mwep = 1
and convert w from SI into atomic units.)

The VG is the most general form, whereas for the LG
and AG to be applicable specific requirements must be
satisfied. These always hold in the non-relativistic hy-
drogen atom. However, the alkali model potentials [29],

My =—

m



which we use here, are (-dependent for ¢ < 3, which
makes the LG inaccurate at these low ¢-values. Ryd-
berg atoms with a polarizable ionic core, such as Rb
and Cs, exhibit a long-range, non-Coulombic core po-
larization potential, the leading term of which scales as
—ag/(2r"). There, g is the dipolar core polarizability.
Due to the non-Coulombic perturbation, the AG is inac-
curate at most /-values. It is an objective of our work
to quantify the deviations of EDTMs computed in the
LG and the marginally applicable AG forms from those
computed in the fundamentally accurate VG form.

It is noteworthy that the EDA must be applied to the
VG, the fundamental gauge that follows directly from the
A - p-part of the minimal-coupling Hamiltonian in Eq. 4,
before the matrix element can be transformed into the
LG and AG forms (under the applicable respective con-
ditions). For the microwave transitions considered in the
present work, the EDA is naturally satisfied due to the
long radiation wavelength (k-r < 1). It has been shown
elsewhere that the EDA even applies to electric Rydberg-
atom couplings in the UV wavelength range [28], where
the Rydberg-atom size typically exceeds the wavelength
(k-r>1).

In the numerical results presented in Sec. III, we show
comparisons between the EDTMs in the three gauges
for several selected angular-momentum channels. All
EDTMs shown are radial parts; matrix elements for tran-
sitions with specific magnetic quantum numbers follow
from multiplication with angular matrix elements pro-
vided, for instance, in [30].

The fine structure of the Rydberg levels is ignored in
our analysis, as it would primarily only add Clebsch-
Gordon factors to the angular matrix elements. The
gauge effects we focus on in our work result from the
{-dependence and the non-Coulombic long-range terms
in the model potentials [29] used to compute the radial
wave-functions of the (n,¢)-states of the atom. To cap-
ture gauge effects, it is therefore sufficient to consider
radial EDTMs with fine-structure-averaged quantum de-
fects [1] for the Rydberg energy levels. As the model
potentials vary if ¢ € [0, 3] and are identical if ¢ > 3, for
. < 2 we expect to find errors of both the LG and AG
results relative to the VG result. The latter is considered
correct within our model. For /. > 3 we still expect to
find errors of the AG result due to the non-Coulombic,
long-range ion-core polarization potential.

For the numerical calculation of the required wave-
functions, we use a method described in [47] that allows a
non-uniform spatial grid. The spatial finesse is essentially
characterized by a specifiable number of grid points per
local de-Broglie wavelength of the electron wave-function
(which varies widely within the atomic potential). For
the bulk of our calculations, we chose a lower limit of
5,000 grid points per electron wavelength. To estimate
numerical uncertainty, several computation series were
performed on finer grids with a minimum of 10,000 grid
points per electron wavelength. All computations were
performed in Fortran using REAL*16 precision. For ref-

erence, less than 500 grid points per electron wavelength,
in a REAL*8 implementation, suffice to compute EDTMs
of strong bound-bound Rydberg transitions with three to
four significant digits.

IIT. RESULTS

We have computed the EDTMs in all three gauges for
all electric-dipole-allowed Rydberg-Rydberg transitions
n; — ny, with initial, n;, and final, nf, principal quan-
tum numbers covering the full range from 15 to 100,
and for all combinations of initial and final angular mo-
menta, ¢; and {f, that satisfy the electric-dipole selec-
tion rule Al = ¢y — {; = £1. The results are stored in
data banks My (n;, l;, An, Al), M (n;, t;, An, Af), and
Ma(ni, ;, An, Al), with An defined as An =ny —n,.

As a convenient measure for the differences between
the radial EDTMs in the three gauges, we define the
relative gauge error

M;
My
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where the subscripts V, L and A stand for VG, LG and
AG gauges, respectively.

