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Inelastic scattering is a source of much useful information about core polarization effects in nuclei near closed
shells. Although there have been many theoretical treatments of core polarization effects reported in the
literature, the results of these calculations have rarely been applied to the interpretation of inelastic scattering
data. In the present paper we review the microscopic models for the treatment of inelastic proton and electron
scattering and the microscopic models for the treatment of core polarization. Estimates are made of core
excited admixtures in the wave functions for low-lying states in **Ca, *°Ti, *Y, *Zr, *’Pb, and 2*Bi. The
resulting wave functions are used to calculate theoretical (p,p’) cross sections and (e,e’) form factors for
comparison with available experimental data. “Realistic” G matrix interactions are used as the starting point
in both the structure and the (p,p’) calculations. In the structure calculations the interaction is modified by
means of a “bootstrap” prescription to account for important long-range core correlations and in the (p,p')
calculations it is modified by the addition of an imaginary component. It is concluded that the overall features
of the experimental data can be understood from these calculations.

NUCLEAR STRUCTURE, NUCLEAR REACTIONS (p,p’) and (e, e’); nuclei near
closed shells; microscopic model for core polarization; calculated o(¢) and F(g).

I. INTRODUCTION

The concept of core polarization is quite well
known in the shell model interpretation of nuclei
in the vicinity of closed shells. In the shell model
a nuclear state is described in a restricted con-
figuration space which presumably contains the
bulk of its wave function, but not all its significant
components. This restricted configuration space,
commonly called the model space, usually con-
sists of a few valence particles (holes) distributed
among a small number of shell model orbitals out-
side (inside) an inert closed shell core. The term
core polarization is generally associated with ef-
fects which are due to wave function admixtures
not in the model space. The name arises because
these admixtures most often will consist of core-
excited configurations. Core polarization can be
taken into account by defining effective operators
in the model space which may be calculated by
means of perturbation theory.

These ideas first appeared in the literature
about 20 years ago!'? when it was first noted that
there were discrepancies between the predictions
of the simple shell model and the experimental val-
ues for nuclear magnetic moments, quadrupole
moments, y-transition rates, etc. Two different
models were proposed at this time. One is a hy-
brid model in which the core is treated as a liquid
drop which can be set into oscillation by interac-
tion with the extracore nucleons.! The other is a
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completely microscopic model® in which the core
is considered to be an assemblage of nucleons—
any of which might be raised to higher, unoccu-
piedlevelsasa result of the two-body forces which
couple them to the valence nucleons.

In recent times this microscopic model has been
pursued in considerably greater depth. The major
impetus here has been the work of Brown and col-
laborators®~® whose purpose was to gain an under-
standing of the properties of finite nuclei using
“realistic” forces, i.e., interactions which can
be derived directly from the free two-nucleon po-
tential. As the nucleon-nucleon interaction is
strong and singular, the first step in this approach
is to truncate to a large shell model basis by ap-
plying Brueckner Hartree-Fock theory to get rid
of the short range two-nucleon correlations and
replace the singular interaction by a smooth well-
behaved one, namely, the bare G matrix. The
second step is to truncate to the model space and
to renormalize the bare G matrix to account for
core polarization as described in the first para-
graph above. The renormalized G matrix is the
shell model effective interaction.

Kuo and Brown*'® have made a systematic study
of nuclei with '*0, °Ca, *®Ca, *Ni, ®®Sr, and
2%pp cores using second order perturbation the-
ory in renormalizing the bare G matrix. They
find that core polarization gives rise to a strong
pairing effect which is the major feature of the
observed spectra. Although the results of these
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calculations are quite impressive, attempts® to
extend the perturbative treatment to higher orders
have not met with the same success and the final
status of core polarization and the effective inter-
action is still an open question. A similar situa-
tion prevails in regard to associated efforts'® to
calculate nuclear magnetic moments, quadrupole
moments, and quadrupole transition rates. Low-
est order perturbation theory provides a reason-
able qualitative estimate of these effects, but
there are still many ambiguities in the interpreta-
tion of the results of calculations which include
higher order contributions. Much of this work
has been reviewed recently by Barrett and Kir-
son.!!

The purpose of the present paper is to present
the results of calculations, similar to those of
Ref. 10, but applied to the problem of inelastic
scattering. In particular, we consider inelastic
electron scattering and inelastic proton scatter-
ing. Inelastic proton scattering at energies below
100 MeV is interesting, because the interaction
between the incident proton and the bound nucle-
ons is quite similar to the interaction between
bound nucleons, i.e., the bare G matrix.’*'®* Elec-
tron scattering is primarily sensitive to proton ex-
citations in the target nucleus while proton scatter-
ing is most sensitive to neutron excitations.'* By
comparing results for these two reactions a mea-
sure of both the proton and neutron components of
the nuclear wave functions is obtained. In addi-
tion, inelastic scattering provides information
about core polarization effects in transitions re-
quiring large angular momentum transfer. Cross
sections have been measured for transitions where
there are up to 11 units of angular momentum
transferred. This is to be contrasted with low
momentum electromagnetic data which are essen-
tially restricted to dipole, quadrupole, and some
octupole phenomena.

The first attempt at treating core polarization
in inelastic proton scattering was made by Love
and Satchler.!® They assume a hydrodynamical
description of the core and showed that core po-
larization can give a large, even dominant, con-
tribution to the cross section. The main purpose
of the present paper is to show that the major fea-
tures of inelastic scattering from nuclei near
closed shells can be qualitatively understood in
completely microscopic calculations based on
realistic interactions. In the calculations, core
excited admixtures in the nuclear wave functions
are estimated using lowest order perturbation
theory and a “bootstrap” prescription which ac-
counts for long-range core correlations. Agassi
and Schaeffer’® have previously made a similar
but considerably more limited study of these same

effects. We also note that some results obtained
with wave functions from the present paper have
previously been reported elsewhere.!”'!8

In the next section of this paper we give a brief
description of the theoretical treatment of inelas-
tic proton and inelastic electron scattering. We
review the theory of effective operators and de-
scribe our calculations in Sec. III. The results
of the calculations are discussed in Sec. IV and
Sec. V contains the conclusions.

II. INELASTIC SCATTERING
A. Inelastic proton scattering
1. Microscopic model

In the microscopic model proton-nucleus scatter-
ing is described in terms of a projectile-target
interaction which has the form

V=3 iy, 6}

where {;, is a two-body force acting between the
projectile and the ith target nucleon. The two-
body force {;, has both real and imaginary parts,
because, even in the most elaborate of reaction
calculations, only a few of the allowed channels
are treated explicitly. In principle, ¢;, can be
derived directly from the free two-nucleon poten-
tial. Such a calculation is not easy; however, as
it requires the treatment of the repulsive hard
cores which appear in the free two-nucleon poten-
tial combined with an explicit treatment of the ex-
cluded reaction channels.

Although a program of this type has not been
carried out in detail, a reasonable prescription
for t;,, applicable in the energy region below 100
MeV, has been developed in recent years.'*'® It
is based on the assumptions that the real part of
ti, is not too different from the bound state G ma-
trix and that the effects of the excluded reaction
channels can be estimated perturbatively or
treated phenomenologically. The first assumption
has been tested in several calculations.?™** At-
tempts to estimate the effect of the excluded reac-
tion channels have, so far, been restricted to the
case of elastic scattering.’'!® Satchler has pro-
posed a method®® whereby the imaginary part of
t;, for inelastic scattering calculations can be in-
ferred from the imaginary part of the phenomeno-
logical optical potential for elastic scattering.
This method has proved to be useful in several
calculations.’®'182021  Additional comments con-
cerning this prescription for /;, may be found in
Ref. 13.

Another problem which is encountered in any
attempt to treat proton-nucleus scattering in a
microscopic model is the indistinguishability of
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the incident proton and the target nucleons. In
this situation the Pauli principle requires that the
wave function for the projectile-target system be
completely antisymmetrized—which in turn gives
rise to “knock-on” exchange amplitudes in the
transition matrix elements. These are nonlocal
in the projectile coordinate and they are quite
important, particularly in the case of inelastic
transitions.??*3"'#''¥ Computer codes are avail-
able which allow the inclusion of these exchange
amplitudes and their properties have been studied
in some detail.’®'?*'?® In this work we include
these terms with a zero-range approximation de-
veloped previously.!??*

2. Inreraction

In the present calculations we assume /;, to be
given by

tip=tiy+ith,, (2)

where R and / denote real and imaginary, respec-
tively.

We take t,«R, to be the long-range part of the
Hamada-Johnston (HJ) potential®®*'®:12:13 with the
closure approximation to the second order tensor
contribution. We assume a 1.05 fm separation dis-
tance and a closure energy denominator of 220
MeV. This is a local, even state central interac-
tion which can be written

tfp=gip=g2q(7ip) +g};q(rip)ai * ap (3)
with ¢ =p or n as ¢ is a proton or neutron. The
expression for the radial functions appearing in

Eq. (3) have been given elsewhere®'®*!?'!3 and will
not be repeated here. For orientation we note that

8o ~385,~ 98}~ =38, @)

with all components but g}, being attractive.

We neglect the central interaction in odd states.
This has been included in some calculations by
fitting a regular functional form to the low energy
nucleon-nucleon P-wave phase shifts'*'!* and its
effect is not large. We do not include possible
spin-orbit and tensor components in tf,. The prop-
erties of these noncentral interaction components
have been discussed in detail elsewhere®®:?” and
are only of secondary importance for most of the
transitions considered in this paper.

For tf,, we follow Ref, 20 and argue that the
imaginary part of the optical potential for elastic
scattering is given by

Uilr) =(g.s.| Y t},l g.s.) +exchange terms. (5)

With the assumption that
Uy=Ap(r)oF =7,) (¢=p,n) 6)
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the two terms on the right of Eq. (5) are equal and
Ul(yp) = zApp(rp)pp(rp) +2Apn(rp)pn(r,) ) (7)

where p, and p, are the ground state proton and
neutron density functions. With the additional
assumption that

pr=(N/Z)p,, (8)
we obtain
Uir,))=Ar)p,(r, ,

(9)
A=2[A,,+(N/2)A,,).

A can be determined by comparing directly U; and
P, which are available from phenomenological
analyses of elastic proton and electron scattering
data. As A,, and A,, cannot be determined separ-
ately from the data, we make the ansatz that A,
and A, have the same radial shape and that their
strengths are in the same ratio as the volume in-
tegrals of the corresponding components of tf,,
i.e.,

Ap=0CA,,. (10)

For the long-range part of the HJ potential a
=2.58.12

In the above paragraph it has been assumed that
the imaginary part of the projectile-target interac-
tion for inelastic scattering is proportional to that
for elastic scattering. It has been argued?® that
the various excluded channels contribute coherent-
ly to the imaginary part of the optical potential
for elastic scattering, but that the separate con-
tributions interfere to some degree in the case of
an inelastic excitation. This means that tf for
elastic scattering should be greater than /j, for in-
elastic scattering. With this argument in mind we
simply point out that the prescription outlined
above gives, in all probability, an upper limit on
ti, for inelastic transitions. We also mention that
the assumption that «=2.58 in Eq. (10) is tanta-
mount to assuming that excluded channels which
favor neutron excitation, e.g., (p,p’) and (p,d),
are more important than those which favor proton
excitation, e.g., (p,2p). Although this does not
seem unreasonable, this point has not been inves-
tigated in detail and could, in fact, be wrong. For-
tunately, the results to be presented are not crit-
ically dependent on this assumption.

3. Distorted wave approximation

The differential cross section for inelastic pro-
ton scattering can be written as follows

do_( & >2ﬁ 1 .
a _(2117?2 k;, 202J,+1) Z'Tﬂl ) (11

where L is the reduced mass of the projectile-tar-
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get system, k; and k; are the final and initial rela-
tive wave numbers, J, is the initial spin of the tar-
get, T,; is the transition amplitude, and the sum
is over the initial and final projections of the pro-
jectile and target. In the distorted wave approxi-
mation the transition amplitude is given by

Tj= f X F) LIV xS Fddr,
+exchange terms, (12)

where the X’s are distorted waves and |i) and |f)
are the initial and final states of the target. The
first term in this equation is the direct amplitude
and the second is the knock-on exchange ampli-
tude. With the approximation of Refs. 12 and 24,
the exchange terms can be included by replacing
V in the first term of Eq. (12) by

V=3 v, (13)

where
Vip= L+ 20t + 1T (RO — 7)) . (14)

For the imaginary component of V the direct and
exchange amplitudes are equal because tf,, as de-
fined in Eq. (6), is assumed to be a zero-range
interaction. This accounts for the factor of 2
multiplying ¢{, in Eq. (14). The exchange ampli-
tude corresponding to the real part of Vis given
by the last term in Eq. (14) where ({,(k.?) is the
Fourier transform of tﬁ, evaluated at the wave
number associated with the laboratory energy of
the incident proton.

To understand this approximation it is sufficient
to consider the scattering of a free nucleon from
another nucleon bound in a fixed potential well.
On the average the bound nucleon is at rest with
respect to the incident nucleon. In order for the
incident nucleon to knock out the bound nucleon
and be captured in the potential well it is necessary
that it impart all its momentum to the bound nu-
cleon. This is a very high energy argument in that
we ignore the spread of momentum components in
the wave function for the bound nucleon as well as
the effect of the binding potential; however, in
practice it is found to work quite well'? even for
energies below 100 MeV.

Noting that ¢}, and (5,(k,?) have essentially the
same sign, we see that the direct and exchange
contributions in Eq. (14) are in phase. This is
a direct consequence of the fact that the interac-
tion being considered has only even state compo-
nents. Exchange amplitudes for odd state interac-
tions are out of phase with the direct ampli-
tudes.'?:1%:22.2% Thig is a contributing factor in
allowing us to neglect the odd state components
of the projectile-target interaction.

The essential point of the preceding development
is that inelastic proton scattering cross sections
can be understood reasonably well in local dis-
torted wave calculations, that is

Ty= [XP )T iR )aor,, 1s)

where V is a pseudopotential, derived from a
realistic interaction, which incorporates the
major features of knock-on exchange. The rela-
tive strengths of the components of V are very
nearly the same as the relative strengths of the
components of the real part of V which have been
given in Eq. (4). As we are interested in treating
nuclear wave functions which contain many com-
ponents, the reduction of the calculations to the
form of Eq. (15) is important. In this situation
an exact treatment of Eq. (12) can be very expen-
sive or, in some cases, impossible to carry out.

