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Quantitative spectroscopy of molecular hydrogen has generated substantial demand, leading to
the accumulation of diverse elementary-process data encompassing radiative transitions, electron-
impact transitions, predissociations, and quenching. However, their rates currently available are
still sparse and there are inconsistencies among those proposed by different authors. In this study,
we demonstrate an experimental validation of such molecular dataset by composing a collisional-
radiative model (CRM) for molecular hydrogen and comparing experimentally-obtained vibronic
populations across multiple levels.

From the population kinetics of molecular hydrogen, the importance of each elementary process
in various parameter space is studied. In low-density plasmas (electron density ne ≲ 1017 m−3) the
excitation rates from the ground states and radiative decay rates, both of which have been reported
previously, determines the excited state population. The inconsistency in the excitation rates affects
the population distribution the most significantly in this parameter space. On the other hand, in
higher density plasmas (ne ≳ 1018 m−3), the excitation rates from excited states become important,
which have never been reported in the literature, and may need to be approximated in some way.

In order to validate these molecular datasets and approximated rates, we carried out experimental
observations for two different hydrogen plasmas; a low-density radio-frequency (RF) heated plasma
(ne ≈ 1016 m−3) and the Large Helical Device (LHD) divertor plasma (ne ≳ 1018 m−3). The visible
emission lines from EF1Σ+

g , HH̄1Σ+
g , D

1Π±
u , GK1Σ+

g , I
1Π±

g , J
1∆±

g , h
3Σ+

g , e
3Σ+

u , d
3Π±

u , g
3Σ+

g , i
3Π±

g ,
and j3∆±

g states were observed simultaneously and their population distributions were obtained from
their intensities. We compared the observed population distributions with the CRM prediction, in
particular the CRM with the rates compiled by Janev et al., Miles et al., and and those calculated
with the molecular convergent close-coupling (MCCC) method. The MCCC prediction gives the
best agreement with the experiment, particularly for the emission from the low-density plasma. On
the other hand, the population distribution in the LHD divertor shows a worse agreement with the
CRM than those from low-density plasma, indicating the necessity of the precise excitation rates
from excited states. We also found that the rates for the electron-attachment is inconsistent with
experimental results. This requires further investigation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Molecular hydrogen emission appears in various low-
temperature plasmas, such as interstellar media [1], pro-
cess plasmas [2], and cold-temperature regions of fusion
plasmas [3–5]. In particular, in fusion devices, hydrogen
(or its isotopologues) molecules play an important role
in the particle balance chain [6], as well as one of effi-
cient heat exhaust by molecular assisted processes, such
as molecular-assisted recombination [3, 7, 8]. Despite its
importance, its quantitative diagnostics have been rather
unestablished.

∗ fujiik@ornl.gov

A key technique to bridge the experimentally ob-
servable emission lines and particle (ions, atoms, and
molecules) behavior in plasmas is collisional-radiative
model (CRM), which solves the excited-state popula-
tion based on the rate equations. Since CRMs require
a complete dataset of elementary process rates, such as
the electron-impact transition and spontaneous decay, a
huge amount of effort has been paid to measure, calcu-
late, compile, and validate these rates. Thanks to the
efforts, the recommended rates for atomic species have
been compiled in a database, e.g., ADAS [9], and have
been in active use for diagnostic purposes.

However, the situation for molecules is behind that
for atomic species. The essential difficulty of molecu-
lar spectroscopy is in the complex quantum structure
of molecules; the interplay between electron and nuclei
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motion makes the energy structure more complex. This
complexity leads to a higher hurdle in composing the
elementary-process rates, both experimentally and theo-
retically. Hydrogen molecule, which is the simplest neu-
tral molecule, has been studied for a long time, and many
rates have been reported, but there is still inconsistency
between the results among authors (see Sec. II C later).
CRMs for hydrogen molecules have also been developed
by several authors based on these rates [10–17], however,
their validity remains unclear and an experimental evi-
dence to solve the inconsistencies are still lacking.

The purpose of this paper is to compose a CRM
for molecular hydrogen based on the currently-available
datesets and to validate these dataset by comparing our
CRM predictions with experimental observations.

In the next section, we will present the basic prin-
ciple of the CRM and the important elementary pro-
cesses for hydrogen molecule. Inconsistencies among the
datasets reported by different authors, such as those pro-
posed by Miles [18], Janev [3], and those theoretically
calculated with the recently-developed molecular con-
vergent close-coupling (MCCC) method [19–26] will be
pointed out. Based on our CRM, in Sec. III, we will dis-
cuss the population kinetics and its dependence on the
plasma parameters. In particular, we will show that the
population kinetics is essentially different in low-density
(ne ≲ 1017 m−3, coronal phase) and high-density re-
gions (ne ≳ 1018 m−3, saturation phase). The important
elementary processes are also different in these phases.
Finally, in Sec. IV we demonstrate the experimental val-
idation of our CRM and point out the current limitation
in molecular-hydrogen spectroscopy.

II. CRM FOR MOLECULAR HYDROGEN AND
THE ELEMENTARY PROCESSES

A CRM is essentially a set of rate equations for the
excited-state population with various excitation / de-
excitation processes taken into account. For molecular
hydrogen, the important processes are radiative decay
(Sec. II B), electron-impact excitation, deexcitation, ion-
ization (Sec. II C), predissociation (Sec. IID), quenching
(Sec. II E), and electron attachment (Sec. II F). These
processes are schematically illustrated in Fig. 1.

