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The energies and the detailed structure of the excited states of Pb*® with negative parity
are well described by a conventional shell-model calculation which uses a “simple” phenom-
enological residual force. The calculated position of the analog of the ground state of Ph8
in Bi®® is also in agreement with the experimental results.

I. INTRODUCTION

During the past ten years there have been a
great many advances in the field of experimental
nuclear physics. These advances have been made
possible by better accelerators with both high in-
tensity and good energy resolution. The develop-
ment of solid-state detectors with their narrow
resolution in conjunction with improved accelera-
tors have enabled people to resolve close-lying
levels which heretofore has not been possible.
This increased resolution is particularly impor-
tant in the lead region where many excited states
appear just a few MeV above the ground state.

For example, there are something like 45 ob-
served levels™? (some of which may be multiplets)
between 3 and 6 MeV in Pb?%,

This increased resolution has enabled one to ob-
tain much better and more precise information on
the excited states and ground state of nuclei in the
lead region. Most of the recent experimental re-
sults on the structure of the energy levels in Pb?°®
are found in Refs. 1-23 and in references con-
tained in these papers.

With this increased experimental information,
it is interesting to see if current microscopic nu-
clear models can explain these results. Of all the

regions in the Periodic Table, the lead region has
in the past been the most amenable to conventional
shell-model calculations where the Pb?*® nucleus
played the role of an “inert core.” Thus one would
hope to explain the structure of the low-lying
states of Pb*%, for example, by a shell-model cal-
culation®** ?° (usually called TDA for the Tamm-
Dancoff approximation) or by some extension of
the shell model?*~2% (one such extension is called
RPA for the random-phase approximation).

This paper will describe a shell-model calcula-
tion which describes most of the observed struc-
ture of the low-lying negative-parity states in
Pb*°® and of the analog of the Pb?°® ground state
which appears as a highly excited state in Bi%®,
Section II will briefly summarize the pertinent
theory which is required to do a TDA calculation
for Pb*°®, The parameters, the single-particle
orbitals and the residual nucleon-nucleon force
will be discussed in Sec. III where it will be seen
that the simple residual force used also consis-
tently explains the structure of other nuclei in the
lead region®® *° and elsewhere.?''32 The details
of the agreement between theory and experiment
will be discussed in Secs. IV and V while the wave
functions for the lower-lying levels in Pb?°® are
given in Table X.
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It should be noted that the excited positive-par-
ity states of Pb?°® will not be discussed in this pa-
per because we feel that they cannot be adequately
described by the truncated basis and the residual
force assumed in this paper.

II. THEORY

In this section we will discuss briefly the hole-
particle matrix elements necessary for TDA cal-
culations. The most convenient formalism for de-
riving these matrix elements is that of second
quantization. An uncorrelated Pb?*® ground state
is taken as a “vacuum” state or core, and crea-
tion and annihilation operators are defined rela-
tive to this core. Then the Hamiltonian can be
written as

H=Hg +He = Hon+ Vigan + Vippp+ Vings + Vipio + V'
(1)

In Eq. (1), H, is the core energy and consists of
the total kinetic energy of all the particles in the
core plus their mutual interaction energy. Since
all our results will be related to this core energy,
we will define this as the zero point in energy.

The term H. , consists of the kinetic energy of
a particle outside the core plus its interaction
with the core nucleons. Likewise H;, represents
the kinetic plus potential energy of a hole. The
method of obtaining matrix elements of H;, and
H, from experiment is discussed in Carter,
Pinkston, and True.* These matrix elements are

diagonal in TDA and RPA calculations. The single-

— |

particle energies will be given in the next section.

In our TDA calculation for Pb*%, the basis
states will consist of neutron hole-neutron parti-
cle configurations and of proton hole-proton parti-
cle configurations. In Bi®*%, the basis states will
only be neutron hole-proton particle configura-
tions. For Pb®%, Vi, Vipss, and Vg, will give
nonzero matrix elements while only V., will con-
tribute in Bi*°® as will be explained below. V' will
consist of everything else in the Hamiltonian and
will not connect the above one-hole—-one-particle
configurations to each other. For example, sev-
eral terms in V'’ will have three-hole operators
and one-particle operator and clearly these terms
will not connect the one-hole—one-particle states
above. Consequently, we will drop V' from now
on.

