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K-breaking interactions, additional to the usual Coriolis terms, are deduced from velocity-dependent inter-
actions and shown to be of the same order as those contributed by the Coriolis force. Similar considerations,
when turned towards the weak interactions, yield a term that simultaneously breaks K and mixes parity.

I. INTRODUCTION

NE of the striking regularities of the deformed,

rotational nuclei is the goodness of the K quan-
tum number, the eigenvalue of the projection of the
total angular momentum along the symmetry axis
fixed in the rotating body. The small deviations from
the exactness of this quantum number have been
understood in terms of the Coriolis force, which, as we
shall review, is a part of the kinetic energy of rotation.
In the classic papers of Bohr,' Bohr and Mottelson,?
and Kerman,® the Coriolis force is given its familiar
classical representation, which couples the particles and
total angular momentum:

=2 Jel /9. 1)

K

In this paper, we shall consider K-breaking mecha-
nisms that are present in the nuclear interaction poten-
tials, in addition to the Coriolis force from the kinetic
energy. The Coriolis force, since it is obtained directly
from the kinetic energy, is immediately seen to couple
the velocities of the particles and of the collective core.
Since the only collective variable used is the angular
momentum I, time-reversal and rotational invariance
dictate an Ip- I or p- I dependence. A velocity depend-
ence of the nuclear interaction clearly brings in a pp
dependence, and this must manifest itself in a 1p- I term.
There are also more complicated forms that involve the
deformations and associated angular dependences, but
these are best discussed in context. Similarly a spin-
dependent interaction, such as a two-particle spin-orbit
force, leads to a op- I dependence, as well as deforma-
tion-dependent forms. To the extent that the potential
and kinetic energies are of the same order, the lp-I
and op-I terms contributed by the potential energy
are expected to be of the order of the corresponding
Coriolis terms. To make these estimates more definite,
specific model calculations are here carried through.

* Work performed under the auspices of U. S. Atomic Energy
Commission.

1 On leave from McGill University, Montreal, Canada.
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II. REVIEW OF CORIOLIS FORCE

In order to have a definite, simple model before us,
let us consider the classical case of a particle outside a
deformed axially symmetric core, the particle moving
in a velocity-independent potential-well that has the
symmetry of the core and that follows the motions of
the core. We repeat here the solution of Bohr.!

The Hamiltonian is the sum of the rotational kinetic
energy of the core and the energies of the particles,

H=3 Q.*/29+Hp. (2)

Here Q, are the components of the core angular-
momentum along the symmetry axes of the core, 9, are
the moments of inertia with respect to these same
axes—for our symmetric case 9;=9,=93%9; In the
approximation in which the particle interaction with
the core (via the deformed potential-well) is very strong,
it is useful to choose the coordinates that diagonalize
this interaction. To do this, the particle coordinates
rp should be taken relative to the core-fixed axes, and
from now on we consider Hp written in terms of rp,
and the canonically conjugate momentum pp. The core
variables must be chosen with some care since Q, does
not commute with rp, as can be seen immediately from
the fact that rp varies with core orientation for fixed
particle position. Instead, we use the total angular
momentum I, which is, of course, the sum of the core
and particle angular momentum,

IK=QK+jx-

I, does commute with rp, pp. However, Q3 is a con-
stant of the motion since rotation about a symmetry
axis changes nothing. Eliminating Qy, Q. in favor of
1, I,
I +1.2 Q4
H= +
29 293

f [Hp-i-

j12+j22] Jilitjol2
29 g

The last term in Eq. (3) is the part of the Coriolis
interaction that is responsible for K breaking.

If we omit this last term, the truncated Hamiltonian
H, is easily solved.

I-1,2 (Is'—js)z [
: +
29 293

JiPt gt
29
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The constants of the motion include the usual total
angular momentum I, and the space-fixed z com-
ponent M#%. In addition there are the components of
the angular momentum relative to the body-fixed
symmetry axis, I3 and 73, each of which is a constant of
the motion. The corresponding wave function has the
product form

¥=Dux!(O)Xe(rp). (5)

The O stands for the Eulerian angles of the core axes.
The Dux!, which describe the rotational motion, obey
the eigenvalue equations
2Dy’ (0)=II+1)*Dux’,
Izﬂ)MKI(®)=Mh3)MK1, (6)
Iaﬂ)MKI(@)):Kh‘DMKI.

