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Nuclear structure of **Te from inelastic neutron scattering and shell model analysis
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Excited levels of '**Te were studied with the (1, n'y) reaction. Excitation functions, yy coincidences, angular
distributions, and Doppler shifts were measured for y rays from levels up to an excitation energy of 3.3 MeV.
Detailed information that includes level lifetimes, multipole-mixing ratios, branching ratios, and electromagnetic
transition rates deduced from these measurements is presented. Large-scale shell model calculations performed
with all proton and neutron orbitals in the 50-82 shell are compared to these data, with generally good agreement,
particularly for the positive-parity states. To investigate emerging collectivity in '**Te, the Kumar-Cline sum

rules were used to evaluate rotational invariants from the shell model calculations. Whereas the ground state
and first-excited state show the greatest average deformation, as expected, all of the low-lying states are weakly

deformed and triaxial.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Historically, '**Te was the first nucleus in which nor-
mal double-8 decay (vvBB) was observed [1]. Its isotopic
abundance of over 34%, the high Qgp value of 2527.518 +
0.013 keV [2], and the ability to make very pure high-quality
detectors from Te make it a leading candidate for observation
of neutrinoless double-8 decay (0vB8) as well [3]; CUORE
and SNO+ are examples of large-scale OvB S experimental
collaborations using '**Te as bolometric (TeO,) [4] and scin-
tillation (nat Te) detectors [5], respectively.

Extracting useful information regarding neutrino prop-
erties from a successful OvBB half-life measurement will
require detailed knowledge of the nuclear matrix element
(NME) linking the ground states of the parent and daughter
nuclei, which in this case are *°Te and '3°Xe, respectively;
this matrix element must be calculated by nuclear structure
theory, and current models predict values differing by nearly
a factor of three for A = 130 [6].

In addition to its importance to Ov3S investigations, '**Te
is the heaviest stable isotope of an isotopic chain that offers
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six stable even-mass nuclei with Z = 52 for studying the
evolution of structure from near the N = 82 neutron shell
closure to 'Te, near midshell at N = 66. The monotonic
increase of B(E2;2{ — 07) values from N = 82 to midshell
reflect a growth of collectivity across the isotopic chain, and
the ratio of the 4] to 2 level energy (R4/2) has a range of
1.95 < Ryn < 2.09, as expected for vibrational nuclei [7].

The systematic behavior of level energies across the iso-
topic chain shown in Fig. 1 indicates a simple vibrational
picture is woefully incomplete for the Te nuclei. The near
constancy of the 6] level energy across the stable isotopes
is not typical of a three-quadrupole-phonon vibrational state,
and the “V”-shaped behavior of the energies of the 05 and 07
states may be evidence of shape coexistence [8—10]. While
the particlelike nature of the former for '*Te has long-been
established [11,12] and recently confirmed in shell model cal-
culations [13—17], the lack of experimental level information,
especially the characteristics of excited 0% states, in '**Te has
limited investigations of shape coexistence in this nucleus;
only the 0 state has previously been identified [18].

Sharma, Devi and Khosa [19] studied shape changes
across the tellurium isotopic chain based on relativistic
Hartree-Bogoliubov calculations with two alternative effec-
tive interactions. Their work suggests that '**Te is spherical
or very near spherical, which supports the application of the
shell model.

Recently, considerable effort has been invested in large-
scale shell-model calculations to investigate various aspects
of the structure of nuclei in this mass region. A comprehen-
sive study of A = 130 nuclei was completed by Teruga et al.

©2022 American Physical Society


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1530-5515
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0198-9901
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4947-3664
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5531-2867
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1018-2616
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1699-1761
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5700-2563
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1103/PhysRevC.105.024329&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-02-28
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.105.024329

S. F. HICKS et al.

PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

o
o _
S 2,
; '-,2.‘._31
- D4
; ="
6 1 3 Sl
i =} 6 5=% . i =0
3 6 4.—23 1=§; A AR
R e
< L _3 4 2 o 8 2 '
N _03 o =1 _51 2—03 —Ys 3 : .\
~— L 235, v —6,.—45 1 / 6 6% %3 :
> 34 ] 1 . 6 1 1 .
> I i
2 I 5, ) 3,725 _o, 3D —hrT2) 1, 3,
g 2 _ 0.7 2572 —41 2,
> 4 =31 —4_1 3 _2-."'_41 6
g oor 4, T2 4 0, o, A2 .6, !
) 1 4 QZ B K 2__%2 1 9 1
c —" S 025 =2
L - 2:%; =42 1 S
(@] 02 ’.'—OQ 4
o o ' —T
o[ ) —oz .—21 B . 4
© . ,‘ —4y
—Z4 - —
L o !
—2 . 1 :
_2 2. —21 1.2, 2 :
L R~ 1 2, ,_21--—2i ! —2
- _21 '_2'\
o 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1
110 120 130 140

Even Mass Te Nuclei (A)

FIG. 1. Energies of low-lying positive-parity states across the Te isotopic chain from Ref. [7] and the present (n, n'y) results for **Te.
Included are states that have long been considered members of the 1-, 2-, and 3-quadrupole phonon multiplets in a vibrational picture. Clear
deviations of expected systematic behavior for collective vibrations are shown for the lowest two 0™ levels, highlighted in red, and for the 6]

levels, highlighted in green.

[14], of neutron-core excitations and low-lying state proper-
ties of 1*9~13*Te by Wang er al. [16], emerging collectivity
in the stable Te isotopes by Coombes et al. [17], magnetic
moments by Jakob et al. [20], Stuchbery et al. [21] and
Brown et al. [22], and NME:s for Ov S8 studies by Neacsu and
Horoi [13]. Qi [23] calculated the yrast states up to 12% and
B(E2;2] — 07) values for the Te isotopes from N = 52 to
N = 82. Bianco et al. [24] performed shell model calculations
of the electromagnetic transitions from the low-lying 27 states
to investigate proton-neutron correlations and the concept of
mixed-symmetry states. Lei, Zhao, and Arima used 130
along with neighboring *!Te and '*’[, to study the validity
of the nucleon pair approximation as a means to truncate shell
model calculations [25].

The model space used in these works invariably included
the 0g7/2, 1dss2, 1d3s2, 25172, and Ohyyj, single-particle or-
bitals for neutrons and protons separately, while Wang et al.
[16] included the 1f7,, and 2p;,, orbitals above N = 82
to study neutron core excitations and evaluate E1 transi-
tions. These previous studies differed by the interactions
used in the calculations; however, all were limited by a
lack of empirical evidence for testing the validity of their
results.

Existing information on the adopted levels of '*°Te [18] is
derived from reactor (n, n’'y) [26], (n, n"y) with accelerator-
produced neutrons [27], 8~ decay [28,29], By coincidence

(301, (v, ") [31,32], POTe(®*Ni, Xy) [33], Coulomb excita-
tion [17,21,34,35], g-factor [17,36,37], and scattering [38—45]
measurements. Absent from these measurements is extensive
transition-rate data and detailed level information required for
model validation, which is necessary for deducing neutrino
properties from Ov B8 measurements and for our understand-
ing of nuclear structure in the Z = 52 isotopes.

To provide this needed experimental information, the re-
sults from a series of (n, n'y) measurements on 130Te are
reported. New large-basis shell model calculations are also
presented, along with a comparison of these model calcula-
tions with new experimental results to investigate the role of
collective and few-particle excitations in *°Te.

II. EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

Measurements were performed using the 7 MV CN Van
de Graaff accelerator and the neutron production and y-ray
detection facilities at the University of Kentucky Accelerator
Laboratory (UKAL). The proton beam was terminally pulsed
and then bunched resulting in a time spread of Ar &~ 1 ns.
The 3H(p,n)3He reaction was used as a neutron source with
H gas pressures of ~0.9 atm used for all measurements. For
the 1**Te measurements with a singles y-ray detector config-
uration, a 48.6641 g metallic five-piece sample, isotopically
enriched to 99.47(1)%, was tightly wrapped with plastic to
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FIG. 2. Singles y-ray spectrum from the '**Te (n, n’y) reaction at E, = 3.34 MeV shown in panels (a) through (c). Newly placed y rays
from levels below 2.8 MeV excitation and new ground-state transitions are denoted by energy (blue).

approximately cylindrical shape with a diameter of 2.05 cm
and height of 3.80 cm. The sample used for the yy coinci-
dence measurements was ~100 g of natural tellurium chips
placed in a thin-walled polyethylene container.

y-ray excitation functions, angular distributions, and
Doppler shifts were measured with a singles y-ray detector
configuration. For this arrangement, a Compton-suppressed
n-type HPGe detector with 53% relative efficiency and an
energy resolution of ~2.1 keV FWHM at 1.33 MeV was used.
A bismuth germanate (BGO) annular detector surrounding
the main detector was used for Compton suppression and as
an active shield. The gain stability of the system was moni-
tored using a radioactive 226Ra source, which was also used
for energy and efficiency calibrations of the main detector.
All radioactive source measurements were performed without
beam on target for short durations between detector angle
changes to monitor possible shifts and for long durations
both before and after experimental runs for calibrations. The
neutron scattering facilities, TOF neutron background sup-
pression, neutron monitoring and data reduction techniques
have been described elsewhere [46]. A spectrum from the
y-ray excitation function measurements at an incident neutron
energy of E, = 3.34 MeV is shown in Fig. 2.

y-ray excitation functions measured at incident neutron
energies between 1.86 and 3.34 MeV in 90 keV steps were
used to place y rays in the level scheme, to assist in spin
assignments, and to determine branching ratios. Theoretical
neutron scattering cross sections and y-ray production yields
were calculated using the statistical model code CINDY [47]
with optical model parameters appropriate for this mass and
energy region [48]. Experimental y-ray production cross sec-
tions were then compared to theoretical values for each level
to assess level spins and y-ray branching ratios. The center-
of-gas-cell to center-of-sample distance was 6.3(1) cm, and
the flight path from the sample center to the detector face was
112(1) cm for the excitation function measurements. Sample
experimental and model excitation functions are shown in
Fig. 3 and discussed below in more detail.

For yy coincidence measurements, 3.5 MeV neutrons
emerging from the source reaction were formed into a 1 cm
beam by the use of a lithium-loaded collimator approximately
75 cm long. The natural tellurium sample was hung coaxially
with this beam, and four high-efficiency HPGe detectors were
placed in a transverse arrangement between 4.1 cm and 5.5 cm
from the sample. The singles rates were about 3K on each
detector, while the coincidence rate was approximately 400/s.
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FIG. 3. Relative y-ray production cross sections observed in '*Te compared to statistical model calculations (SMC) for the 1460, 920,
and 1636 keV y rays in panels (a), (c), and (d), respectively, while the legend is shown in panel (b). The good agreement between calculations
and data support both the y-ray branching ratios and spin assignments of the levels shown. The effect of feeding from higher-lying levels can

be seen in both panels (a) and (d) at about 2.9 MeV.

Data were stored in event mode, and a two-dimensional matrix
was constructed off line by considering pairwise coincidences.

Examples of the use of y-ray excitation functions in com-
bination with yy coincidence data are shown in Fig. 4.
A portion of Gate(1046) [where Gate(1046) denotes a co-
incidence gate on the 1046.2 keV y ray produced in the
"!Te(n, n'y y) reaction] from the 27 — 2 transition in *Te
is shown in the top panel of Fig. 4, along with the excitation
functions of the 881 and 903 keV (doublet) y rays, and the
bottom panel shows a section of Gate(468) from the 5] — 6T
transition, along with the excitation function of the 1086 keV
y ray. Combining excitation function singles and coincidence
data offers a powerful method for building the level scheme
of a nucleus.

Angular distributions of y rays were measured at neutron
energies of 2.2 and 3.3 MeV. For the angular distributions
the sample center was located 8.5(1) cm from the center of
the gas cell, while the detector face was 115(1) cm from the
center of pivot, which was also the sample center. These angu-
lar distributions were fit to even-order Legendre polynomial
expansions and compared to calculations from the statistical
model code CINDY [47] to extract level spins and multipole-
mixing ratios. The angular distribution of the 1103 keV y ray
and its corresponding x2 versus tan~'(8) plot are shown in
Figs. 5(a) and 5(b), while the angular distributions of the 1145
and 1894 keV y rays are shown in Figs. 5(c) and 5(d).

Level lifetimes were extracted using the Doppler-shift at-
tenuation method following inelastic neutron scattering (INS).

Angular distributions measured at the E, closer to the level
threshold were used to find Doppler shifts from y-ray cen-
troids to avoid complications from feeding. For the recoil
energies present in this experiment, the y-ray centroids have
the following angular dependence:

E,(0) = Eo [1 + Fexp cos(0)], ey

where Ej is the unshifted y-ray energy, Fexp, is the Doppler-
shift attenuation factor which carries the dependence on
lifetime, B = v /c, 0 is the y-ray emission angle with re-
spect to the incident neutron beam, and E, (¢) is the y-ray
energy measured at the angle 6. Lifetimes were determined
by comparing Fex, with calculated values using the stopping
theory of Winterbon [49]. This method has been shown to
yield reliable lifetimes with a variety of targets with mean
lifetimes in the range of ~2 fs to ~2 ps as deduced in these
measurements [50,51]. Doppler shifts for the 2282-, 1765-,
and 2689-keV y rays, as well as the theoretical curve used to
extract the mean lifetime 7, are shown in Fig. 6.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

The techniques outlined above were used to place y rays
in a level scheme extending to 3.3 MeV excitation energy.
Level energies, spin and parity assignments, y-ray decays,
y-ray branching ratios, multipole-mixing ratios, Doppler-shift
attenuation factors, mean lifetimes, and transition rates for all
observed levels are given in Table I. The legend description
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FIG. 4. A portion of the y-ray coincidence spectrum from a gate on the 25 — 2 transition, Gate(1046), in panel (a), along with excitation
functions of the 881 and 903 keV (doublet) y rays; a portion of the spectrum from a gate on the 5; — 6 transition, Gate(468), along with the
excitation function of the 1086 keV y ray in panel (b). The y rays labeled in the figures belong to newly identified levels or indicate possible

spurious assignments in 130Te [18].

for the Notes column is at the end of Table I. Only states
with observed differences from the adopted level scheme for
130Te [18] are examined in detail in Sec. IT A. Comparisons
with previous experimental results are provided in Sec. I B.
Legendre polynomial coefficients for y rays placed in this
work can be found in Table VIII in the Appendix.

A. Level discussion

States with angular momentum above J = 6 are typically
not observed in (n, n'y) measurements at UKAL unless they
are fed significantly from higher-lying excited levels. Missing
adopted states with known J > 7 are not discussed below.

1. Possible spurious adopted levels

(2719 keV 57 level). This level is adopted [18] with 738.1,
904.0, and 1086.5 keV y rays from reactor (n, n'y) experi-
ments [26]. In this new INS study, the 903.4 keV y ray is
assigned to the 2789.1 keV level from its excitation func-
tion and presence in Gate(1046), as shown in the top panel
of Fig. 4, while the unresolved 905.1 keV y is assigned
to the 3006.4 keV level based on its presence in Gate(468)
(although not shown in Fig. 4), Gate(793) and Gate(839),
as well as the second threshold observed in its excitation
function. The 1086-keV y ray is observed in the same gates
and has a threshold >3.0 MeV, as shown in the bottom panel
of Fig. 4, and is assigned to a new level at 3187.7 keV.