Vinan Will act only within and between the neu-
tron-hole—neutron-particle configurations while
Vspss Will act within and between the proton-hole—
proton-particle configurations. Since they are
both of the same form, we can discuss both of
them together as the “like-particle” case. We
shall let j represent all the quantum numbers of a
particle orbital and j represent all the quantum
numbers of a hole orbital. Then our basis states
will be given by |7, j,JM), where for Pb%%, j and
Jjo both refer to neutrons or both refer to protons.
In the Bi®* case, j, refers to a neutron hole while
jp refers to a proton particle. The coupling scheme
used is to couple to s to give j (i.e., 1+5=]) and
to couple 7, to j, to give J (i.e., J,+],=J).

For the like-particle case, we have

(Fodod | Vil ds a9 = =301+ 8,5 (1 48, YF2@K + Wy Ga g oy TEV G 3oK | V a2 K » (2)
K

where V is the residual two-body interaction which will be discussed in the next section and the subscript
a indicates that antisymmetric states are used in the evaluation of its matrix element. The square-root
factor makes Eq. (2) more general than is needed for the TDA calculation because j, and j, are holes and
are never equal to the j, and j, of the particles. However, in a RPA calculation, this may not be the case
and this factor is needed. Note that we could have just as well used Vj,5, above instead of Vi,z, -

As implied in Carter, Pinkston, and True?* and proven in Talman and True,* the matrix element in Eq.
(2) can be expanded in terms of LS matrix elements and then some of the sums can be made formally. The
result can be most conveniently expressed when the residual central force is written in the form

V=Vw)YW+MP"+BP°+HP" P°) ,

(3)

where P" and P° are space-exchange and spin exchange operators, respectively. With A(LLLS|}i, 5, d)
representing the LS to jj transformation coefficient, Eq. (2) can be rewritten as

<.7—1]2 JlVﬁan !j_:sj4J> = Z%A(lllzl’s 1}11]2 J)A(lsl4LS l}jsjz;J)Vﬁnﬁn (LS) ’ (4)
L,

where V;,z, (LS) is given by

Vinin(LS) = =[(W = H) +2(B = M)85,)(=1)"2" "4, , LS [V(r) [1,1,LS)
+[(B=M)+2(W - H)55o)(= 1 R* (LLLLXE I C* | 1)X B[ CF [ 1) /(2L +1) . (5)
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In Eq. (5), R%(L},1,1) is a Slater integral and (L || C* || 1) =[47/(2L + 1)1, Y, | 1), where (L] Y, ||1,) is the

reduced matrix element® of Y, (6, ¢).

The V3,5 term has matrix elements which are given by

(1729 Viango |33 Ga ) = 332K + YW (G, jy 34 Gu; TEN G 3K [V 545,50 (6)
K

where j, and j, refer to neutrons and j, and j, refer to protons or vice versa. These elements will only ap-
pear as off-diagonal matrix elements in the TDA calculation of Pb?®®. As with the V;,;, and V;,;, cases
above, we can transform to the LS coupling scheme and do some of the sums. One finds the same equa-
tion as is given by Eq. (4) with V,z, replaced by V.5, and V3, (LS) replaced by V.5, (LS), where

Vianss (LS) = (H +2M85,) (=1)2" (1 LLS [V(r) |l 1,LS) +(B +2Wbg o) (=1 RE (1, 1) (L ICE I 1<%, | CE| 1) /(2L + 1) .

(M

In Bi®%, Viuin, Visss, and Vi, do not enter and we only have V;,;, whose matrix elements are given by

<3‘1.7'2J IVﬁpﬁpljsz = —E(2K+ l)W(j1j2 j4j3; JK)(jzjsKl Vlj4j1K> ’ (8)
K

where now j, and j, refer to neutron holes and j, and j, refer to proton particles. Again we can transform
to the LS coupling scheme and the expression for V;,;, (LS) which replaces V;,;, (LS) in Eq. (4) is given by

Vipip (LS) = =(W+2B08g)(=1)'2"'«(1, L LS [V(r) |11, LS) = (M +2Hbg,) (= 1*RE (L L L, LXLIICE )<L || CE |1 /(2L +1) .