The Xg¢® obeys the corresponding equations for the
particle motion relative to the core:

JXaP(xp) = QhXe (rp) ,

JiPtga? 7
[H e ]XQEP(IP) = epXo(tp).
The resulting eigenvalue of H, is
n (K—Q)h?
HUI+1)—K¥}—F—+tep. (8)
29 293

The actual physical wave function is a linear combina-
tion of the solutions (5) and the degenerate solution
obtained by the replacement K — —K, @ — —Q.
That, for the physical state, I3, js—or more ac-
curately, Is% js®—are constants of the motion, with
quantum numbers K, €, is only true to the extent that

Jili+jols (I 4-i15) (ja—172)
B g T 29
(Ir—il5)(jitig2)
- 29

¢ =

©)

can be neglected. H¢' does indeed perturb the eigen-
functions of Hy in such a way as to admix pieces to the
wave function whose I3, j3 quantum numbers, K’,
@', are higher or lower by one unit: K'=K+1, @'=0+1
or K'=K—1, @'=0—1. The I, K dependence of these
admixture amplitudes is characteristic and determined
by the rules of angular-momentum operators

(i) D! =[(I— K+ 1)(I+K) 2 Dar, xo!
I1—il) Durl= [(I+K+1)(I—K)]1/2§DM,K+1I.
The quantitative tests of the K-breaking mechanism are
really tests of this basic 7, K dependence, and this

in turn is only a test of the linear J; and I, dependence
of the interaction and is not a test of the precise form

(10)
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written down in Eq. (9).* The additional potential
terms which we adduce here will, of course, have just
this same 7 and K dependence and to this extent are
indistinguishable from the Coriolis terms.

The precise form of the K-breaking mechanism is
relevant only when it comes to quantitative computa-
tion of the amplitude of the admixtures. In view of the
approximate nature of the particle wave functions, only
an approximate evaluation of the matrix elements of
the K-breaking interactions is possible. A simple model
suffices, therefore, to evaluate the contributions to the
K-breaking interaction itself. To this we now turn.

III. VELOCITY-DEPENDENT EFFECTIVE
INTERACTIONS

We consider here the effects of two velocity-dependent
components of the effective force®:

V= Z [MVL(U'—I]')
(pi—p))?
+ VL(&'*“:‘)W:I , (11)
and
Vi_s(ri—r;)
’(JL—S=>Z (sits))- (l‘z‘-l’j)x(l’i“l’j)—‘—*h;—“- (12)

We completely neglect exchange, and so particle-core
velocity coupling can only arise from the parts of V
and Vi_g that are proportional to (p)particte* (P)eore OF
(S)particle (D)core. We neglect the possibility of terms
like (P)particte” (8)core because, in the extremely simple
model to be used here, core spin is assumed to average
to zero. In fact, for this same reason, we do not consider

*A. Bohr and B. Mottelson, At. Energiya 14, 41 (1963).
[English transl: Soviet Atomic Energy 14, 36 (1963)].

5S. Kahana and E. Tomusiak, Nucl. Phys. 71, 402 (1965).
Kahana and Tomusiak approximate the residual interaction in
the 1S relative state by the free reaction matrix Kr in this state.
Here, let us take for the free reaction matrix:

Ky(S) = —georf| QB o ol me) -

The parameters in this equation are fixed by noting that the
on-the-energy shell matrix element of K#(1S) is proportional to
the tangent of the S phase shift 8. In fact,

ME [® . .
tang=—=5 _/; 5o (kr)Kr(r,p) jo(kr)dr,

where 7k is the relative momentum of a pair of nucleons. The
first term in Kr(1S) alone provides a fit to the low-energy scatter-
ing data while the second term is required if the high-energy data
are also to be fitted. A choice of parameters which gives a good
over-all fit is