The 738-keV y ray has a strong background component
in this work and cannot be eliminated completely, but it
is not observed in Gate(348). This level appears to be
spurious.

(2729.5 keV 37 level). This level is adopted [18] with a
single tentatively placed 1890 keV y ray [26]. The level has
also been reported from multiple inelastic scattering experi-
ments [18], some with large energy uncertainties. No evidence
of an 1890 keV or other y ray belonging to this level was
observed in this work, which may mean its intensity is below
our detection threshold; however, states with J* = 3~ are
typically populated in (n, n’y) experiments and usually y rays
are observed from E1 decays to lower-lying positive-parity
levels.

2. Adopted levels with new information

2146.0 keV 7~ level. The adopted 330.7 keV y ray from
this level to the 6f state [18] is observed and supported in the
coincidence gates. Its angular distribution supports J = 7 or
J =5, with no multipole mixing for the former, i.e., it repre-
sents a pure dipole transition. Further analysis is complicated
by the unresolved 331.1 keV y ray assigned to the 2432.3
keV level. The tentatively adopted 46 keV y ray from the
2146.0 keV state is below the detection threshold in this work,
but the immediate departure of the 5] excitation function
away from SMC described above supports the assignment in-
directly, as it indicates the rapid onset of feeding. Comparison

024329-5



S. F. HICKS et al.

PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

T T T T 1 Q T T T T 1

L J o | -
S [ (a) E,=1103 keV ] T () E,=1145 keV ]
E T 57 > 4" ] E i 4t —=>2," 1
s L ] > gL b
T SL ] T L ]
© «f ] < | |
g I ] g ]
38rL ] 88r .
% y R B B
50 100 150 50 100 150

) Angle (deq) Angle (deg)
10? T3 QT T3
:(b) E7=11O3 keV ] n :(d) E =1894 keV ]
L ] O of 7+ + ]
- ] 2 ofF 47 =2 3
> ¥ ]
x> 10’ gL ¢ b
s "L ]
tot E
SR ]
1 F . of ]
. ooy by o g [@ 20 ST T I T T T T R TR S S T
-1 0 1 o 50 100 150

tan~'6(rad) Angle (deg)

FIG. 5. Angular distributions for the 1103, 1145, and 1894 keV y rays in panels (a), (c), and (d), respectively. The x? versus tan~'(8) plots
used to deduce the £2/M 1 multipole-mixing ratio for the 1103 keV y ray is shown in panel (b) with each curve labeled by the spin of the final
state: J = 2 (black), J] = 3 (green), J = 4 (blue), and J = 6 (aqua). The spin of the 2736 keV level is deduced from panels (a) and (b) asJ =5,
and the spin of the 2733 keV level is determined to be J = 4 from panels (c) and (d), while J* = 3~ is eliminated as a possible spin for either
level. All shown angular distributions were measured at E, = 3.3 MeV.

[ (a) ] —— 2605 (b)
2283 | 2282 1 1765.2 t
5 [ ] L Y 839
3 [ ]
\_;2282.5 : 1 1765 | I |
L . 1__
[ ] 1 F=011(3) |
2282 | 1 17648 -
T BT ETEE BT BN T SRR BT R
-1 -05 0 0.5 1 -1 -05 0 0.5 1
cos(6) cos(6)
2690 Fr T T T T T 1 T T T
' © (@)
T T 2689 ¢ g 0.8 - -
i ) 7=48(3) fs
S 2689 | ] 0Bk _ _ _ _. -
< : G
~ L 4 g
W oess | ] T |
i F = 0.58(2 ]
(2) ] 0.2 F -
I PR T T S [N T O SO SN AN TN T SO S N T SO N : O | | | |
-1 -05 0 0.5 1 1fs 10 100 1 ps 10 ps
cos(8) T (s)

FIG. 6. Doppler shifts for the (a) 2282, (b) 1765, and (c) 2689 keV y rays in **Te. The stopping theory calculation used to deduce the

mean lifetime, 7, from the Doppler shift of the 2689 keV y ray is shown in panel (d).

024329-6



PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

NUCLEAR STRUCTURE OF **Te FROM ...

0+C’S (D6v 9T (00)£8°85T (00T wx -9
81950 ™ ©L1 6€8 (LT T6H1
IS 01 X G54 L9 ot
58726070 01 X It £€00— (S)oL 7691 ($)89°L69
0T8> YT 0S 0624098 (T1L90°0 — (€1 1861 (TDSE 67€ (6)99°0€€T uspx +
p-01 X 1748°C T (D 0 (T1)91°00€T
A.TN h.Lv
VA <01 X §79° 9L 0L9 (8)580°0 %810~ (1)96 68 (29091 (L11°00€T px
&0 e (D91 0 (01N15C8CT
2090 01 x e n9ro-
fiee ¢ 01 X 98 oozt (9)78€°0 as6°€ (D¥8 6€8 (©)T0°EFP1 (L1578¢T J T
s A 4 (109 0 (01DSH061C
§iS'T 01 X §6,T°€ o065 (9)960°0 0T Doy 6€8 (91071S€1 (L6V061C T
¢-01 X L 7'9=(1d SUST991 g 001 SI81 (12)L9°0€€ (6DVO'9P1T pX L
o ¢ 01 X §561 L1150 (DO1y 6£8 (9)L0°6621
ST 01 X 271 | (D1 88¢1 (9)0€°08S
(1461 ¢ 01 X (17508 oot 00t (Y100 IR (D8I 7691 (979505 (S)SS°8€1T +€
19 001 7691 (2)€'89% (9)LT'1012 _S
81 e (€)9°9p 658 (€6 THIT
(i1 S€ 0L X 37T w00 1008T (L)0T00 §4CC0 (eres 7691 (Q)s°8ve (IDer 1861 p 4
Y o 7009T (11)€20°0 a 001 658 (90T'STI1 (9269 %961 +0
r1€0°0 A (#)EST 0 (6)0L'S881
el 0T X 511 61 o—
159€ ¢ 0L X §5,0°L oot (6)0T1°0 0+6°€ ()LY'S6 658 ($)ST'9%01 (9)99'6881 +T
«9)1°9 SULTHT fec | 001 €91 (00)6€£281 (T2)LEST8T +9
(1 ! 001 6€8 (9)8t°€6L (8)L6'T€91 +
0£0°0> a (£)88'T 0 (9p1°88ST
61> 01 X 0'%> 01€T< Wo'0> €90 (€)1'86 658 (9)EL'SYL ($)61°88S1 +T
SdOTST (0L0zTES ! 001 0 (S)61'6€8 ($)6t6€8 +T
(n'm) (2rh) (sp) d w9/ TX % (A™) (A™) (A 0N uf
(g (g 2 it a “a c|

"SOWINQJI] [QAJ] pue ‘sonel Jurxiw-sjodnnu ‘sones Suryouelq ‘sa13Ious Ael-A dy) Jo SIWI] Y} WOoIJ AJUrelIa0un [[BI2A0 ) SQUIULI)AP yorym ‘(paysiiqndun) YvATONNSNVIL
Sursn pauTULIo}OP 210M SONUIELIAOUN )T UONISURIL, A\ UL dIe San[eA (1 Z)d AL, J0J WM 6L'T = N7 1 (1) Pue “'m 1°6€ = ,WI 2 [ “(TA)d "M 9T = ;W2 ‘(1 7)d :pasn ore
syun JdoySSIop SUIMO[[0] AU, "PAIOU ISTMIIYIO SSA[UN AQJA 27 = “d 18 BIEp uonnqujsip ren3ue oY) Sursn pajen[eAd 2Iom UOTBIIOXD UL AJJA 'C MO[2q S[QAT ‘[9AJ] 9} JOJ anJeA dFeIoAe
Y] SI 4/ 10J0BJ UonENUa)e Ay ], "931e] A[qRUOSEIIUN I8 Jey) SANI[Iqeqold uonIsueI) paonpal 0} Spes] ualjo JIWI[ SIY], "UMOUY ST [9AJ] AU} JO SWNSJI AU} UAYM SYISUINS uonIsuer) 9Anoadsar
) how uoAIS ore sy 1oddn areym —,, £q pajoUSp oIk PAUTULIDISP 9 JOU P[NOd YIIYM soner Jurxrur-ajodnynyAl “(SNISIP Ise] Ay Ul o1 SINUIENU[) AL, Ul S[AYT T HIIVL

024329-7



PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

S. F. HICKS et al.

LS 0v0'0S — OI 6€8 (9)LLLILT J
WS 190°0> o1+001 (E1)€8€°0 - (99 8861 (96101 (DT'LO9T ujx 1
€T 4! (926 6¢€8 (9)T0°S9L1 uuy
i l€ 061400 (0£)01T0 e 98 88S1 (8)€9101 (8)TS+09¢ uwsyp (;+0)
el 01 X 5,2C 11890 (£)8'68 6€8 (S)ESTPLI
61261°0 0 X 561 %910
HAYSIS 01 X {E1°S 95500€ (6)WLI0 e ©zor 88¢1 (9)LLT66 (9)00'185C X T
a+el'0 p-01 X 159'T ST
01 X {167 O X 5 1°1 146170~ (©)6'L 6€8 (LDLYSELT u
AN 01 X 561 o €1°0
SiTL 01 X (1iL So1— ©14C 8851 (9)¥L986 u
01 X *5€T 01 X 115T9 0§140bL (FDLLOO 01+£0°0 (£)0°89 €91 ($)10Tv6 ($)00'SLST X +€
001 101T (1089t (TT8H'LEST uy (9°_1)
19 (02)$°98 6€8 ()€9°L891
4 (€670 8861 (91686 u
4 ©re 791 (901168
e (0o)L'8 G881 OPr 119 u
e | (£)80 101C (T0)98'STh (FDITLTST uyx €
©TS0 e | IBIRT 6€8 (9)65°9€91 u
LAY 4! (9)8'8T 88G1 (918188 u
Lee oo 0081 (TOPE00 4| (D10 G881 (9)9€°065 (9)009LtT u +0
S 1€0°0 e (@011 0 (I1D16'99%C
51LE°0 £0100 gIg0-
R Ol X 2Ly 91— 108 6€8 (S)LE'LT91
0i+C’S
SE10 01 X L3l Lozo- ©cr 8861 (8)€L'8L8 u
s TS
9T 1100 00140T8 (6)0L0°0 GaCE0— (©)9% $881 (LOT°18S ($)$8'99+C uwx +T
%pg 01 X §r4L9 Gst
01+9°S 4120 01+¢C 0~ (108 7691 (S)Tr918
059> 6670 o 08¢ (€DIFI0 — (0T 1861 (£006'L9¥ (D1 67hC upx b
§190°0— 001 101¢ (00)691E€ ($)96°5¢¥C v
L] 101¢ ©riee p
(-L4+9)
. Jl(©)97] et (020)£T98C (Q€TErT X
£€0°0 (D1 101C (02)L8°€0€
;1ST0
(oM (%) (sp) d 9/ TX % (A (A (A 0N of
(zDd amw4g 2 g g “q q

(ponunuo)d) "1919VL

024329-8



PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

NUCLEAR STRUCTURE OF **Te FROM ...

TS 9800°0> - (©)¢ 8SS1 (8)61°10C1 wp
01491 Ol X L1°6 08T (#1)002°0 o+E8°0 (9)8T G881 (9)TH°€06 ($)LT'68LT uyx (+0)
001 101T (01)19°089 (11)88'18LT X (_L)
—(L'9%¢)
001 1012 (2)99'699 (8)08°0LLT X
829170 01 X g1 1°1 A (€1 6€8 (9)8°9261
51SE°0 01 X 5,9°¢ 610 (1D6€ 8861 (9)90°8L11
IR 01 X §£,9°6 1D h)et €91 (L9EEETT p
791 01 X 11.8% 0+ 09€ FDLYTO §61S8°0— (2)9¢ G881 (9)7L°088 (#)62°99LT wx +€
0901 < (§$)000°0 - 001 101C (1)T'859 (T6SLT up ~(L'9)
18 ne610 HTT0— (8L 1012 (DIE LYY u
4008T> 01 X (548 w08 (8Y)0L0°0 01 81— (Dze Sove (DS €ve (@9'8¥LT u ~(9°9)
0T X {1 =30Dd 14 (8)L8 €91 (9667111 ujy
01 X & 9'¢ = (1Dd 0oLt (80)TLTO 14 (8)€1 181 (L)6€7T€6 (T168'LYLT wp S
0T X fLe=0Dd 14 (©16¥ 6£8 (£)0g'5061
01 x 58y =(1Dd 14 @@L 791 (LYTITT
w01 X L 1e=(1Dd o ovL (T18LOO 14 (©)T'8¢ G881 ($)92'658 (LLYYLT X €
01 X 1361 TN (€)798 0 (I1D6Y'EVLT
09 01 X §5T1 O1+0ST (112620 A (©)8€l 8861 (D8'SSTI (9)S°€vLT ux +1
i+ L'l wrog 7691 (LSEE0TT
SE1°0 (L€69 SI81 (9)68°026 (T18T'9ELT +$
690 @ (©)L1 6€8 (9€0'7681 w
A @ (et 88¢1 (L61sP11 w
6r > 910> - 9 7691 (90011 ujp
559 7020 oroTe (8£)61T°0 rLLEO (€)9 0£€T O1°€0r (SD¥HeELT ugx b
c1+89°0
LT @L6 101¢C (ODILE19
(D¢ 8€1C (TDETILS (WY6'vILT uugx v
01 X 56'¢ IN #)9+9 0 (01)19'889C
1-01 X ¢159°C ¢ 01 X (£,97L Gl (089 6€8 (VLT 6FST
89S €T0S - (0s°€T 88S1 (SDLOTOTT Sup
%o¢ 01 X §1€°S £y (91)SLS0 190’1 ©1% G881 (8)r8°208 ($)68°889C ux 41
(-+'-9)
00TI< (§2)T20°0 414890 001 101¢ (9)stses (8)TL9¢9C uf
£020°0 1IN )9 0 (11)$0°L09T 3
(') (%) (sp A 9/ TX % (A9Y) (A (A AON of
(g awd 2 ad g ‘q q