By including these processes, the rate equation for the
population in the excited state p can be written as fol-
lows:

d

dt
np =

∑
q

[Cp←qne +Ap←q]nq (1)

−
∑
q

[Cq←pne +Aq←p]np (2)

−
∑
k

[Ck←pne + Cattach
k←p ne+

Ak←p + Pk←p +Qk←pnH2
]np, (3)

Excitation

radiation

predissociation
     / quenching

FIG. 1. A schematic illustration of the elementary processes
of molecules in plasmas.

where the first term on the right hand side (Eq. (1))
is the population influx from q state to p state, while
the second (Eq. (2)) and third terms (Eq. (3)) are the
population outflux from p state to q and k state, respec-
tively. Here, q indicates stable states of molecular hy-
drogen, and k indicates other states, such as dissociative
unstable states and bound states of molecular ions. For
the sake of simplicity, we assume the ionizing plasma,
so that the recombination is not important. This means
that there is no influx from the dissociative and ionized
states. This assumption may be valid since the volume
association and recombination are often negligible in the
density range considered here (ne ≲ 1020 m−3), since the
dominant generation process of molecules is the surface-
assisted association.
Ap←q indicates the radiative decay rate, while Pk←p is

the predissociation rate, both of which are spontaneous
processes. Cp←q indicates the rate coefficient by electron
impact (excitation, deexcitation, and ionization). Cattach

k←q
represents the rate coefficient of the electron-attachment
process

H⋆
2 + e− → H− +H (4)

in which the electron will attach to an excited molecule
eventually leading to the dissociation.
Qk←p is the rate coefficient for the quenching process,

H⋆
2 +H2 → 2H + H2, (5)

which also leads a dissociation eventually.
By assuming the quasi steady state for all the excited-

state population dnp/dt = 0, we obtain the population
density

np = Rp
1(ne, Te)nen1, (6)
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where n1 is the ground state density, and Rp
1(ne, Te) is

called collisional-radiative population coefficient.

A. Quantum structure of hydrogen molecule

The energy structure of molecules is dominantly rep-
resented by three types of motions: electron motion, nu-
clear vibration, and nuclear rotation. Since the time
scale of the electron motion (≈ 10−15 s) is faster than
the nuclear vibration (≈ 10−13 s) and nuclear rotation
(≈ 10−12 s), the nuclei rarely move while an electron
rotates around them. In the Born-Oppenheimer approx-
imation, we simply solve the Schöldinger equation only
for electrons with fixed nuclear positions, based on the
time-scale difference of their motion.

Figure 2 (a) shows a level diagram of the electronic
structure of molecular hydrogen. On one hand, since two
electrons are orbiting around the nuclei in a hydrogen
molecule, the electron energy structure has some simi-
larity with the energy structure of atomic helium; there
are two energy manifolds depending on the relative di-
rections of two electron spins, i.e., singlet (S = 0) and
triplet (S = 1) states. Here, S indicates the spin quan-
tum number of the electrons. On the other hand, the
axially-symmetric potential of a diatomic molecule vio-
lates the conservation of the angular momentum of the
electrons, but instead its amplitude of the projection to
the molecular axis is conserved. A quantum number
Λ = |ML| is assigned to this projection and the states
with different values of Λ have different energies, where
L is the orbital quantum number for electron, and ML

is the projection to the molecular axis. Capital greek
letters Σ,Π,∆, . . . are assigned to Λ = 0, 1, 2, . . . states,
respectively (see the horizontal axis in Fig. 2 (a)). For
the states with Λ > 0, there are twofold degeneracies,
corresponding to ML = −Λ and ML = +Λ states. This
degeneracy is related to the symmetry property of the
electron wavefunction. The electron wavefunction must
be either symmetric or anti-symmetric against the reflec-
tion at any plane passing through both nuclei. If the
sign of the wavefunction remains unchanged by this re-
flection, a superscript + is assigned to this state, while
for the other case a superscript − is assigned.
For the diatomic molecules with the same-charge nu-

clei (e.g., H2 and HD), the electron wavefunction has
another symmetry property, where the wavefunction is
either symmetric or anti-symmetric against the reflec-
tion around the center of the two nuclei. If the sign of
the wavefunction remains unchanged by this reflection g
is assigned to this state, for while for the other case u is
assigned (from the German gerade and ungerade).
Conventionally, a capital letter X is assigned to the

electronic ground state, and B, C, . . . are used for the
1st, 2nd, . . . electronic excited states in the same multi-
plet to the X state, while lower case letters a, b, . . . are
used for the other multiplet states [ for historical reasons,
there are some irregularities in the labelling of hydro-

gen molecule states in these conventional names, such
as the EF state and B’ state, as shown in Fig. 2 (b)].
Each electronic state has been specified by the notation

[assigned letter] (2S+1)Λ
+/−
[g or u]. To avoid the confusion, in

this paper, we use full notation for each electronic state,
e.g., EF1Σ+

g and d3Π−u .
The Born-Oppenheimer approximation gives the ex-

cited energy of electrons with a fixed nuclear position.
Its dependence on the inter-nuclear distance can be in-
terpreted as the potential surfaces for nuclear motion.
Figure 2 (b) and (c) show the potential energy curves as
a function of the internuclear distance R for the singlet
and triplet states, respectively [27, 28]. b3Σ+

u state in
the triplet does not have a local minimum, meaning a
purely dissociative state. The vibrational and rotational
motions of nuclei are obtained by solving the Schrödinger
equation for nuclear motions with these potential energy
curves. In Fig. 2 (b), the vibrational energy levels for
X1Σ+

g are indicated by horizontal lines. The vibrational
and rotational energy intervals for hydrogen molecules
are ≈ 0.5 eV and ≈ 0.05 eV, respectively. In our CRM,
only the electronic and vibrational states will be consid-
ered, and the rotational levels are ignored. On the other
hand, the rotational states are needed to be taken into
account in the analysis of an observed emission spectrum.