The evaluation of the integral in Eq. (15) is
straightforward.?® The procedure is to expand V
in multipoles which correspond to definite orbital,
spin, and total angular momentum transfer (LSJ).
This expansion is given by

V=20 vpulryr) (=174 TE (DTG0,

]
LSs
My

(g=p,n) (16)

where vy, (r,;7;) is the Lth multipole coefficient
in the Legendre expansion of vf,,(r,.,,) and T,’,‘f" is
the “spin-angle” tensor

Ti = o (LSMAWM,) it Y05 . an
M

Inserting Eq. (16) into Eq. (15), performing the
integration over the target coordinates and projec-
tile spin coordinates, and carrying out the summa-
tions in Eq. (11), we obtain immediately the final
expression for the differential cross section:

b BT
dﬂ_<2nﬁ2 B, 2J,+1 LZS:J [3§7
M

; =L
l — 1\ ~ Y f=
R L A TR

L=@L+1nv2, (18)

We have ignored the effect of spin-orbit coupling
in the optical potential in writing Eq. (18) although
we do include it in the calculations. It gives rise
to interference between amplitudes of the same J
with different L and S.*° In practice this interfer-
ence is found to be weak.

All information pertaining to the projectile-tar-
get interaction and the details of nuclear structure
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are contained in the radial form factors, f"s"(r,),
which appear in Eq. (18). The nuclear structure
information is confined to the radial nuclear tran-
sition densities which are defined by

FﬁS:(ﬂ:(f“ > ‘&:;2’_) TW(:')||1> (g=p,n),

(19)

where {|||) is a reduced matrix element® and the
sum on ¢ runs over target protons or neutrons as
g=p or n. The radial form factors are obtained
by averaging V over the transition densities, i.e.,

F¥0)= Y f Vo Wy VIFE  (7%dr . (20)
q=p,n O
With the approximations employed here, inelas-
tic proton scattering is simply a one-body oper-
ator with respect to the target. This is quite evi-
dent from Egs. (18)-(20). The selection rules for
the reaction are contained in Eq. (19). These are:

J=A(J,dJ), S=4(z3S), L=a@JSL), (21)
am=(-1*. (22)

There is some violation of the parity selection
rule, Eq. (22), when exchange is treated exact-
ly.!3:22:23  Although it is possible to include the
amplitudes which violate Eq. (22) is an approxi-
mate way,** we ignore them here as they contri-
bute little to the differential cross sections.

We distinguish between normal parity [A7 = (-1)
and abnormal parity amplitudes [Ar=(-1)"*!]. In
the former case the allowed values of LSJ are
JOJ and J1J and the reaction can proceed through
the strong spin independent components of the pro-
jectile-target interaction. Neutron excitations
will be most important here as v3,~32),. In the
latter case the allowed values of LSJ are J+11J
and the reaction can proceed only through the
weaker spin dependent parts of the projectile-tar-
get interaction. We will see in Sec. III that the
effect of core polarization is to enhance the S=0
transition densities while retarding the S=1 tran-
sition densities. For most of the transitions which
will be considered in Sec. IV, a single S =0 ampli-
tude will make the dominant contribution to the
cross section.

B. Inelastic electron scattering

The differential cross section for inelastic elec-
tron scattering is given by !

2
—= Z;U—'l[lF,,(qH“%(l +2tan’36)|Fr(q) ], (23)

where Z%g, is the Mott cross section which de-
scribes the scattering of a high energy electron
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by a point charge Z, 7 is a recoil factor, 6 is
the scattering angle, and ¢ is the magnitude of
the momentum transfer. F.(q) and F(q) are the
longitudinal and transverse form factors, respec-
tively. As a result of the difference in the angu-
lar dependence of the two terms in Eq. (23), it is
possible to determine both F;(q) and F(q) from
the experimental data. Since we will consider
only cases where F;(q) is dominant or where
F.(g9) has been separated from F(q), the follow-
ing discussion will be confined to the longitudinal
form factor. Details concerning the transverse
form factor may be found in Ref. 31.

We assume here a Born approximation treatment
with a local wave number correction to account
for Coulomb distortion.?! This approach has been
shown to be adequate, even for heavy nuclei, pro-
vided we do not require information inside the nu-
clear surface. With these assumptions the lon-
gitudinal form factor is given by

4r 2J5+1
Z? 2J5+1 7

IFL(ll) Iz =

< 2
f Jolkgr)p&(idr| .
0

(29

In this equation j;(kq7») is a spherical Bessel func-
tion and the factor « appearing in its argument de-
fines the local wave number. It is given by3!'*

k=1-V(0)/E, (25)

where V.(0) is the Coulomb potential at the center
of the target and E is the energy of the incident
electron. In addition pl(») is the radial charge
transition density which is obtained by averaging
the proton charge distribution® over the nuclear
proton transition density defined in Eq. (19). The
averaging integral is

ph) = [ s VR o rar (26)
0

where pp(r;7’) is the Jth multipole coefficient in
the Legendre expansion of the proton charge dis-
tribution. The longitudinal form factor determined
by inelastic electron scattering provides a mea-
sure of the S=0 proton transition density, in con-
trast to inelastic proton scattering which, when a
normal parity amplitude is dominant, is more
sensitive to the S =0 neutron transition density.

In closing this section we note that the longitud-
inal electron scattering form factor, in the region
of small g, is simply related to the reduced tran-
sition probabilities determined in y-decay mea-
surements. To see this we replace the spherical
Bessel function in Eq. (24) by the leading term in
its power series which is valid for small argu-
ment and note that the averaging integral Eq. (26)
conserves the Jth moment of F; (r),* i.e.,
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fpgh(r)v"“zdr= fF:"’ r)r’ *2ar. 2
We obtain
4 (kq)?*’
2 — ————

'FL(q)I q:o Z2 Z [(2J+1)!']2 B(EJ’) y (28)
where B(EJ*) is the reduced transition probability
_2Jf+1 ® Jos vez, |2

BEM=371 | [ e a9

III. THEORY OF EFFECTIVE OPERATORS

The theory of effective operators is quite
well known and has been discussed in many
places.’""+11 We briefly review it here, follow-
ing closely a discussion due to Harvey and
Khanna, ** in order to provide background for the
calculations to be presented.

A. Formal theory

1. Effective Hamiltonian

The nuclear Hamiltonian is generally written
H=H,+G, (30)

where H, is an independent particle Hamiltonian

Ho= ) Ti+ Y U, @31)

which has both kinetic and potential energy parts
and

G=3 g (32)

i<j

is the residual interaction. We assume that the
difficulties associated with the hard core in the
free two-nucleon potential have already been dealt
with, so that g;; is the bare G matrix interaction.
It is usual to express the eigenfunction of H in
terms of the complete set of states belonging to
H,,

Hl)=Elp), (33)
[y= Z a;ie;), Holo)=€;l0:). (34)

Since the set of basis states {|¢)} is in general in-
finite in dimension, it is necessary to truncate to
a finite basis in order to perform a practical cal-
culation.

To affect this truncation the projection operators

P= Z [oi(eil

icd

Q=Z [¢:)(e:l

i€d

(35)

are introduced. In the above equation, d denotes
the model space and the remaining space is re-
ferred to as the excluded space. Introducing the
notation

’ ‘JJP> :Pl¢>v

and noting that

[a)=Qly) (36)

PP=pP, @*=Q, QP=PQ=0, P+@Q=1,
PHQ=QH,P=0, @7
it is straightforward to show that

HlYp)=(Ho+8)|dp)=Elpp), (38)

~_ Q

G—G+GE_HO'G', (39)
9 =i \

I¢Q>—E~HOGI¢p>, (40

where the problem of diagonalizing H in an infinite
basis has been replaced by the problem of diagonal-
izing an effective Hamiltonian H in a finite basis.
G is the shell model effective interaction.
Equations (38)-(40) are completely equivalent
to Egs. (33)-(34) for those eigenstates of H which
have some overlap with the model space. Equa-
tion (38) gives the exact eigenvalues as well as
the exact model space projection of the wave func-
tions for these states. The components of the wave
functions in the excluded space are given by Eq.
(40). The claim made in the first of the two pre-
ceding sentences may seem surprising, since the
number of eigenstates of H which have nonvanish-
ing overlap with the model space surely exceeds
the dimensionality of the model space. The solu-
tion to this problem comes in noting that G (hence
H) depends upon the exact eigenvalue, so that Eq.
(38) is not the usual eigenvalue problem. In prac-
tical calculations the energy denominator appear-
ing in the expression for G is fixed in some aver-
age way. This limits the approach to the treat-
ment of a few eigenstates of H which presumably
have a large overlap with the model space.

2. Normalization of eigenfunctions
The normalization of |9P> and ]./;) has not yet
been specified. In accord with convention we nor-
malize [¢p) to unity so that
WplHlYp)=E. (41)
The norm of |¢) is then given by

n?=Gle)= Wpldp) +(Yoltg). 42)

Using Eq. (40) it immediately follows that
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n®= <¢ptN2'¢p>

= @It 48 s Glos. (43)

With this normalization convention the admixtures
of the true wave function in the model space and
excluded space are

n® -1

1
A::;F and Ag’= = (44)

respectively. If we write
[¢p)= Z a;l¢), (45)
id

then-the amplitude of |¢;) (j&d) in the true wave
function is
Aj=aj/n (]‘:d) (46)

In addition, we find that the admixture of |¢;)
(j&d) in the true wave function is

Aj= Z A (GED, 4mn
icd
where
"“=<""’IE%1“; Gle;) (icd,j€ed) (48)

is the amplitude of the excluded space configura-
tion | ¢, in the model space configuration o).

3. Effective transition operators

The transition matrix element of a one-body op-
eratox_', T=3,t;, taken between two eigenstates of
H, |¢') and |¢7), is given by

(Tpi=ni "m0 Tl0Y) (49)

The factor (n;n,) ' is necessary because the wave
functions of H have not been normalized to unity.
Just as it is possible to replace the eigenvalue
problem for H in an infinite basis by an eigenval-
ue problem for an effective Hamiltonian in a finite
model space, (T);; can be expressed in terms of
the matrix element of an effective, ?, taken be-
tween model space wave functions. The proof is
short and serves to define the effective transition
operator. We write

(Dypi=n"n, QNP +QT(P+Q) |97 (50)

Then we replace l(pq) on the right by its expression
in terms of |¢,), Eq. (40), to obtain

(‘T)ﬁ ="1_1n;—1<‘ppfl T !4’1") ’ (51)

where

Fogir—2Ci0-2L 7.0-2 ¢-9 5.

E-H, E-H, E-H, E-H,
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We also note that Eq. (51) can be rewritten as

(= Y. AJA @l T 9. (53)

i, d

B. Schematic model and discussion

It is clear from the above development that a com -
plete discussion of the nuclear problem requires only
a knowledge of the matrix elements (¢,|G|¢,),
(0:IN?9:), and (¢;|T|¢;) with (i,jed). Actual
calculation of these matrix elements is not a
trivial matter, unfortunately, and even though
this problem has received a great deal of atten-
tion it has yet to be completely solved.* Two
estimates of the matrix elements of T are made
in this work.

For the first estimate we use lowest order per-
turbation theory. In lowest order G, N2, and T
are approximated by

~ Q
G G+G{(gi—+—€—j)—_H—oG, (54)
N=1, (55)
Q Q
T=T
+T€,- —HOG +G£,——HO T, (56)

where E has been suitably defined in terms of the
eigenvalues of H, This approximation gives a
coupling between the model space and the excluded
space, but neglects entirely any configuration in-
teraction in the excluded space. The latter is evi-
dent from the free propagators which appear in
Egs. (54) and (56).

The low-lying spectra of nuclei which are two
particles (2p) or two holes (2h) away from closed
shells are reproduced quite well in calculations
employing Eq. (54).*”® The matrix elements of
8G =G -G are strong and attractive in cases of
the interaction energy of two identical nucleons
coupled to zero total angular momentum with the
main contribution coming from 3p-1h or 3h-1p
states of energy 2fw. This is the pairing effect
mentioned in the Introduction of this paper. Cal-
culations which use Egs. (55) and (56) (see Ref.
10) provide at best a qualitative estimate of tran-
sition matrix elements in nuclei np or nh away
from closed shells. The main contribution to 67
=T - comes from (n +1)p-1h or (»+1)h-1p in-
termediate states of energy 2w and 1%Zw for posi
tive and negative parity transitions, respectively.
Matrix elements of 8T generally have the right
sign and are of the correct order of magnitude,
although they are typically underestimated. A
specific difficulty occurs in effective charge cal-
culations where it is found that polarization
charges for valence protons are smaller than for
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valence neutrons which is in contradiction to ex-
periment.

Lowest order perturbation theory implies a
rather direct relationship between the renormal-
ization of G and T in the case of states arising
from two like nucleons in a (j?) configuration,
i.e., 3(2j+1) states with J"=0%,2%,..., (2j-1".
Specifically, pairing occurs as a result of coher-
ent contributions from the coupling between the
valence nucleons and core excitations of different
multipolarity. On the other hand, transitions
starting from the 0" state and ending on one of the
higher spin states J; depend only on the coupling
between the valence nucleons and core excitations
of multipolarity J;. Inelastic scattering affords
an excellent opportunity to study the above rela-
tion, since it is the only source of experimental
data which gives information on the direct excita-
tion of the higher spin states of these configura-
tions.

To see the above schematically, we make use
of the hydrodynamical description of the core and
closure which allows us to write analytic expres-
sions for the effective operators in the model
space. Considering only coupling between the
valence nucleons and normal parity core excita-
tions we find''%®

6G = - Z ngv(yi)kv(yj)YIM(?i)YLM(;j) )

i<y
LM (57)
__ dU(r-R,)
k,(r)=-R, 4R,

where the sum on { and j runs only over the val-
ence nucleons, U, is the potential which binds the
valence nucleon to the core, R, is the radius pa-
rameter in this potential, and

1

6= o

(58)
gives the effective strength of the coupling to 2%-
pole core excitations. C, is the effective core
stiffness parameter for 2° -pole excitations. In a
physical nucleus, there are, of course, more than
one core excitation of each multipolarity. The re-
duction of the effect of these core excitations to a
single coupling constant is where closure enters
this model. In a similar manner, we find the core
polarization correction to the projectile-target
interaction for the (p,p’) reaction to be given
by15.35

SV == 3 6k(r hy(r) Y}, (7)) Y147 , (59)
L

where k(r,) is defined in the same way as k, ex-
cept that the optical potential U replaces the bound

state potential U,.