(‘panunuo)) 1414VL

024329-9



PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

S. F. HICKS et al.

s 01 X 0LS - ©re G881 (09)$€'60TT up
LLLT0 01 X 49T e 081 (09)€92°0 @910 ©FL 8€I1T (LYE956 (€1)T8160€ u +T
06061 (SP¥ST0 6€8 (ID19°€¥TT (TDOT1°€80€ uwy #-0)
614900~ 001 99.¢ Q1682 (#)¥°SS0€ uwy (€T
(£)6T 7€91 ODYIPIT u
(©1L G181 (9)€01¢€T1 (0)9'9%0¢ ug (9]
L9 9100> N (@8 101C (9)9t°5€6 u
4OOLTS TS 400€< (001)ZL0°0 GrEL0— (@S 9£97 (117007 (T1SL90E Uy ~(9°)
9TS €00 00S1< 0v0'0> GiLE0 001 1861 (9)8L°6€01 (EDITT0E u| S
001 101C (€)T°506 (£)¥900¢€ Sup (@)
66+08°0 féc| ()sL 6£8 (@TLine u
€50 e | (D6 88ST (6)9°'89€1 pu
61> =01 X 1°6> oL (S€)8L00 - (@91 TE91 (9)¢eteT (S)L9s6T Xuwpy ()
0-+85°0 01 X 1711 T80~ ()99 6€8 (1Dg6'€11T u
0rS O X T'TS - ©v1 88ST (LE)S8'SOET usp
79> 01 X 0'€S oroce (FE)81T0 - (@0t 7€91 (8)¥1°0ZET FDYTES6T up] +£
04198070 e (09T 0 (1165 SP6T uy
SILT0 01 X 50,8°L S 1570~ (9 6€8 (1D¥T'901C uy
LSS 01 X 5566 oy (D91 ¢83l (LL8'6501 uy
556870 | o062 (61)081°0 EL61°0 (€)er 8€1T (L81°L08 ($)09°S¥6T gy T
(14£0°0 98< Sove (9) ¥$°128 u
414620~ pIs SEve (€) 8°06% (81¥S'9T6T uwpy S
o | Dzl 0 (€1)TL'L88T u
91— (Dsg 6€8 (IDI1'8K0T u
- (Coraz 8851 (TDST00€T usp
1= (D11 00€2T (01)$8°L8S (9)¥6'L88T wu +T
h8e0 « ©1c 6€8 (LLYS661 u
0+S'T fec | (D)8 8861 (6)0L9%C1 u
€168 01 x ¥T9 o1 +09€ FOLYT0 | 1L 1861 (9)15°€58 (96'7£8T uwpy b
denrorl
- 7€91 (07)LL00TT p
JLODS 8]
- SI81 (9)¥0°8101 p
- JLegs] 0£€T ((9)L'108) (1O 117¢€8¢ 5x 9
ST 01 X 5T°9 RS (L)69 6€8 (9)CL 6761 J
() (47) (sp d 20/ TX % (A9 (A9Y) (A9Y) 910N uf
(g awd 2 ad g ‘q q

(ponunuo)d) "1919VL

024329-10



PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

NUCLEAR STRUCTURE OF **Te FROM ...

8¢€1¢C (9)10°9901 up
€8T (TVS6'69€ (19 ¥0z€ uwpy @€
51870 a (8)95 0 (19€1°961¢€ u
r60°0 01 X T 1756570 (©)91 6€8 (91)09°95€T u
6rS 01 X §'€S - ()T 8861 (8)91°8091 usp
LS 700> ogT (6DVEE0 - (D 8€1T (TD19°LSOT (S1)8T'961¢€ uspy +T
)29 8861 (1D0°L09T usp
(#)8€ $881 (#1)99'60€ 1 (EDVYTS6IE uwy el
oL 01 X 181 o0ee 00T T (19¥S0°0 Gl 001 1012 (Drr'9801 (®)1L°L81E u -
(-L
SEL0P0 001 1012 (L06'6L0T (6)91'181€ up Q)
o-01 X J0°s = (1d e (D11 6£8 FDYeLEET u
4,01 X 41791 = (1d 14 (D19 G881 (91T 1621 u
2+T9 orE1099 (8L)980°0 e (D8z 1012 (9)9L°5L01 (L069LTE xu] _€
&oeo—
GeET 001 1861 (IL618TT (Ore91¢ uw| (€9
niL90 A (209 6€8 (I1DESPIET u
0T ! (D€1 8861 (SDY0'99ST u
23870 01 X 5141 0:+08T (1£)T81°0 El9c0— Lz 7691 (9)%9'12S1 (LTSPSIE px +
001 91T (T11L'866 (©)8PrI€ up| (L'9°6)
oLTE6'0 001 181 (0DTr'Teel (©)8°LEI1€E upy (+9)
LI b 01 X J4T1T o0 10€9 (29)680°0 A 001 1012 (9)88°0€01 (8)ST'TETE u —(L9)
(s (6)S°€T 0 (19)8L'8TI€ u
SeT— (8)6°12 6€8 (T1)0g'687C u
1£265°0 Wrn 88GT (I116E0vST u
e €L0 OWL1 G881 (9)80°€¥TT u
L6070 (8)6°T1 81T (0161066 u
089< (SP)6£0°0 R B (®)TH1 061 (9)87'8€6 (E1)9L'STIE uwpy +T
(I 0 (16)80°011¢ u
- (D91 6¢£8 FDY6'0LTT u
0e1+06€ (LD9ET0 - @1z 8861 (9¥L 1281 (8D10°011¢€ uwpy I
00v< (TODLEODO $2489°0— 001 101C (902001 (8)L9°€01€ i -9
ATL00 4| TLl 0 (9)8°160¢€ u
S1ELEO 01 X {39°C SoT— (8)5°92 668 (11zEssTe u
40T 0l X 9'8S qi91— ©)T'8I 8861 (9)89°90S 1 u
167 4 (91T 7691 (8)0L 1971 up
(rm) () (sp d 9/ TX % (AY) (A3 (A3 90N of
(zDdg w4 1 ad g ‘q q

(‘panunuo)) 1 4T19VL

024329-11



PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

S. F. HICKS et al.

"UOISSNOSIP PI[ILIOP J0J 1X3) 99G
‘[L1] 3o ut senfea (z7)g Areurwurjaid 953y JO SUONB[NO[ED [9POUL [[AYS UI PIsN JUSWI[S XIew g7 3y Jo usts ay) uo Surpuadap s[qrssod osye st 'n'p (1)81 = (27)4,

‘[62] ‘3o woig sonel Juryouelq,

UONISUBI) MAN,

‘[epou [eonISIIR)S Y3 Aq PaqLIdSIP [[oM JOU ST [9AJ] ) JeYy) JO ABIOp pauSIsseun Ue 9JedIpul p[nod UOTBAIISGO STY, "SuonnqLisip

rern3ue oy wotj urds parroyard oY) 103 SUOTIBINOTED Y)IM USI[E JOU OP JUSISISUOD S[IYM ‘SOoTeT SUIYoueIq St [9A9] STy} wotj Sursstw A[qeqoxd ST y)Suamns Moys SUOTIE[NOTed [9POW [BONISTIRIS
“[OAS] MIN];

“OAS] ARY L'9€0¢ o 10§ sd '] < 2 PUEB ‘[0AJ] ARY 9'8LT AUyl 10§ sd [ < 2 suuwil] ‘A 00€ > (CA)E JO TNy

€1 > ¢ sy Ay 00€> (29 Jo TN,

1> ¢ s e 00€ > (2A)d Jo (1) i seddn papuswroddy,

“uonnqLusIp Iensue AN ¢'¢ = “g woiy yiys orddoq,

“BJep QOUQPTOUTOD WOIJ JUSWUTISSY 5

"SUOTIOUNJ UONBIIOXS WOLJ SONRI SuryourIg,

‘[92] ‘3o yia sea1Se yoym “(£)970- = ¢ Puodas ay} YIm onel Jurxrw-ojodnnur oY) J0J SUONRN[OS 0M] Sty ASIOUS UOIINAU JUSPIOUL ASJA €€ J© 198 BIep 9y} JoJ uonnquysip rensue ayJ,,
1e1qnod,

‘1zl 3o woyy n°'m (9)6'v1 = (2A)d,

‘[811] 3oy wody onfea pardopy

*9)Iuyop JOU ST 9Je)S [eryTul

oy jo urds oy udym paysy ulds 181y oY) Joy dre pAjudsad s(7X)g pue soner Surxiw-s[odnny ISIY pASI] ST AN[BA X 1SIMO] Y} YIm uonn[os 3y} ‘9[qissod o1e soner SUIXIU 0M) USYA,

STl (©)L 8861 @¥rsL u
- (£)8¢ 7691 (@T0o1L1 (D6'Tree uw| ¢
€600 (9)ss 68 @+ 10T u
081 (851)S92°0 05-€8°0— (S)st 8861 (@zTTsLl (@S 0rEe uwy (+€)
6£8 (@Le6Lye u
- 8861 ©)T 1Lt u
05.500€ (L1DTLIO —~ ¢83l (8)9p'€Ep1 @r6I€E uws] @y
SEvT (@©9'158 (€)9°L8T€ up| 9]
908> 658 (TDY6'€0VT u
rers G881 (SS6'LSET u
opOpT (0S)00€°0 101T (©TTHIT (018" €vTe up| _€
0 0€T (TE91T0 001 0 (I19EL'THTE (I19EL'THTE uwy I
ol 001 101C (9)SSSETT (8)78'9€T€ up —(9'%)
001 6€8 (81)18'96€T (D)€9¢TE uwy 1)
88S1 (T1)9S°9191 up
881 FDYSSIET up
(rm) (%) (sp d 9/ TX % (A (A3 (A3 90N of
(g w4 1 ad g ‘q q

(panunuo)) 14T19VL

024329-12



NUCLEAR STRUCTURE OF **Te FROM ...

PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

of the excitation function of the 330.7 keV y ray with SMC
further supports J = 7 for this level.

2300.1 keV (11, 2%) level. The angular distributions of the
weak ground-state decay and strong decay into the 2 state
are not of sufficient quality to distinguish between J = 1
and J = 2 for this level. Comparisons of excitation functions
with SMC prefer J = 1, as shown in Fig. 3(a). The level
was given a tentative (21) assignment in Ref. [26] from a
positive a, value, and it was also considered as a possible
lowest 2+ mixed-symmetry state in '*°Te [27]. This level
was previously reported from INS studies [52] as a candidate
for the lowest-lying 1% state in '*°Te based on a negative
a, and systematic trends of lifetimes and B(M1; 1] — 0)
values across the stable Te isotopic chain. Neither spin can
be dismissed definitely because of the large uncertainty in
the negative a, observed in this work, although J = 1 is
preferred.

2330.7 keV 4% level. This level has previously been as-
signed 697.7 and 1491.2 keV de-exciting y rays and has an
adopted J* = (41). New angular distributions for these y rays
support the J = 4 spin assignment. A third y ray of 349.3 keV
is newly assigned to this level through its strong presence in
Gate(348). Branching ratios listed in Table I were deduced
by using the SMC iteratively until a consistent description
of the angular distributions and excitation functions for this
J7™ = 4% level was obtained, since the 349.3 keV y ray cannot
be resolved from the much stronger 348.5 keV y ray from the
1981.4 keV level [18].

2405.0 keV 6~ level. This level has an adopted J* = (6)~
[18]. The angular distribution of the decay to the 5 state
observed in these measurements allows J = 3, 4, 6, (5),
while that of the decay to the 7| level strongly supports
J = 6 with a nonzero multiple-mixing ratio. Comparisons of
SMC with y-ray excitation functions for this level supports
J =5 or 6, leaving J] = 6 as the most consistent level spin
assignment.

2432.3 keV (67,77) level. The adopted spin and parity
of this level are J = (7)~. The angular distribution of the
286.2 keV y ray supports J = 5, 6 and that of the 331.1
keV y ray prefers ] = 3, 4, 6; however, the doublet nature
of the latter y ray limits the analysis. For J = 6, the minima
in the x? versus tan~!(§) curves indicate no multipole mixing
is required to describe either decay. Previous (n, n'y) reactor-
based measurements reported this level as J* = (77) [26] with
an a; = —0.16(6) and a4 = 0.00(8), which agrees well with
our a, = —0.12(3) and a4 = —0.01(4). This level was seen
in the B decay of the (87) state in '**Sb which populated 7,
87, 97 states directly [28], but it is fed in the level scheme
developed in that report. It is also labeled as a 7~ level without
discussion in deep inelastic '**Te + *Ni reaction measure-
ments [33]. Results from our new INS measurements prefer
J®™ = 6T, which seems consistent with 6; energies across the
Te isotopic chain [18], but J* = (7)™ cannot be ruled out.

2449.4 keV 4% level. A 861.6 keV y ray [18] has been
reported only in results from a S-decay experiment [29]; it
is weakly observed in this work but with a threshold greater
than 2.6 MeV. The angular distribution of the 816.4-keV y
ray is consistent with the adopted J = 4. A new 467.9-keV y
ray is assigned to this level from coincidence data; this y ray

is unresolved from the much stronger 468.3 y ray from the
5] — 6] decay. The excitation function of the 816.4-keV
y ray is consistent with the 4% SMC for an 80% branch;
therefore, branches of 80(4)% and 20(4)% are estimated for
the 816.4-keV and 467.9-keV y rays, respectively. In the g
decay study of Ref. [29], a 468.0 keV y ray is observed that
is assigned to the 2101-keV 57 level; this would be a rather
strongly forbidden transition since the level scheme reported
does not indicate feeding of the 5 state from higher levels. If
the intensity of the 8§16.3- and 468.0-keV y rays of Ref. [29]
are used, then the branching ratios would be 79(2)% and
21(2)%, respectively, in excellent agreement with our INS
measurements.

2466.9 keV 2% level. y rays from this level are observed
with energies of 581.1 (new), 878.7 (new), 1627.4, and
2466.9 keV. The adopted J* = 27 is supported by all angular
distributions and all transitions are seen in the appropriate
coincidence gates; however, SMC indicate that strength is
missing from this level, where missing strength is defined by
footnote m in Table 1.

2527.1keV 3~ level. Three new y rays are observed for this
adopted J* = 3~ state [18]. The excitation functions of all y
rays belonging to this state are significantly greater than SMC
for all possible spins, but in a consistent way; this typically
indicates a state is not well described by a statistical model
calculation. This state was not seen in early proton scattering
measurements that reported the lowest collective octupole-
vibrational strength at 2.73 MeV [39,40,42,45]; however, it
was observed in reactor-based (n,n’'y) measurements [26].

2575.0 keV 3% level. Three y rays are observed from this
level, which was previously observed in 8y coincidence [30]:
942.0, 986.7 (new), and 1735.7 (new) keV, and all support
J = 3 for the level spin and have nonzero E2/M 1 multipole-
mixing ratios. Unassigned 942.2 and 985.4 keV y rays are
reported in the 8 decay study of Ref. [29] that observed mostly
states with J* = 4%, 5%, 67 directly. All y rays observed in
these new results have negative a, coefficients, which do not
support E2 transitions into the 2] and 27 states, so J = 4 is
eliminated as a possible level spin, and the large angular mo-
mentum transfer required for J = 5 or J = 6 is not supported
in this work. [Note: The 986.7 keV y ray is just negative with
an a; = —0.001(0.038).]

2581.0 keV 2 level. This level has a tentative adopted [18]
spin and parity of J” = (2%). The angular distribution of the
992.8 keV y ray supports J = 2, 3, 4 with similar x2, while
the angular distribution of the 1741.5 keV y ray prefers ] = 4,
but does not exclude J = 2 or 3. The excitation function data
are above the SMC, but closest to J = 2 making this the most
likely spin.