B. Radiative transition

As similar to an atomic system, an excited molecule
decays to a lower state by emitting a photon. The se-
lection rules for the electronic states is |Λ′ − Λ′′| ≤ 1,
S′ − S′′ = 0, and g↔ u. Figure 3 (a) shows the allowed
transitions among each state by markers. Note that ac-
cording to the convention, a single prime ′ and double
prime ′′ are used to indicate the initial and final states of
each transition, respectively.
The radiative decay rate among electronic and vibronic

states, Aα′v′

α′′v′′ , have been computed by Funtz et al [29]
based on the electronic dipole transition moment avail-
able in literature, not only for H2, but also all the possible
isotopologues. The transitions with the data available are
shown by filled markers in Fig. 3 (a).
Among allowed transitions among the listed levels, the

one for c3Π±u ←j3∆±g is missing in their data set, because
of the unavailability of the electronic dipole transition
moment. We approximate the transition rate based on
the experimental value by Astashkevich et al [30], and
the method based on Franck-Condon factor and Hönl-
London factor.

C. Electron-impact transition

Electron-impact transition is the most important pro-
cess that generates excited-state molecules in many plas-
mas. Several groups have proposed different sets of cross-
sections. Miles et al. have assumed an analytical form for
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FIG. 2. (a) A simplified level diagram of molecular hydrogen. (b), (c) Potential energy curves for the hydrogen molecules. The
vibrational levels are indicated by horizontal bars for X1Σ+

g states.
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FIG. 3. Transitions available in each dataset. (a) Radiative decay rates (A) by Fantz et al. [29]. Filled markers indicate the
available data, while the open markers indicate the optically-allowed transitions but the data is not available. (b) the Franck-
Condon factors (FCF) by Fantz et al. [29]. Note that the Franck-Condon factors are symmetric, i.e., qα′v′−α′′v′′ = qα′′v′′−α′v′ .
(c) Availability of the electron-impact excitation cross-sections. The circle markers indicate the available data in MCCC
database [19], while plus markers and dots indicate those available in Janev dataset [3] and Miles [18], respectively.

the vibrationally-resolved electron-impact cross sections
based on the generalized oscillator strength method, and
adjust a few parameters so that this form fits experimen-
tal data available at that time [18]. Later, Janev et al.
have also compiled various electron-impact cross sections
for molecular hydrogen [3]. However, there has been in-
consistency among them. As seen in Fig. 4, a significant
difference can be seen in some of the cross sections, such
as X1Σ+

g → HH̄1Σ+
g .

Also recently, a systematic theoretical method based
on MCCC method has been developed which is able to
calculate the vibrational-state-resolved electron-impact
transition cross-sections [19–26]. The MCCC rates are
also shown in Fig. 4. These three still show inconsisten-
cies, although the experimental comparison for the d3Π−u
state population by Wünderlich et al. suggests a better
performance of the MCCC cross sections [16].

MCCC also provides some of the cross sections among
excited states. The available rates are shown in Fig. 3 (c).
However, many cross sections from excited states are still
missing, which are important for high-density plasmas
as described below. The following two approximation

methods for such missing rates can be considered.

1. Helium approximation

In the first CR model for hydrogen molecule [10], the
authors have used the cross-section for the transition
among helium excited states. For example, EF1Σ+

g has

2s electron orbit, while D1Π−u has 3p orbit. Thus, this
rate coefficient may be approximated as follows,

CD−(v′′)←EF(v′) ≈
1

3
CHe

31P←21S qEF(v′)−D(v′′), (7)

where CHe
31P←21S is the excitation rate of helium atom for

its 31P ← 21S transition. The factor 1/3 accounts for
the three 31P states in hydrogen molecule (i.e., B′1Σ+

u ,
D1Π+

u , D
1Π−u ). qEF(v′)−D(v′′) is the Franck-Condon fac-

tor between EF1Σ+
g and D1Π±u states.

In order to see the accuracy of this approximation, we
show in Fig. 5 the rate coefficients from each n = 2 states
(EF1Σ+

g , B1Σ+
u , C1Π±u , a3Σ+

g , c3Π±u ) to any of n = 3
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FIG. 4. A comparison of the excitation cross sections from X1Σ+
g (v = 0) state to the n = 2 and n = 3 excited states. The

vibrational quantum number for final state are not distinguished (the cross-sections are summed up). The cross-sections by
MCCC [19], Janev [3], and Miles [18] are shown by different lines.

states. The bold blue curves show the calculation result
by MCCC, while the orange chain curves show those for
helium atoms. These two sets of cross sections agree
within a factor of ≈ 10.

2. Mewe’s approximation

Another possible approximation would be the one pro-
posed by Mewe [31], based on the line-strength for dipole
transitions. With this approximation, the rate coefficient
for the electron-impact excitation from q state to p state
can be written as

Cp←q(Te) ≈
1

gq

β√
kTe

Sqp exp

[
−ωpq

kTe

]
, (8)

with

β =
27/2

3
√
3
π3/2αa20c

√
EH

1

e2a20
ξ (9)

where gp is the statistical weight of the initial state, k is
the Boltzmann constant, Te is the electron temperature,
and ωpq = Eq−Ep is the energy difference between states
p and q, EH ≈ 27.2 eV is the Hartree energy, α is the
fine structure constant, e is the elementary charge, a0 is
the Bohr radius, and c is the light speed. Sqp is the line
strength of the transition, which is evaluated from the A
coefficients for the transition,

Ap←q = γ
1

gq
ω3
pqSpq. (10)

with

γ =
4

3
α4 c

a0

1

E3
H

1

e2a20
(11)

ξ is the gaunt factor, which is represented by the fol-
lowing equation

ξ = a+ b exp

(
ωpq

kTe

)
exp1

(
ωpq

kTe

)
, (12)

where a ≈ 0 and b ≈ 1 are parameters that depend on the
particular system. We assume a = −0.03 and b = 0.28
so that Eq. (8) best represents the MCCC rate coeffi-
cients. Orange curves in Fig. 5 show the rate coefficients
by Eq. (8). Equation (8) (orange thin curve) represents
the MCCC rate coefficients better than the correspond-
ing helium rates (green chain curve). This is partly be-
cause of the degrees of freedom in ξ (we basically fit by
adjusting a and b) but also because it takes into account
the energy difference of the actual system.