Strictly Eq. (57) and Eq. (59) for 8G and 6V
should contain some spin dependence. This comes
from coupling between the valence nucleons and
abnormal parity core excitations®® and has been
neglected primarily as a matter of convenience.

It turns out that these spin dependent terms do

not contribute to transitions between states of a
(j?) configuration as is shown in the Appendix.
They do make a small contribution to the pairing
energy, but we intend to compare Eq. (57) with
appropriate two-body matrix elements rather than
the experimental two-body spectra so their neglect
causes no problem.

As examples, we consider the nuclei *°Ti and
9°Zr both of which have two valence protons. The
results of the lowest order microscopic calcula-
tions®+*® for the low-lying spectra of these nuclei
are compared with experiment in Fig. 1. Results
obtained with (G + 6G) and without (G) the inclu-
sion of core polarization are both shown. In the
calculation for *°Ti a full f-p shell model space
has been assumed for the two valence protons.®
The resulting wave functions for the lowest 07, 27,
4%, and 6" states are, however, almost pure
(1f,,2") wave functions. In the calculation for *°Zr
the model space for the two valence protons in-
cluded both the (1g,,,°) and (2p,,,*) configurations.®®
This explains the appearance of two 0" states in
results for this nucleus.

The theoretical results with core polarization
(G +3G) are in good agreement with experiment in
both cases. The pairing effect is quite evident.
The multipole decomposition of the pairing matrix
elements appearing in these calculations has been
given in Refs. 8 and 36. Using Eq. (57) we obtain
the following results for the pairing energy,

E,(j)=((j*0*[6G|(j*)0*)
= Y E;(j) (60)
J

Ey(j)==(k)2( Y, Il5)%6,,

where (k,) denotes the radial expectation of k,(r)
and the sum on J runs over even values only. As-
suming (k,)=50 MeV and comparing Eq. (60) with
the matrix elements of Refs. 8 and 36, we obtain
the values of 6; and C, listed in Table I. From
the table, we see that the core of °°Ti is some-
what softer than that of °°Zr and that J=2 core
excitations give the dominant contribution to the
pairing energy in both cases. The values of 6,
decrease steadily with increasing multipolarity;
however, the core coupling is by no means neglig-
ible even for the highest core multipoles.

With the values of 6; determined above, it is
straightforward to estimate the corresponding
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FIG. 1. Spectra of °Ti and *¥Zr showing pairing effect due to core polarization.

effect of core polarization in inelastic proton scat-
tering. One simply constructs the valence radial
form factor according to the prescription of Sec.
IT A and adds to it the core correction
SF" (r,) = =8.,00(2/J )G 1Y, [l i)(Ru)6sR(r,)  (61)
which follows directly from Eq. (59). Cross sec-
tions have been calculated for the excitation of
the 2* and 4* levels in °°Ti and the 2*, 4%, 6,
and 8" states in °*Zr in this manner. The °°Ti
calculations were made for incident proton ener-
gies of 17.5 and 40 MeV to allow comparison with
the experimental data of Refs. 37 and 38. The *Zr
calculations were made for an incident proton en-
ergy of 18.8 MeV for comparison with the experi-
mental data of Ref. 39. The optical parameters
used in the calculations are tabulated in Table XII.
The results are compared with the data in Figs.

2 and 3. The quantity €% shown with each cross
section is the enhancement factor for core polar-
ization. This is defined by

o = (P

where o and 0, are the theoretical integrated cross
sections with and without the inclusion of core po-
larization. The introduction of this enhancement
factor is analogous to the use of effective charges

(62)

in describing electric y transitions.

The theoretical results shown in Figs. 2 and 3
are in good qualitative agreement with experiment
with the possible exception of the result for the
8* excitation in °°Zr. It is suspected that multi-
ple excitation might be important for this transi-
tion at this energy.!® We also note from the values
of €, that core polarization leads to an increase in
the valence cross section by at least an order of

TABLE I. Core coupling constants determined from
bound state pairing matrix elements.

EJG)? 0s Cy

Nuclide j J  (MeV) (MeV~1) (MeV)
S0y ifys, 0 —0.033 1.78x10™% 5610
iy, 2 -0.753  3.18x107 314

ify2 4 —0.460 2.20x10% 455

ify;2 6 —0.233  1.55x1073 645

07r 189/ 0 -0.020 1.01x10™ 9920
1ge/s 2 -0.578 2.38x107 420

igg9/2 4 —=0.359 1.58x1073 633

1gg;; 6 —0.218 1.14x1073 877

1gg,, 8 =0.122  9.00x10™* 1110

2p12 0 —0.210 1.22x107 820

2values for 5Ti are from Ref. 8 and values for °Zr
are from Ref. 36.
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FIG. 2. Theoretical (p,p’) differential cross sections
obtained with schematic model for the first 2* and 4*
states in %Ti with E, =17.5 and 40.0 MeV. Results with
(D) and without (D +C) core polarization are shown.

magnitude in each case. We conclude that there
is a striking consistency in the effect of core po-
larization on the low-lying energy spectra of these
nuclei and on the (p,p’) cross sections for the ex-
citation of these low-lying states.

The above results were previously reported else-
where,*® in less detail than given here, by two of
the present authors. The parameters for *°Ti
from Table I were subsequently used in the calcu-
lation of theoretical (p,p’) cross sections for low-
lying excitations in °'V.*® This nucleus has three
valence protons and the dominant configuration
for the low-lying states is (lfma). The theoreti-
cal results were found to be in good agreement

D+C
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FIG. 3. Theoretical (p,p’) differential cross sections
obtained with schematic model for first 2*, 4%, 6*, and
8* states in ®Zr with E, =18.8 MeV.

with experiment which tends to indicate that the
effects of core polarization can be factorized, as
lowest order perturbation theory implies, at least
when the number of valence nucleons is small. A
more recent (e, e’) study of *'V has provided evi-
dence which contradicts this conclusion to some
degree.*!

To improve on first order estimates of 67 it is
necessary to include the effect of configuration in-
teraction in the excluded space, which requires
higher order perturbation theory. Formally these
effects can be seen by rewriting Eqs. (39), (43),
and (52) in the explicit representation:

- _ Q9
C—G+GE_HO_GG, (63)
2 _ Q
N —1+G(—————E_HO_G)ZG, (64)
= _ ___Q__ Q
‘1’—<1’+<1*E_H0_G G+G E——_HO_G T
w6—2 ¢ @ (65)

E-H,-G ~ E-H,-G

These relations are similar in structure to the
lowest order perturbative expressions in that the
coupling between the model space and the excluded
space is given by G interactions alone [G interac-
tions appear on the right hand side in Eqgs. (39),
(43), and (52)]; however, the propagators in Egs.
(63)—(65) project onto eigenstates of H in the ex-
cluded space instead of eigenstates of H, as is
true in the case of the lowest order perturbative
expressions. The spectrum of H differs from that
of H, due to the effect of G interactions in the ex-
cluded space and this in turn affects the results
for G, N%, and 7.

Equations (63)—(65) cannot be evaluated exactly
because it is impossible to diagonalize H in the ex-
cluded space which is still infinite; however, it is
possible to evaluate these relations approximately
by making suitable truncations in the excluded
space. The effects of configuration interaction in
the space of p-h excitations of the core is well
established from the Tamm-Dancoff approximation
(TDA) and random-phase approximation (RPA) cal-
culations of Gillet and collaborators,*? i.e., it
gives rise to low-lying normal parity vibrational
states which are nearly isoscalar in character and
pushes the isovector core excitations up in energy.
Transitions provide many clear examples that
these, or related and possibly more complicated,
effects are important. For example, it has al-
ready been mentioned that experiment indicates
that valence neutrons and protons have approxi-
mately equal polarization charges. This implies
that the dominant coupling occurs with isoscalar
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core excitations. Results obtained for inelastic
proton scattering and y transitions using the hy-
drodynamical core model®**~*® provide another
example of this same effect. Here, at least for
transitions of low multipolarity, the coupling con-
stants 6; deduced from fits to inelastic proton
scattering cross sections using Eq. (59) are found
to be nearly equal to those required to reproduce
the effective charge,' i.e.,

Z <
ely = oo+ 8y S5 eRI I/ 0) (66)

where ¢,=1 or 0 for ¢=p or n, Z, is the core
charge, R, its radius, and the radial expectations
() are taken with respect to the radial wave func-
tions of the valence nucleons. The 6, in Eq. (59)
and Eq. (66) are only equal in the limit of coupling
to isoscalar core excitations.*® [Note that our
schematic discussion of the relationship between
the pairing effect and the enhancement of (p,p’)
cross sections required no reference to the iso-
spin nature of the coupling between the core and
the valence protons.| A third and perhaps even
more striking example of the importance of con-
figuration interaction in the excluded space is
seen in nuclei around 2°*Ph where there are clear-
cut cases of coupling between valence nucleons
and low-lying vibrational states of the core.**'"’

Including only the effect of configurationinterac-
tion in the core by means of the TDA or RPA ap-
proximations seems to provide the best estimate
of transition matrix elements insofar as agree-
ment with experiment is concerned.'® These cal-
culations are equivalent to assuming a particle-
vibrational model and preserve the factorizability
of core polarization effects. Similar calculations
for G result in an overestimation of the pairing
energy.®>’'! One would like to find a suitable ap-
proximation for evaluating Eqs. (63)-(65) which
would improve the lowest order estimates of the
transition matrix elements and at the same time
preserve the lowest order results of Kuo and
Brown for the effective interaction. So far this
has not been accomplished.! In fact, the most
complete treatment of the effect of configuration
interaction in the excluded space which has been
made to date'’ leads to results for G which are
not much different than those for G and results
for T which are similar to those obtained using
first order perturbation theory.

Harvey and Khanna have suggested®* that a possible
way of bootstrapping the effect on T of configuration
interaction in the excluded space might be to use
Eq. (43) and Eq. (52) approximating G by a two-
body interaction G’ which fits the two-body spec-
tra. They point out that this procedure was fol-
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lowed by Horie and Arima?® in their early calcula-
tions. Owing to the uncertainty in the perturbative
treatment of these higher order effects'’ and faced
with the need of including some estimate of the ef-
fect of core correlations, we have crudely followed
this approach for our second estimate of the ma-
trix elements of T. Specifically, we have repeated
the first order calculations using the renormalized
core coupling interaction

G'=G- E bk (r Moy (r;)Y 2y (P )Y 5V ) PT (67)
xJ:J

where PT projects onto triplet isospin states and
the 6, are fixed from the pairing matrix elements
of Refs. 8 and 36 in the manner described above.
This interaction is somewhat incomplete in that it
does not contain any spin dependence and is miss-
ing some small renormalization terms which act
in isospin singlet states. It does, however, con-
tain the major components required to fit the two-
body spectra. In Sec. IV, it will be seen that the
results obtained using this interaction are similar
to those obtained using the “bare” G and treating
core correlations in the TDA approximation.'®'!!

C. Explicit expressions for matrix elements of T

In this section we construct the explicit expres-
sion for the reduced matrix element of T between
two model space states. This is obtained directly
from the expressions for the amplitudes of the ex-
cluded space configurations in the model space
configurations and the reduced matrix elements
for T between two model space states and between
a model space state and an excluded space state.
We consider only one-body operators which trans-
form like the spin-angle tensor defined in Eq. (17)
and throughout this section the use of G is intended
to imply either G or G'.

We define the model space states by

lpu)=lay (), M) =28 s 4 ) [C), (68)

where ZI‘:";”x(") creates an np or nh state with
quantum numbers a,,J,, M, by operating on the
closed shell state |C). J, and M, denote the total
angular momentum and projection while @, repre-
sents all other quantum numbers required to com-
pletely specify the state.

In first order only (n +1)p-1h[(x +1)h-1p] and
np(nh) intermediate states can contribute to the
renormalization of . We include only the former
with the remark that the latter are best included
in the model space whenever they are important.
The (n +1)p-1h[(z +1)h-1p] excluded space states
are defined by
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lg) = la,()d,, (h),; Jy M)
= E (JchMgMc|J3M3>ZI,212,z(nlA30,c(ph)'C),

Mg,
(69)

where

Al (b= D (o —my [0, M (=1 n""nala,

creates a p-h pair with angular momentum J, and
projection M,. In writing Eq. (69) it has been as-
sumed that p and h are distinct from any of the
particle or hole states contained in Zf,b,z,,z(n),
i.e., we neglect the Pauli principle in intermedi-
ate states. The error introduced by making this
simplification should not be serious because we
consider only cases where n is relatively small.
The amplitude of the excluded space with energy

m,m
o €ay 4, ph in the model space state with energy €a,4,

(70) is easily found to be

ed
= . - 112-J1’-*"“-1 S"c o (i s i
alaydy, (ph)J; Iy le,d,) = 6;1;3(— ) JoJ2d 4 Z <@y, @d)5jad PG (Gpdns J o 7‘)/(6011.71 “e%.rzph) ’ (71)

ady

q

where

a

S,‘,’C(asz, a,J;jad 7) =jaJc-l<az(n)Jz ”Atrc (ay) ”al(ﬂ)Jg>

(72)

is a spectroscopic amplitude which depends only on the structure of the valence configurations, and

J Ly
aqg’(]p]h’]aﬂy)' ; (-1 77

is the Jth multipole coefficient of the coupling in-
teraction. The indices ¢ and ¢’ which appear in
Eq. (72) and (73) specify the charge state of the
valence particles (j, jy) and the core excitation
(jpjy), respectively. This in turn determines
which component of g is effective in the polariz-
ing process. The subscript a on the two-body
matrix element in Eq. (73) indicates that the ma-
trix element is antisymmetrized but not normal-
ized. The values of S} for the transitions of in-
terest in this work are given in the Appendix. It
is the separation of the amplitude of Eq. (66) into
a geometrical factor S;’c and a dynamical factor
a;’g: which gives rise to the factorizability of core
polarization effects in lowest order. Additional
factorization of a;’z' into valence and core parts
is the essential feature built into all phenomeno-
logical models for effective operators.%:35:47:48

We also note the following symmetry relations
for Sk and ajs.:

See(ady, pdys jojy) = (17172 Iy ~af, § F 7,
XS5e(aydy, 0y jy Jad » (74)
@35 (pdnr Jady) = (1)l vt R 7 7. 5 -15 -1
X (o Fpr Ty Jod - (75)

As an example of the usefulness of these relations,
we observe that they may be used to show that

a(a,J,(ph)d,; J, |a,d;)
= (-1 J,J, 7 ala,d,, Ph)I; J; Iasz)
(76)

et im0 J. {]p Ja d (
Jy Jn de

{ Godad'|&aalinird")a (73)

-
in cases when there is only one active orbit in the
states a,J, and a,J,, i.e., jo=jy=j.