2607.2 keV 1) Jevel. Along with the known y rays, a new
decay to the 2; state is observed for this adopted J = 1 level
[18]. Positive parity is preferred from the comparison of ex-
perimental excitation functions to SMC and trends across the
stable Te isotopic chain, as the first 1~ state is expected much
higher in energy and is a two-phonon quadrupole-octupole
coupled state [32].

2688.9 keV 1T level. Two new y rays are observed for this
adopted level [18]. The ground-state transition confirms J =
1, and the nonzero E2/M 1 multipole-mixing ratios for decays
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into 2% states support positive parity. This J = 1 level was
observed previously in **Te(y, y’) [32] and reactor (n, n'y)
measurements [26]. The strength of the 1101.1 keV y-ray
doublet was apportioned using y ¢ coincidence yields.

2714.9 keV 4~ level. This level is adopted [18] with a ten-
tative J* = (47) from reactor (n,n’'y) measurements [26]. The
angular distribution of the 613.7 keV y ray strongly favors
J = 4 or 6, either with nonzero multipole-mixing ratios. The
newly observed 576.2 keV y ray supports J =2 -5 J =4
with no mixing.) SMC do not describe well this level, as the
experimental y-ray production cross sections are significantly
above the J = 4 calculations.

2733.4 4% level and 2736.3 5" levels. Four y rays with en-
ergies of 405.2,921.01, 1103.29, and 1896.9 keV are adopted
from a J© = (4™) level at 2736.1 keV [18]. New excitation
functions and yy coincidence gates indicate there are two
separate levels: a J* =47 level at 2733.4 keV with 403.1,
1100.4, 1145.2, and 1894.0 keV y rays and a J* = 5T level
at 2736.3 keV with 920.9 and 1103.3 keVy rays. The angular
distribution and yx? versus tan~!(8) curve for the 1103.3 keV
y ray is shown in Figs. 5(a) and 5(b), respectively; these were
used to deduce J = 5 for the 2736.3 keV level, along with
the excitation function compared to SMC for the 920.9 keV y
ray shown in Fig. 3(c). The angular distributions of the 1145.2
and 1894.0 keV y rays shown in Figs. 5(c) and 5(d) suggest
J = 4 for the 2733.4 keV level. Positive parity is supported
by the observation of the stronger y rays of both levels in
B-decay measurements that populated mostly J* = 4%+, 5T,
and 67 levels [29].

2743.5 keV 17 level. This J = 1 level is adopted based
on a ground-state decay [18], which was seen in "*Te(y, y')
[32] and reactor (n, n'y) measurements [26]. A new
1155.8 keV y ray is observed strongly in G(748) and is
assigned to this level that has an angular distribution that
limits the spin to J = 1, 2, or 3; however, the observed
ground-state decay confirms unambiguously the adopted spin-
1 assignment. The SMC show slightly better agreement with
excitation functions for positive parity, and the transition to
the 2;’ level has a nonzero multipole-mixing ratio.

2744.8 keV 3~ level. This level is adopted [18] with J* =
(2%, 3) and decays to the 27, 4] and 2 states were seen in
reactor (n, n'y) measurements [26]. The angular distributions
of all y rays seen in this work strongly support J] = 3 with
no E2/M1 mixing. Negative parity is assigned based on this
observation, as well as the reports of a 37 level near this
energy from scattering experiments [39,40,42,45].

2766.3 keV 3" level. Four y rays are observed from this
adopted level [18]: 880.7, 1133.4, 1178.1, and 1926.8 keV.
The 880.7-keV y ray is newly assigned to this level; an
adopted 949.8-keV y ray is not observed in this work, except
possibly with a threshold above E, = 3.3 MeV. The adopted
J™ is (4™), possibly because the 949.8-keV transition would
be to a 67 level [29] making spins lower than four unlikely
for the level. Angular distributions indicate there are no pure
decays from this level and strongly support J* = 3*. Because
of the doublet nature of the 1133-keV y ray, branching ratios
are from the excitation functions, and the multipole-mixing
ratio of this transition is tentative.

2770.8 keV (5,6,7) level. The observed 669.7-keV y
ray has an excitation function that clearly supports a level at
2770.8 keV. This placement is further supported by peaks in
Gate(468) and Gate(793). The adopted [18] 1137 keV y ray
tentatively assigned to this level from Ref. [28] is not sup-
ported in these measurements, although small contributions
cannot be excluded. An 1135.6 keV y ray is observed in
this work with a threshold above E,, = 3.1 MeV. The angular
distribution of the 669.7 keV y ray suggests J = 3-7, with J
=7 then J = 5 slightly preferred; negative parity is supported
in each case. This level was observed in the 8 decay of the
(87) state in 130gp [28] with no spin indicated and in reactor
(n, n’y) measurements [26] with reported J = (6). SMC in
comparison to excitation functions align well with J = 5, but
combined information limits J* = (5,6, 7).

2781.9 keV (77 ) level. This level is adopted with J* =
(77) and 680.85(13) and 635.7(3) keV y rays. The angular
distribution of the 680.6 keV y ray observed in these mea-
surements supports J = 3-7, while the SMC support J =
7. An observed low-intensity 635.6 keV y ray has neither
the excitation function nor the appearance in the appropri-
ate coincidence gates to support assignment to this level,
although a very small contribution cannot be excluded. This
level was observed previously in the g decay of the (87) state
in 13%Sb, which supports J* = 7~ [28], and reactor (n, n'y)
measurements [26].

2789.2 keV (2%) level. This tentatively adopted [18] level
has 1156.2 and 1949.8 keV y rays placed from reactor (n,
n'y) measurements [26]. In our new measurements, an 1155.8
keV y ray is observed in Gate(748) and is assigned to the
2743.5 keV level; however, a 1949.7 keV y ray is observed
that clearly belongs to this level, as well as new 903.4 and
1201.2 keV y rays. The angular distribution of the 1949.7
keV y ray supports J = 2, 3, (1), while the angular distri-
butions of the other two y rays support J] = 0—4. Evaluation
of branching ratios is complicated because the 1201.2 keV
y ray is the weaker member of a doublet with the second
member belonging to the nearby 2833.4 keV level, and the
903.4 is not well resolved from the 905.2 keV y ray above
3.0 MeV. Excitation functions and coincidence yields were
used to evaluate branching ratios. The SMC align well with
the excitation functions of the 903.4 and 1949.7 keV y
rays for J = 2 for the branching ratios listed. The Doppler
shifts of the 903.4 and 1201.2 keV y rays are much smaller
than that of the 1949.7 keV y ray, which is probably due
to their doublet nature. If not, then there are possibly two
levels at this energy: one with J = 0 - 4 and the second
with J = 3. The Doppler shift value in Table I is due only
to the 1949.7 keV y ray, which is well resolved in the
data.

28334 keV  (57) level. This adopted [18]
level decays by 502.6, 1018.01, and 1200.0 keV
y rays and was assigned J* = (4,5,6)" in Ref. [29].
The 501.7 keV y ray observed in this work is tentatively
assigned to this level through coincidence gates, and
its energy is almost a keV different from the adopted
value. The observed 1018.0 and 1200.8 keV y rays are
verified in coincidence and, while doublets, they have
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TABLE II. Comparison of previous experimental reduced tran-
sition probabilities in **Te with values from the current (1,n'y)
measurements. Matrix elements with no uncertainties were given in
Ref. [34].

Ereve(keV) J7J7 B(XL)  BXL)@uwy) B(XL)other
1588 25 2f B(E2 <I19Wu 12(2) W.u. [17]
25 2f 3.8 W.u. [34]
25 0f B(E2) <0.030Wu. 0.16 W.u[34]
1964 07 27 B(E2) 4422)Wu. 0.7(2) Wa. [17]
2688 1T 0 BMI) 0.0393)u} 0.022728u2 [32]
2743 1= 0f BMID 0.015(1)u?  0.015%3u3 [32]

clear thresholds at the appropriate energy. Comparisons
of SMC with y-ray excitation functions support the
J = 5 assignment if adopted branching ratios are used in the
comparison.

2956.7 keV (4*) level. This J* = (4™) level may corre-
spond to the 2950(20) keV level seen previously only in
scattering experiments [18]. This INS study reveals 1323.3,
1368.6, and 2117.2 keV y rays from the level, with angular
distributions that together support J = 4. Statistical model
calculations indicate that strength is probably missing from
this level.

3154.5 keV 4% level. This tentatively adopted [18] level
based on 1173 and 1522 keV y rays was first reported in
Ref. [26]. The latter y ray is confirmed in this work, but the
former, while observed, cannot be assigned unambiguously
to this level. Its excitation function and lifetime differ from
those of the three y rays with energies of 1521.6, 1566.0,
and 2314.8 keV assigned to this level in our work, although
it cannot be excluded absolutely. The angular distribution of
the 2314.8 keV y ray supports J = 4, (2,3); the 1566.0 keV
y ray prefers J = 1,2,3,(4); and the 1521.6 keV y ray permits
J =2-5. SMC support J = 4, which means the parity is pos-
itive due to the E2 transition to the ZT state. The intensity of
the 1521.6 keV doublet member of this level was apportioned
using coincidence data yields.

3176.9 keV 3~ level. The angular distribution of the
1291.2 keV y ray into the 2; state strongly prefers J =
3 for this level; the other angular distributions support this
assignment, as does the comparison of excitation functions
with SMC. Negative parity is assigned based on the observed
E?2 decay to the 5] state. This level may be the 3180(20) level
observed previously in scattering experiments [18].

B. Comparison of experimental results

Very few electromagnetic transition rates have previously
been determined for low-lying positive-parity states in '**Te.
Comparisons of new values with the previous measurements
[17,32,34] are shown in Table II. Positive parity is assumed in
Table II for the J = 1 levels. The agreement with previously
measured transition rates is fair overall. The experimental
results will now be compared to shell model calculations.

TABLE III. E2 transition strengths below 67 in 13132134,

B(E2;J; — J;) (W)
Ref.[14] SM1 SM2

Nuclide J; — Jy Experiment Ref.

130Te 20 13.9 140 140 1513 [18]

42 14.9 169 177 14(3) [17]
6—4 9.0 58 73 6.1(3) [18]
132Te 250 7.7 91 90 108(11)  [58]
6—4 5.5 38 3.8 3.3(2) [59]
134Te 20 425 5.1 5.1 5.1(2) [21]
42 5.0 53 58 4.3(4) [60]
6—4 2.8 25 21 2.054)  [60]

IV. SHELL MODEL CALCULATIONS

Shell model calculations were performed for '*‘Te
with the NuShellX@MSU code [53]. All proton and
neutron single-particle orbitals in the 50-82 shell
(0g7/2, 1ds2, 1d3)2, 2512, Ohy1/2) were included; this model
space is designated j;j55. The two valence protons relative to
1328n tend to occupy the 70g7/> and 7 1ds), orbitals, while
the four neutron holes tend to occupy the v1ds,, v2s;,,, and
v0hyy, orbitals.

Two sets of interactions were employed. For the first case,
referred to as SM1, the interactions (designated sn100) are
based on the CD Bonn potential with the renormalization of
the G matrix carried to third order, and a Coulomb term is
added to the proton-proton interaction. Single-particle ener-
gies were set by reference to the low-excitation spectra of
1338b and '*'Sn for protons and neutron holes, respectively.
This interaction has been used in previous works focused on
the region around '*?Sn [22,54-56], including the recent study
of Peters et al. [56] on '3*Xe, which is an isotone of '**Te.

The second set of calculations, referred to as SM2, used the
GCNS50 : 82 interaction [57]. Similar to the sn100 interaction,
it is obtained from a realistic G matrix, in this case based upon
the Bonn-C potential. Various combinations of two-body ma-
trix elements were then optimized by fitting to low-lying states
in semimagic nuclei, odd-A Sb isotopes, N = 81 isotones, and
some odd-odd nuclei around '*?Sn (i.e., about 400 data in 80
nuclei).

For both SM1 and SM2 the effective charges were set
to e, =1.7e and e, = 0.8e [56]. This choice was checked
against the low-lying E2 transitions in '*°Te, '3 Te and '**Te,
as shown in Table III, which compares the present shell-
model B(E?2) values below the 6T state in these three isotopes
with experiment. The calculations of Teruya er al. [14] are
also included for comparison. The present calculations are in
very good agreement with each other and with experiment;
they also agree quite well with the calculations of
Teruya et al. [14].

One point of difference between the two interactions oc-
curs for the quadrupole moment of the first excited state:
SM1 predicts Q(ZT) = +16.4 e fm?, whereas SM2 predicts
Q(Zf“) = —4.4 ¢ fm?. The experimental value from the reori-
entation effect in Coulomb excitation for the expected case of
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FIG. 7. Comparison of experimental level energies with shell model calculations for '**Te. Positive-parity levels below 2.7 MeV are shown
in panel (a) and negative-parity levels below 3.0 MeV in panel (b); note that the energy scales differ. SM1 denotes shell model calculations
with the snl00 [22,54-56] interaction and SM2 with the GCN50:82 [57] interaction. The jj55 model space is used in both SM1 and SM2

calculations.

a positive interference term is Q(ZT) = —12(5) e fm? [61], in
better agreement with SM2.

The effective M1 operator for both SM1 and SM2 applied
a correction 8g;(p) = 0.13 to the proton orbital g factor and
quenched the spin g factors for both protons and neutrons to
70% of their bare values. (The tensor term was ignored.) The
effective M1 operator is similar to that of Jakob et al. [20]
and in reasonable agreement with that of Brown ez al. [22].
Previous work [21,56,62,63] has demonstrated that the chosen
M 1 operator describes well the magnetic moments of states in
nuclei near A = 130.

V. DISCUSSION

Discussion of the shell model results and comparisons
with experiment begin with the spectrum of positive-parity
states below about 2 MeV in excitation energy (Sec. V A).
The negative-parity states are then considered (Sec. V B). The
structure of the wave functions of the low-excitation states as
exposed by the calculated g factors is discussed in Sec. V C.
Considerable new experimental data on E2 and M1 transition
rates for nonyrast states have been obtained in the present
set of experiments. These data are compared with theory,
beginning with a discussion of the 27 states in the framework
of a search for a candidate for the so-called mixed-symmetry
state (Sec. V D). Detailed examinations of the electromagnetic
properties of the 4™ states (Sec. V E), and the 1™ and 3% states

(Sec. VF) follow. The comparison of levels and transition
rates concludes with a discussion of the excited 0 states
(Sec. VG).

Finally, an evaluation of shape invariants based on the shell
model calculations and the Kumar-Cline sum rules [64,65] is
presented (Sec. VH). The behavior of the deformation and
triaxiality parameters for the positive-parity states gives a
measure of emerging collectivity in 1*°Te as a function of spin
and excitation energy.