D. Predissociation

Predissociation is a spontaneous process where an ex-
cited molecule undergoes an internal conversion to an-
other state, typically leading to a dissociation. One of
the important dissociation paths is

H2(c
3Π+)→ H2(b

3Σ+)→ 2H, (13)

the decay rate of which is 1.6×108 s−1 and 7.0×108 s−1

for v = 0, N = 1 and v = 1, N = 1 states, respec-
tively [32]. Although c3Π+

u is a radiatively metastable
state, this predissociation process reduces its lifetime sig-
nificantly.
The lifetime of an isolated excited molecules τ can be
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FIG. 5. The total rate coefficients from n = 2 states (EF1Σ+
g , B

1Σ+
u , C

1Π±
u , a

3Σ+
g , c

3Π±
u ) to all of the n = 3 states. The

bold curves are from the MCCC database [19], while the helium approximation and Mewe’s approximation are shown by chain
curves and thin curves, respectively. See the text for details.

written as

1

τp
=

∑
q

Aq←p +
∑
q

Pq←p. (14)

The values of τp have been compiled by Astashkevich et
al [33]. We evaluate

∑
q Pq←p for each excited states by

the table in their paper. Note that although the predis-
sociation rate weakly depends on the rotational quantum
states, we use the value for the smallest N state for our
CR model.

E. Quenching rates

Quenching is a similar process to the predissociation,
but induced by a heavy-particle collision (Eq. (5)). Wed-
ding et al has reported the rate coefficient (1.88±0.10)×
10−15 m3s−1 for 300-K H2 collisions [34]. As this number
is ≈ 102 times smaller than the electron-impact excita-
tion rate (Fig. 5), this process becomes important for
low-ionization-degree plasmas, ne/nH2

≲ 10−3. In our
experimental conditions described below, this process is
not significant.

F. Dissociative attachment

In Ref. [35], it has been suggested that the dissociative
attachment (Eq. (4)) is very efficient for high-Rydberg
state of molecualr hydrogen, with the rate coefficient of
Cattach ≈ 6 × 10−11 m3/s. However, the original pa-
per [35] has not specified which states are regarded as
a high-Rydberg state. In Refs. [17, 36], the authors have
assumed this value for n ≥ 3 states. In our paper, we
also examine the validity of this assumption.

III. CRM PREDICTIONS AND POPULATION
DYNAMICS

Our CRM described in this paper considers the pop-
ulation of molecule in each electronic- and vibrational-

states up to n = 4 states, while the rotational states
are not resolved. Also, we assume that the population
in the electronic-ground state can be represented by the
Boltzmann distribution,

nX(v) = nH2

1

Z
exp

(
− Ev

kTv

)
, (15)

where H2 is the molecular density in X1Σ+
g state, Ev is

the energy of vibrational state v in X1Σ+
g , and Tv is the

vibrational temperature. k is the Boltzmann constant.
Here, Z is the normalization constant,

Z =
∑
v

exp

(
− Ev

kTv

)
. (16)

The solution of the CRM can be represented by a similar
manner to Eq. (6), but

np = Rp
1(ne, Te, Tv)nenH2

. (17)

Figure 6 (a) shows examples of Rp
1(ne, Te, Tv) with

Te = 10 eV and Tv = 0.1 eV, for several different val-
ues of ne. Horizontal position shows the excited states
of hydrogen molecule; each column separated by dotted
lines show an electronic state, while in each column the
vibrational quantum number dependence is shown. Note
that for this calculation, we ignore the quenching and
electron-attachment processes. MCCC excitation rates
are used and Mewe’s approximation for the dipole tran-
sition where MCCC is unavailable.
Different ne-dependence can be seen for different elec-

tronic states. For example, Rp
1 for D1Π±u states shows

little ne-dependence, while that for EF1Σ+
g state shows

a significant ne dependence. Such population dynamics
can be understood from the dominant elementary process
for each state.
Figure 7 shows the elementary-process composition of

influx and outflux. In the low-ne limit, the influx to
each state is dominated by the collisional excitation from
the ground state (denoted by Cn=1), while the dominant
outflux is the radiative decay to the lower state (denoted
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D1Π±
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are summed up. The thick solid curves show the population coefficients calculated with MCCC cross-sections and Mewe’s
approximations for the missing transitions, while thin solid curves show the population coefficients calculated with helium
cross-sections for missing transitions. These two shows a significant difference in the high-ne space, which is the systematic
uncertainty in the current CRM. Thin dotted curve shows the result with the dissociative attachment included. Since the
rate coefficient for the dissociative attachment recommended in Ref. [17] is large compared with the electron-impact rate, the
inclusion of this process significantly changes the population. In particular, the critical density between the coronal phase
(where Rp

1 ≈ n0
e) and the saturation phase (where Rp

1 ≈ n−1
e ) moves to the lower density side.

by A in Fig. 7). Thus, the population can be written as

np ≈
∑

v Cp←vnX(v)∑
q Aq←p

ne, (18)

where Rp
1 ∝ n0

e . This phase is called coronal phase, and
the population coefficient has no ne-dependence.
As ne increases, the dominant outflux changes to the

collisional transition to other states (Cn=2 and Cn=3 in
Fig. 7). In this region, the population may be written as
follows;

np ≈
∑

v Cp←vnX(v)ne∑
q Cq←pne

, (19)

where the dominant influx (numerator) and outflux
(denominator) are both the electron-impact excitation.