The reduced matrix element of a one-body op-
erator T taken between a model space and an
excluded space state is

(sl T 9 u) = 6 00,04, 5,802, 5, F o 6> 5, (1D

where the superscripts LSJ have been added to T
since we consider operators which transform like
the spin-angle tensor of Eq. (17). The subscript

q appearing on % in this equation is a charge in-
dex. It is needed because, in general, t* will
not be the same for a proton p-h pair and a neu-
tron p-h pair. The main point to notice about the
result is that the p-h pair is produced solely by
the action of 7, with the valence nucleons serving
merely as spectators. The result for the reversed
matrix element (¢l 7|l ¢z) will not be given
since it easily derived from the following conjuga-
tion relation for operators of the spin-angle type:

GBI TN gy) = (1) * e Jy I, U, T, .
(78)

The reduced matrix element of T between two
model space states is simply

CRAVAT susd "N

= 3 Siaady, 3 jaiy)Gallte™ldy) -
Jady
Q

(79)
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Use of the above results for the matrix elements
of 7 and G and the associated symmetry and con-
jugation relations in Eq. (56) leads directly to the
expression for the reduced matrix element of the

- |

(I T ;) )

= Z Siland;, @i jady) [(]'a“tfs"“]')) >

gdy Ipin
pt

q
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renormalized transition operator taken between
two model space states. This is the essential re-
lation for the calculations of this work. The re-
sult is

< 1 . 1
€oys; ~€oyipph  Copu, =€ayuiph

ar)F:q'(jpjh,j,,j,)}, (80)

where Py, acts to the right and means to interchange Jp and j,, and

F 30 Updn Jady) = (1P 50 T 20l Uig iy o ) GnllE2 115, (81)

In Eq. (80) the first term on the left is the normal
valence contribution and the second term is the
core polarization contribution. Using Eq. (75) and
Eq. (78) in Eq. (81) we also note that

Pon F 30Uipdns Jady)
== 5y T F do Uy Jed - (82)

D. Enhancement and retardation of transition operators

The expression for the reduced matrix element
?given in the preceding section can be reduced
further by specializing to the case of a zero-range
coupling interaction, i.e.,

gaq’(l,2)=(ggq'+g‘lla’61 '32)6(71 _7_’2)‘ (83)

We pursue this here as it allows us to derive a
general rule concerning the phase of the contribu-
tion from core polarization. Calculations using
typical finite-range interactions produce results
consistent with this rule.

The derivation requires further specification of
the form of the one-body operator of interest. We
consider only one-body operators which can be
written

t] = fLST TLSI = gLSTpLSI TLST (84)

where TZS7 is the spin-angle tensor defined in
Eq. (17) and f%57 contains the radial dependence

-

Capm A TES 7| ay(n) ;)

r
of the operator, h%S7, as well as the coupling
constant, BL57, e.g., k57 =048, ;7" and BLS7 =¢,
in the case of an electric y transition.

In the case of a zero-range interaction the direct
and exchange parts of two-body matrix elements
are identical and the multipole coefficient of Eq.
(73) can be factorized, i.e.,

@y (Godnadady) = F 2 8o 1P Gl T 11y
LS

X <ja"TLSJH jy)l(lplhlley) .
(85)

The reduced matrix elements in Eq. (85) contain
only integrations over spin and angular coordi-
nates and ] is a radial overlap integral

(Il 1 L) = fm u (o o7 Yy, (V) (r)r 2dr (86)
1)

where the u(r) denote single particle radial wave
functions. The factorization of aj, further
implies that

Py Foqr(Gpinsdady)=Faq(Gpinsdaiy) (87)
which is easily demonstrated using Eq. (78) and
Eq. (85) in Eq. (82). Using Eq. (84), (85), and
(86) in Eq. (80) we obtain the desired result for the

matrix element of 7 in the case of a zero-range
coupling interaction. This is

=D Sia,dy, a(J,;jaj,)[mIIT“’Hj,><h£“>a,ﬁ§“+ > <ja\|T””||j,>Hé,ss<(a,v)], (88)

Jody Ls’
where
LSJ - €(I)h) 4jP2 S'y: LSJT)| - : L'S'J|| » LSJ LSJ
HES (a,y)== ) m?g“'(]p“ 3Gl TES T G (Ll Uy 1y RGP T ) o B (89)

Ind
o

and



852 PETROVICH, McMANUS, BORYSOWICZ, AND HAMMERSTEIN 16

(REST) = fo w S w2y (90)

€(ph)=5p—€hy Qzeail‘--ea,.lfo (91)

The phase rule of interest applies only to a
single pair of active valence orbitals, i.e., fixed
jajyq. The phase relation between different terms
in the sum over j,j,q is a function of the model
space configurations and not of core polarization.
Restricting consideration to a fixed set of values
for j,j,q we have only to consider the sum over
L’ and S’ in Eq. (88). Owing to parity and angular
momentum selection rules, there are only two
allowed sets of values of L’S’ for given LSJ. It
is sufficient to note that one set is L’S’=LS and
the other is L’S’# LS.

For the first set, L’'S’=LS, we note that the
sign of each term in the sum over j, and j, in
Eq. (89) is given by

= Y g5 BB L (L Lady B
<,

where it has been assumed that €*(ph)>QZ2. We
then argue that the important terms in the sum
over j, and j, are those where

Up(Muy ()= ugru, (v).

This is sufficient to guarantee that for these im-
portant terms

1(1,1,1,1,)>0,

(REFT) = (RES T ey
Considering only the contribution from the term
Hi3’ to the renormalization of the matrix element

of 7%/ we conclude that the relative signs of the
valence and core contribution are given by

(T2, =i

Finally we argue that the contribution from the
term HEY with L’S’+# LS can, in fact, be neglect-
ed, because the various terms comprising this
quantity have random phases.

Using Eq. (92) it is a simple matter to compute
the relative sign of the valence contribution and
the core polarization contribution for a given one-
body operator. For inelastic proton scattering we
have LS/ =73 from Eq. (14). Using the fact that
V3.~ &35, and the relationship between the compo-
nents of gf. given in Eq. (4), it immediately fol-
lows that the valence and core contribution are in
phase for S=0 amplitudes and out of phase for
S=1 amplitudes, i.e., the S=0 amplitude are
enhanced while the S=1 amplitudes are retarded.

For longitudinal electron scattering and electric
y transitions S=0 and 557 =¢,=0o0r 1, asg=p
or n. Since g, is attractive, we conclude that the
valence and core contributions are in phase for
this case. For magnetic y transitions S=1 and
BLS7 = i which is positive or negative as g=p or
n. Using Eq. (4) we find that the valence and core
contributions are out of phase. These results
demonstrate that there is a close correspondence
between the eftects of core polarization in inelastic
proton scattering and in electromagnetic inter-
actions.,

It is possible to go one step beyond Egs. (88)-(91)
and write a closed coordinate space expression
for 677. This is

67557 = ‘Z 6ty r )T S (0), (93)
L’S’

where the sum on ¢ runs only over the valence

(92) nucleons and ¢ =p or n, as i designates a proton
LSS o LSJ s or a neutron. The radial factors in Eq. (93) are
<GT >f( - qz’ Bq’ Rt given by
—
SEES T () = €Oh) 477 \ras a5,y G TS T ) g SBE TR T 10y (e ) 94
o (ry=- Z ZEh) -q7 J° (Gl w2 {Jp 008 a@Bar "l Thon up(rduy (7). (94)

]Pjh
<

An operator of this form has been used to fit the

magnetic moments in the Pb region.*® The force
strengths gf', were treated as adjustable param-
eters in obtaining the fit. This approach could be
extended to other one-body operators.

IV. RESULTS

In this section we present the results of our cal-
culations for selected transitions in ¥Ca, *Ti,
8y, °°Zr, 2%Pb, and *°°Bi. The nuclides °°Ti and

r

%Zr have already been discussed in connection
with the schematic model in Sec. III B, They have
two valence protons outside of **Ca and ®Sr cores,
respectively. “*Ca has two valence neutrons out-
side a *°Ca core; ®°Y has one valence proton out-
side a %8Sr core; 2°Pb has one valence neutron
hole in a 2®Pb core; while 2®Bi has a single va-
lence proton outside a 2°®Pb core. The transitions
we have considered are summarized in Table II.
The initial and final model space wave function
assumed in each case are specified in the table.
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TABLE II. Summary of transitions considered in this work. Initial and final model space

wave functions are given in each case.

Target? Ji 3% JF |4 QP (MeV)
20a(2n) 0* [ (1f7/22)0 2 [(1f7/25)2 -1.52
4* [ (1f7/22)9 —-2.76
6" [(1f7/22)8) -3.19
507i(2p) 0" [(1f7/22)0) 2% [(1f7,22)2) —1.56
4 [(tf7/2519 —2.68
6 [(1f7 /296 -3.20
By (1p) - 120179 ¥ [1g9/2 -0.91
907r(2p) 0* 0.8/(2p1,5°)0) 2* [(1g9/22)2) —2.18
+0.6](1g9/,°)0) 4 [(1g9/22)4) -3.08
6" [(1g9,22)6) ~3.45
g [(1g5/,2)8 -3.60
57 !(1g9/22p1/2)5> ~2.32
2Tph(1n™) 3 1381 /57 3 1275727 -0.57
& 136327 —0.89
: [183/27D -1.63
'3 12f7/27% -2.33
28Bi(1p) £ 1hy /9 r 121/ -0.90
g i3/9 -1.61

2The number and type of valence nucleons is indicated in parentheses.
®This column lists experimental @ value which is not to be confused with theoretical @

value defined in Eq. (91).

A. Parameters of the calculations

For the first order estimates of 67 we have
used the long-range part of the Kallio-Kolltveit
(KK) potential®® for G. This is an S-wave inter-
action which gives matrix elements which are in
rough agreement with those obtained with the more
realistic HJ interaction.® The S-wave form of
the KK force greatly simplifies the calculation
of two-body matrix elements. This feature has
made this interaction popular in the past!® and it
is also the main reason why it has been chosen
here. The differences between the KK and HJ
interaction are well within the accuracy of the
models being used in this work, so there is no
real inconsistency in using the KK force for G
in calculating the bound state matrix elements and
using the HJ interaction for t§, in calculating the
(p, p’) cross sections.

For °°Ti and ®°Zr, in the calculations of 87 using
the renormalized coupling interaction defined in
Eq. (67), we have used the values of 65 =1/C?%
given in Table I. The °°Zr parameters were also
used in the calculations for ®Y. For **Ca we have
used C%=6020 MeV, C%=355 MeV, C%=578 MeV,
and C%=1050 MeV and in the Pb region we have
used C4=3790 MeV, C5=1040 MeV, C%=1580
MeV, C%=2450 MeV, and C5=23650 MeV. These

last two sets of values have been determined from
matrix elements given in Ref. 8 in the same man-
ner that was used to determine the values given
in Table I. It is interesting to note the large in-
crease in the stiffness of the core in passing from
the Ca region to the Pb region.

We do not actually evaluate the radial integrals
(k,) which arise in the calculation of the matrix
elements of G’. Instead we assume that

(ko3 Ry)y = 2500f (n 053 m,m,) MeV 2,

where n(=1,2,..., ) denotes the principle quan-
tum number which characterizes the shape of the
radial wave functions. The factor

Fnngsmny) =(=1)! mmals Ina=nal @ 75)memge ngrng-s

has the value unity when n, =n, =n,=n,=1, i.e.,
when all of the radial wave functions have good
overlap with k,(»), and is appropriately smaller
and properly phased when there are shape dif-
ferences between the radial wave functions and
k(7).

Harmonic oscillator radial wave functions have
been used throughout in the calculations. The
oscillator well parameter a=(Mw/#)*? fm™ has
been fixed according to®!

hw=41A""° MeV .
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TABLE III. Single particle energies for spherical
potential as determined by Nilsson.

No. N* ali* Ep/kw®|No. N* alf'  Ep/ho®
10 1isy7" 1.50 |21 5 2f5," 6.43
2 1 1py” 2.45 22 5 3pyy 6.56
3 1 ipym 2.60 23 6 2gg;5 6.85
4 2 1idgt  3.40 24 6 iy 6.91
5 2 2s;,° 350 [25 T djg 7.03
6 2 1idy,*  3.65 26 6 3dy;" 7.27
7 3 Afyy” 4.14 27 6 2g7," 7.30
8 3 23 442 28 6 ‘4sq;° 7.50
9 3 1ifssy° 4.49 29 6 3dy," 7.52
10 3 2pyy  4.57 30 7 2Ry, 7.65
11 4 gy’ 4.85 31 8 1k 7.66
12 4 2ds;,*  5.27 32 7T iy 778
13 4 1g1/2’ 5.30 33 7 3f7/2- 8.11
14 4 3s;;" 5.50 |34 T 2hgy 8.20
15 4  2dy,*  5.52 35 9 1ly/,°  8.25
16 5 1hyy," 5.58 36 8 23,  8.36
17 5 2fyy 6.08 37 T 4py” 8.44
18 5 1hgsq 6.13 |38 7 3fy,” 8.46
19 6 1ij3/,"  6.26 39 8 1kys5,*  8.56
20 5 3pyym  6.41 40 T 4pyyy” 8.59

2N =2(—1)+1 is the major shell quantum number.

b Epyy/Hw=N~0.055G +1)+0.05 (1 — p) (I +1) +1.5375
where %iw determines the major shell separation:
u=0.00, N=0,1,2; p4=0.35, N=3; u=0.45, N=4,5,6;
and p=0.40, N=17.

The energy denominators used in the calculations
were taken for the most part from the zero de-
formation axis of the Nilsson scheme.*® In some
cases they were taken from experiment. The
Nilsson energies for the first 40 single particle
states are given in Table III as a function of 7Zw.
In the table each single particle state has been
assigned an identification number as a matter of
convenience.