£=23.8 MeV,
wl= 247F,

= 1.12,
v 1= 0.63 F

and then there results ¢z =3.5 F® as quoted above. One should per-

haps also notice that the velocity-dependent term in K»(3S) is very

much like that in K#(1S), and we assume it to be identical. The

spin-orbit term in the free reaction matrix is deduced by consider-

11\r/1[g \t{he 5Py,1,2 states and has the form V7_g(r) = —1528¢7/(0.36 F)
eV.
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any forces that only contribute by involving the core
spin. We omit also the analogue of the core kinetic
energy terms (p)cors’ (P)core from Uy, since they can be
seen to be of order Ysingle—particle/Ieore relative to the
terms we retain. Thus, the portions of Uz, and Vg that
are actually employed are

1
Vr—>2 ﬁ[—PP'DcVL" Vipe'p.], (11a)

and
Vi_s

Vr_g— > sp (t;—15) Xps (12a)

h2

The motion of the core particles will be treated
semiclassically and, therefore, we ascribe to the core
an over-all density and a velocity-density. We shall
consider the two extreme cases of rigid rotation and
irrotational flow. The effective interactions obtained
from Uz and Vg, on carrying out the integration over
the core densities, are H;' and Hr_g':

Pr
== / o )pVL(t—1,)dr 13)

HL—S/=+SP'/Pc(rc)(rc_rP)chVL—S(rc—rP>d7'c' (14)

The core-fluid velocity v, and the density, p, must be
given to specify the model. The fluid density is assumed
to be constant inside a spheroidal volume. Rigid motion
is simply specified by

pePc=pMv.;=p.Mo X1, (15)

where o is the angular velocity of the core. In fact,
the components of the angular velocity can be related
to the components of the angular momentum,

wx:Qx/gx: (16)

all components referred to the body-fixed axes. If,
alternatively, we describe the core as a fluid undergoing
irrotational motion, we can take over the description
of Bohr.! The velocity is given in terms of the gradient
of a scalar field:

(7

where the a, describe the quadrupolar distortion of the
surface of the incompressible nuclear fluid with respect
to space-fixed axes,

R=Ro(14+a,Y2,),

V= V(%"Zdﬂyh) ’

(18a)
or with respect to the body-fixed symmetry axes,
R=R¢(148Y10).

The &, can be expressed as the sum of the time rate of
change of the shape parameters viewed with respect to
symmetry axes rotating with the body plus the time

(18b)
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rate of change due to rotation of the instantaneously
fixed shape. The first term describes the motion due to
“Internal shape vibrations” which do not concern us
here. Ignoring these completely and sticking to the
requirement of pure axial symmetry, the Bohr result
becomes

ay— _iﬂgoﬂm(z)*(Mx)mﬂgx/gx ) (19)
and

pP=Mpv.— — 'iMPcV(%"ZYZm) (Mx) mo*ﬁQx/gx ,  (20)

where (M,)mo is the matrix element,

/ng*((l/i)rx V)V 20,

of the rotation generators.

The functions V; and V;_g are taken from the
reaction-matrix determined by Kahana and Tomusiak.?
Since the range of these potential functions, V, is much
shorter than any core or orbit dimension we shall use
effective 6 functions instead, since the zero-range
form can be more simply compared with the Coriolis
interaction.

We begin by evaluating H;' for the case of a rigidly
rotating core. Inserting the expressions (15) and (16) for
the core velocity into (13), and using the zero-range
approximation to V(r),

Vi(r) = Cré(r), CL=/VL(r)dr~3.S(F)3, (21)

a rather transparent form for Hy' results:

Hy'=—3% Crp(tp)(tp X pp)iQv/9v. (22)

The K-breaking part, obtained from (22) by the re-
placement of Q,— I, and confining the sum over
components to k=1, 2, is

- Z Cch(rP)ZPKIK/gK' (23)
k=1,2

This can be directly compared with the Coriolis inter-
action, Eq. (9). If we take for p.(rp) the usual

p(xp)=A/(krrd4), r<redAY? re=12TF, (24)
Eq. (23) becomes
——O.SZP,I,‘/“],‘. 7’<7’0A”3. (25)

This seems to indicate that a moderate-sized contribu-
tion can be expected from V' that is neither large nor
negligible compared to the orbital part of the Coriolis
interaction.