In Fig. 2, we show 01, v vs |[My| on double-log scales
for several transition series with /- < 2. We consider
transitions with |An| < 4, which include the series with
the largest EDTMs (that are relevant in numerous ap-
plications). It is first noted that each series falls on a
well-defined line characteristic to the series. All charac-
teristic lines have similar slopes, with the distributions of
data points (|My|,d,v) along those lines showing some
irregularity for weak transitions (transitions with small
|My]).

Rb n;8,/2 < nyP; microwave transitions are of some
importance because the n;5;,, Rydberg atoms can be
initialized by two-photon laser excitation from the Rb
551 /2 ground state. As seen in Fig. 2(a), for the strongest
transitions, nS <> nP and nS <+ (n—1)P, d1, v typically
ranges between 10~% and 10~°, while for the weaker tran-
sitions with larger |An| this number can be as large as
~ 2 x 1073. Further, from the observed approximate
scaling v o 1/|My| it follows that Ap v := My — My
tends to be a constant for each series. For the strongest
series, nS <> nP and nS < (n — 1)P, it is ALy =~
—0.062 eap and —0.058 eag, respectively. For the weaker
series, the approximately constant values of Ay, - gener-
ally drop. For instance, for the nS <> (n + 4)P series it
is ALJ/ ~ —0.0066 €eag.

Rb n;D <« nyP microwave transitions are often used
because of the large values of |My/| on the nD to (n+1)P
series, and because the two-photon laser preparation
rates of n;D Rydberg atoms from the Rb 55 /5 ground
state are greater than those of n;S Rydberg atoms. It is
seen in Fig. 2(b) that these transitions have ¢y, y-values
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FIG. 2. (Color online) Comparison of EDTMs calculated in
LG vs VG using Egs. 5 and 6 for the indicated n;S <+ nyP
series (a), n;D <> nyP series (b), and n;D < nsF series
(c).The principal quantum numbers n range between 15 (left
margin, in most series), and 100 (right margin, in most series).

on the order of three times larger than those of compa-
rable n;S <+ nyP transitions, with numerous instances
of §p.v > 1072. On the n;D + ny P series, the .y are
much larger and the My much smaller for An < 0 than
for An > 0. The strongest series, nD <« (n + 1)P, has
My — My ~ —0.34 eag. Interestingly, the nD < nP se-
ries is very weak and exhibits a peculiar behavior at small
| My |. We attribute the unusual features of the n.D <> nP
series to the exact level energies and wave-functions of the
involved states, which depend on the Rb quantum defects
of both initial and final levels. In fact, further check re-
vealed that this series exhibits what may be characterized
as a bound-bound analog of a Cooper minimum [27, 48].
(A Cooper minimum [48] is a class of EDTM zeros at
certain quantum-defect-dependent photo-ionization ener-
gies.) In the present case, the nD +» nP EDTMs pass
through a pronounced minimum of |My| ~ 0.16 eay at

n = 20 (off-scale in Fig. 2(b)), which is about three orders
of magnitude lower than the |My |-value of the nearby
20D <« 21P transition (which has |My| = 472 eap).
In Fig. 2(b), this results in an irregularity of the dis-
tribution of data points on the nD <> nP series at low
|My-|. Since the relation 6y v o 1/|My | still holds, iz, v
reaches as high as ~ 0.5 for the 20D < 20P transition.
Further examination reveals another unusual series, the
nD < (n — 1)P series. We found that in that case the
EDTMs pass through a shallow maximum of | My | of only
~ 7 eag at n ~ 65. This maximum results in a “bunch-
ing” of data points in Fig. 2(b) at the right margin of the
nD + (n — 1)P series.

We further show several n; D <> nyF series in Fig. 2(c).
Figures 2(b) and 2(c) have some resemblance, which one
may attribute to similar differences in the quantum de-
fects of the respective involved states. In the n;D < nsF
series, the 07,y are much larger and the My much smaller
for An > 0 than for An < 0. Investigating further, we
find that the An > 0 cases all show a Cooper-minimum-
like behavior, similar to the nD <+ nP series in Fig. 2(b).
In addition, the EDTMs of the n;D < nyF series with
An > 0 pass through maxima at series-dependent n;-
values located below the respective “Cooper-minima”.
These effects result in irregular appearances of the dis-
tribution of data points on the n;D <+ nyF series with
An >0 in Fig. 2(c).