The range of intermediate states used in esti-

mating 67 for the various transitions being con-
sidered is summarized in Table IV, All possible
(n+1)p-1h [(n+1)h-1p] states which can be ob-
tained by raising a core nucleon from one of the
single particle states designated as a hole level to
one of the single particle states designated as a
particle level have been included in the calcula-
tions of §7. Inspection of the table will show that
we have “approximately” followed the rule of in-
cluding all (n+1)p-1h [(z +1)h-1p] intermediate
states with energies up to 2%w for positive parity
transitions and 1%Zw for negative parity transitions.
Experimental single particle energies have been
used for the 1%w positive parity core excitations
which enter the calculations of 67 for transitions
in ®°Ti and *°Zr. The energies of these particular
core excitations are relatively small and the Nils-
son scheme cannot be expected to be reliable in
these cases. Specifically, we use experimental
energy splittings for the 2p,,,-1f,,,7%, 2p,,,-1f,,,7",
and 1f;,,-1f,,,”! neutron excitations in °Ti, the
2P1/2=2052 "5 2D12=1f5 7", and 2p,,-1f;,, 7" proton
excitations in *°Zr, and the 2d;,,-1g,,"", 3s,,,-
185,27, 2d;/2-18q, ™", and 1g;,,-1g,,, ' neutron
excitations in ®°Zr. The experimental energy
splittings are, respectively, 4.80, 6.82, and
8.75 MeV,® 3.5, 4.0, and 5.5 MeV,* ' ® and 4.50,
5,53, 6.50, and 7.17 MeV °!' 52 which are typically
larger than the values which would be deduced from
Table III. For the calculations in the Pb region
we chose to use experimental energy values in
all cases where they were available, namely,
proton levels Nos. 11-22 and 24 and neutron
levels Nos., 16~29 and 32.%* The Nilsson ener-
gies were used for the other levels with some
slight modifications. These were to increase the
Nilsson energies for proton orbitals Nos. 23, 25,
and above by 2.41 MeV, so that level No. 23 would
not fall below level No. 24, and to make the neutron

TABLE IV. Particle and hole levels used to form intermediate states in the perturbative

calculations of 67.

Hole levels

Particle levels

Transitions Protons Neutrons Protons Neutrons
Target Jp No. No. No. No.
“2cq 2*,4%, 6 2-6 2-6 7-15 7-15
5074 2*,4%,6* 26 2-7 7-15 8—15
8oy £ 7-9 7-11 10-23 1223
0zr 2*,4%, 6%, 8" 4-9 4-11 10-23 1223
Yzr 5 7-9 7-11 10-23 12-23
20Tpy, 30T 7-16 11-22 17-35 23-35
20pp, i 11-16 16-22 17-30 23-34
2095 - 7-16 11-22 17-35 23-35
203p; ‘—2" 11-16 1622 17-30 23-34
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levels Nos. 30 and 31 degenerate with level No. 32
instead of below it as the Nilsson scheme suggests.

B. Wave functions

It is useful to examine the most important core
admixtures in the various model space configura-
tions being treated. Owing to space limitations
we consider only two typical examples here.
More complete information can be obtained from
the authors by request.

Tables V and VI contain the amplitudes of the
most important | (j2)J, (ph)J;0) core admixtures
in the | (j2)0*) model space configurations for
°Ti (j=1f,,,) and *°Zr (J =1g,,,). These tables
contain all the information needed to describe the
| (j3)0*) = | (4)J *) transitions in these nuclei,
since the amplitudes of the | (?)0, (ph)J;J) core
admixtures in the | (%) *) are easily obtained
from the given amplitudes by means of Eq. (76).

It is apparent from the tables that the number
of core admixtures that make important contribu-
tions are not large in comparison to the total num-

INELASTIC SCATTERING 855
ber of allowed admixtures. There are two factors
which limit the number of configurations which
make important contributions. The first is the
requirement of good overlap between the radial
wave functions for the p-h pair and the active
valence particles, e.g., see the discussion in
Sec. IIID. The second is that | (j2)J, (ph)J;0) ad-
mixtures where the p and h orbits are coplanar
are heavily favored. This condition, which may
be stated

[, £4,|=J,

is a property of the reduced matrix elements

(Gpll T7%7|| j,) which enter in the calculation of the
Jth multipole coefficient of the coupling interac-
tion, e.g., see Eq. (85) for the multipole coeffi-
cient in the zero-range limit. The same

|(#2)J, (ph)d, 0) admixtures which mix strongly
with the | (j2)0*) configurations also produce the
largest matrix elements of 7 because the latter,
Eq. (77), are also proportional to (j,|| T™| jy).
These points are summarized explicitly in the
zero-range expression for the matrix elements of

TABLE V. Core admixtures in ground state of *'Ti.

a(1f7/,"), (PR); 0 (1f7/50)0)?

e(ph) Protons Neutrons
ph (MeV) J=2 J=4 J=6 J=2 J=4 J=6
1g9/2-1d5 ™! 15.5 -0.06 —0.02 —0.01 —-0.19 —0.10 -0.05
-0.22 -0.08 —0.03 -0.26 —0.13 —~0.06
1g7/9-1d3 /™! 17.7 —-0.05 —~0.03 -0.14 -0.07
-0.17 -0.07 —-0.19 —0.09
ifs/o-1b1/2"! 20.9 —-0.04
-0.08
2p3/9-1f1727! 4.8 0.30 0.15
0.38 0.15
1fs/o-1f1/27" 8.8 —0.11 —-0.14 -0.16
-0.16 —-0.17 -0.16
1g9/2-281 /5! 14.3 -0.03 —-0.10
—-0.07 —0.11
1g7/9-281/97" 19.3 0.02 0.06
0.04 0.07
1gy/9-1d3y5™! 12.7 -0.04 —0.04 —0.07 —~0.09
—~0.09 —0.09 —0.09 —-0.12
1g7/9-1d5 /™! 20.5 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06
0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08
fs/a-1P3/2" 22.5 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.07
0.03 0.04 0.06 0.08
2p1 jo-1f1/07" 6.8 —-0.12
-0.14
1fr/0-1p3/27" 18.0 -0.04 —-0.01
—0.11 —0.01
ifrsa-1P1/2"" 16.4 —-0.03
-0.06

2The first entry for a given ph and J is the amplitude obtained using first order perturbation
theory and the second entry is the amplitude obtained using the renormalized coupling inter-

action.
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TABLE VI. Core admixtures in (1g/,%) configuration in *Zr.

a((1g9/,"), (PB)M; 0| (1gy/,2)0)?
€(ph) Protons Neutrons
ph (MeV) J=2 J=4 J=6 J=8 J=2 J=4 J=6 J=8

thy o-1fy»t 125 —-0.06 -0.02 -0.00 —0.00 -0.17 -0.10 —0.06 —0.03
-0.22 -0.08 -0.04 -0.00 -0.25 —0.13 —0.08 —0.04

hg/p-1fs2 14.5  —0.05 —=0.03 —0.02 —0.43  —0.07 —0.04
—0.17 -0.08 —0.04 —0.19 -0.10 —0.05
1g7/5-1d3;2™t  15.0 —0.05 -0.03 -0.12  —0.06
-0.12  -0.05 -0.15 —0.07
2f1/0-20372"  15.0  —0.01 -0.01 -0.04 —0.02
—0.11  —-0.04 —0.09 -0.04
liyg/o-1g97™  13.0 ~0.16 —0.10 —0.06 —0.04
—0.24 -0.11 -0.05 —0.01
2d5/p-189/2" 4.5 021 0.42  0.07
0.31 0.13  0.05
1hygo-1f572"t 9.5 -0.04 -0.04 —0.03 _0.06 —0.07 —0.08
-0.08 —0.07 —0.07 —0.07 =0.09 —0.10
1hy1/2-2p3/2™  10.5 —0.04 —0.01 —0.11  —0.05
—-0.08 —0.03 —-0.13  —0.06
1g7/9-1ds/™  17.0 0.01 0.02  0.02 0.03  0.04  0.06
0.02  0.03  0.01 0.04 0.05  0.07
1g7/2-25172"  16.0 0.02 0.06
0.03 0.07
1iy3/9-1ds/,™  26.0 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.01
0.04 0.00 —0.01 0.06  0.02  0.00
thyse-2p172™  14.0 —~0.06
~0.08
1g1/2-1g9727 7.2 —0.07 —0.10 —0.10 —0.12

-0.12 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12
1hgso-1f7/9 17.5 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04
0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06

1hg/9-2p3/9™ 15.5 0.01  0.02 0.03  0.05
0.03  0.04 0.04  0.06
li3/9-28y7,"0  25.0 0.01 0.03
0.01 0.03
1hy1/0-2p1/2”" 9.0 —-0.08
—~0.09
2dy/9-1g9/2"" 6.5 —-0.05 —0.08
-0.07 —0.09
iy y-1d3s™0  24.0 0.01 0.01 0.02  0.02
0.02  0.01 0.02  0.02
2p1/2-2b3/7~" 3.5 -0.10
-0.37
21 /9-1f5/27" 4.0 0.10
0.24

1g9/y-1dssy™  13.5  —0.04 -0.01 0.0t
-0.14 -0.02  0.02

2p4 s2-1f175"" 5.5 —~0.06
—-0.12

1g9/2-254/2" 12.5 ~0.03
—0.04

1gg/o-1d3/y™t 115 —0.03 —-0.03
—~0.06 —0.05

3The first entry for a given ph and J is the amplitude obtained using first order perturbation
theory and the second entry is the amplitude obtained using the renormalized coupling inter-
action.
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T, Eqs. (88)=(91), where it is seen that dominant
terms are proportional to

Goll TR G002 (LBl y)

We also note that the amplitudes for some of
the positive parity 1%Zw excitations are quite large,
particularly in the calculations where G’ has been
used. Our estimate of these large admixtures is
undoubtedly unreliable and it would appear neces-
sary to include the second order terms in estimat-
ing 6T to improve this situation. Additional in-
dications that the second order terms may be
important in some cases will be seen in the next
section.

Agassi and Schaeffer'® have previously reported
the results of a first order estimate of the effect
of core polarization in the excitation of 2* states
in various nuclei. The 0* - 2* transition in °Zr
is the only point of overlap between the calcula-
tions of Ref. 16 and the present work. Agassi and
Schaeffer obtained a particularly small core po-
larization effect in this case while we obtain a
large effect as will be seen in the next section.
From their published amplitudes we find that the
core coupling interaction they have used is quite
similar to the KK force used in the present work;
however, we note that they have used a much
smaller excluded space than we have (all 27w
excitations) and thus they have missed several
important core admixtures.

C. Radial transition densities and radial form factors

Before examining the (e, e’) form factors and
(p, p') differential cross sections which are the
final results of this paper, it is useful to discuss
the radial transition densities and radial form
factors which provide the link between the wave
functions described in the preceding section and
these final results. The radial transition den-
sities and the radial form factors were defined
in Sec. II. These functions are the matrix ele-
ments of the one-body operators for which we are
calculating the renormalization due to core po-
larization.

The LSJ =202 transition densities for 0* - 2*
transitions in *°Ti and *°Zr, the 1lhy,,~ 2f,, tran-
sition in ?*Bi, and the 3p,,, - 2f;,, transition in
2Pb are shown in Fig. 4. The valence transition
densities as well as the complete proton and
neutron transition densities [D +C(p) and D+ C(n)]
obtained with core polarization included are shown
in each case, We have shown the results obtained
using the renormalized core coupling interaction,
although for our purposes here the first order re-
sults would have served equally well. For the
first three transitions the valence transition den-

INELASTIC SCATTERING 857

sities have shapes which are very similar to the
complete proton and neutron transition densities.
This is a typical feature of the transition densi-
ties obtained for most of the transitions considered
in this work. It was anticipated in the overlap
argument used in the discussion of the enhance-
ment and retardation effects due to core polariza-
tion given in Sec. IID. The results for the 3p, ,
- 2f,,, transition in **"Pb is a case where the dif-
ferences in shape between the valence transition
densities and the complete proton and neutron
transition densities are the largest. Even here
the differences are not too great in the important
surface region.

The radial form factors obtained by averaging
the real part of V over the transition densities of
Fig. 4 are shown in Fig, 5. The distributions in
Fig. 5 are quite similar to those shown in Fig. 4,
except that the neutron functions are increased in
size relative to the proton functions. This occurs
because V9, =3Vy,. The main point is that the
projectile-target interaction acts much like an
overall scaling factor for the transition densities.
Because of the finite range of this interaction the
averaging does tend to smear out the transition
densities slightly. This has the effect of reducing,
to some degree, the importance of any shape dif-
ferences between the various transition density
functions.

The above discussion suggests that the results
for the (e,e’) and (p, p’) reactions can be quali-

LEUNNLANE S U A S S S N R S SN SN N EN SN S S S

Quadrupole transition densities

-------- D

i beete) ‘
(3 — +C(n 90. S o
s} 501.'(00__2‘) - ~ Z'(O 2) |
4 - L
3
2

[

5o

>

£.

3

2

L.

S

~N

O —=MNWwWwobHO DN —
T

oy
[

FIG. 4. Transition densities for L =2 transitions in
11, ¥Zr, 27pb, and 2%Bi,



858 PETROVICH, McMANUS, BORYSOWICZ, AND HAMMERSTEIN 16

Quadrupole form factors
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FIG. 5. Form factors obtained from transition den-
sities of Fig. 4.

tatively understood by comparing the relative mag-
nitudes of a single moment of the various transi-
tion density functions, most logically the lowest
moment, and by introducing appropriate scaling
factors which are characteristic of these reac-
tions. For (p, p’) the scaling factors are the rel-
ative strengths of the various components of the
projectile-target interaction and for (e, e’) the
scaling factors are the nucleon charges, i.e.,
e,=1and e,=0. A comparison of this type is
useful, because it allows the general features of
the results to be displayed in a transparent and
compact form. The (p, p’) differential cross sec-
tions and (e, e’) form factors do show some sen-
sitivity to higher moments of the transition den-
sities,'® so any fine details in the results can only
be seen by calculating these quantities as pre-
scribed in Sec. II. These final results will be
shown in the next section, after we make this
rough comparison,

To make this comparison in cases where there
are valence protons, we divide the complete proton
transition density into valence and core parts and
introduce the parameters

b FRS Tt dr

LSJT _

A Ny F{“s’ (r)yri+iar’ (95)
LS _ fo FLSI(Y)’,La—zdy

X.,, .[)” FLSJ(,',),’,Z+2d,r (96)

which measure the contribution to the nuclear
transition densities from core polarization rela-
tive to the valence transition density. We then
assume that the effect of core polarization on the

(py p’) cross sections can be adequately charac-
terized by the enhancement factor which was intro-
duced in Eq. (62). In terms of \}SY and A:S7 this
factor is approximately given by

€EST(P) =1+2FST +agn}ST, 97)

where ag =V3,/V3,. In a similar fashion we intro-
duce the effective charge

elt =1+ (98)

to characterize the effect of core polarization on
the (e, e’) form factors. The effective charge has
precise meaning for inelastic electron scattering
in the low ¢ limit, corresponding to y decay, be-
cause only the lowest moment of the proton tran-
sition densities come into consideration here.
This was pointed out at the end of Sec. IIB. In
cases where there are valence neutrons the def-
initions of AZS7 and A%S7 are modified:

XLSJ fow F[l)'SJ(r)7'L+2dT

[N F[SJ(,,)TL+2d,r’ (99)
®© LSJ L+2
15y Jo Frng (M)~ * dr
)\n Lno ZSJ (r)rnzdr (100)
and
LSJ(n) 1+a 1>‘pLSJ+)‘nLSJ , (101)
eln =l (102)

As it is sometimes convenient to talk in terms of
the isoscalar and isovector contributions to €;°7(q)
and e’¢, it is also useful to give Egs. (97), (98),
(101), and (102) in terms of these quantities.