We complete the examination of V' contributions to
K breaking by examining H;' in the case of irrota-
tional flow. The insertion of expression (20) for the
core velocity results in what is, at first sight, a rather
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cumbersome form for H;':

Hy'=}icBpoer) T T V02V am) 0o Jni*1/ 9,

m k=1,2

o 6 1/2
O vontes)

{ (VrpVa_y)- pp(ll+;“12)} . (26)

It will now be recognized that this effective interaction
is just of the form of an electromagnetic £2 interaction.
The Coriolis interaction, Eq. (9), with which we want
to compare, is of the form of an electromagnetic M1
interaction. Clearly such a comparison cannot be
carried through except in the framework of a definite
particle model. Rather than attempt this here, we note
that there is, actually, more of a resemblance than is
usually professed between magnetic-dipole and electric-
quadrupole matrix elements. To make this more
definite, we note that the important ingredient in (26) is

i(8/15)1 12V (r*Y 5 11) - p=2(— pyip =)+ p.(yF i) , (27)

while the orbital part of the Coriolis operator is just
l,, and

X X

p=t1,—1

Lir=2(—pytips) — p.(yFia). (28)
(As an aside, it might be noted that the M1 and E2
multipoles arise from the same term in the retardation
expansion.) If we boldly put aside the fact that we are
comparing different irreducible tensors, and assert that
the expressions in (27) and (28) are about equal, Hy/ is
weighted relative to the Coriolis by approximately

(45/167)12C18p,~0.56. (29)

For f~0.4, this contribution to the K breaking is
about a fifth the Coriolis contribution. This actually
may be an underestimate since the irrotational moment
of inertia appearing in (26) is much smaller than the
experimental value used in the estimate. The situation
appears, again, to be that the interaction contribution,
H{/, is neither large nor negligible—whether calculated
on the assumption of rigid rotation or irrotational flow.

The similar evaluation for H; g/, Eq. (14), is some-
what more complicated. Because the spin-orbit inter-
action Uz_g is a p-wave interaction, the zero-range
expansion must be carried one stage further. Thus, for
the case of rigid rotation we evaluate

H;y §'=Msp- /Pc(ro) (l’c—rp)l:(:) X rc]VLS(rc_ rP) 3 (30)

by using the expansion

Pc(rc)rc = Pc(rP)rP+ [(rc— rP)pc(rP)

Frp(rc—1p) Vo (r)p], (31)
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and obtain

Hyg'=%5Msp- {20p,(tp)— (0 % 1p) X Vp,(tp)}

X(/r%;dr) . (32)

On the usual assumption that p.(rp) is uniform and
equal to po over the spheroidal volume contained inside
R= Ro(l‘l“ﬁYzo),

Vpe(t) = —pod(r— Ro)i+po{ 8(r— Ro) [F+iEX1]
+poRod (r— Ro)E}(BY 20)

+ (higher order in 8V3). (33)
Then
Vis
HL—-S/= <%‘Mpo/1’2 dT)
52
X {2SP ~w[8(rp—Ro) - %Rga(rp—Ro)]
-+ ((-)- IeSp- fp— %SP'CO)ROB("P_ RO)} ) (34)

where o is defined in Eq. (16) as w,=Q,/d,, and
8(rp—Ro) is the usual step-function. The numerical
weighting factor,

L Vis
sMpo | 7* " dr~—0.8, (35)

appearing in Eq. (34) is a fair measure of the strength of
H_J relative to the Coriolis interaction. The operators
appearing in the brackets of Eq. (34) have more
structure than the simple jp o of the Coriolis inter-
action, and so have different detailed selection rules.
While only specific calculations can delineate the
precise numerical values, it is also clear that, generally
speaking, the matrix elements in (34) are of the same
order as those contributed by the spin term of the
Coriolis interaction.
For the irrotational case