For ¢ > 3, the utilized model potentials become /-
independent, and numerical readings of 1, 1y # 0 are only
due to numerical error. For instance, for n;F" <+ n;G
transitions (not shown here) we find dy, y-values peaking
near 10~°. This indicates a relative numerical confidence
level of the EDTMs below ~ 10~°. This was verified by
comparing several results from Fig. 2 with similar results
obtained with a finer spatial grid in the wave-function
calculations. This estimation of the numerical error is
important because it shows that the deviations between
My, and My, discussed in Figs. 2(a)-(c) and in the cor-
responding text passages above, are indeed due to the
different gauge forms used.

Finally, we show a comparison between EDTMs com-
puted in AG and VG. This comparison is of some fun-
damental interest but not relevant in applications of
EDTMs. For low-{ states, §4, can reach very large val-
ues (up to ~ 10°, not shown here), reflecting the ba-
sic unsuitability of the AG for calculating EDTMs in
non-Coulombic potentials. However, if ¢ becomes suffi-
ciently large, the AG results tend to gradually approach
the EDTMs calculated in VG and LG. As an example, in
Fig. 3 we show results for several series for transitions be-
tween £ = 10 and £ = 11 states. On the series shown, the
AG’s gauge error is small but it still exceeds the numeri-
cal error by several orders of magnitude. It is noteworthy
that there is no apparent (simple) relationship between
da,v and |My |, and that d4 v increases with |My |. Both
of these observations qualitatively differ from Fig. 2. In
additional analyses, not presented, it is seen that 04 v
drops below our numerical error for £ > 20 (with a caveat
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FIG. 3. (Color online) Comparison of EDTMs calculated in
AG vs VG using Eqgs. 5 and 7, respectively, for the indicated
transition series with ¢;,; = 10 or 11, for which gauge er-
rors in the AG calculation are still significant. The principal
quantum number n ranges between 15 (left) and 100 (right
margins).

discussed in Sec. IV). This shows that the always-present
error of the AG that is caused by the long-range ion-
core polarization potential, —a4/(2r*), drops below our
present numerical error when ¢ 2 20.

IV. DISCUSSION

In Sec. III we have established and quantified devi-
ations between LG- and VG- computations of EDTMs
for transitions that involve Rydberg levels with /. < 2.
These deviations are caused by the dependence of the
utilized model potentials [29] on £ for ¢ < 3. For tran-
sitions with /- > 3, the model potentials are identical,
and the EDTMs in LG and VG agree within our numer-
ical error of 87, 1 of < 107°. The gauge error of the AG,
caused by the long-range, non-Coulombic core polariza-
tion potential —ayg/(2r*), rapidly drops with increasing
{. and becomes undetectable for /. > 20. Due to the
ubiquitous use of low-¢ Rb Rydberg states in science and
technology, the following discussion is focused on aspects
of the gauge errors of the LG pertaining to low-¢ states.

For the strongest transitions within the /. < 2-series
displayed in Fig. 2, the choice of the gauge form does not
play an overwhelming role, as dz, v - the relative EDTM
error incurred by adopting the LG instead of the VG
- barely exceeds 1073 even in the worst cases. Picking
n; = 40 as a specific example, we find 6, v = 4.0 x 1075
for the strongest S «» P transitions, 6,y = 1.7x107* for
the 40D « 41P transition, and 7,y = 3.6 x 1075 for the
40D < 39F transition. In high-precision spectroscopy,
it would be fairly challenging to probe Rabi-frequency
discrepancies at that level of precision (and to even cali-
brate RF electric fields with sufficient accuracy to enable
such measurements). However, the weak n;,P < nyD
series and several of the n;D < nyF series have dr, v-
values in the 1%-and-above range and exhibit several
unusual behaviors, including Cooper-minimum-like fea-

tures. The properties of these weak series may offer op-
portunities to explore gauge effects in Rydberg electric-
dipole transitions for fundamental investigations. The
same holds for photo-ionization cross sections, which gen-
erally show larger differences between LG and VG [27, 28]
than bound-bound EDTMs.