Thus, the ne-dependences on the numerator and denom-
inator are canceled out and Rp

1 ∝ n−1e . This phase is
called saturation phase.
Since D1Π±u has shorter radiative lifetime (≈ 3 ns),

the critical value of ne between the coronal to satura-
tion phases is higher. At ne ≈ 1019 m−3, this state is
still in coronal phase and thus the population coefficient
has no ne-dependence (see Fig. 6). On the other hand,
since EF1Σ+

g has longer radiative lifetime (≈ 100 ns), this
transition happens in a lower ne, and above this critical
density, Rp

1 ∝ n−1e .
Lower panels in Fig. 6 shows the ne-dependence of the

population coefficient for several electronic states (vibra-
tional populations are summed up). In the low-density
region Rp

1 ≈ n0
e while in high-density regions Rp

1 ≈ n−1e ,
which is consistent with the above discussion.
Rp

1 values for g3Σ+
g and i3Π±g levels show a positive
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FIG. 7. Compositions of the population influx and outflux for some levels, as a function of ne. CX indicates the influx from the
ground state, while Cn=2 and Cn=3 indicates flux from / to n = 2 and n = 3 states, respectively. In the lower density region, the
outflux from all of these states is the radiative decay (indicated by A) to lower states, while in higher density region collisional
transition dominates the outflux. The critical value of ne is different for these states depending on the relative importance of
the radiative decay and the collisional transition. All the values were calculated with our CRM under Te = 10 eV and Tv = 0.1
eV.

ne-dependence in a certain density range in contrast to
those for the other levels. This can be understood from
the contribution of the two-step excitation (Cn=2-influx
in Fig. 7). Since (n = 2)-state population (n2) is pro-
portional to n1

e in the low-density region, the two-step
excitation flux is proportional to n2ne ∝ n2

e . Because
of the contribution of this process, Rp

1 values can have
a positive ne-dependence. The population converges to
np ∝ n0

e at the high-density limit as similar to the other
states.

A. Dependence on different datasets

1. Difference due to the rate-approximation methods

Current database, including MCCC, do not provide
the cross-sections from the excited states with n ≥ 3,
and there are uncertainty which approximations are more
appropriate, i.e., Mewe’s approximation (Sec. II C 2) or
helium approximation (Sec.II C 1). Two solid curves in
each lower panel of Fig. 6 show the population coefficients
predicted by our CRM, but with (bold) Mewe’s approx-
imation and (thin) helium-crosssections for unavailable
transitions in MCCC database. As in the higher-ne limit
the influx and outflux are dominated by the electron-
impact transitions among excited states (see Fig. 7 too),
the difference in the values of Rp

1 becomes bigger. On
the other hand, in the lower-ne limit the influx is the
excitation from the ground state (the cross sections of
which are available in the MCCC database [19]) while
the dominant outflux is the radiative decay. Thus the
uncertainty due to the cross-sections for excited states is
smaller. We will examine this effect later.

2. The effect of the dissociative attachment

Thin dotted curves in Fig. 6 shows the same calcu-
lation but with the dissociative attachment process in-
cluded. Since the proposed rate coefficients for the dis-

sociative attachment for n = 3 states in Ref. [17] is much
higher than the electron-impact excitation rate (i.e.,∑

q Cq→p ≫
∑

k C
attach
k→p ), all the (n = 3)-states, includ-

ing D1Π±u , fall in the saturation phase at ne > 1017 m−3

if this process is included.
This effect may be examined by a ne-dependence of the

population ratio, e.g., that between EF1Σ+
g and D1Π±u .

If the proposed rate is correct and both the states are in
the saturation phase, the population ratio should have
only a weak ne-dependence. On the other hand, if the
proposed rate is overestimated, D1Π±u is in coronal phase
and thus the population ratio should have a strong ne-
dependence. This will be discussed later in Sec. IVB and
Fig. 16.

3. The difference between the excitation-rate datasets

In Fig. 8, we show the results with different sets of
the excitation rates, i.e., those by Janev (orange), Miles
(green), and MCCC (blue), without including the dis-
sociative attachment process. Because of the differ-
ence in the rate coefficients for electron-impact transi-
tions, the population coefficients are different. In higher-
temperature plasma (Fig. 8 (a)), the population by Janev
and MCCC are similar, while that by Miles shows a sig-
nificant difference from the other two. On the other hand,
in lower-temperature plasma, the population in EF1Σ+

g

show a significant difference among these three datasets.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL COMPARISONS

In order to compare with the CRM predictions de-
scribed above, we carry out experimental observations
of emission spectra from molecular hydrogen. To cover a
wide range of the parameter space, we measure the emis-
sion from a low-density RF plasma in Shinshu university
(Sec. IVA), and a divertor region of Large Helical Device
(LHD, Sec. IVB). As described below, the RF plasma has
ne ≈ 1016 m−3 and Te ≈ 100 eV, while the LHD diver-
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FIG. 8. Population coefficients Rp
1 for some excited states of molecular hydrogen calculated with our CRM, with different

datasets for the electron-impact transitions. Top and bottom panels show the prediction under different values of ne and Te.
By different colors, the results with different datasets (MCCC [19], Janev [3], and Miles [18]) are shown.

tor has much higher temperature and density range of
ne ≈ 1019 m−3 and Te ≈ 101 eV. Furthermore, the pa-
rameter in the LHD divertor can be varied by changing
the heating and fueling conditions. This even widens the
parameter space we consider here.