HL—S'= "%iMB Z (Mx) Om(Qx/gK)

Vi-s
dre.
52

- / o) (o)X (V¥ 2n) (36)

Expanding the integrand, just as we did in handling
the rigid-rotational case, we obtain for Hy g

Vi-s
—%iMﬂ( / ° dr)
72

X2 (Mx) OM(QK/gK)SP' VPc(rP) XVrpYom. (37)

It might be noted that only a Vp, term appears in (37).
The term involving p, itself vanishes because it in-
volves the coupling of the spin-current to an irrota-
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tional flow, or, more succinctly, because p,VXp,=0.
Equation (37) reduces, on again expanding p, and
keeping only the lowest order in 8, to the simple form

M Vis
— (o [ ar)
3 7

(Q1+iuQ2)
XY {6(r—Ro)SP-(lY2_,,)1—2—} e
I
Thus, the K-breaking part of Hrs' is
(I1+iul ) . (39)

~0.58(r—Ro) ¥ sp- (1V5_,)

A direct comparison with the Coriolis interaction is
clearly not possible for a number of reasons. First, the
particle dependence of the interaction (39) is that of a
tensor of second rank as opposed to the first rank
tensor j,, appearing in the Coriolis interaction. Once
again, we are trying to compare an E2 with an M1
operator. Secondly, the surface radial dependence must
be compared with the volume weighting of the Coriolis
interaction. Parenthetically, we note that this latter
kind of radial weighting also appears in the rigid rota-
tion form of Hy g, Eq. (34). Different assumptions
for the radial behavior of particle wave functions in-
dicates that the surface weighting results in a radial
integral 1.5 to 4 times larger than the volume weighting.
On the other hand, the angular dependence in (39)
seems to favor the Coriolis term by a factor of ~1.5.
In summary, it is reasonable to expect that (39) is of
the order of the spin-dependent term in the Coriolis
interaction.

This is as far as we can credibly go with such a simple
evaluation and model. In Sec. IV, we present a micro-
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scopic description using the cranking model® as an
intermediary.

IV. PARTICLE DESCRIPTION OF THE CORE

Using the cranking model, the core is now to be
described as particles moving in the orbits determined
by an average potential and perturbed by the core-
Coriolis interaction:

DIEEEDY

& ¢ =core particles

FenQu/ 9. (40)

The Q, are operators on the angles describing the
orientation of the core. It is to be noted that the
Coriolis interaction in (40) involves the core particles
only and is to be distinguished from the K-breaking
Coriolis interaction of the particle outside the core. In
fact, the core-Coriolis interaction (40) serves to intro-
duce the angular velocity dependence that we had in
our semiclassical treatments. We will first calculate the
core orbits in first-order perturbation theory and then
consider, in a typical transition matrix element, the
K-breaking effects of both velocity-dependent and
velocity-independent interactions between the extra
particle and the core particles.

The wave function ¢ consists of a factor Dux’(0),
describing the orientation of the core, a factor X<,
describing the orbit of the outside particle, and a factor
Y. describing the core particles.

v=v.Dux’(©)X"(rp). (41)

First we consider the party,. To first order in perturba-

tion theory, it is )
lei)(eil =X joiQu/ el o)

CiK

Eo,—E,;

[We)= |Co>+2:_. (42)

Here, |co) describes the core particles occupying the
orbits that would exist if the determining potential
did not rotate. The remaining terms of (42) correct for
the fact that the potential is, in fact, rotating with
angular velocity given by w,=(Q,/9,. The correction is
stated in terms of the various eigenstates, |c;), ap-
propriate to the nonrotating potential. It is instructive,
at this point, to evaluate a component of the core
angular momentum:

<‘l’c| z jc)\l‘l/c>=<50l Z jc)\[50>
<‘70! > jcklcixﬁil -2 jchx/9x|00>

+Z’: Eo—E;
<60| -2 jchx/gxl Cixcilz jck}cO}
+ . 43
Zi, r L. (43)

¢ D. Inglis, Phys. Rev. 96, 1059 (1954); 103, 1786 (1956); Nucl.
Phys. 8, 125 (1958).
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The first term is zero because all angular momenta are
paired off in the state |co). Since the second two terms
are equal to each other, (43) can be more simply
written as

(el 2 jarleaesl X janleo)

22
¢ Eci_ Eco

Q)\/.‘I)\ . (43a.)