III. SINGLE-PARTICLE ORBITALS
AND THE RESIDUAL FORCE

A. Single-Particle Orbitals

Because of practical limitation of computers
and available time on the computers, one is forced
to several but reasonable approximations in any
shell-model calculation.

One of the first considerations is the size of the
configuration space which needs to be considered.
Before a residual interaction is “turned on,” the
zeroth order configurations are made up of prod-
ucts of single-particle orbitals where like parti-
cles are properly antisymmetrized. In this TDA
calculation of Pb?®, the zeroth-order configura-
tions consists of one hole in the Pb?°® core and one
particle (same type of particle as the hole) outside
the Pb?°® core, Neutron and proton particles will
only be considered in the major shells just above
the N=126 and Z =82, respectively. Likewise, we
will only consider those neutron and proton holes
in the major shells just below N=126 and Z =82,
respectively.

One might consider one-hole—one-particle states
which are two major shells apart. For harmonic-
oscillator orbitals, this would consist of consider-
ing orbitals which are separated in energy by 27w
instead of 1%w as is the case considered here. One
must be very careful in the 27w case as two-hole—~
two-particle configurations from the orbitals sep-
arated by 17w will lie as low or lower in energy in

9

T

zeroth order and should be considered also. Sec-
ondly, it is not certain what radial dependence
should be used for these high-lying orbitals in or-
der to calculate the matrix elements of the resid-
ual force. Furthermore, most one-hole-one-par-
ticle states formed in this way would have even
parity, and only odd-parity levels are considered
in the present work.

Under ideal conditions, the single-particle or-
bitals used should come from some sort of a self-
consistent or Hartree-Fock-type calculation. Un-
fortunately the current Hartree-Fock calculations
are not yet good enough to yield a single-particle
basis for a shell-model calculation. Consequently,
one usually takes the quantum numbers of the sin-
gle-particle orbitals and their relative separa-
tions from the experimental results whenever they
are known. It is believed that these single-parti-
cle orbitals and their energies are what one would
have obtained from a correct self-consistent or
Hartree-Fock calculation. The neutron and proton
particle and hole orbitals and their relative spac-
ing used in this paper were taken from the paper
by Barnes et al.*® and are shown in Fig. 1. Refer-
ence 35 also contains additional references con-
cerning the structure and spacings of these single-
particle orbitals. The energy “gap” between the
holes and particles was taken to be 3.44 MeV for
the neutron gap and 4.26 MeV for the proton gap
as determined by Carter, Pinkston, and True.?*



2424 TRUE, MA, AND PINKSTON 3

Once the single-particle orbitals are selected,
one must decide on the radial form of these or-
bitals before one can calculate matrix elements.
Mathematically it is simpler to use orbitals which
have an harmonic-oscillator radial shape since
products of two radial orbitals can in a straight-
forward and relatively simple way be transformed
to relative and center-of-mass coordinates.®® 37
Since most conventional residual forces only de-
pend on the relative separation between nucleons,
this transformation facilitates the calculation of
the radial part of the matrix element.

For the foregoing reasons, the radial depen-
dence of the single-particle orbitals were taken to
have an harmonic-oscillator shape with v =0.1842
fm=% (see Ref. 29) which corresponds to 7w =7.6
MeV, where y(r)~e -vr%2 The tail of the har-
monic-oscillator wave functions fall off much

3pl, —— 3624
3p 3y, —————— 3108
343, 254p 2f% ———— 284
297, ——— 2496
4sl, ———— 2,039
3dy, —————— 1573 liy,———— 160l
|‘|§2 1428
'i"/z —_— 0.78] 2f7/2 0'892
zg%-————T———- Qo lhg, —F—— 00
3.44 426
3py, 00 3sh 0.0
2d3/ - -035
2fs, ——————-0.570 2
3py, —— -0897
Ihiy, ——————— -1.34
1§13, —————— -1,633 2ds, ——— -1.67
2f7, ———— -2.339
2

the, ™ -3.43 197, T -3.48
__L (-7.4)

NEUTRONS PROTONS

FIG. 1. The expérimental single-particle spacings in
the lead region from Ref. 35. All energies are in MeV,