A. Low-density plasma experiment in Shinshu
university

We measured an emission spectrum from a low-
temperature RF plasma at Shunshu University, Japan.
A hydrogen plasma was generated in a vacuum cham-
ber made of Pyrex glass, with 50-mm inner diameter
and 1100-mm length. This chamber is located inside
two solenoids, which generates 0.012 T magnetic field
at the plasma center. A ≈100-W RF power is applied
to generate the plasma. This experimental setup is sim-
ilar to that shown in Ref. [37], however instead of the
pure-helium plasma in the previous work, we generated
a plasma with helium-hydrogen gas mixture in this work.
The partial gas pressure of hydrogen molecule and helium
atom are 0.07 and 0.02 torr, respectively.

An echelle spectrometer with a crossed disperser con-
figuration (EMP-200 Bunko-Keiki, 202-mm focal length)
and a charge-coupled-device (CCD) detector (DV420A-
OE, Andor inc., 255×1024 pixels, 26×26 µm2 pixel size)
were used to measure the emission spectrum. This spec-
troscopic system can simultaneously measure the spec-

trum in the wavelength range of 400 – 800 nm with 0.05-
nm resolution.

The values of ne and Te in the plasma were estimated
as Te ≈ 3 eV and ne ≈ 1016 m−3, based on the helium-
line-ratio method described in Ref. [37]. In this method,
the absolute emission intensities from multiple excited
states of helium atoms ( 3s 1S, 3p 1P, 3d 1D, 4s 1S, 4p 1P,
4d 1D, 5s 1S, 5d 1D, 6d 1D, 3s 3S, 3p 3P, 3d 3D, 4s 3S,
4d 3D, 5s 3S, and 5d 3D) are fitted by a prediction of
collisional-radiative model for helium atoms. By the fit,
several adjustable parameters are determined, which are
ne, Te, density of metastable states (2s1S and 2s3S),
and the radiative reabsorption effect by 3p1P and 4p1P
states. Note that although many adjustable parameters
are used to fit multiple emission intensities, the analy-
sis is robust enough. The value of Te is basically deter-
mined by the population ratio among 3s 1S, 4s 1S, 3s 3S
and 3s 3P states, where the other effects (excitation from
metastable and radiation reabsorption) are negligible in
this condition. The value of ne is in turn determined by
comparing the absolute intensities with the helium atom
density and the excitation rates, which are the function
of Te.

Figure 9 shows the observed emission spectrum. To
clearly present the molecular emission, strong atomic he-
lium and hydrogen emission lines as well as continuum
emission were excluded from the figure. Three clusters
of lines can be found in the visible range; 450–500 nm,
570–630 nm, 720–800 nm.
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FIG. 9. (top) Emission spectrum observed from the low-density RF plasma with helium-hydrogen mixture. To clearly present
the emission lines from molecular hydrogen, strong atomic lines and helium lines are omitted. (bottom) The composition of
the hydrogen-molecule spectrum for each upper-electronic states, which is obtained from the spectral fit.

1. Analysis method

The observed emission corresponds to transitions with
the change in electronic, vibrational and rotational
states, while the CRM we have developed in Sec. II re-
solves only the electronic and vibrational states. In or-
der to obtain the population from the experiment in each
electronic and vibrational state but integrated over the
rotational states, we assume the Boltzmann distribution
for the rotational population,

nα′v′N ′ ≈ nα′v′

Zα′v′
(2S′ + 1)(2N ′ + 1)gasN ′ exp

(
−Eα′v′(N ′)

kTα′v′

)
,

(20)

where α′, v′, S′, and N ′ indicate the electronic state, vi-
brational quantum number, electron spin quantum num-
ber, and rotational quantum number of the upper level,
respectively, and Eα′v′(N ′) is the excitation energy. gasN ′

is the nuvlear spin statistical weight. Zα′,v′ is the par-
tition function. We assume an independent rotational
temperature Tα′,v′,N ′ for each electronic and vibrational
state. The population and rotational temperature in
each electronic and vibronic state, nα′,v′ , were opti-

mized so that the predicted emission intensity Iα
′v′N ′

α′′v′′N ′′ =

Aα′v′N ′

α′′v′′N ′′nα′v′N ′ represents the observed spectrum the
best. We use the literature values for the A coefficient
if available, otherwise we use the Hönl-Londom approx-

imation assuming Hund’s case b with the vibrationally-
resolved A coefficient values [29].
We fit the entire spectrum based on the above assump-

tion. The decomposition of the spectrum is shown in the
bottom part of Fig. 9. It is clear that the three clusters
have different upper-electronic states; 450 – 500 nm lines
are mainly originated from GK1Σ+

g and I1Π±g states, 570

– 630 nm lines are from d3Π±u , i
3Π±g , and j3∆±g states,

and 720 – 800 nm lines are from EF1Σ+
g , HH̄

1Σ+
g , D

1Π±u ,

I1Π±g , and J1∆±g states.
Markers in Fig. 10 shows the population obtained from

the analysis. We also plot the prediction by our CRM
with the values of ne and Te obtained from the helium-
line-ratio method. The value of Tv, which is the vibra-
tional temperature of the ground state molecules, are ob-
tained from the empirical relation [38],

Tv

K
≈ 2400 + 2.6× 10−16

[ ne

m−3

]
. (21)

For this low-density plasmas, this means essentially Tv ≈
2400 K. Only one adjustable parameter in the compari-
son is the value of nH2

L (where L is the effective diame-
ter of the plasma). We scale the prediction by adjusting
this value so that the population in EF1Σ+

g v = 6 states
becomes identical between the experiment and the simu-
lation (the square marker in Fig. 10). From this scaling,
nH2