A. Level scheme—Positive-parity states

The experimental and theoretical level energies of '**Te are
compared in Fig. 7 with the positive-parity states in panel (a)
and negative-parity states in panel (b). In general SM1 gives a
better description of the excitation energies and level ordering
than SM2. For SM1 there is good correspondence between
theory and experiment for the positive-parity states from the
ground state up to the first 3 state observed at 2139 keV. SM1
then predicts two 6 states and a 0" state. Only one possible
61 state at 2432 keV is observed; there is 01 state at 2476
keV, about 200 keV higher in energy than predicted. In both
SM1 and SM2, the 6 state is predominantly associated with
the 7 (g7/2)z. configuration, the 65 state with 7 (g7/2ds)2 )6+
and the 6; state with V(d3/2S1/2h11/2 )g+ Both SM1 and SM2
predict four 61 states below 3 MeV, of which two have been
observed with only one of those with a firm spin assignment.
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FIG. 8. The experimental decay properties of the five lowest 2 states in '**Te compared to shell model calculations. For decays, numbers
in black are y-ray energies in keV; numbers in blue are B(E2) values in W.u.; and numbers in red are B(M 1) values in ;2. When two solutions
for multipole-mixing ratios are listed in Table I, the one with the lowest x? is plotted. Uncertainties are in the last digits. SM1 denotes shell
model calculations with the sn/00 [22,54-56] interaction and SM2 with the GCN50:82 [57] interaction; both sets of calculations use the jj55
model space. Weak branches from the shell model calculations are not shown.

Above 2 MeV in excitation energy it is more challenging
to identify the experimental levels with those predicted. How-
ever, in the positive-parity spectrum up to about 3 MeV there
is generally a one-to-one correspondence between the number
of states of each spin predicted and observed. These nonyrast
positive-parity states are examined in greater detail below.

B. Level scheme—Negative-parity states

The lowest few negative-parity states are well described by
the SM1 calculation, which correctly predicts that the lowest
negative-parity state is a 5~ state at an excitation energy near
2.1 MeV. The structure of this state in SM1 is quite mixed
but the v(s1/2h11/2)5- neutron configuration is strongest. The
negative-parity states are not as well described by SM2, which
incorrectly predicts that the 7~ state is the lowest negative-
parity state.

Above 2.5 MeV in excitation energy, it becomes difficult
to associate the predicted negative-parity states with particular
experimental levels.

Most of the negative-parity states decay by E1 transitions
to the positive-parity states. The calculation of E'1 transitions

requires configurations beyond those in the jj55 configura-
tion space. As expected, all of the observed E1 transition
strengths are a minute fraction of a single-particle unit.

One E?2 transition was observed between negative-parity
states, namely B(E2;3] — 5]) = 10.4“_“2;; W.u. Provided we
identify the SM1 shell model 3~ state at 2685 keV with the
experimental 37 level at 2537 keV, the predicted B(E2) =
11.45 Wa. in SM1 agrees well with experiment, albeit
with a significant uncertainty. The structure of the yrast 3~
level in SM1 is associated with v(ds;2hi1/2)3-, albeit with
considerable configuration mixing. The B(E2;3] — 57) is
comparable to the 2] — 0] transition strength. For both
of these transitions the strength is carried about equally by
protons and neutrons. This B(E2;3] — 57 ) value is not re-
produced by SM2. Inspection of the wave functions shows
that in SM1 these negative-parity states are primarily neutron
excitations with a single hole in the vhy;, orbital and the other
three holes in the vs;; and vds, orbitals. In contrast, SM2
prefers to put three holes in the vh;;,, orbital with the other
hole in ether vs/, or vds);.

There is, therefore, a much more pronounced difference
between SM1 and SM2 for negative-parity states than for
positive-parity states.
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TABLE IV. g factors in **Te.

State Jakob eral Teruya Brown SM1 SM2 Experiment [37]

2t 0.445 0.146  0.341 0.343 0310 +0.351(18)
2% 0.229 0.172 0.371
4f 0.766" 0.515 0.594 0.643
6F 0.786% 0.712 0.834 0.882

#Adopts a restricted basis with shell closures at N, Z = 64.

C. g factors and structure of the low-lying states

The theoretical g factors of the low-lying states in '*Te
from the present and previous shell model calculations are
shown in Table IV. As well as being sensitive to the effective
M1 operator, g factors probe the proton versus neutron con-
tributions to the angular momentum of the state. Some of the
differences in the alternative theoretical g factors for a given
state in Table IV stem from the choice of the spin and orbital g
factors adopted in the M 1 operator. For example, the smaller
g(2%) value of Teruya et al. [14] is in part due to their use
of 6g;(p) = 0 in the M 1 operator. But their calculation never-
theless implies a stronger neutron component in the 2 state
than the other calculations. For example, if the operator of
Teruya et al. is used in SM1, then it gives g(ZT) = 0.277, still
almost twice that of Teruya et al. [14]. Jakob et al. [20] and
SM1 predict a predominantly neutron character for the second
27" state, however there is a significant difference between the
predicted g(2§r ) values for SM1 and SM2. This difference will
be discussed further below.

Whereas the predictions differ for the g factors of the ZT
and 27 states, the calculations all suggest increasing proton
contributions in the 4] and 6] states. These features are due
to persisting single-particle structure in the low-lying spec-
trum of '**Te. Similar behavior was observed in the '**!3Xe
isotopes. The picture emerging from the comparison of shell
model theory and experiment, for the sequence of Xe isotopes
from the closed shell at *°Xe to '3%Xe, is that collectivity
begins to emerge first in the low-lying low-spin states [56].
Specifically, the 4] and 6 states become collective only with
an increase in the number of valence neutron holes. It was not
clear, however, if the key factor is low spin or low excitation
energy, or perhaps both. This question will be considered in
the following discussion.

D. Excited 2t states, emerging collectivity,
mixed-symmetry states

The above comparisons of the level scheme and electro-
magnetic observables for the lower-lying states show overall
general agreement between the shell model calculations and
the experimental data at low excitation energies. The present
experiments have led to a wealth of new information on
the electromagnetic decays of higher-lying states to which
attention will now be turned. It is convenient to begin with
the 2% states. The recent work of Peters et al. [56] on the
Xe isotopes suggested that quadrupole collectivity in '*?Xe
was emerging beginning with the 2; state and building up
to higher excitation energies and spins. This conclusion was

TABLE V. B(E2) decay strengths from 27 states to the ground
and first-excited states of '*°Te. Small deviations from Ref. [27]
are from a reanalysis of the data and supersede previous results. If
multipole-mixing ratios have not been uniquely determined, then two
results are given for the respective transition strengths (see text).

B(E2:I; — I;) (Wu.)

E; (keV) I, —I; Bianco SMI SM2 Experiment

27 — 0f transitions

839 2F > 0f 136 140 140 15.1(3) [18]

1588 25 ->0F 002 005 0 <0.030
1886  2f —0F 0002 0.14 035 0.031%3
2190 2 —0f 037 067 020 0.42(4)
2283 2f —>0f 0002 025 062 04613
2467 27 —>0f 005 0048 00007  0.031(5)

2 — 2 transitions

1588 28 -2 34 10.7 104 <19, 12(2) [17]

1886 27— 27 0003 52 9.15 367,
1.3(2)
2190 2f > 2 103 051 1.7x107* 2.5038
2283 28 —>2F 52 082 022 2373
0.60(4)
2467 25 =2 034 009 027 1.8139
0.37(8)

based on comparisons of shell model calculations with experi-
mental data including E2 transition strengths and excited-state
g factors as the number of neutron holes increased away from
the closed shell at '**Xe. The shell model calculations showed
fragmentation of the wave functions into many components
and evidence that these many components were, on average,
adding coherently to enhance E?2 transition strengths. For the
Te isotopes, extensive data similar to that for the Xe isotopes
is not yet available. However, the present experiments have
produced considerable data on transition rates for higher-
lying states, particularly 2% states. One possible way to view
emerging collectivity is to search for evidence of interacting
boson model type mixed-symmetry structures developing in
the low-lying 2% states. Mixed-symmetry states have been
investigated previously in 130Te with these data [27]; we ex-
amine them again guided by the new shell model calculations.

The present shell model calculations of the 2% states up
to the 2;L state are compared with experiment in Fig. 8.
Excitation energies, B(E2), and B(M1) values are indicated.
Bianco et al. [24], in their shell-model-based study of mixed-
symmetry states in '**Te, also calculated the decay properties
of the low-lying 2% states. Their results for E2 decays are
compared with the present calculations and experiment in
Table V. The present calculations for the M1 decay strengths
in the 2" — 27 transitions (1 <i < 6) are compared with
experiment in Table VI. To assess the sensitivity of the M1
transition strengths to the parameters of the M1 operator, the
M1 transitions in Table VI were evaluated with both the bare
M1 operator and the effective operator that describes well the
magnetic moments of states in nuclei near '*>Sn. Use of the
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TABLE VI. B(M1) decay strengths from 2* states to the first-
excited state of °Te. Small deviations from Ref. [27] are from a
reanalysis of the data and supersede previous results. If multipole-
mixing ratios have not been uniquely determined, then two results
are given for the respective transition strengths (see text).

BM1:J; = 2) (1)

SM1 SM2

E; keV) J; bare eff bare eff Experiment
1588 25 0079  0.147  0.045 0.101 <0.040

1886 2f 008  0.193  0.110 0203 7.0 x 1073
0.11(2)

2190 27 0014 0011  0.003 0.005 3.273% x 1073

2283 27 0.091 0.051  0.199 0.134 8.4 x 1073
0.13(7)

2467 25 00026 9.6 x 107* 0.047 0.032 4.772° x 1073
0.010(3)

effective operator can change the M1 transition rate by a factor
of two—sometimes increasing it and sometimes decreasing it.
The M1 transition rates for SM 1 and SM2 are generally within
a factor of two of each other.

Before discussing the comparison of theory and exper-
iment in more detail, it is worth noting that for most of
the 27 — 27 transitions in Tables V and VI, the multipole-
mixing ratios have not been uniquely determined. B(E2) and
B(M1) values determined using multipole-mixing ratios with
the lowest x? are used in Fig. 8, while both values are listed
in Tables V and VI with the lowest x? value first. The level
of agreement between theory and experiment is not such that
firm statements can be made; however, considering both the
M1 and E2 strengths, the present calculations with the ef-
fective M1 operator tend to favor the second listed mixing
ratio, which in each case is the smaller § in Table I, for the
27 — 21,2% — 27, and 2/ — 2 transitions.

The concept of mixed symmetry states (MSS) arose from
the proton-neutron interacting boson model (IBM-2) [66] and
has been investigated through experiment and shell model cal-
culations in several nuclei near N = 82 [27,58,67], including
132Te where the 2; state has been identified as the mixed-
symmetry state [58]. Mixed symmetry states have also been
investigated in the stable Te isotopes [27], where evidence
weakly indicated a possible fragmentation of the strength
between the 21 and 27 states in '*Te.

In brief, the lowest-lying states in the IBM-2 are pre-
dominantly of maximum proton-neutron or F-spin symmetry
(F = Fpax), While states with FF = F,x — 1, occur at some-
what higher excitation energies [66]. In this scenario the
lowest 27 state has a proton-neutron symmetric structure that
can be represented in the shell model as

12) = al0} ), 121 ) 4 BI27)0 10 )n + - - @)

where the kets with subscripts 7w and v represent the excita-
tions in the proton and neutron subsystems, respectively. If
the F-spin symmetry is applicable, then a> ~ b*> — 0.5 and
the components represented by “---” are small. The mixed
symmetry state has the form

|2r+ns> = a|0T>u|2T)n — b|2T)U|OT)7T 4+, 3)

Following the IBM-2 predictions, candidates for the mixed-
symmetry states are typically identified by a strong (weak)
M1 (E2) transition to the 2]+ state. It is also worth noting
that the g factors of both the 2] state and the mixed sym-
metry 2} state should have the same value, namely g =
(82 + g(21),)/2, where g(21), (g(2]).)is the g factor of
the first-excited state of the proton (neutron) “parent.” For the
case of '**Te the proton and neutron parents can be associ-
ated with the semimagic nuclei '**Te and '28Sn, respectively.
Taking g(2]), = +0.83 and g(2]), = —0.12, see Table VII
of Brown et al. [22], gives g(2]) = g(2;,) ~ +0.36, which
is in agreement with the experimental g factor of the 2] state
in 1¥9Te.

TABLE VII. Wave function composition and calculated g factors of 2+ states in *Te.

State Wave function® g factor
SMI1:

2f 0.467r (0T)v(2+) + 0.387 (21 )v(0T) + 0.077 2 )v(2+) + - - - 0.343
2% 0.457 (0" )v(2+) + 0.167 21)v(0T) + 0.2l 2T )v(2+) + - - - 0.172
2F 0.447(0M)v(21) + 0.237 (2")v(07) + 0.087 2T)v(2*) + 0.127 (4T )v(2T) + - - - 0.353
25 0.237(0")v(27) + 0.497 2T )Hv(0T) + 0.047 2T )v(2*) + 0.07Tr (4T )v(2t) + - - - 0.819
2f 0.597 (0" )v(2+) + 0.157 (2*)v(0) + 0.077r 2T )v(2+) + 0.077x (4T )v(2T) + - - - 0.307
2F 0.737(0M)v(21) + 0.057 2T)v(0) + 0.057 2T)v(2*) + 0.07Tx (4T )v(2t) + - - 0.103
SM2:

2f 0.507 (0")v(2+) + 0.347 (2)»(0") + 0.057 2 )v(2t) + - - - 0.310
2% 0.347 (0" )v(2+) + 0.247 (2 )»(0") + 0.187 2T )v(2+) + - - - 0.370
2F 0.417(0M)v(21) + 0.257 2T)v(0T) + 0.157 2T)v(2*) + 0.097 (4T )v(21) + 0.047x 2T )v(4t) + - - 0.400
2f 0.647 (0)v(2+) + 0.147 (21)v(0) + 0.047 2T )v(2+) + 0.027 (4T )v(2T) + 0.047 2T )v(4t) + - - - 0.237
2f 0.297 (0" )v(2+) + 0.437(21)v(0) + 0.037 2T )v(2+) + 0.087 (41)v(2T) + 0.06w 2T )v(4H) + - - - 0.660
2F 0.617(0M)v(27) + 0.087 (27)v(0) + 0.087 (2T)v(2*) + 0.037 (4T )v(21) + 0.107 2 )v(4t) + - - 0.128

#The amplitude-squared is given. Relative phases are not available.
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FIG. 9. The experimental decay properties of the four lowest 4™ states in '**Te compared to shell model calculations. For decays, numbers
in black are y-ray energies in keV; numbers in blue are B(E2) values in W.u.; and numbers in red are B(M 1) values in 2. When two solutions
for multipole-mixing ratios are listed in Table I, the one with the lowest x? is plotted. Uncertainties are in the last digits. SM1, shown on the
right, denotes shell model calculations with the sn/00 [22,54-56] interaction and SM2, shown on the left, with the GCN50:82 [57] interaction;
both sets of calculations use the jj55 model space. Weak branches from the shell model calculations are not shown.

Table VII lists the theoretical g factors and main wave
function components of the 2% states. It can be seen in
Table VII that the structures of the 2} and 21 states are
interchanged between SM1 and SM2. Such an interchange in
the theory is not unreasonable as in SM1 the states are nearly
degenerate and, experimentally, these states are separated by
only 93 keV. Apart from this interchanged character, the main
difference between the two calculations is seen in the structure
and g factor of the 21 state. The proton contribution to this
state is increased relative to the neutron contribution in SM2.