On recognizing the cranking-model formula for d), one
obtains finally the usual result

(‘pe‘ Z jc)\l‘llc>=Q)\' (44)

This well-known result has been repeated here to
emphasize that the rotating properties of the core
enter only because of the presence of the second, core-
Coriolis induced term of the wave function, (42).

To fix on the relevant aspects of K breaking, we con-
sider a transition matrix element of an operator with
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definite K-selection rules:
0= 2 0,%(rr)Du,1(0).
M

The transition consists in the change of the outside-
particle orbit only, an energy e being carried off. While
the full form of the wave function is as given in Eq.
(41), here we omit explicit reference to the @-dependent
factor, it being understood that the © operations are
carried out later.

We now want to write out the perturbative effects
on the transition matrix element of the residual inter-
action U between the extra particle and the core
particles. This will be done to first order in the core-
Coriolis interaction, the residual interaction, and, of
course, in the operator O. The third-order perturbation
theory is most easily visualized in pictorial form. In
Fig. 1 we have displayed the relevant terms of ordinary
Schrodinger perturbation theory. The terms correspond-
ing to Figs. 1, diagrams (Ia), (Ib), (Ic), are

(D5184=] piXpicol V| poci)(es] =% jeeQe/ 9 o)

(45)

la) X
(12) g Lem— € JLEco—Ec;]
(Ds10.2 p)(col =2 jeeQu/ 9] ci){pics| V| poca)
() ¥ '“
i [epo"‘ épi][(ezro_ epf)+(Eco_ Eci)]
{col —CZ FexQx/Iel ci)(p7| 045 pa){pici| V] poco)
(Io) 3 '

i [(ep— epy— &)+ (Ey— Ec)) I (ep— €2;)+ (Ecy— Eo;) ] .

Using the conservation of energy, e,,=ep+e¢, terms
(Ia), (Ib), and (Ic) can be combined simply into

z

i [ep— epi]

[(picol Vl poci)(cs| =2 jouQu/ 9| o)+

(Ps104%| ) { 1
oi [Eco‘ Ec;]

(o] =2 qux/gxlciXPicil’Ulpm)]} . (46)

;

This is to be compared with the effect of the usual
particle-Coriolis interaction on the transition matrix
element (I1Ta) of Fig. 1,

(D710, ps) ,

2 sl = ZLju/9p0)} (47)
»i [ep— €p: ] *

From this we can immediately see that the factor in

curly brackets in (46) is to be compared with the factor

in curly brackets in (47). If we neglect exchange, we

are, then, to compare

H(tppp)=—2 —F
civk [Eey— Eo,]

X<Cii Zc jc~|60)+<c0l > jcklci>

{{col 2 V(tppr;rp.|ci)

X{ei|O(tepre; tpe) [ca)} /9, (48)
Hc,(rP,pP) = Z ijIx/gx .

with

The similar set of terms from (ITa), (ITb), and (IIc)
lead to similar results, and let us derive the Hermitian
conjugate of H' (rp,pp).

There is a very simple but useful conclusion that
can be drawn from the earlier form, Eq. (46). Thus, U
appears in (46) only in matrix elements that involve
at least 2-particle transitions, po— p;, ¢;— co. This at
once assures us that it is only the residual interaction
that contributes and, also, that none of the effect
contained in (46) is included elsewhere.