L ≈ 1020 m−2 is obtained, which is consistent with
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FIG. 10. Distribution of the line-integrated population of molecular hydrogen observed for the low-density RF plasma (markers).
Kinked lines for each electronic state are the prediction by the CRM with three different excitation cross section (blue: MCCC,
green: Miles, orange: Janev). The values of ne and Te to calculate the population were estimated based on the helium line-ratio
method [37], which are Te ≈ 3 eV and ne ≈ 1016 m−3. Equation (21) is used to compute Tv ≈ 2400 K. The only one adjustable
parameter is the line-integrated molecular density, nH2L, is adjusted so that the population in EF1Σ+

g (v = 6) is identical
between the observation and the prediction, which are nH2L ≈ 1020 m−2.

the gas density (≈ 1022 m−3) and the plasma column
diameter L ≈ 10−2 m.

The three types of lines in Fig. 10 show the CRM pre-
dictions with different cross-section datasets, i.e., those
by MCCC (blue), by Miles (green), and Janev (or-
ange). It is clearly seen that the prediction by the
MCCC cross-sections represents the experimental obser-
vation the best, in particular the populations in EF1Σ+

g ,

HH̄1Σ+
g , J1∆±g , h3Σ+

g , e3Σ+
u , d3Π±u , and j3∆±g . Janev

and Miles cross-sections particularly overestimate the
triplet population.

However, even the prediction by MCCC shows a signif-
icant underestimation in the population in D1Π±u states.
The overpopulation might be caused by the radiation
reabsorption, since D1Π±u states are optically allowed
levels from X1Σ+

g states. From the ground state den-

sity (≈ 1022 m−3), the mean free path of the pho-
ton from D1Π±u states is in the order of ≲ 10−3 m.
This is much shorter than the plasma size of this ex-
periment (≈ 10−2 m), and thus this radiation reab-
sorption effectively decreases the radiative decay rate
from D1Π±u state and increases its population. Further-
more, the v-dependence in D1Π±u is also consistent with
the trend of the Franck-Condon factor with X1Σ+

g , i.e.,
qX1Σ+

g (v=0)−D1Π−
u (v=0,1,2) ≈ [0.10, 0.17, 0.18]; since the

emission from v = 2 state of D1Π±u has bigger absorp-
tion rate than that from v = 0 state, the overpopulation
in v = 2 state should be more significant. These are all
consistent with the experiment, although this effect is not
included in our CRM analysis.

B. LHD experiment

In order to examine the dataset in other parameter
spaces, we carried out the emission observation from
LHD divertor region, with the same setting described in
Ref. [5]. The light from the divertor region is collected
by an optical lens, introduced into an optical fiber, and
guided to the entrance slit of another echelle spectrom-
eter (home-made, 300-mm focal length [39]). This spec-
trometer can simultaneously measure an emission spec-
trum in the entire visible range (430 – 800 nm) with the
high-wavelength resolution (0.06 nm).
Figure 11 shows the summary of a typical LHD ex-

periment. The temporal evolutions of Te and ne on the
plasma axis of the LHD are shown in Fig. 11 (a), while
Fig. 11 (b) and (c) show the radial distributions of Te and
ne, respectively, for two measurement timings. The val-
ues of Te and ne are high in the confined region (inside
the last closed flux surface, LCFS), while they become
much smaller in the divertor. In Ref. [40], it has been
found that the values of Te and ne at the divertor, T div

e

and ndiv
e , respectively, approximately have the following

relationship with the values on the LCFS,

T div
e

eV
≈ 30×

[
nLCFS
e

1019 m−3

]−0.5
(22)

ndiv
e

1019 m−3
≈ 0.08×

[
nLCFS
e

1019 m−3

]1.5
(23)

It is important to note that, besides the above empirical
relation, the exact ne and Te values at the emission lo-
cations are not available. Thus, in the following we use
this empirical relation with the uncertainty of 30%.
Figure 12 shows the two emission spectra observed for

LHD experiment #143973 at t = 3.25 s and t = 5.25 s.
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FIG. 11. (a) A temporal evolution of Te and ne at the plasma
center of the LHD. The radial distributions of (b) Te and (c)
ne for two different timings t = 3.25 s and t = 5.25 s. The
position of the LCFS are indicated by the dotted line.

The shapes of the spectrum are different between the
two timings; the two strong lines in 720–800 nm in the
t = 3.25 s spectrum disappear in t = 5.25 s, while new
lines appear in 570–600 nm.

The same analysis to that described in the previous
section is performed for all the exposure frames in this
experiment. Figure 13 shows the population obtained
from the analysis for the two timings. From t = 3.25 s
to 5.25 s, the population in EF1Σ+

g decreases while those

in g3Σ+
g , i

3Π±g , and j3∆±g increase. Note that although
the values of Te and ne changes during LHD experiments,
as the timescale of the parameter change in the plasma
is much longer (≳ 10−3 s) than that of the population
change (≲ 10−7 s), the quasi steady-state approxima-
tion for the excited state population is still valid. The
populations in D1Π±u and d3Π±u stay almost the same in
these two timings. This is consistent with the parameter
dependence on R1 as shown in Fig. 6.
Figure 14 shows the comparison with our CRM pre-

dictions. As similar to the discussion for Fig. 10, we
used fixed ne, Te, and Tv values based on Eq. (22) and
Eq. (21). To account for the uncertainty in these pa-
rameters, we assume independent 10% error bands for
these three parameters. The value of nH2

L is estimated
so that the EF1Σ+

g (v = 6) population by the experiment
and predictions match.