Overall, the comparison of theory and experiment
in Tables V and VI shows that the E2 and M1 decays of the
27" states up to the 22' state to the ground and first-excited state
generally lie near or between the predictions of SM1 and SM2
for at least one of the multipole-mixing ratio solutions. There
are significant differences between the present B(E2) values
and those of Bianco et al. [24], particularly for the 2T — 2]“
transitions (Table V); the present shell model calculations are
in better agreement with experiment.

Bianco et al. [24] suggested the 2 state of 30Te as a
possible candidate MSS because it collects a large share of the
shell model M1 strength in their calculations, although they

noted its weak E2 decay to the ground state is problematic.
The present theory also gives a strong M1 to the 27, with
the predicted B(M'1) ~ 0.2 ,u12V about twice the experimental
value. For SM1 the 2 wave function shown in Table VII
resembles the required form and, alone among the low excita-
tion 2 states in SM1, its g factor is near that of the 2T state.
A cautious identification of the 2] state as a candidate MSS
state seems reasonable on the basis of SM1; the properties of
the 27 state are similar in SM2. This conclusion agrees with
the previous report by Hicks et al. for the 2; state, but there
is no clear fragmentation of the mixed-symmetry strength
in the 25+ level in the shell model calculations, although the
M1 strength is shared in SM2. It should also be noted that
experimentally the 2;’ state plays a very active role in the
decay of higher-lying positive-parity states, which highlights
its structural significance.

Although the 2; state has a wave function and g factor
in SM2 that could be consistent with its being consid-
ered as a candidate for a MSS state, its small experimental
B(M1;2f — 2{) and B(E2;2] — 0]) values exclude its
identification as a MSS.

Thus, there are some hints of the characteristics of the MSS
in the observed excited 2+ states of '**Te but no clear evidence
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FIG. 10. The experimental decay properties of the four lowest 1+ states in '**Te compared to shell model calculations. For decays, numbers
in black are y-ray energies in keV; numbers in blue are B(E2) values in W.u.; and numbers in red are B(M 1) values in u,zv. When two solutions
for multipole-mixing ratios are listed in Table I, the one with the lowest x? is plotted. Uncertainties are in the last digits. SM 1, shown on the
right, denotes shell model calculations with the sn/00 [22,54-56] interaction and SM2, shown on the left, with the GCN50:82 [57] interaction;
both sets of calculations use the jj55 model space. Weak branches from the shell model calculations are not shown. The experimental state at
2300 keV is proposed as the 1} state, although the possibility that it is a 2* state cannot be excluded; see text. Shell model calculations predict
the first 17 state well above 3 MeV; however, the positive parity assigned to the 2607 keV level remains tentative.

that quadrupole collectivity in '*°Te is sufficiently developed
to make the MSS concept based on proton and neutron bosons
meaningful at a quantitative level. Addressing the question of
whether collectivity builds up beginning at low spin or low
energy (or both), for the larger multipole-mixing ratios for
2; and 2;L states, the E2 strength is approximately twice the
15 W.u. 2] — 0 transition among the decays of the 2 to 2,
states, but neither SM1 or SM2 predicts such large transition
rates.

As an alternative way to assess the emergence of E2
collectivity in '*°Te, the rotational shape invariants for
the low-excitation states of '*°Te can be calculated using
the Kumar-Cline sum rules. This approach is discussed in
Sec. V H below.

E. Excited 4* states

The present shell model calculations of the 4% states up
to the 4} state are compared in Fig. 9. The E2 decay of
the 45 state to the 2/ is well described by both SM1 and

SM2, as is the predominantly M1 decay to the 4] state. Both
theories predict an E2 decay to the 25 state with a strength of
3-5 W.u. which is not observed, perhaps because the transition
energy makes this branch less favorable. SM2 describes the
observed decays of the 47 and 4] states quite well; SM1
appears to swap their character, which suggests that the 47
state predicted by SM1 should be identified with the observed
47 state and vice-versa. Such an interchange is reasonable as
the predicted states are within 50 keV of each other. Overall,
the agreement between the shell model calculations and ex-
periment for decays of the 4T states is quite good.

F. Excited 17 and 3" states

The experimental and theoretical decays of the lowest four
1" states are compared in Fig. 10. For the following discus-
sion, and in Fig. 10, the experimental state at 2300 keV is
tentatively identified as the 17 state, although the possibility
that it is a 2% state cannot be excluded. The justification is
that this is the only experimental candidate 17 level near the
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FIG. 11. The experimental decay properties of the three lowest 3* states in '**Te compared to shell model calculations SM1 completed with
the sn100 interaction [22,54-56] and the jj55 model space. Weak branches from the shell model calculations that are not seen experimentally
are not shown. For decays, numbers in black are y-ray energies in keV; numbers in blue are B(E£2) values in W.u.; and numbers in red are
B(M 1) values in 13, When two solutions for multipole-mixing ratios are listed in Table I, the one with the lowest x? is plotted. Uncertainties

are in the last digits.

predictions of the shell model calculations. The 2607 keV
level is tentatively identified with positive parity; the first
theoretical 1~ state is near 3.4 and above 3.7 MeV for SM1
and SM2, respectively. The four lowest 17 states fall within
450 keV of each other. Their observed M 1 decays are typically
rather weak and in fair accord with theory for both SM1 and
SM2. Where measured, the E2 decay strengths are also gen-
erally in fair agreement with experiment. Possible exceptions
are the measured 36f§6 W.u. decay of the 17 level to the 25
state, and 6.07}0° W.u. decay of the 1] level to the 2] state,
neither of which is accounted for by theory except at their
lower limits. However, 5 and 6 W.u. transitions from the IT
and 17 states to the 27 state are predicted by SM1, which
suggests that appropriate configuration mixing might explain
an E2 decay of some tens of W.u. The M1 decay of the lgL
state to the ground state has a strength of 0.039(4) u% and that
of the 1] state to the ground state has a strength of 0.015(1)
W% both calculations predict this M1 strength to be orders
of magnitude weaker. At the same time, both overpredict the
strength of the 13 — 0] decay. Apparently some remixing

of the 13, 17, and 1] states could account for the observed
decays of these states to the ground state. Again, the states are
close in energy (82 keV and 136 keV apart experimentally,
respectively), so it is difficult for even state-of-the-art shell
model calculations to predict the configuration mixing with
sufficient accuracy to explain these electromagnetic decays in
detail. It can also be noted that both shell model calculations
predict the 1;’ state near 3.1 MeV, with the latter in good
agreement with the observed J = 1 state at 3110 keV.

There are five 37 states observed up to 3 MeV in excitation
energy. Both shell model calculations predict 37 states within
200 keV of those observed; in both calculations the 3; state
is slightly above 3 MeV whereas the experimental 37 state
is slightly below. The observed 37 through 37 states are
within 400 keV of each other. Figures 11 and 12 compare
the experimental and theoretical decays of the 3% states up
to the 37 state at 2766 keV. The calculations of M1 and E2
decays of the 31+ state are, on the whole, consistent with each
other and with experiment. Similar behavior to that observed
for the 17T states appears in that both calculations are in quite
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FIG. 12. The experimental decay properties of the three lowest 3* states in '**Te compared to shell model calculations SM2 completed
using the GCN50:82 [57] interaction and the jj55 model space. Weak branches from the shell model calculations that are not seen
experimentally are not shown. For decays, numbers in black are y-ray energies in keV; numbers in blue are B(E2) values in W.u.; and
numbers in red are B(M1) values in u%. When two solutions for multipole-mixing ratios are listed in Table I, the one with the lowest x? is

plotted. Uncertainties are in the last digits.

good agreement with each other and with experiment for the
decays of the 3 state, but some remixing between the higher-
excited close-lying states appears necessary to improve the
description of their decay.

G. Excited 0% states

Figure 13 shows the experimental and shell model O
states in 1*Te along with their E2 decay strengths. There
are four calculated 0 excited states below 3 MeV excitation
energy for both interactions, and three candidate experimental
0" states, with two firmly assigned as 0. The 0/ state is
predicted to be just above 3 MeV. There is, therefore, possibly
a 07 state in the region between about 2.5 and 3 MeV exci-
tation energy that has not been identified in the experiment.
The calculated excitation energies are not in particularly good
agreement with experiment, nor are the E2 decay patterns, so
making an association between the experimental and theoret-
ical 0T levels above the 05 level is challenging.

The two shell model calculations are in agreement with
experiment for the 0] state at 1965 keV, predicting that it

decays almost exclusively to the 2? state, with the B(E2) from
SM2 perhaps in better agreement with experiment.

The branching ratios and B(E2) values for the decay of the
observed 07 state at 2476 keV are in very good agreement
with those of the theoretical 0;' state at 2693 keV in SMI.
For SM2 the best agreement for the experimental 05 state
is with the theoretical 0] state predicted at 2651 keV. The
theoretical 0; state has very nearly 100% decay to the ZT state
in both calculations, and is predicted at 2293 keV in SM1 and
2207 keV in SM2.

The decay of the experimental (0]) state at 2605 keV
agrees very well with the E2 transition strengths predicted by
SM2 for the theoretical 0;F state at 2887 keV; the E2 strengths
for the 0] state at 2402 keV also agree with experiment within
the uncertainties.

Thus, if a 0" state in the vicinity of 2.2 to 2.3 MeV excita-
tion energy has been missed in the measurements, then there
is a fair degree of agreement between theory and experiment
for 0% states below 3 MeV in *°Te.
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FIG. 13. The experimental decay properties of the three lowest excited 0t states (or candidates) in '*°Te compared to shell model
calculations. For decays, numbers in black are y-ray energies in keV; numbers in blue are B(E2) values in W.u.; and numbers in red are
B(M 1) values in 13, When two solutions for multipole-mixing ratios are listed in Table I, the one with the lowest x? is plotted. Uncertainties
are in the last digits. SM1, shown on the right, denotes shell model calculations with the sn/00 [22,54-56] interaction and SM2, shown on the
left, with the GCN50:82 [57] interaction; both sets of calculations use the jj55 model space. Weak branches from the shell model calculations
are not shown. When experimental transition rates have asymmetric uncertainties in Table I, the larger value is used in this figure.

From the pattern of excited 0" state systematics in the Te
isotopes shown in Fig. 1, it is clear that there is a parabolic
pattern of 0F excitation energies around 120Te (N = 68),
which is strongly suggestive of shape coexistence with these
states built on multiparticle-multihole excitations. Nearer to
N = 82, the above discussion and experimental data show
no evidence of a shape-coexisting 01 state below 3 MeV in
excitation energy. However, a multiparticle-multihole 0" state
would be expected somewhat above 3 MeV, which could per-
turb the structures of the lower excitation O states and might,
in part, account for the rather modest agreement between
theory and experiment found for the low-lying 0% states.

H. Shape invariants as a measure of emerging collectivity

The above comparison of theory and experiment shows
that the E2 decays of the positive-parity states up to about
3 MeV in excitation energy are generally well described by
the shell model calculations using either of the interactions.

In cases where a discrepancy occurs there is usually a pair
of states close in energy where some remixing of the con-
figurations or interchange of the ordering of the theoretical
states would bring the theory into better agreement with ex-
periment. In these circumstances, it seems to be well justified
to use the shell model calculations of the E2 matrix elements
to evaluate rotational invariant shape parameters based on
the Kumar-Cline sum rules [64,65]. These shape invariants
give a measure of the shape and shape fluctuations of the
nucleus. The procedure itself is model independent. For some
decades it has been applied to experimental data [65,68,69];
however, recently, there has been interest in evaluating the
shape invariants from shell model calculations [70-72]. While
large-basis shell model calculations may describe data well,
the complexity of the wave functions can defy insight, partic-
ularly in terms of seeking signals of emerging collectivity. The
advantage of the Kumar-Cline sum rules is that they provide
a means to determine the nuclear shape parameters from the
shell model wave functions, and thereby connect microscopic
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FIG. 14. Shape invariants for the low-lying 0%, 2%, 4%, and 67 states in '**Te. (a) Shape invariants (92, §) for SM1 (sn100 interaction),
(b) the equivalent average shapes in the (8, y) plane for SM1, (c) shape invariants (Q?, §) for SM2 (GCN50 : 82 interaction), (d) the equivalent

average shapes in the (8, y) plane for SM2.

and collective models of the nucleus. In the case of *°Te
this approach may provide a means to map the emergence of
collectivity as a function of spin and excitation energy for the
low-lying states.

The Kumar-Cline sum rules make use of the fact that the
E?2 operator is a spherical tensor that can be coupled to itself
to form operator products with angular momentum zero. Such
operators are rotationally invariant and can be evaluated in the
principal-axis frame of the nucleus where they depend on two
parameters, Q and &, which are analogous to the Bohr model
parameters B and y. Examples are [E2 @ E2]° = (1/4/5)0?
and [E2 ® E2)? ® E2]° = (—+/2/350> cos 35. The expecta-
tion values of these invariant operators can be evaluated
for each nuclear state as sums of E2 matrix elements by
forming intermediate state expansions [65,68,69]. Q and
6 can be related to B and y in a straightforward way
[68,69].

The average deformation and shape parameters Q and
8 together with a measure of their fluctuations (a standard

deviation, o) were evaluated for the low-lying 0%, 2%,
4%, and 6% states in '3°Te, and for both interactions. To
achieve convergence, the lowest 30 states of each spin up
to 12* were included in the relevant sums. The results,
presented in the (02,6) and (B, y) planes, are shown in
Fig. 14. For clarity, the fluctuations were not plotted. They
are similar in magnitude for all cases, namely o (Q?) ~ 0.09
and o(8) ~ 10°. By happenstance, therefore, the “softness”
or fluctuation associated with each point is comparable to the
scatter in the plotted points.

This analysis indicates that the nucleus is weakly de-
formed, on average, in its low-lying excited states, having
0.1 < B <0.12. A striking feature in Fig. 14 is that all of the
low-lying states are triaxial. For SM1 the triaxiality param-
eters cluster around 8, y = 30°, whereas for SM2 20° < §,
y < 30°.