19%,

more rapidly at large » than, for example, do the
wave functions in a Woods-Saxon well, Since most
of the contribution to the matrix element comes
from the interior region for bound orbitals, one
does not expect to have much of an error even
though the tails of the wave functions do not behave
properly. Indeed, a recent calculation by Kahana,
Lee, and Scott (KLS)*® showed that for the calculat-
ed spectra of Pb*® and Pb?!°, the changes caused
by replacing the harmonic-oscillator wave func-
tions with Woods-Saxon wave functions were gen-
erally small. Clearly this would not be the case
for a stripping reaction where the shape and am-
plitude of the tail are very important. It is also
clear for excitations to the higher-lying orbitals
which are 2%Zw or higher in energy that the radial
shape of these single-particle orbitals will be
poorly described by an harmonic-oscillator shape.
That is, the radial part of the wave function will
be more “spread out” than the harmonic-oscillator
radial wave functions. In fact, some of these high-
er-energy single-particle orbitals may lie in the
continuum. As a result, the matrix elements of
the interaction will be overestimated unless one
compensates for this effect.

Kuo, Blomgvist, and Brown in a calculation®® on
the dipole states in Pb*°® mentioned that one should
use a larger oscillator parameter 7w, for neutron
orbitals than for proton orbitals. In order to in-
vestigate how these different prescriptions of the
value of Zw for the single-particle orbitals will
affect our results, we have calculated the levels
of Pb?°® and the analog of the Pb?°® ground state in
Bi*°® in three different ways. These calculations
all use, however, the same residual force as de-
scribed in Sec. B. In the first calculation a fixed
v of 0.1842 fm -2 (or equivalently 7w = 7.6 MeV) was
used for all orbitals. In the second calculation the
(7w) ey as determined by KLS*® are used. They
adjusted the 7w of each of the orbitals so that max-
imum overlap between the Woods-Saxon wave func-
tion and its main oscillator component was ob-
tained. Finally in the third calculation, the oscil-
lator parameter for the proton orbitals is again
set to 7w,= 7.6 MeV while that of the neutron or-
bitals is raised arbitrarily to 7w, =9.4 MeV which
is equal to the (/iw) .y of the neutron 1j,, orbital.
Some of the results are presented in Table I. We
observe first that except for a few states, most
of the energy levels change by less than 50 keV
and many by less than 10 keV as one goes from
one %w prescription to another. It is interesting
to mention here that our choice of v=0.1842 fm~?
is identical to the average value of v, of KLS®*
taken over all proton and neutron orbitals, i.e.,
{Vmax) a11=0.184 fm~2, and is also equal to the aver-
age value of v, taken over only the neutron-hole
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and proton-particle orbitals, i.e., (V)5 =0.184
fm~2. This probably explains why the first two
calculations are so similar in general (see Table
I). We see next that the well known 2.61-MeV, 3~
collective state and the 18.0-MeV isobaric analog
state (IAS)*® in Bi%*°® undergo somewhat larger
changes. However, the trend is that if one pre-
scription improves the agreement of the calculat-
ed 3~ state with the experiment then the agree-
ment of the calculated analog state will be spoiled
or vice versa. It is felt that the additional com-
plication of a different v for each orbital does not
give sufficient additional information on the struc-
ture of the excited states. Furthermore, the
change caused by different prescriptions of Zw for
the single-particle orbitals can be compensated to
a large extent by properly adjusting the force pa-
rameters in a phenomenological shell-model cal-
culation, consequently all the results quoted in
this paper are obtained with a v=0,1842 fm~2 for
all orbitals.

B. Residual Force

Because the Hilbert space used in shell-model
calculations is severely truncated, the appropriate
residual force for use in such calculations may be
considerably different from the free nucleon-nucle-
on interaction, V... Included in some way in the
residual force must be the effect of virtual transi-
tions outside the model space. It is generally
agreed that it makes sense to think of dividing the

remainder of Hilbert space into a nearby part and
a distant part. Transitions to the distant (very
high energy) part, which produce the short-range
correlations in the wave function caused by the re-
pulsive core in V.., are accounted for by replac-
ing Vy.. by the Brueckner reaction matrix, G.
Once G is determined, the effect of the lower-en-
ergy configurations excluded from the model space
can be included explicitly by perturbation theory.
This is referred to as core polarization.