The predictions with the cross sections by MCCC and
Janev equally well represent the experimental observa-
tions. Miles’ prediction show the significant underesti-
mation on the J1∆±g , h

3Σ+
g , and d3Π±u populations.

Even with the CRM using the MCCC dataset, the fit
is worse than that in the low-density RF plasma Fig. 10.
The populations in GK1Σ+

g , i
3Π±g , and j3∆±g are not well

reproduced by the CRM, in particular in the higher den-
sity plasma (the lower panel of Fig. 14). The reason
might be the uncertain cross sections from the excited

state. We will discuss this issue in the next section.

We also conduct the above emission measurement and
analysis for the spectra observed in other timings. Fig-
ure 15 shows the temporal evolution of the population
of several excited states, for this particular LHD experi-
ment. The population and the population ratios change
in time. In the first frame where the plasma has the low-
est density and highest temperature during the discharge,
the population in EF1Σ+

g is highest while that in D1Π−u
is lowest. While ne increases as time goes by, the EF1Σ+

g

population decreases while D1Π−u population increases.
At the final frame, where the temperature dropped sig-
nificantly, the D1Π−u population decreases significantly
while the d3Π−u population stays almost the same. This
is consistent with the energy dependence of the cross sec-
tions; the cross section to the triplet state has higher ef-
ficiency at the lower temperature (see Fig. 4 and Fig. 5).

The same analysis are repeated for multiple LHD ex-
periments spanning wide range in the parameter space.
Figure 16 shows the distribution of some population ra-
tios. The star markers in the figure shows the same pop-
ulation ratios from the low-temperature RF plasma.

In Fig. 16 (b) and (c) we compare the observed pop-
ulation ratios and the CRM prediction. On the left side
of each panel, the CRM prediction with the three dif-
ferent excitation cross-sections datasets are shown in dif-
ferent colors. On the right half of the panels, the CRM
predictions with and without the dissociative electron-
attachment are plotted. Note that we assume Tv = 0.2–
1.0 eV and (b) Te = 5–20 eV and (c) ne = (0.5–
2)× 1019 m−3 for the CRM.

The population ratios between EF1Σ+
g and D1Π−u

shows a sensitivity on ne, as expected from the discussion
in Sec.III. The CRM with the Miles’ dataset or Janev’s
dataset fail to reproduce the range of the observed popu-
lation ratios. This ne-sensitivity disappears if we include
the electron-attachment process, and fails to reproduce
the observed population ratios.

The population ratios between d3Π−u and D1Π−u shows
a Te-sensitivity. Although this is not perfectly indepen-
dent from ne, this suggests that this ratio might be useful
to diagnose the value of Te from the molecular emission
spectrum.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We developed a CRM for hydrogen molecules, and dis-
cussed the effects of different datasets. The CRM predic-
tion was compared with two different experiments, which
is the lower-density RF plasmas and higher-density LHD
divertor plasmas. From the population comparisons the
following is found;

1. Compared with Miles’ and Janev’s cross sections,
MCCC cross sections show a better agreement with
the experiment.



13

450 500 550 600 650 700 750 800
( )

0

1

0

1

2

3
(

)

#143973, 3.25s

#143973, 5.25s

FIG. 12. A similar figure to Fig. 9, but for the LHD divertor plasma. (top) Emission spectrum observed at (gray) t = 3.25
s and (magenta) t = 5.25 s. To clearly present the emission lines from molecular hydrogen, strong atomic lines are omitted.
(bottom) The composition of the hydrogen-molecule spectrum observed at t = 3.25 s for each upper-electronic states, which is
obtained from the spectral fit.
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FIG. 13. Population distributions observed for the LHD divertor at (grey) t = 3.25 s and (magenta) t = 5.25 s. Different
behavior in each state can be seen, e.g., the population in EF1Σ+

g state decreases while those in the triplet states increase.

2. CRM prediction is more accurate in the lower
density plasma, where the excitation from excited
states is negligible. In the higher density plasmas
this effect is more significant. Cross-sections from
excited states might be necessary to improve for

the high density plasma diagnostics.

3. Dissociative electron-attachment rate proposed in
Ref. [17] might be too high.

4. Some pairs of the emission lines of hydrogen
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FIG. 14. A similar figure to Fig. 10 but for the LHD divertor plasmas. Experimentally observed population distribution is
shown by markers, while kinked lines are the prediction by the CRM with three different excitation cross section (blue: MCCC,
green: Miles, orange: Janev). The values of ne, Te, and Tv to calculate the population were estimated based on Eq. (11) and
Eq. (21). The only one adjustable parameter is the line-integrated molecular density, nH2L, is adjusted so that the population
in EF1Σ+

g (v = 6) is identical between the observation and the prediction.

molecule show ne and Te dependencies, e.g.,
EF1Σ+

g -D
1Π±u has a ne dependence, and D1Π±u -

d3Π±u has a Te dependence. This may be useful
for the plasma diagnostics for low-temperature hy-
drogen plasmas.

Since most of the important data is already available
for other isotopologues, such as D2, the same analysis
can be done also. This is left for the future study.
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FIG. 16. A distribution of population ratios observed for the LHD divertor and the low-density RF plasma. (a) A correlation
between the two population ratios, EF1Σ+

g (v = 6) / D1Π−
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u (v = 0) / D1Π−
u (v = 0). (b, c) Histograms of

the observed population ratios and the predicted population ratios by our CRM. On the left of each panel, the predictions by
the three different cross-section datasets (blue: MCCC, green: Miles, orange: Janev) are shown. On the right, we compare the
predictions by the CRM (blue) without and (black) with the recommended electron-attachment rates. We assume Tv = 0.2–
1.0 eV and (b) Te = 5–20 eV and (c) ne = (0.5–2)× 1019 m−3 for the CRM.
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