These expressions are

€ "(q) 1+a3(gEST + al (@AEs7, (103)
=e,+ 30> +AY), (104)

where

)\gSJ'—‘)\:S',-FAfS", XfSJ=AfSJ—KfSJ

’

(105)
a2 (q)=3(V5, + V) Ve,
as(q) = 3(V5y = Vo) /Vie.

Equations analogous to those just given have
previously been used by Atkinson and Madsen®
to compute enhancement factors for normal parity
transitions in (p, p’) scattering from known effec-
tive charges. They assumed isoscalar coupling
and so took AJ°7 =)J°/, Using these relations in
this manner is quite similar to the application of
the schematic model made by Love and Satchler.’
These relations might also be used as the basis
for a phenomenological study of the available ex-
perimental data. Schaeffer?® has used scaling

(106)
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factors, similar to the A:7 introduced here, in a
study of some experimental (p,p’) and y-decay
for collective excitations in various nuclei. The
purpose of this study was to gain information about
the relationship between the proton and neutron
transition densities for transition of this type. In
the present work we obtain A}/ and AL®7 directly
from the calculations and this scheme is only being
used to summarize our results,

Table VII contains the results we have obtained
using first order perturbation theory for all of
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(102) or the equivalent relations Eqs. (103)-(106).
In these computations we have used a,=2.75
which is satisfactory for our choice of V as was
discussed in Sec. IIA 2. Corresponding to this
value for a,, we have aJ(p)=1.88, al(p)=-0.88,
ad(n)=0.68, and ai(n)=-0.32 in the isospin nota-
tion.

Also shown in Table VII are values of €;°/ and
el which have been estimated from the available
experimental data. The experimental values of
€;°7 have been obtained by taking the square roots

the allowed S=0 transition densities which occur
in the cases being considered. The parameters,
A%, A7, AJ%, and A’ are shown in each case

with the corresponding values of €,

JoJ

and e‘:ﬁ

computed according to Eqs. (97), (98), (101), and

of the ratios of the experimental and theoretical
valence integrated cross sections. Only the real
part of V has been used in calculating the theoret-
ical valence cross sections as we wish to keep
separate the effect of the imaginary part of V

TABLE VII. Parameters for S =0 transition densities from first order calculations.

Transition Theory ? Experiment #
Target J} (JOJ) A’{ol A‘{.OJ }"6,01 )\{OJ eéf“ 65101 e;f“ €$IOJ
2ca 2*  (202) 0.68 0.23 0.91 045 0.68 1.47 1.7:0.1" 2.03¢
4*  (404) 0.48 0.17 0.65 0.31 0.48 1.34 2.12¢
6* (606) 0.22 0.08 0.30 0.14 0.22 1.16 ..o e
s 2*  (202) 0.22 0.88 1.10 -0.66 1.22 3.65 1.7+0.2¢  5.34°¢
4* (404) 0.16 0.70 0.86 —-0.54 1.16 3.09 1.4x0.17  4.86°
6* (606) 0.07 0.43 0.50 —0.36 1.07 2.25
8y ¥ (505) 028 074 1.02 —0.46 1.28 3.32
07y 2*  (202) 0.31 1.22 1.53 —0.91 1.31 4.92 2.8:+0.4%  6.45"
4*  (404) 0.23 0.97 1.20 -0.74 1.23 3.90 2.1+0.3! 5.39%
6* (606) 0.12 0.74 0.86 —0.62 1.12 3.16 4.941
8* (808) 0.08 0.45 0.53 —0.37 1.08 2.54 6.35"
5~ (505) 0.28 0.74 1.02 -0.46 1.28 3.32 1.4%0.1}  4.55"
®pp 37 (202) 062 0.38 1.00 0.24 0.62 1.60 0.93+0.01% 2.50!
¥ (02) 058 036 094 0.22 058 1.57 0.75+0.02% 1.91!
B 7o)y 0.39 0.32 071 0.07 0.39 1.46 . 3.07!
1* (404) 061 039 1.00 0.22 0.61 1.61 2.63!
Mgy L7 (202) 0.38 1.25 1.63 -0.87 1.38 4.82 2.3+0.6™ .-
(404) 0.33 1.22 1.55 —0.89 1.33 4.68 oo .
(606) 0.26 1.16 1.42 —0.90 1.26 4.44 .
(808) 0.18 1.00 1.18 —0.82 1.18 3.93 e .
¥ (303) 0.38 1.32 1.70 —0.94 1.38 5.01 5.3£0.7° 24.0°
(505) 0.24 1.10 1.34 —-0.86 1.24 4.27
(707) 0.14 0.81 0.95 —-0.67 1.14 3.38 .
(909) 0.08 0.53 0.61 -0.45 1.08 2.54
(11011) 0.01 0.37 0.38 —-0.36 1.01 2.03 .
2See text for comments on the manner in BSee Refs. 18, 39, and 46.
which the numbers listed in these columns igee Ref. 58.
have been obtained. iSee Refs. 62 and 63.
YSee Refs. 54 and 55. kSee Ref. 64.

®See Ref. 56.
9See Refs. 54 and 57-59.

!See Refs. 42 and 65.
MSee Refs. 66 and 67.

®See Refs
'See Refs
£See Refs

. 44 and 45.
. 54 and 58.
. 58-61.

BSee Refs. 66—68.
°See Ref. 17.
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which will be discussed later. The experimental
data were taken from the references indicated in
the table and the experimental integrated cross
sections have been determined by normalizing

the results of distorted-wave Born approximation
collective model calculations®® to the experimental
differential cross sections. For transitions where
data are available at more than one incident proton
energy, the experimental €]°/ shown are average
values. In all but a few instances the experimental
€J°’ were found to be nearly energy independent.
The optical model parameters used in calculating
the collective model cross sections and the theo-
retical valence cross sections have been taken
from the same references where the experimental
data were found. Most of these parameter sets
have been included in Table XII. For 2p,,,~ 1g,,,
transition in ®Y and the 1k, - 2f,,, transition in
209Bj it was not possible to determine the experi-
mental €)% because more than one LSJ transfer

is observed to contribute to the experimental cross
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section in these cases.

The references containing the data which were
used to determine the experimental values of e,
are also shown in Table VII. Generally there was
more than one piece of data available for each
determination. For transitions where electron
scattering data were available two methods were
used to extract the experimental effective charge.
One of these methods was to determine e, from
the values of B(EJ#t) obtained from transition den-
sities which were fitted to the experimental form
factors. The second method was to normalize the
peak value of theoretical valence form factors to
the peak value of the experimental form factors.

It has been suggested’ that the second method is
somewhat more reliable than the first, The sen-
sitivity of the experimental effective charges to
the theoretical radial wave functions was also
checked. In most cases the changes in the effec-
tive charge due to reasonable changes in the ra-
dial wave functions were well within the variations

TABLE VIII. Parameters for S=0 transition densities obtained using renormalized coupling

interaction.
Transition Theory 2 Experiment ®
Target Jf (JOJ)  AJ0T A\J0T g0 pJ0S el J0 ey €]’
2ca 2*  (202) 0.98 0.83 1.81 0.15 0.98 2.18 1.7+0.1 2.03
4*  (404) 0.61 0.41 1.02 0.20 0.61 1.62 2.12
6" (606) 0.25 0.14 0.39 0.11  0.25 1.23
0§ 2*  (202) 0.8t 1.36 2.17 -0.55 1.81 5.61 1.7+0.2 5.34
4* (404) 040 0.90 1.30 -0.50 1.40 3.95 1.4%0.1 4.86
6* (606) 0.18 049 0.67 -0.31 1.18 2.53
8y 2 (505) 0.35 0.79 1.44 -0.44 1.35 3.52 cen
zr 2* (202) 1.30 2.07 3.37 —0.77 2.30 7.95 2.8+0.4 6.45
4*  (404) 0.66 1.37 2.06 -0.71 1.69 5.43 2.1+0.3 5.39
6" (606) 0.33 0.89 1.25 —0.56 1.33 3.78 4.94
8* (808) 0.6 0.49 0.76 -0.33 1.16 2.51 6.35
5" (505) 0.35 0.79 1.14 -0.44 1.35 3.52 1.4%0.1 4.55
Wpp 37 (202) 0.85 1.10 1.95 —0.25 0.85 2.41 0.93+0.01 2.50
2 (202) 087 1.20 2.07 -0.33 0.87 2.51 0.75+0.02 1.91
¥ (@o7) 0.41  0.59 1.00 —0.18 0.41 1.74 3.07
T (404) 078 0.82 1.60 —0.04 0.78 2.10 . 2.63
ZOQBi 7=
z  (202) 0.87 1.63 250 —0.76 1.87 6.35 2.3+0.6
(404) 0.80 1.65 2.45 _0.85 1.80 6.34 .
(606) 0.60 1.39 1.99 -0.79 1.60 5.42 e
e (B08) 036  1.06 142 070 136 4.28 .-
2  (303) 0.14 142 1.56 -1.28 1.14 5.05 5.3%0.7  24.0
(505) 0.14  1.05 1.19 —0.91 {.14  4.03 . .
(707) 0.12 0.68 0.80 -0.56 1.12 2.99 . .
(909) 0.05 0.49 0.54 —0.44 1.05 2.39 . .
(11011) 0.02 0.35 0.37 -0.33 1.02 1.98 . .

2See text for comments on the manner in which the numbers listed in these columns have
been obtained. References for experimental values have been given in Table VII.
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noted in the experimental data. An exception to
this is the 1k, ~ 2f;,, transition in ?°*Bi where
harmonic oscillator radial wave functions and
finite well wave functions’ produced values for

e .2 which differed by nearly a factor of 2. The
experimental values for e/, shown in Table VII
are averages of the values determined from the
various sets of experimental data according to the
methods described above. The uncertainties shown
are average deviations which are mainly due to
fluctuations in the experimental data.

Table VIII contains a summary of the results we
have obtained for the S=0 transition densities in
the calculations using the renormalized core cou-
pling interaction of Eq. (67). The format of this
table is identical to that of Table VII.

The results obtained for the S=1 transition den-
sities using first order perturbation theory are
shown in Table IX, In calculating the theoretical
values of €}//, it was assumed that a, =-0.20
which corresponds to a}(p)=0.40, a;(p)=0.60,
al(n)==2.00, and a!(n)=-3.00. These are again
satisfactory for our choice of V. No experimental
values for €;'” are shown because S=1 amplitudes
were not found to be dominant in any of the tran-
sitions which we have considered. The results
for the S=1 transition densities obtained using G’
for the core coupling interaction do not differ
greatly from the first order results; therefore,
they have not been shown. The differences are
small because we have assumed that G’ -G is
spin independent. Even if the appropriate spin
dependence had been included in G’ -G, the re-
sults would not have been effected greatly. The
main thing to notice in Table IX is the retardation
of the S=1 amplitudes compared to the enhance-
ment of the S=0 amplitudes apparent from Tables
VII and VII,

From Table VII we see that the first order cal-
culations predict important core polarization cor-
rections for the S=0 amplitudes, even for the
highest multipoles considered. In all cases, how-
ever, the correction falls somewhat short of ex-
periment. The most notable feature of these cal-
culations is that they predict a large isovector
component in the S=0 transition densities. This
is not borne out experimentally for the transition
where both electromagnetic and proton scattering
data are available. This may be seen by comparing
the theoretical and experimental results for the
polarization charge (6eZ; =A;°’) and the corre-
sponding factor for proton scattering
(6eJ% =¢J% —1). For the cases where there are
valence protons the first order calculations give a
better estimate of 6¢; % than they do of 8e?; while
the reverse is true for the transition involving
valence neutrons.
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From Table VII we see that the main effect of
interactions in the excluded space, as determined
by our calculations using G’ as the core coupling
interaction, is to increase the isoscalar compo-
nents of the S=0 transition densities relative to
the isovector components which in turn brings
improved agreement with experiment. The mag-
nitude of this effect decreases with increasing

TABLE IX. Parameters for S=1 transition densities
obtained from first order calculations.

Target J; (LIJ) }\leJ x'fll lg’ll XlLl', eg;l:]
89 9*

y ¥ (314) -0.45 0.08 -0.37 -0.53 0.53

(514) -0.28 0.05 —0.23 —0.33 0.74

(515)  —-0.25 0.05 —0.20 —0.30 0.74

07y 5" (515)  —0.25 0.05 —0.20 —0.30 0.74

Wpy 37 (212) 0.05 —0.41 —0.36 0.46 0.34

(213) 0.03 -0.32 —0.29 0.35 0.53

(413) 0.04 —0.27 —0.23 0.31 0.53

3 (011) 0.05 —0.20 —0.15 0.25 0.55

(211) 0.09 —0.44 —0.35 0.53 0.11

W (212) 0.06 —0.39 —0.33 0.45 0.31

¥ (516) 0.05 —0.45 —0.40 0.50 0.30

(716) 0.02 —0.11 -0.09 0.13 0.79

.. (D) 0.03 —0.29 —0.26 0.32 0.56

I (e13) 0.06 —-0.42 —0.36 0.48 0.28

(413) 0.08 —0.3¢ —0.26 0.42 0.26

(414) 0.06 —0.38 -0.32 0.44 0.32

209p: 17 (o11)®

(211)  -0.28 0.06 -0.22 —0.34 0.71

(212)  —-0.38  0.09 -0.29 —0.47 0.61

(213)  -0.40 0.11 -0.29 —0.5{ 0.58

413)  -0.23  0.09 —0.14 —0.32 0.76

414)  -0.32 0.0 —0.22 -0.42 0.66

415)  -0.38 0.11 —0.27 —0.49  0.60

(615)  —0.16 0.09 —0.07 —0.25 0.82

(616)  —0.25 0.09 —0.16 —0.34 0.73

(617)  —-0.33 0.11 —0.22 —0.44 0.65

(817)  —0.09  0.08 —0.01 —0.17 0.90

. (818 —0.7 0.09 _0.08 -0.26 0.84

2 (112)  -0.33 0.10 -0.23 —0.43 0.65

(312)  -0.22  0.09 —0.13 —0.31 0.77

(313)  -0.30 0.11 —0.19 —0.41 0.68

(314)  —0.29 0.41 -0.18 -0.40 0.69

(514)  -0.21 0.09 -0.22 —0.30 0.88

(515) -0.22 0.10 -0.12 -0.32 0.77

(516)  —0.23 0.09 —0.14 -0.32 0.75

(716)  —0.13 0.08 —0.05 —0.21 0.86

(117)  -0.43  0.08 —0.05 —0.21 0.86

(718)  -0.16 0.06 —0.10 —0.22  0.83

(918) -0.04 0.06 0.02 -0.01 0.94

(919)  —0.07 0.05 —0.02 —0.12 0.92

(9110)  —0.13 0.03 -0.10 —0.16 (.87

(11110) 0.00 0.04 0.04 —0.04 0.9

(11111)  —-0.04 0.03 —0.01 —0.07 0.95

2The valence transition is strictly forbidden in this case
so A"! cannot be defined. Core polarization does not
break this selection rule to any great extent.
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TABLE X. Comparison of the results of this work (PW) for some quadrupole transitions
with results obtained previously by Siegal and Zamick (SZ).