It is abundantly evident in Fig. 2 that all data points
for any given series that involves /-dependent model po-
tentials fall on approximately straight lines, regardless
of any added complexity such as Cooper-like minima in
| My |. Fitted slopes are &~ —1 for all three types of tran-
sitions in Fig. 2. This observation implies that the ab-
solute difference in EDTMs, Ay, v = My, — My, remains
constant over a wide range of n. In all series presented
in Fig. 2, the relative variation of Ay y across the en-
tire series is less than 2%. Further investigation might
be needed to explain this finding. The value of Ay v
is largest for the strongest series, nD <« (n + 1)P, at
AL,V =-0.34 eag.

The 1/w?-dependence of M4 (see Eq. 7) and the 1/w-
dependence of My (see Eq. 5) cause an issue of numerical
accuracy for near-degenerate transitions. The integral
expressions in the respective equations can drop to near
or even below the numerical error. As a result, for near-
degenerate transitions the expressions in Egs. 5 and 7 can
become numerically unstable and lead to non-physical re-
sults. (This is why in Fig. 3 we have excluded the result
for An = 0.) Since the LG (Eq. 6) has no equivalent
numerical problem, the frequency-denominator issue is
of no practical concern. For {. < 2, where the VG
must be used, there are no near-degenerate transitions,
so the issue does not arise, while for . > 3, where near-
degenerate transitions occur when An = 0, the LG may
be used.

Following the discussion, we are using the method
summarized in Fig. 1 to pick EDMTs for any electric-
dipole transition of interest. First, we compute
databases My (n;,l;, An, Ay), My (n;,l;, An,Ay) and
Ma(ni,li, An,Al). (The database M, is for added
insight only.)  After entering the transition labels
(ni, li, An, Al), the following simple rules are applied:

o If (. <2 pick My (n;,l;, An, Al).

oIf /. > 3 and |An| > 1, use the average of
My (ng, 1, An, Al) and My (n;,l;, An, AL).

oIf /. > 3 and |An| = 0, pick M (n;,l;,An =
0, Al).

V. CONCLUSION

We have presented results for EDTMs calculated in
three different gauge forms: velocity, length and acceler-
ation. Based on the analysis of the observed differences
between these forms, we outlined a method for choosing
the most appropriate gauge, depending on the quantum
numbers of the transition. We have discussed aspects



of the underlying physics. In the computations we have
used model potentials for Rb from [29]. Analogous com-
putations could be performed for cesium or other alkali
atoms for which there is a set of model potentials.

The observed differences between the forms have negli-
gible or only minor consequences in applications of Ryd-
berg atoms for microwave field sensing [10-13], where
strong transitions are used. For these, the relative effect
of gauge on the EDTMs, 67, v, remains below ~ 1073,
Gauge effects with a significance > 1% may be detectable
in weak Rydberg-Rydberg transitions, which one may
study to experimentally explore gauge effects.

It is finally noted that the DC Stark effect occurs
at w = 0, while the present work deals with resonant
transitions at frequencies that are typically in the radio-
frequency and microwave ranges. A limiting case of
w — 0, covered in our work, occurs for near-degenerate
An = 0 transitions between high-¢ states. The limit w —
0 requires caution because of the rise of Bloch-Siegert
shifts caused by the counter-rotating terms [49], which
we have dropped early-on when making the rotating-wave
approximation, and because of other complications. The

limit w — 0 may be treated better as a quasi-static DC
Stark effect in a slowly-varying electric field. In that ap-
proach, no resonance condition is assumed and the static
atom-field interaction operator eE - r applies, for which
the length-gauge EDTMs are exact. Hence, the (quasi-
static) DC quadratic Stark effect of low-£ atomic states
requires the length-gauge form of the EDTMs, (even at
low £), whereas interactions with microwave electric fields
involving the same low-/ states require the velocity-gauge
form. This difference may become relevant in precision
measurements of resonant AC versus DC electric fields as
well as applications of Rydberg atoms in defining voltage
standards [50].
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