Both interactions show the maximum deformation for the
2] state, followed by the ground state (0;). The general trend
is that the average deformation decreases with increases in
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both excitation energy and spin. But this trend is weak. Thus,
the present analysis is consistent with the inference in the
work of Peters et al. [56] on '¥2Xe that collectivity builds
up, beginning from low-lying, low-spin states. The fact that
the 2;“ state is slightly more deformed on average than the
ground state is probably because pairing correlations are more
prominent in the ground state while quadrupole interactions
can become more pronounced in the first 27 state. It would
be of interest to perform a similar analysis on neighboring
nuclei with added pairs of protons and/or neutron holes to
investigate whether a stronger trend appears in, say, '**Te or
132yq

Do these features suggest that *°Te could be modeled as a
weakly deformed triaxial rotor, at least for the low-lying states
up to spin 612 Scrutiny of the wave functions and predicted g
factors in Table VII, for example, indicates that the structures
of the lowest few states are very different, despite their appar-
ently similar intrinsic shape parameters. The excitations are
not rotations of a single intrinsic structure as is supposed in the
triaxial rotor model. However, the fact that the excited-state
shapes are all triaxial with y ~ 30° may suggest that the path-
way of emerging collectivity in this region progresses from
near-spherical nuclei near 13281, to weakly deformed triaxial
rotors as an intermediate step, before finally reaching strongly
deformed prolate rotors near midshell. Further data and cal-
culations across an extended range of Te isotopes would be
needed to assess this conjecture.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The low-lying nuclear structure of '’Te was investi-
gated using y-ray spectroscopy following inelastic neutron
scattering. Many new levels and decays were identified
from y-ray angular distributions, excitation functions, and
y -y coincidence measurements. Transition probabilities, level
spins, parities, and multipole-mixing ratios were deduced for
many levels. These results were investigated through new
shell model calculations performed with NuShellX@MSU
in the jj55 model space with two interactions based on
the free nucleon-nucleon potential and a realistic G matrix
evaluation. The positive-parity excitation energies and elec-
tromagnetic observables are well described by both the 57100
and GCNS50 : 82 interactions. The energies of the lowest
negative-parity states are also well described by the sn100
interactions, whereas GCN50 : 82 gives a rather poor descrip-
tion. The E'1 decays of many of the negative-parity states,
typically a small fraction of a single-particle unit, require the
inclusion of single-particle orbitals beyond the jj55 space.

There is little evidence for emerging collectivity in '*°Te
beyond the correlations included in the large-basis shell model
calculations, subject to the caveat that rather large effective
charges of ¢, =1.7 and e, = 0.8 are required. Given the
overall good description of the positive-parity states, the emer-
gence of quadrupole collectivity in '**Te was investigated by
evaluating the rotationally invariant shape parameters of the
low-lying states using the Kumar-Cline sum rules and the
shell model E2 matrix elements. Consistent with expectations,
the ground states and first-excited states showed the greatest
collectivity in that they have the largest average deformations.

However, all states are weakly deformed (8 = 0.1) and triax-
ial. While '*°Te itself clearly cannot be described by a weakly
deformed particle rotor model, it seems possible that triaxial
structures might constitute a step in the evolution of nuclear
structure from near-spherical nuclei near '32Sn toward prolate
rotor structures near mid shell.

The present new experimental and theoretical investiga-
tions of '3°Te offer nuclear structure information which may
be of value for OvB g studies. In particular, the shell model
description appears on the whole to be very good. It is clear,
however, that complementary measurements are needed to de-
velop a more complete understanding of this complex nucleus
and the evolution of the nuclear structure of the Te isotopes. A
comprehensive Coulomb excitation measurement, for exam-
ple, would be challenging but could test the prediction that the
low-lying states of '3°Te are all weakly deformed and triaxial.
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APPENDIX: LEGENDRE POLYNOMIAL COEFFICIENTS

Legendre polynomial coefficients for y rays placed in
130Te are listed in Table VIII. y-ray branching ratios were
determined from the Ags, which provide the relative strengths,
listed for either 2.2 or 3.3 incident neutron energy. For dou-
blets or triplets the strength was divided using either y-ray
excitation functions or yy coincidence data, as noted in
Table I.

TABLE VIII. Legendre polynomial coefficients for y rays placed
in 3%Te. The Ays give the relative strengths at the incident neutron
energies (either 2.2 or 3.3 MeV) of the measurements.

E, (keV) Ay Oy ar Oa, ay Oa,
E, =2.2MeV

182.39(20) 1.99 x 10792 18.7 0.37 0.25 0.34 0.39
348.5(2) 1.29 x 1012 12.8 0.38 0.03 0.04 0.04
468.3(2) 9.65x 1012 121 —023 0.04 0.09 0.05
505.62(6) 1.95x 1072 82 —0.60 0.12 0.19 0.17
550.30(6) 438 x 1012 6.5 0.80 0.04 0.36 0.09
748.73(6) 1.51 x 10t 338 0.33 0.01 —-0.06 0.01
793.48(6) 1.02 x 107% 125 0.34 0.00 —-0.05 0.01
839.49(5) 9.28 x 101 58.1 0.15 0.00 -0.13 0.00
1046.15(5) 7.10 x 1019 16.2 0.06 0.01 —-0.05 0.01
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TABLE VIII. (Continued.) TABLE VIII. (Continued.)

E, (keV) Ay o4 a Ouy ay Oy, E, (keV) Ay 04 a Oy, as Oy,

1125.20(5) 1.73 x10*% 131 —0.01 0.02 —0.02 0.03 956.34(7) 1.11 x 10192 45 -0.09 0.12 0.10 0.17
1141.93(5 1.13 x 10*% 109 0.50 0.03 —-0.11 0.04 986.74(6) 4.45 x 10+92 5.7 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.05
1299.07(5) 442 x 1072 8.0 0.22 0.05 -0.14 0.08 990.49(10) 6.39 x 100! 46 —-0.21 021 -0.29 0.30
1351.01(5) 9.23 x 1019 55 =021 0.17 -0.12 0.25 992.77(6) 2.29 x 10102 53 0.18 0.07 -0.03 0.10
1588.19(5) 291 x 1072 7.1 0.22 0.07 -0.15 0.10 998.71(12) 5.27 x 10*0! 4.1 0.38 0.23 —-0.06 0.35
1885.70(9) 1.17 x 1072 6.1 0.19 0.15 —-0.19 0.22 1002.40(6) 1.72 x 10702 4.6 —0.87 0.08 0.05 0.11
2190.45(10) 1.39 x 10792 7.4 0.70 0.15 0.10 0.22 1016.3(8) 4.19 x 1012 43 —-0.21 0.04 -0.08 0.05
E, = 3.3MeV 1018.04(6) 4.19 x 10+92 43 —-0.21 0.04 —-0.08 0.05
258.83(20) 880 % 10792 11.1 —047 0.04 0.10 0.05 1019.2(5) 4.19 x 1012 43 -0.21 0.04 -0.08 0.05
286.23(20) 804x 1072 94 —012 003 —001 004 1030.88(6) 1.80 x 10192 55 0.58 0.09 0.17 0.12
289.1(2) 1.48 x 10+02 79 —0.18 0.15 0.14 0.19 1039.78(6) 2.21 x 10+02 6.4 0.19 0.09 -0.23 0.12
303.87(20) 0.09x 10v2 83 —0.16 0.02 0.04 0.04 1059.87(7) 1.20 x 10192 4.9 0.19 0.12 -0.12 0.17
330.67(21) 960x10%2 76 —034 003 0.04 0.04 1066.04(6) 1.47 x 10192 4.7 0.24 0.09 0.05 0.13

331.1(5) 9.60 x 10+02 76 —034 0.03 0.04 0.04 1075.76(6) 1.37 x 10+02 4.6 0.11 0.10 —-0.03 0.14
334.69(20) 377 x 107 114 —006 001 —001 0.02 1079.90(7) 1.04 x 10192 4.7 0.60 0.13 -0.27 0.19

349_35(22) 4.44 x 10+03 12.1 024 001 —=0.04 0.01 1101.07(25) 9.78 x 10+02 7.2 0.25 0.02 -0.11 0.03
369.95(22) 6.50 x 10*°1 6.3 026 028 056 038 1103.35(7)  1.49x 10t 44 —0.64 0.09 044 0.10

400'21(21) 1.58 x ]0+02 63 —0.04 0.12 0.06 0.16 1111.67(6) 3.04 x 10+02 5.2 —0.14 0.05 0.02 0.06
403.1(6) 1.19 x 10192 6.2 048 0.15 0.14 021 111499(6) 471 x 10+92 5.8 —-0.23 0.03 -0.06 0.05
425.86(22) 673x 107 61 056 027 045 038  113336(7) 160x 107 50 —067 009 —027 0.12
436'48(21) 1.31 x 10+02 6.2 0.15 0.14 0.07 0.19 1135.55(6) 2.82 x 10+02 5.5 —0.65 0.06 0.22  0.07
467.90(23) 132 %10t 190 —024 0.00 —0.03 0.01 11422(3) 3.43 x 1019 12.0 0.28 0.01 -0.05 0.01
4908(3) 1.00 x 10102 65 —068 020 —021 027 1 145.]9(7) 1.42 x 10192 4.5 0.40 0.09 -0.29 0.13
52].54(6) 6.68 x 10+02 87 —023 0.04 —0.02 0.05 1155.8(1) 2.03 x 10+02 4.0 —0.07 0.06 0.22  0.09
535.45(5) 1.23 x 1019 8.7 036 0.02 —0.04 0.03 1178.06(6) 4.51 x 10+ 49 —-0.01 0.03 -0.04 0.05
576.23(12) L1 x 1072 72 —054 021 —064 030 1181.97(11) 475x10*" 39 —0.60 024 011 032
587.85(10) 7.04 x 100! 76 —030 033 —0.07 046 120935(50) 4.63 x 101 46 —-0.14 029 -0.62 043
59036(6) 1.92 x 10+02 94 0.16 0.15 0.03 021 123]‘03(6) 2.71 x 10+02 4.0 —0.26 0.05 —0.26 0.06
641.44(6) 4.39 x 10102 88 —0.18 0.06 —0.03 0.08 1246.70(9) 3.86 x 100! 29 -0.12 027 -150 0.35
647.31(7) 5.68 x 10+02 8.8 0.27 0.05 0.04 0.06 ]246‘7(6) 3.86 x 10+Ol 29 —0.12 0.27 —1.50 0.35
66966(2) 593 x 10+02 7.8 0.07 004 —027 0.06 130966(14) 3.48 x 10+01 4.0 —0.33 0.33 —0.75 0.47
69768(5) 231 x 10+O3 10.4 0.28 0.01 0.01 0.02 1318.84(14) 1.21 x 10+02 7.1 0.31 0.19 1.09 0.16
802.84(8) 831 x 10+0I 72 —033 026 —045 035 13233(5) 8.48 x 10+01 9.4 0.03 041 0.36  0.34
816.42(5) 1.95 % 1079 10 018 002 —001 002 1351015 238x10** 105 003 001 -0.01 0.01
85351(6) 4.07 x 10+02 6.9 0.18 0.05 —=0.10 0.07 1357.95(15) 3.79 x 10+01 4.4 —0.10 0.29 0.02 0.34
859.26(5) 008 x 10+ 74 —024 002 001 003 13658537 749x10*" 43 —034 013 075 0.14
878'73(8) 1.12 x 10+02 55 —0.10 0.15 =028 022 1368.6(9) 4.46 x 10+0| 3.5 0.41 0.19 1.90 0.15
880.72(6) 300x 1042 62 —068 007 —0.11 009 14430205 335x10% 11.0 003 001 -0.11 001
887.81(6) 274 1042 54 009 006 009 003  1460.62(62) 3.00x10* 126 002 001 -001 0.02
894.10(6) 1741042 193 060 034 038 030 1461.70(8) 3.00x10% 126 002 001 -0.01 0.02
903.42(6) 6.92 x 10+02 6.9 043 0.03 0.19 0.04 1491.17(6) 5.74 x 10+02 6.4 0.34 0.03 —-0.03 0.05
905.2(3) 836 x 109 45 044 015 000 022  1506.68(6) 275x10"® 64 —030 007 -0.05 0.10
920.89(6) 336x 102 53 —030 005 —006 0.07 1521.74(6)  2.21 x 10t 4.8 0.14 0.06 0.08 0.09
932.39(7) 003x 104" 46 —010 015 006 021  1521.646) 221x10% 48 014 006 008 0.09
935.46(6) 148 % 1072 50 —043 010 007 o014  154039(11) 6.00x10*" 37 047 018 025 0.26
9391(5) 1.53 x 10+02 50 —024 0.10 —0.05 0.14 1566.04(15) 428 x 10+0| 3.5 —-0.14 0.24 0.23 0.34
938.28(6) 1531042 50 —024 010 —005 014  1607.0421) 1.62x10% 50 0.1 010 —0.07 0.15
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TABLE VIII. (Continued.)

TABLE VIII. (Continued.)

E, (keV) Ay o4 a, Ouy ay Ogy
1616.56(12) 1.33 x 10792 449 2.12 0.50 1.54 041
1627.37(5) 2.12x 107 112 —0.07 0.02 —0.02 0.02
1636.49(6) 4.87x 1072 62 —0.02 0.04 —0.10 0.05
1687.63(5) 3.58x10%% 147 —022 001 —-0.06 0.02
1710.2(2) 2.66 x 100! 35 —-070 043 —-0.08 0.56
1735.67(7) 147 x10%%2 53 —0.33 0.11 0.02 0.15
1741.53(5) 2.01 x 10t 115 0.30 0.02 -0.06 0.02
1752.2(2) 4.16 x 10+ 71 —120 0.78 -0.54 0.81
1754.4(2) 6.75 x 100! 4.8 0.50 020 -0.22 0.34
1765.02(6)  7.04 x 10*°2 93  —0.01 0.04 0.00 0.05
1767.77(6) 529 x 1072 87 —0.04 0.05 —0.10 0.07
1849.17(7) 1.10x 102 39 —0.28 0.11 —030 0.16
1894.03(6) 244 x10%%2 56 0.28 0.07 -0.06 0.10
1905.30(3) 117 x 1079 92  —026 0.02 —0.03 0.03
1926.78(6)  2.12x 1072 50 0.44 0.07 0.02 0.09
1949.72(6) 1.18 x10t% 93  —0.21 0.02 —-0.07 0.03
1995.47(7) 143 x 1072 49 0.05 0.10 -0.60 0.14
2048.11(11) 231 x 1072 47 —0.40 0.03 —-0.16 0.08
2106.24(11) 3.95x 1072 63 —0.11 0.05 -—0.14 0.07
2113.93(11) 5.80x 10*2 83 —0.60 0.04 0.03 0.06
2117.2(2) 3.90 x 1012 7.6 0.30 0.06 —-0.24 0.08
2190.45(10) 3.01 x 1019 14.7 0.16 0.02 -0.15 0.02

E, (keV) Ay O, a 04y ay Oa,
2243.61(11) 2.04 x 1072 5.2 0.00 0.08 -—-0.15 0.11
2255.32(11)  4.01 x 1072 6.5 —-0.37 0.05 -0.02 0.07

2270.94(14) 7.27 x 10*°" 42 0.17 0.17 0.05 0.24
2282.51(10) 8.76 x 1012 8.8 0.19 0.03 -0.18 0.04
2289.30(12) 1.18 x 10*%2 48 -0.23 0.12 -0.12 0.17
2300.16(12) 1.16 x 10¥% 48 —0.05 0.13 -0.15 0.18
2314.83(11) 2.04 x 1012 53 0.05 0.08 -0.18 0.11
2337.34(14) 5.64x10*°" 3.8 —0.72 020 -092 033
2356.60(16) 6.92 x 10*°1 3.9 0.78 0.17 0.50 0.24
2396.81(18) 3.71 x 10! 35 027 030 —-0.87 045
2403.94(12) 157 x 10%% 4.6 0.35 0.09 0.00 0.13
2466.91(11) 2.92x 10%%? 5.7 036 0.06 -0.02 0.09
2479.7(2) 6.99 x 10t 4.0 0.66 0.17 0.63 0.24
2501.4(2) 5.05x 1071 4.2 0.13  0.26 048 0.42
2607.05(11) 1.05x10*% 9.1 -0.11 0.02 -0.06 0.04
2688.61(10) 1.05x 10*% 105 -022 0.03 -—0.14 0.04
2743.49(11) 127 x 10t 10.6 -0.12 0.02 -0.04 0.02
2887.72(13) 8.17 x 10+ 4.0 041 0.14 0.00 0.22
2945.59(11) 3.83x 10*2 74 028 0.06 —-0.22 0.08
3094.8(5) 2,61 x 1072 6.2 037 0.07 —-0.18 0.11
3110.08(51) 2.77x10%%2 65 —0.18 0.07 —0.10 0.10
3128.78(51) 126 x 10%%2 5.0 021 0.12 —-040 0.18

242 x 1072 6.3 041 0.07 0.00 0.08
3.15x 1072 6.0 -0.30 0.05 -0.15 0.08

3196.13(51)
3241.73(51)

[1] M. G. Inghram and J. H. Reynolds, Phys. Rev. 78, 822 (1950).