PW(Gkg)? SZ(Gyr) ® PW(G’)? SZ(TDA)®
Core  Transition  A3% A3 A0 A%0 A302 A0 A0 A3
Yca  ify,—1fy, 091  +045 0.80 +0.38 1.8  +0.15 1.86  +0.30

#PW denotes present work. Ggg refers to first order calculations and G’ refers to calcula-

tions with renormalized coupling interaction.

®S7 denotes Siegal and Zamick (Ref. 10). TDA refers to the treatment of excluded space

interactions in the TDA approximation.

multipolarity. In Table X we compare the results
of our first order calculations and our calculation
using G’ with the first order and TDA results of
Siegal and Zamick' for LSJ =202 and the 1f,,,

- 1f,,, neutron transition assuming a *°Ca core.
We conclude that our result obtained using G’ is
consistent with the estimate of excluded space
interactions using the TDA. It was not possible to
make a similar comparison for any of the higher
multipoles we have considered; however, the de-
crease in the importance of excluded space inter-
actions with increasing multipolarity, predicted
by our calculations with G’, is consistent with the
results of TDA and RPA calculations® for closed
shell cores which indicate that the collectivity of
core excitations decrease with increasing multi-
polarity.

Although the results obtained with G’ are a def-
inite improvement over the first order results for
67, some important discrepancies still appear in
Table XI. One is that the theoretical values of
€;% fall off somewhat faster with increasing mul-
tipole than do the experimental values. In the
next section it will be seen that this discrepancy
is removed when the imaginary part of V is
introduced.

Another discrepancy is the relatively poor values
obtained for the effective charge in the case of the

0* ~ 2* transitions in **Ca and **Zr while the theo-
retical e ? for the 0" - 2* transition in *°Ti ap-
pears to be adequate. The B(E2) for the 6* - 4*
transitions in *Ca and *°Ti and the 8* - 6* tran-
sition in **Zr have been determined experimental-
ly.*®*" The experimental values of e, for these
transitions are compared with the theoretical re-
sults we have obtained using G and G’ in Table XI,
We note that our model for core polarization pre-
dicts that e, ? for the transitions between the two
upper states of a (j?) configuration should be the
same as for the 0* - 2* transition. This is borne
out by the data only in the case of **Ti. For **Ca
our theoretical result for e is in quite good
agreement with the experimental value for the

6* ~ 4" transition which is only about half the value
required for the 0* — 2* transition. Experimentally
the situation is about the same for °°Zr. We con-
clude that it is necessary to include second order
terms in estimating 67 in order to resolve these
discrepancies. This is consistent with the sug-
gestion of others™ "¢ that 4p-2h admixtures are
important in *Ca and *Zr.

The final discrepancy we note is that the calcu-
lations fail to reproduce the large values of e
and €;% required to explain the 1k, - 1i;,, tran-
sition in ?®Bi, It is well known*’ that there are
important contributions to this transition from

TABLE XI. Effective charges for some quadrupole transitions not considered in Tables

II, VI, and VIII.

Theory Experiment
Nuclide Transition eeuz(GKK) ees’(G') ema
£2Ca 6*—4" 0.68 0.98 0.8+0.12
S04 6*—4* 1.22 1.81 1.8+0.32
07z 8*—6* 1.31 2.30 2.1+0.1°
28ph 4+ p 1hg y— 1hy/, 1.35 2.27 1.5+0.1°¢
208pp 45 3ds /5~ 2519 0.37 0.55 (0.42+0.01)°
283/2— 289 /2 0.36 1.04 (0.84+0.07)©
208pp 4 ! 11379 1is3/, 0.81 1.22 (0.96+0.04)
2See Ref. 72.
PSee Ref. 59.

°See Ref. 64.
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admixtures of low-lying particle-vibration states
in the single particle states, i.e., | lhg,,x 37;8)
and |1i,,,,% 37;3), where 3" is the first excited
state of the ?*®Pb core. It would be possible to
reproduce this effect by introducing a spin-inde-
pendent J =3 component in G’; however, since we
have no independent way of fixing the strength of
this component a more reasonable approach would
be to introduce these admixtures explicitly. This
has been done elsewhere!” and a reasonable de-
scription of the (p, p’) cross sections for this tran-
sition has been obtained. In these calculations it
was necessary to include both the contribution
from these low-lying particle-vibration admix-
tures and the contribution due to admixtures of
states formed from higher-lying 3~ core excita-
tions. The results shown in Tables VII and VIII
for the 1khg,, ~ 145, transition are representative
of the latter contribution only.

A previous estimate of the (p, p’) cross section
for the 1k, - 2f,,, transition in ?*®Bi has also
been made.'” The first order wave functions of
this work were used in this calculation. The cal-
culations predicted important contributions to the
cross section from all allowed JOJ amplitudes.
This result was found to be consistent with the
experimental data. An estimate of the modifica-

TABLE XII. Optical parameters u
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tion of the first order results due to the addition
of contributions from low-lying particle-vibration
admixtures was also made. Specifically, contri-
butions from the particle-vibration states formed
from the first 2*, 4*, 6", and 8* excitations of the
2%Pp core were introduced. With these contribu-
tions, the first order €)°/ were increased to

€22 =6.94, €;*=6.56, €5°°=5.17, and €3* =4.03.
These values are in good agreement with the re-
sults we have obtained using G’ as the core cou-
pling interaction. This is another indication that
the effect of core correlations can be reproduced
by using a rather simple effective interaction in
calculating 7.

E2 effective charges are known® for several
transitions in the Pb region where there are no
inelastic scattering data available. As an addi-
tional check on the consistency of our calcula-
tions we have calculated these effective charges.
The results have been included in Table XI. The
agreement between theory and experiment is quite
good, with the possible exception of the result
for the 1hg,, — 1k, proton transition.

D. Cross sections and form factors

In this section we compare our theoretical (p, p’)
cross sections and (e, e’) form factors directly

sed in the present calculations.

E v 7y a w Wp 70 a' Vs s ag
System? (MeV) (MeV) (fm) (fm) (MeV) (MeV) (fm) (fm) (MeV) (fm) (fm)

2ca+p® 229 469 1.18 0.700 1.30 6.80 1.30 0.600 6.00 1.05 0.700
1itpe 175 48.3 1.24 0.600 0.00 10.68 1.26 0.520 10.00 1.24 0.600
Orivpd  40.0 44.9 1.16 0.750 7.82 1.14 1.37 0.630 6.04 1.06 0.738
Byipe 18.9  52.6 1.20 0.700 0.00 9.80 1.25 0.650 5.70 1.20 0.700
Byipt 24.5 46.6 1.23 0.627 0.00 10.9 1.28 0.536 7.00 1.23 0.627
By p® 612 39.5 1.20 0.693 5.12 2.54 1.40 0.534 6.92 1.00 0.861
0zr+p®  18.8  52.0 1.20 0.700 0.00 9.25 1.25 0.650 6.20 1.20 0.700
Nzr+p® 61.2 39.5 1.20 0.693 5.12 2.54 1.40 0.534 6.92 1.00 0.861
Wpp+pt 20.2  53.0 1.25 0.650 0.00 10.0 1.25 0.760 6.00 1.20 0.470

2We write the optical potential
U=—V{H+e®)™ —iW(t+e* )1+ 4iW,,i (1 +&) + (h/mye)V, i1d (1+e*s)!
dx’ ™ TSy adr ’

where

x-”-”oAlla x,_"‘—-”f)AI/S _r—rsA'”
= ) = 7 ) s~ ’

a a ag

and to which is added the Coulomb potential of a uniformly charged sphere of radius 1.254'/3,
See Ref. 56.
®See Ref. 75.
dSee Ref. 45.
®See Ref. 76.
fSee Ref. 77.
€See Ref. 78.
BSee Ref. 46.
!See Ref. 65.
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TABLE XIII. Parameters for ground state proton
distributions.

P c a

Nuclide * (fm™3) (fm) (fm)
20,0 0.069 3.83 0.595
50pib 0.073 3.92 0.553
8yec 0.073 4.80 0.568
807y 0.074 4.85 0.568
20Tppd 0.063 6.63 0.527

21t is assumed that the density distribution is given
by pp(7)=pe{1 +expl(r - ¢)/al}™.

bSee Ref. 54.

®See Ref. 79.

dSee Ref. 80.

with experiment. The discussion will be brief
since many of the important points have already
been covered above. The optical model parame-
ters used in the DWA calculations are summarized
in Table XII. The ground state proton density
parameters used in estimating the imaginary part
of V are summarized in Table XIII,

1. #2¢Ca

The theoretical (p, p’) cross sections for the ex-
citation of the first 2* and 4* states in **Ca are
compared with the 22.9 MeV experimental data of
Ref. 56 in Fig. 6. The dotted curves D(HJ) are
the results obtained using only the real part of
V and the valence wave functions of Table II. The
solid [D + C(HJ)] and dashed [D + C(HJ) + Im]
curves are the results obtained with the transition
densities of Table VIII using only the real part
of V and both the real and imaginary parts of V,
respectively. We do not show the results obtained
with the transition densities of Table VII, because
the differences between the calculations using G
and G’ have been adequately discussed in the pre-
ceding section. The values of €, shown in the
figure are the square roots of the ratios of the
D+ C(HJ) and D(HJ) integrated cross sections.
They differ somewhat from the values based on
Eq. (101) and Eq. (103) which were given in Table
VIII as expected. The value of €, provides a mea-
sure of the importance of the imaginary part of V,
i.e., € is the ratio of the D+ C(HJ +Im) and
D+ C(HJ) integrated cross sections.

The agreement between experiment and the the-
oretical results with core polarization included is
quite reasonable. We see clearly that the effect
of core polarization decreases only slowly with
increasing multipole. The theoretical cross sec-
tions obtained with the imaginary component of V
included in the calculations have slightly sharper
structure than the cross sections obtained using

only the real part of V. The shape of the experi-
mental differential cross sections favor the for-
mer. We also note that the effect of the imaginary
part of V increases with increasing multipole.
The theoretical (e, e’) form factor for the exci-
tation of the first 2* state in **Ca is compared with
the data of Ref. 65 in Fig. 7. In the calculation we
have used the transition density of Table VII.
There is no valence form factor in this case, be-
cause the assumed model space consists only of
neutron configurations. The theoretical result
falls short of the data by about a factor of 3 as
was pointed out previously. This deficiency in
the theoretical wave functions does not show up
in (p, p’) results because neutron excitations are
dominant there.

2. 30T

The theoretical (p, p’) cross sections for the
excitation of the first 2* and 4* states in °Ti are
compared with the 17.5 and 40.0 MeV data of
Refs. 37 and 38 in Fig. 8. The format of the fig-
ure is the same as that of Fig. 6. With the ex-
ception of the values of €, the results for ®Ti
have the same general characteristics as the re-
sults for *Ca. The increase in the values of

IOZ: T T T T T T T3
r 42Ca + p Ep= 229 MeV ]
r — —— — — D+C(HI+Im) )
- D+ C (HJ)
| SN e D (HJ)
10 N

2* Q = -1.52 MeV
LsJ = 202
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FIG. 6. Theoretical (p,p’) cross sections for first
2* and 4* excitations in *’Ca with E, =22.9 MeV.
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FIG. 7. Theoretical (e,e’) form factor for first 2*
state in 42Ca.

€, for °°T'i, compared with ¥*Ca, is not due to an
increase in the strength of core polarization in
°Ti. It only reflects that the valence cross sec-
tion D(HJ) for °°Ti are smaller, because the model
space includes only proton configurations in this
case.

The theoretical (e, e’) form factors for the ex-
citation of the first 2* and 4* states in °°Ti are
compared with the data of Refs. 54 and 58 in Fig.
9. Here we have shown the results obtained using
the wave function of Table II (D) and the transi-
tion densities of Table VII (D +C). The results
here show rather clearly the importance of E4
polarization.
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FIG. 8. Theoretical (p,p’) cross sections for first
2" and 4* states in ®Ti with E, =17.5 and 40.0 MeV.

INELASTIC SCATTERING 865

-2
10 2 I R B SR B B S B B U S A

Ll

L

L

Lol

2°0 = -1.56 Mev
oo =181

[F(a)|?
3
sl

Loaraand

L1l

I
/ 4" Q = -2.68 MeV

[ eer= 140 ‘l\ T | ‘

il

Lol

7 O S S TN T S N S b ‘/\1
0] 04 08 1.2 1.6
q(fm™)

FIG. 9. Theoretical (e,e’) form factors for first 2+
and 4* states in ¥Ti.