We can also see explicitly that an interaction de-
pending only on the position coordinates contributes
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zero to (46), or (48), provided that we omit exchange
terms. To do this we have only to expand the inter-
action according to the tensorial dependence on rp, r..
We have then, a sum of terms of the form (radial
function (—1)*¥;,(tp)V1—u(f:), and, excluding ex-
change we find for the /th term that the core factors
in (46) involve

1
= E—*—Kcol 2 Vi u®@o)| e =X Jeulco)

g g Loe;

+eol =2 Jeule)(esl Z Yiu(®o)|co)}. (49)

Now, the unperturbed core state ¢, is described by the
occupation of pairs of orbits, each member of the pair
the time reverse of the other. It then follows im-
mediately that the odd ! are knocked out by parity
and the remaining even / terms are knocked out by
time reversal. Explicitly, there is a cancelation in (48)
between the first and second terms. Labeling the
occupied core orbits by their 3-axis component of
angular momentum, the cancelation can be seen to be
between the transitions m — m2=1— m, and the time-
reversed transitions —m — —mF1— —m. If the inter-
action is velocity dependent, the time-reversal pro-
perties of the terms in the interaction expansion are
clearly different. As an example, consider

S (e %pe)uVo(12uv | 12LM) (50a)
1y

as a replacement for V. Such velocity-dependent
factors give a nonzero result, and we have in Sec. III
approximated the results of Eq. (48) by using simple
models.

It might be noted in passing that a factor such as

3 (00) Yo (12ur| 12LM) (50b)

'8

would also have the parity and time-reversal properties
necessary for a nonzero result in (47). Such terms would
come from a tensor force. There are also the core-spin
parts of Vz_s, Eq. (12), that would contribute. In
the semiclassical models these terms are zero, and the
spin contributions more obviously require a micro-
scopic particle model. We note, also, that the inclusion
of exchange terms will result in a nonzero contribution
even for velocity- and spin-independent interactions.
We have, so far, omitted exchange. Had we included
such terms, in the zero-range approximation and with
the forces, Uz, Vz_s, we have used, the numerical
strengths in Hy/, H; g would have been somewhat
altered, but no new forms introduced. While we could
examine these explicitly, the semiclassical model itself
is not so easily understood in the presence of exchange.
We leave the exchange terms of Uz, Ur-s together
with the exchange terms of finite range Wigner forces
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to be dealt with later in a microscopic, particle
description.

We also omit here any description of the rotational
motion better than that given by the cranking model.
This description, together with a unified treatment of
the related higher-order corrections to Hartree-Fock,
will be left for a later paper.

V. PARITY MIXING AND K BREAKING

We have so far considered the K-breaking parts of
the strong interparticle forces. Similar considerations
apply to the weak, parity-breaking parts of the nuclear
force. Michel,” from the current-current hypothesis,
deduces a parity-breaking two-particle interaction

V== e
A{(i—p)o(ri—1;)+8(ri—1;)(0i— )} Tsj
—2 (up—pat1) ot (io: x 07)
i>j 8)\2Mm

[(pi—p)o(ri—1;)—8(r;—r1;) (Di—p;) 1Ts;, (51)

where T;; is the charge-exchange operator, and G is the
weak-coupling constant.

The presence of the charge-exchange operator re-
quires an explicit particle description. It can be noted
parenthetically that it is only charge exchange that
appears so that the semiclassical models are still
applicable after some manipulation. The matrix element
of the effective single-particle interaction, Hp, that
results from integrating W over the core-particle’
variables is

/ dr :nfo*(rP) Hp' (I'P,GP,PP)XPO(I‘P)= (Mp_ unt1) ( 8/ 2]‘—{

X2 | drp / dr Xp*(rp)we*(x.)iop X o,

-[(Pp—pe)d(xp—1.)—(rp—1.)(Pr—P.) ]

chi(rP>Xpo(1'5). (52)
The core-particle orbit wave functions w.; are under-
stood to be perturbed by the core-Coriolis interaction.
The sum over c; is over the core orbits occupied by the
neutrons (protons) if the extra particle is a proton
(neutron). Here, we have omitted the contributions
from the first term of W, Eq. (51), because, as before,
the semiclassical model to be used below has the core
spins coupled to zero. (In a microscopic theory, such
as that outlined in Sec. III, this is not so.) Straight-