[2] M. Redshaw, B. J. Mount, E. G. Myers, and F. T. Avignone III,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 212502 (2009).

[3] C. Brofterio, O. Cremonesi, and S. Dell’Oro, Front. Phys. 7, 86
(2019).

[4] I. Nutini, D. Q. Adams, C. Alduino et al., J. Low Temp. Phys.
199, 519 (2020).

[5] S. Andringa, E. Arushanova, S. Asahi, M. Askins, D. J. Auty,
A. R. Back, Z. Barnard, N. Barros, E. W. Beier, A. Bialek, S. D.
Biller, E. Blucher, R. Bonventre et al., Adv. High Energy Phys.
2016, 1 (2016).

[6] J. Engel and J. Menéndez, Rep. Prog. Phys. 80, 046301 (2017).

[7] From ENSDF database as of December 1, 2020. Version avail-
able at http://www.nndc.bnl.gov/ensarchivals/.

[8] V. Lopac, Nucl. Phys. A 155, 513 (1970).

[9] K. Heyde and J. L. Wood, Rev. Mod. Phys. 83, 1467 (2011).

[10] P. E. Garrett, J. L. Wood, and S. W. Yates, Phys. Scr. 93, 063001
(2018).

[11] A. Kerek, Nucl. Phys. A 176, 466 (1971).

[12] C. S. Lee, J. A. Cizewski, D. Barker, R. Tanczyn, G.
Kumbartzki, J. Szczepanski, J. W. Gan, H. Dorsett, R. G. Henry,
L. P. Farris, and H. Li, Nucl. Phys. A 528, 381 (1991).

[13] A. Neacsu and M. Horoi, Phys. Rev. C 91, 024309 (2015).

[14] E. Teruya, N. Yoshinaga, K. Higashiyama, and A. Odahara,
Phys. Rev. C 92, 034320 (2015).

[15] A. E. Stuchbery, J. M. Allmond, M. Danchev, C. Baktash, C. R.
Bingham, A. Galindo-Uribarri, D. C. Radford, N. J. Stone, and
C.-H. Yu, Phys. Rev. C 96, 014321 (2017).

[16] H. K. Wang, S. K. Ghorui, Z. Q. Chen, and Z. H. Li, Phys. Rev.
C 102, 054316 (2020).

[17] B. J. Coombes, A. E. Stuchbery, J. M. Allmond, A. Gargano,
J. T. H. Dowie, G. Georgiev, M. S. M. Gerathy, T. J. Gray,
T. Kibédi, G. J. Lane, B. P. McCormick, A. J. Mitchell, N. J.
Spinks, and B. P. E. Tee, EPJ Web Conf. 232, 04003 (2020).

[18] B. Singh, Nucl. Data Sheets 93, 33 (2001).

[19] S. Sharma, R. Devi, and S. Khosa, Nucl. Phys. A 988, 9
(2019).

[20] G. Jakob, N. Benczer-Koller, G. Kumbartzki, J. Holden, T. J.
Mertzimekis, K.-H. Speidel, R. Ernst, A. E. Stuchbery, A.
Pakou, P. Maier-Komor, A. Macchiavelli, M. McMahan, L.
Phair, and L. Y. Lee, Phys. Rev. C 65, 024316 (2002).

[21] A. E. Stuchbery, J. M. Allmond, A. Galindo-Uribarri, E.
Padilla-Rodal, D. C. Radford, N. J. Stone, J. C. Batchelder,
J. R. Beene, N. Benczer-Koller, C. R. Bingham, M. E. Howard,
G. J. Kumbartzki, J. F. Liang, B. Manning, D. W. Stracener, and
C.-H. Yu, Phys. Rev. C 88, 051304(R) (2013).

[22] B. A. Brown, N. J. Stone, J. R. Stone, 1. S. Towner, and M.
Hjorth-Jensen, Phys. Rev. C 71, 044317 (2005).

[23] C. Qi, Phys. Rev. C 94, 034310 (2016).

[24] D. Bianco, N. Lo Iudice, F. Andreozzi, A. Porrino, and F.
Knapp, Phys. Rev. C 86, 044325 (2012).

[25] Y. Lei, Y. M. Zhao, and A. Arima, Phys. Rev. C 84, 044301
(2011).

[26] S. A. Berendakov, L. I. Govor, A. M. Demidov, and 1. V.
Mikhailov, Izv. Akad. Nauk SSSR, Ser. Fiz. 52, 1028 (1988);
Bull. Acad. Sci. USSR, Phys. Ser. 52, 187 (1988).

024329-28


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.78.822.2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.212502
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphy.2019.00086
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10909-020-02402-9
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/6194250
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aa5bc5
http://www.nndc.bnl.gov/ensarchivals/
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(70)90910-3
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.1467
https://doi.org/10.1088/1402-4896/aaba1c
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(71)90928-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(91)90094-M
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.91.024309
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.92.034320
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.014321
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.102.054316
https://doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/202023204003
https://doi.org/10.1006/ndsh.2001.0012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2019.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.65.024316
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.88.051304
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.71.044317
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.94.034310
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.044325
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.84.044301

NUCLEAR STRUCTURE OF **Te FROM ...

PHYSICAL REVIEW C 105, 024329 (2022)

[27] S. F. Hicks, J. R. Vanhoy, and S. W. Yates, Phys. Rev. C 78,
054320 (2008).

[28] A. Kerek, P. Carlé, and J. McDonald, Nucl. Phys. A 198, 466
(1972).

[29] A. Kerek, P. Carlé, and S. Borg, Nucl. Phys. A 224, 367 (1974).

[30] U. Stohlker, A. Blonnigen, W. Lippert, and H. Wollnik, Z. Phys.
A 336, 369 (1990).

[31] A. Wolf, R. Moreh, and O. Shahal, Nucl. Phys. A 227, 373
(1974).

[32] R. Schwengner, G. Winter, W. Schauer, M. Grinberg, F. Becker,
P. von Brentano, J. Eberth, J. Enders, T. von Egidy, R.-D.
Herzberg, N. Huxel, L. Kédubler, P. von Neumann-Cosel, N.
Nicolay, J. Ott, N. Pietralla, H. Prade, S. Raman, J. Reif, A.
Richter et al., Nucl. Phys. A 620, 277 (1997).

[33] C. T. Zhang, P. Bhattacharyya, P. J. Daly, Z. W. Grabowski,
R. H. Mayer, M. Sferrazza, R. Broda, B. Fornal, W. Krdlas, T.
Pawlat, D. Bazzacco, S. Lunardi, C. Rossi Alvarez, and G. de
Angelis, Nucl. Phys. A 628, 386 (1998).

[34] J. Barrette, M. Barrette, R. Haroutunian, G. Lamoureux, and S.
Monaro, Phys. Rev. C 10, 1166 (1974).

[35] C. J. Barton, M. A. Caprio, D. Shapira, N. V. Zamfir, D. S.
Brenner, R. L. Gill, T. A. Lewis, J. R. Cooper, R. F. Casten,
C. W. Beausang, R. Kriicken, and J. R. Novak, Phys. Lett. B
551, 269 (2003).

[36] J.S. Dunham, R. T. Westervelt, R. Avida, and S. S. Hanna, Phys.
Rev. C 37, 2881 (1988).

[37] A. E. Stuchbery, A. Nakamura, A. N. Wilson, P. M. Davidson,
H. Watanabe, and A. L. Levon, Phys. Rev. C 76, 034306 (2007).

[38] J. A. Cookson and W. Darcey, Nucl. Phys. 62, 326 (1965).

[39] J. Burde, G. Engler, A. Ginsburg, A. A. Jaffe, A. Marinov, and
L. Birstein, Nucl. Phys. A 141, 375 (1970).

[40] H. R. Hiddleston, C. L. Hollas, V. D. Mistry, and P. J. Riley,
Phys. Rev. C 3, 905 (1971).

[41] M. Matoba, M. Hyakutake, J. Niidome, K. Yagi, Y. Aoki, and
K. Sato, Phys. Lett. B 45, 463 (1973).

[42] M. Matoba, M. Hyakutake, K. Yagi, and Y. Aoki, Nucl. Phys.
A 237,260 (1975).

[43] M. Matoba, M. Hyakutake, K. Yagi, Y. Aoki, and C.
Rangacharyulu, Nucl. Phys. A 261, 223 (1976).

[44] Y. S. Kim and B. L. Cohen, Phys. Rev. 142, 788 (1966).

[45] R. F. Leonard, W. M. Stewart, and N. Baron, Phys. Rev. 162,
1125 (1967).

[46] P. E. Garrett, N. Warr, and S. W. Yates, J. Res. Natl. Inst. Stand.
Technol. 105, 141 (2000).

[47] E. Sheldon and D. M. Van Patter, Rev. Mod. Phys. 38, 143
(1966).

[48] R. W. Harper, T. W. Godfrey, and J. L. Weil, Phys. Rev. C 26,
1432 (1982).

[49] K. B. Winterbon, Nucl. Phys. A 246, 293 (1975).

[50] B. Fazekas, T. Belgya, G. Molndr, A. Veres, R. A. Gatenby,
S. W. Yates, and T. Otsuka, Nucl. Phys. A 548, 249 (1992).

[51] T. Belgya, G. Molndr, and S. W. Yates, Nucl. Phys. A 607, 43
(1996).

[52] S.F. Hicks, J. C. Boehringer, N. Boukharouba, C. Fransen, S. R.
Lesher, J. M. Mueller, J. R. Vanhoy, and S. W. Yates, Phys. Rev.
C 86, 054308 (2012).

[53] B. A. Brown and W. D. M. Rae, Nucl. Data Sheets 120, 115
(2014).

[54] J. M. Allmond, A. E. Stuchbery, B. A. Brown, J. R. Beene,
A. Galindo-Uribarri, C. J. Gross, J. F. Liang, E. Padilla-Rodal,
D. C. Radford, R. L. Varner, A. Ayres, J. C. Batchelder, A. Bey,
C. R. Bingham, M. E. Howard, K. L. Jones, B. Manning, P. E.
Mueller, C. D. Nesaraja, S. D. Pain et al., Phys. Rev. C 90,
014322 (2014).

[55] J. M. Allmond, A. E. Stuchbery, C. Baktash, A. Gargano,
A. Galindo-Uribarri, D. C. Radford, C. R. Bingham, B. A.
Brown, L. Coraggio, A. Covello, M. Danchev, C. J. Gross, P. A.
Hausladen, N. Itaco, K. Lagergren, E. Padilla-Rodal, J. Pavan,
M. A. Riley, N. J. Stone, D. W. Stracener et al., Phys. Rev. Lett.
118, 092503 (2017).

[56] E. E. Peters, A. E. Stuchbery, A. Chakraborty, B. P. Crider, S. F.
Ashley, A. Kumar, M. T. McEllistrem, F. M. Prados-Estévez,
and S. W. Yates, Phys. Rev. C 99, 064321 (2019).

[57] E. Caurier, F. Nowacki, A. Poves, and K. Sieja, Phys. Rev. C
82, 064304 (2010).

[58] M. Danchev, G. Rainovski, N. Pietralla, A. Gargano, A.
Covello, C. Baktash, J. R. Beene, C. R. Bingham, A. Galindo-
Uribarri, K. A. Gladnishki, C. J. Gross, V. Y. Ponomarev,
D. C. Radford, L. L. Riedinger, M. Scheck, A. E. Stuchbery,
J. Wambach, C.-H. Yu, and N. V. Zamfir, Phys. Rev. C 84,
061306(R) (2011).

[59] Y. Khazov, A. A. Rodionov, S. Sakharov, and B. Singh, Nucl.
Data Sheets 104, 497 (2005).

[60] A. A. Sonzogni, Nucl. Data Sheets 103, 1 (2004).

[61] A. Bockisch and A. M. Kleinfeld, Nucl. Phys. A 261, 498
(1976).

[62] A. E. Stuchbery, AIP Conf. Proc. 1625, 52 (2014).

[63] A. E. Stuchbery, J. Phys.: Conf. Ser. 533, 012046 (2014).

[64] K. Kumar, Phys. Rev. Lett. 28, 249 (1972).

[65] D. Cline, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 36, 683 (1986).

[66] A. Arima, T. Ohtsuka, F. Iachello, and I. Talmi, Phys. Lett. B
66, 205 (1977).

[67] G. Rainovski, N. Pietralla, T. Ahn, C. J. Lister, R. V. E. Janssens,
M. P. Carpenter, S. Zhu, and C. J. Barton, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96,
122501 (2006).

[68] J. Srebrny, T. Czosnyka, C. Droste, S. Rohozifski, L.
Préchniak, K. Zajac, K. Pomorski, D. Cline, C. Wu, A. Bécklin,
L. Hasselgren, R. Diamond, D. Habs, H. Korner, F. Stephens,
C. Baktash, and R. Kostecki, Nucl. Phys. A 766, 25 (2006).

[69] J. Srebrny and D. Cline, Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 20, 422
(2011).

[70] T. Schmidt, K. L. G. Heyde, A. Blazhev, and J. Jolie, Phys. Rev.
C 96, 014302 (2017).

[71] A. Poves, F. Nowacki, and Y. Alhassid, Phys. Rev. C 101,
054307 (2020).

[72] J. Henderson, Phys. Rev. C 102, 054306 (2020).

024329-29


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.78.054320
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(72)90702-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(74)90694-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01294109
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(74)90805-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(97)00169-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(97)00617-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.10.1166
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(02)03066-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.37.2881
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.76.034306
https://doi.org/10.1016/0029-5582(65)90873-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(70)90854-7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.3.905
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(73)90644-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(75)90424-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(76)90566-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.142.788
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.162.1125
https://doi.org/10.6028/jres.105.019
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.38.143
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.26.1432
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(75)90647-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(92)90011-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(96)00221-7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.054308
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nds.2014.07.022
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.90.014322
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.092503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.99.064321
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.82.064304
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.84.061306
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nds.2005.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nds.2004.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(76)90163-9
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4901764
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/533/1/012046
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.28.249
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ns.36.120186.003343
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(77)90860-7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.122501
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2005.11.013
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218301311017818
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.96.014302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.101.054307
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.102.054306