3. %z

The theoretical (p, p’) cross sections for the
excitation of the first 2*; 4*, 6*, 8%, and 5~ states
in °°Zr are compared with the 18.8 and 61.2 MeV
data of Refs. 39 and 43 in Figs. 10-12. The LSJ
=515 contribution to the 5~ cross section was
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FIG. 10. Theoretical (p,p’) cross sections for first
2%, 4%, 6*, and 8* excitations in *Zr with E,=18.8
MeV. Direct LSJ=202 cross section has been multi-
plied by 10.
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found to be negligible and has not been shown.
Results for the excitation of these same levels by
40 MeV protons have previously been presented
elsewhere.'®

Again the overall agreement between experi-
ment and the theoretical results with core polar-
ization included is reasonable. Relative to the
results for the 2*, 4*, and 6* excitations, the
cross sections for the 8* and 5~ levels appear to
be underestimated at 18.8 MeV. The situation is
somewhat improved at 61.2 MeV. This improve-
ment is also evident in the 40 MeV results. Col-
lective model calculations!®'3°**® for the 8* and 5~
excitations yield considerably larger values of
B, at 18.8 MeV than at 40 and 61.2 MeV. This is
simply an indication that multiple excitation is
important for these levels at the lower energies.

The imaginary part of V is essential in repro-
ducing the forward peaks of the 61.2 MeV cross
sections for all of the excitations except the 2*
level, It is also important in giving the correct
multipole dependence for the theoretical cross
sections. These same observations were made
with respect to the 40 MeV results for these same
excitations.!® These effects do not show up so
clearly at 18.8 MeV partly because of the difficulty
in reproducing the 8* and 5~ cross sections at this
energy and partly because the shapes of the angular
distributions are not so distinctive at the lower
energies, The latter remark applies equally well
to the 22.9 MeV results for ©Ca and the 17.5 MeV
results for 5°Ti, The effect of the imaginary part
of V is starting to show up in the results for 5°Ti
at 40 MeV; however, the picture is not complete
because of the limited range of multipoles which
are available in this case.

The increasing importance of the imaginary part
of V with increasing multipole is a result of the
zero-range form of ¢}, in contrast to the finite-
range form of t{,. The results we have obtained
do not undeniably establish that the phenomenolog-
ical treatment?® of the imaginary part of V is cor-
rect. We can conclude, however, that the multi-
pole dependence obtained in the calculations using
only the real part of V is inadequate and it is
interesting that the simple prescription for in-
cluding the imaginary part of V gives reasonable
results,

Even with the imaginary part of V included there
are still some deficiencies in the 61.2 MeV re-
sults. These occur mainly at back angles where
the D+ C(HJ +Im) results have more structure than
the data for the 2*, 4%, 6%, and 5~ excitations. In
addition, the D + C(HJ +Im) results for the 8* state
appears to underestimate the back angle cross
section. It has been shown®”** that the inclusion
of a spin-orbit component in ¥ can improve these
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results. In addition, the presence of contribu-
tions from this interaction component does pro-
vide some direct evidence of the decreasing im-
portance of core correlations with increasing
multipolarity.'®

The theoretical (e, e’) form factors for the ex-
citation of the first 2* and 4" states in *°Zr are
compared with the experimental data of Refs, 58,
60, and 61 in Fig, 13. The format of the figure
is the same as Fig. 9. Here again we have an ex-
ample of important E4 polarization.

4. ¥y

The &heoretical (p, p’) cross sections for the
first 5 excitation in ®®Y are compared with the
18.9, 24.5, and 61.2 MeV experimental cross

sections of Refs. 76, 77, and 46 in Fig. 14. There

are four allowed LSJ amplitudes for this transi-
tion., These are LSJ =314, 514, 505, and 515.
The contributions from the 514 and 515 ampli-
tudes were found to be negligible. The 505 ampli-
tude was found to be dominant, but the contribu-
tion from the 314 amplitude is appreciable, par-
ticularly at forward angles. This is consistent
with the fact that the 3" level in ® Y is known to
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FIG. 14. Theoretical (p,p’) cross sections for 2p,,,
—1g,,, single proton transition in 3%y with E, =18.9,
24.5, and 61.2 MeV.

decay by M4 y emission.®

In Fig. 14 we have shown the LSJ =314 and 505
cross sections obtained using the real part of V
and the transition densities of Table VIII and IX.
We have also shown the sum of these two cross
sections. As before these curves are labeled
D+ C(HJ). The valence results, D(HJ), have not
been shown. The fourth curve shown D+ C(HJ +Im)
is the sum of the LSJ =314 and 505 cross sections
obtained using both the real and imaginary parts
of V. For the LSJ =505 cross section at 24.5
MeV, €,=3.16 and ¢,=1.37. At 18.9 and 61.2 MeV
€, and ¢; for the LSJ =505 cross section have
the same values that were given in Fig. 12 for
the excitation of the 5 state in **Zr at these ener-
gies. (It is shown in the Appendix that the LSJ
=505 form factors for the 3~ =2 transition in ®°Y
and the 0* - 5~ transition in ®°Zr are essentially
the same in our model.) For the LSJ =314 cross
sections, €,=0.51, 0.52, and 0.50 at 18,9, 24.5,
and 61.2 MeV. For this cross section €, =1.0 at
all energies, because we have taken the imaginary
part of V to be spin independent.

From Fig. 14 we see that the theoretical calcu-
lations do not reproduce the energy dependence of
the experimental cross sections exactly. The the-
oretical results are in good agreement with the
data at the lower energies, but a bit too high at
61.2 MeV. A similar discrepancy was noted in
the results for the 5~ level in *°Zr, except that
the theoretical results were a little low at 18.8
MeV and in fairly good agreement with the data at
61.2 MeV. There is a noticeable difference in
shape, at forward angles, between the 61.2 MeV
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experimental cross sections for the 52’-‘ excitation
in ®°Y and the 5~ excitation in ®Zr. This is con-
sistent with the presence of the LSJ =314 contri-
bution to the former. It appears that the LSJ =505
contribution to the ® Y cross section is slightly
overestimated in our calculation, so this effect
does not show up quite so clearly in our theoretical
results. We conclude that the LSJ =505 contribu-
tion to the cross section for the 3" state in 8°Y is
somewhat smaller than the corresponding con-
tribution to the cross section for the 5~ state in
%0Zr, a feature which cannot be reproduced with
the simple model for core polarization that we

are using.

5. 27pp

The theoretical (p, p’) cross sections for the
excitation of the first four single particle states
in 2°7Pb are compared with the 20.2 MeV experi-
mental data of Ref. 65 in Fig. 15. Results for the
excitation of these same levels at 39.5 MeV have
previously been presented elsewhere.*® Contri-
butions from S=1 amplitudes were found to be
negligible in all cases and only S=0 contributions
to the cross sections are shown in the figure.
There are two interesting aspects to the results.
One is that ¢, for the ; excitation which goes by
LSJ =404 transfer is comparable to ¢, for the
¥ and %~ excitations which proceed with LSJ =202
transfer. Other evidence for large L=4 core
polarization in the Pb region was seen previously
in the cross section for the excitation of the 2f; ,
single particle state in 2°°Bi by 61.2 MeV protons.'’
The other interesting feature is that there is a
shape difference between the cross section for
the £ level and £~ level both of which are excited
by LSJ =202 transfer. Although the theoretical
results do not give a completely accurate repro-
duction of the experimental data, they do show
this shape difference rather nicely. The difference
in shapes is due to the differences in the radial
wave functions for the valence neutrons in the two
final states. Similar effects are not seen in the
lighter nuclei, because the radial wave functions
tend to be more similar there, at least for the
cases we have considered.

6. 0Bi

Theoretical (p, p’) cross sections for states in
209Bj obtained using the wave functions of this
work have been discussed in detail elsewhere!’
and will not be discussed here.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that a fair sized sampling of ex-
perimental inelastic electron and proton scatter-
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FIG. 15. Theoretical (p, p’) cross sections for neu-
tron hole transitions in 2"Pb with E, =20.2 MeV.

ing data for nuclei near closed shells can be
understood, at least qualitatively, in calculations
which assume to a first approximation that the
interaction between two bound nucleons and be-
tween a bound and a continuum nucleon are given
by G matrix interactions derived from free two-
nucleon potentials. In the calculations, the (e,e’)
reaction was treated using a modified Born ap-
proximation. The (p, p’) reaction was treated
using the distorted-wave approximation and the G
matrix interaction was modified to account for
knock-on exchange and excluded reaction chan-
nels. Core polarization was treated in lowest
order and with the G matrix interaction renor-
malized to roughly account for the effect of long-
range core correlations. The results clearly
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show that core polarization effects are large and
persist as the multipolarity of the transitions
increase. They also show that the motions of
target protons and neutrons are strongly corre-
lated although there may be some weakening in
the correlation for transitions where the L trans-
fer exceeds 5.

Although our results indicate a strong correla-
tion between proton and neutron motions in the
excitation of the levels considered, in detail there
are small differences between proton and neutron
motions even for the L=2 transitions. Brown
and Madsen® have recently discussed some of the
expected differences and it would surely be in-
teresting to examine our results more carefully
in this regard. This can, in principle, be done on
the basis of the data we have considered,!* but it
requires considerably greater care in the calcu-
lations than we have expended and thus must be
postponed until a later date. Forthcoming data®
for the excitation of nuclear levels by 7* and 7~
inelastic scattering should provide additional in-
formation concerning these differences.

Finally we note that the use of an “effective”
core coupling interaction in a first order treat-
ment of the renormalization of one-body operators
was found to give reasonable results in the sense
that it does seem to account for some of the ef-
fects attributable to collective correlations in the
core. It would be interesting to pursue this fur-
ther taking care to include the second order terms
that we have ignored. Other interaction choices
might also be investigated, for example the re-
cent effective interaction of Schiffer and True.*

One of us (F. P.) would like to thank the staffs
of the Michigan State University Cyclotron Labora-
tory and the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory for
their assistance during the course of this work.

APPENDIX

In this Appendix we give the values of the spec-
troscopic amplitudes S for the specific transi-
tions we are considering. SJ is defined in Eq.
(71).
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A. Single particle transitions
For a transition between two single particle
states,
| o), My =| iy jom,)=af| ©), (A1)
| oy () Iy My) = | myly jyms) =af| C), A2)
Eq. (74) gives
S:(nfl’j!,”‘lij‘;jajy)=6!"161!1a . (A3)

Inserting this result in Eq. (80) we obtain [see
Eq. (A8)]:

(gl jig | TES T my 0, 5)

ai¢71 Eaad I

1 1
¥ ,§h [Q —e(ph) ' —Q - e(ph)l'Dph ]

X Fyq(Gpdnsdsis) s (A4)
where @ and e€(ph) have been defined in Eq. (91).
B. Single hole transition
For a transition between two single hole states,
| aym)d M) = n;li§,™ ~m,)
=(-1)i™™a C), (A5)
L aytr)Jy My)=| mglyjy ™"y =my)
=(-1y1™"a,| C), (A8)
Eq. (74) gives

Sanele gy~ il 5y 55 ady)
=(=UA" 5775370y 4,0, - AT)

Inserting this result in Eq. (80) and then making
use of the conjugation relation Eq. (78) and the
permutation property of FI . given in Eq. (82), we
find

- o . . 1 1 L
(sl j, | 7%S7 | m, L, 4, )"-(-l)s{<]t‘" t?’”]i)*’jzp;h [Q—e(ph)Pph+ —Q-e(ph)]F:"(]P]h’]f]‘)}' (A8)

’

Q

The matrix elements for a single hole transition differ from the matrix elements for a single particle
transition by an overall phase which depends on the particular operator being considered. This is of no
consequence in this work because we are only interested in the square of these matrix elements. Another
difference is that the position of Py has been shifted from the second to the first term inside the brackets.
This has nearly a negligible effect because e(ph) is typically much greater than Q and the effect of Pyon
Fﬁ,. is weak as may be seen from Eq. (87) which is valid for the case of a zero-range coupling interaction.
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We conclude that single particle transitions and single hole transitions are equivalent for all practical
purposes.

C. Transitions between two particle states

For a transition between two particle states,

| o), M) =| (i) M;)= Z (jimm,|J,M)a"a]| C), (A9)
mml

| aym) Iy My =| (Ga) Iy Mp)= 3 (Gimmy| J Mp)a"a]| C), (A10)
mm;

the spectroscopic amplitude is given by

S:((jjz)‘]f; (]]1)J¢ ;jajy) =(1 +5”1)-”2(1 +6”2)-1/2('1)“’jl+ Jj{

, (i
X ([1+ (=1)7 6”1+(_1)”61/2Jéialzbiyf,("l)',’h{] 1 ;}

J Jy j,
~(j, 7 d
*61‘126:215171(-1)"] ! _‘ ) (A11)
J Jdyj
In the special case j,=j,=j, J; and J; must be even and Eq. (A11) reduces to
) . NN
s:((ja)ny(]2)']{;]a]7)="61a!5,71(—1)12=74f{J J ; . (A12)
JJd, g

For this case we find
. = . 2 e(] F d . . 1 + S
(I T (J’)J;)=—(—1)"2J.J°{] 7 ‘}{(J leeslir+ [- ;(p—h)(ﬂ(-l)s J)]F,fq'(]thsJJ)}a
J Jf j Ipin
o
(A13)

where we have again used Eq. (82). It is interesting to note that when J; =0, then J =J, is even, and the
second termon the right hand side of Eq. (A13) vanishes when S=1. The valence contribution given by
the first term on the right of Eq. (A13) vanishes in this case also; so, core polarization does not break

the valence selection rule. When J,=0 and S=0, the factor in parentheses in the curly brackets becomes
2 and core polarization is effective.

Another case of particular interest here is the transition between the states
|aym);M,)=a| (%) J,=0M;=0)+b| (j,°)J;=0M,=0), (A14)
| a,() ;M) =| (455,)Js M,) . (A15)
This corresponds to the description of the 0* to 5~ transition in °*Zr given in Table II. In this case we find
SUapdyy aidysiady) =V2 I, ad, 5,708, 4 8, 5 = (<10 2771 87,3,76, 4 6, 4] (A16)
Inserting this expression into Eq. (80) and again making use of Eq. (78) and Eq. (82), we obtain

(af'][ “ ?LSJ“ alJ(>= ﬁjj-l[ajz;;l*'("l)sb] {(Jz" t:s’" j1>+ Z |;€(12)i€(ph) + 6(21)-1-€(ph) Prh}
ipip

% Fz@'(jpjh7j2jl)\}' (A17)

These expressions differ from those for the single particle transition j, - j, only by an overall constant.
With j, =2p, », j,=1g5,20 @=0.8, b=0.6, J,=5, and S=0, this constant has the value 1.02. With S=1 the
constant is 0.507. We conclude that the important LSJ =505 amplitude for the 0+~ 5~ transition in *°Zr
is nearly identical to the corresponding amplitude for the 2p,,, - 1g,,, transition in Y. The LSJ =515

amplitude for the **Zr transition is reduced in magnitude in comparison to corresponding amplitude for
the *® Y transition.
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