7 F. Curtis Michel, Phys. Rev. 133, B329 (1964).
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forward calculation from (52) yields

G
Hp'= (8)1/2M(MP_M+ {207 pr Z [wei*we; Jrp

—20p- 3 E%wci*pwci‘l'%(pwoi)*ww]rp} . (53)

The first term is that of Michel.” The second term
becomes, on recognizing

Z:. (3w Pwe;+5 (00er) ¥we; 1= Peorep’ (54)
G
HP,2,= - (ﬂp—“ﬂ+ I)GP : pcorePc,; (55)
()12

where p.’ is (V/A)p. if we have an odd proton, (Z/4)p, if
we have an odd neutron. In the rigid-rotation case,
the K-breaking part of Hp ¢ is

G
Hpyo'= (2)1/2(#P_HN+ Dol Zx: (op x1p)l /9.  (56)

This is seen to be simultaneously a parity-mixing and
K-breaking interaction.

To see the effect of this double mixing, we consider
the simplest case of an M1 transition that is one-unit
K-forbidden. The admixtures produced by Hp o' will
permit a K-allowed electric-dipole £1. Since this E1
transition matrix element will not vanish in general,
we can study it by taking the simplest shell-model
Hamiltonian

He=pp?/2M+U(tp), (57)

to which must be added the usual parity-mixing inter-
action,” the particle-Coriolis interaction, H, of Eq.
(9), and Hp ' from Eq. (56).

P 2
H =5;;[+ Urp)+ (up—px+1)pc/0s  ppt+-H,

@

Gh
Ty

Following Michel,”
H— ¢~SHetis,

S= + [G/(Z)llzj(ﬂp—ﬂn—l‘ l)pc,o'P ‘Ip )
leaves us with

pP?
I FU@p)+

(ﬂP"#N'I‘l)Pc/ Z” (G'erp)xlx/gx- (58)

the canonical transformation,

(59)

H0=

G
2 lzh(#P_'#N+ 1p.

X 2: (op x1p)l,/9—H/+0(G?). (60)

This transformation also transforms the complete
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convection current

L/ M+(Gh/(2)*M)(up—pat1pc'0p]— pp/M , (61)

which is the basis of the proof? that electric-multipole
admixtures EL vanish in the absence of spin-orbit
dependence in the particle Hamiltonian, Hp, and
when Hpo' is ignored. For the K-forbidden M1 transi-
tion we are considering here, the £1 transition matrix
element is

L oh {<f|p-eli><;lﬂp,2'lo>
Gf_e(]M"

€)— €;

i<f|157f',2'li>(ﬂD'él())}

l €f—€;
(flr-&|i)i| Hp 2| 0)
+<leP.2'[i><ilf'él0>

€f—€;

% |

} . (62)

We can compare this consequence of Hp ', with the
results obtained in its absence.

Michel” obtains a nonzero result for an £1 admixture
by considering the spin-orbit term in the particle
Hamiltonian. The operator so obtained is (E1),

M(E) =ve(e-0)r[(G/(8))p. (up—pat1)], (63)

where v is proportional to the strength of the spin-orbit
interaction and has been taken’ as

y~1.34713,

The E1 transition matrix element corresponding to
Eq. (62) is

(fl(E1)|i)a| H.|0)

4 €0—€;

| <lec’li><ilﬁTZ(E1)10>} o
€f—€;

An order of magnitude comparison between Eqgs. (64)
and (62) is simply
~3vjr~iie,
slightly favoring Eq. (62) based on Hp .. We leave
detailed calculations to later work.
The analysis outlined in this section is also applicable

to any two-particle operator, such as exchange charges
and currents.

We wish to thank R. Carhart, G. S. Goldhaber, and
M. Goldhaber for stimulating our interest in the possible
role of K breaking in parity mixing.