Numerous authors have calculated G, using pro-
cedures which are all formally similar but involv-
ing different approximations. We mention here
only the pioneering work of Kuo and Brown.*
Great success, especially in light nuclei, has been
achieved by this approach; however, it is not clear
to us that the method is sufficiently accurate or
that the approximation methods are even sufficient-
ly well understood to warrant abandoning the phe-
nomenological approach in heavy nuclei. We feel
that this latter approach is justified a posteriori
by the fact that a relatively simple interaction has
been produced which can be used to explain the
properties of several nuclei in the lead region.
In particular we have been able to obtain a satis-
factory simultaneous fit to the 17 and 3~ collective
levels in Pb?°® and the analog in Bi%°® of the Pb2°®
ground state. All of these levels are rather sen-
sitive to the input parameters of the calculation.

It was found by True and Ford?®® that the energy
level structure of Pb*%® could be fairly well ex-

TABLE I. The calculated positions of the lowest four eigenstates for the 37, 47, 57, and 6~ levels in Pb®® and the
positions of the isobaric analog state (IAS) of the ground state of Pb*%® when the harmonic-oscillator parameters are
fixed by three different prescriptions as explained in the text. All energies are in MeV and the residual force described

in Sec. III B was used.

Experimental nw, =7.6 MeV
Im values hw, =kw, =7.6 MeV (7w) max hw, =9.4 MeV
3” 2.61 2.49 2.60 1.83
4.15 4.15 4.17
4.30 4.17 4.20
4.711 4.67 4.68
4" 347 3.51 3.52 3.53
4.07 4.06 4.06
4.10 4.11 4.12
4.42 443 4.44
57 3.19 3.35 3.35 3.17
3.70 3.68 3.73 3.60
4.00 3.96 4.00
4.18 4.18 4.18
6~ (3.96) 3.98 3.99 3.99
4.26 4.27 4.27
4.56 4.55 4.56
4.58 4.58 4.62
IAS 18.0 17.2 16.6 174
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plained ifa singlet-even central force with a Gauss-
ian shape was used for a residual force. Further-
more, observed E2 transitions in Pb*°” and Pb*®
indicated the need of including excitations to high-
lying orbitals which tend to deform the core and

to allow electric multipole transitions to take
place which would otherwise be forbidden in the
assumed truncated configuration space. By weak-
ly coupling the lower-lying configurations to a
high-lying L =2 phonon state, it was possible to
explain the observed E2 transitions and to “mock
up” the effect of the phonon admixture on the ener-
gy levels by a P,-type force which we shall call a
weak-coupling force and designate it as V. With
the inclusion of the Vy force, the best fit to the
Pb*® levels was obtained when the strength of the
original singlet-even force (called V) was re-
duced. The “best” residual force was found to be
0.70 Vg + Vyc in the calculations of True.*

Kuo*? has applied the Kuo-Brown method*® ** in
the lead region and has found that core-polariza-
tion effects do give a P,-type force correction to
the Hamada-Johnston potential which he used as
a residual force. The matrix elements in Pb**®
obtained by Kuo*® are in good agreement with those
of True.%°

The 0.70 Vg + V. force will now serve as a
guide in our search for a residual interaction to
be used in the calculation of Pb?**® and Bi®*%, First
one generalizes the force to include a triplet-even
part. Assuming that it has the same radial depen-
dence as the singlet-even part, we obtain*®

V=aV,e 3PS +nPTE) 4+ V(. (10)
with

e
Vwe= *E Eyzu(91) Y52, ,
m

where P% and P® are the singlet-even and triplet-
even projection operators, respectively, pf=0.2922
fm™2, V,=-32.5 MeV. The + sign in V, is given
by (—1)"*"2*"s*M* 1 where the n,’s are the radial
quantum numbers of the harmonic-oscillator wave
functions which start out with a positive slope at
7 =0. In the case of Pb*®, @ =0.70, n=Vi:/Vg
=0 and #/C=1.4 MeV. Although one does expect
a residual force of this type to change somewhat
as different nuclei are considered; one still hopes,
however, that a force can be found which will ex-~
plain satisfactorily the experimental data for Pb*%,
Pb*°, and Bi*°® as well as other nuclei in the lead
region. Thus in adjusting the two parameters a
and #*/C for Pb?*® and Bi%°%, we shall mainly vary
them around their best values as fixed by the cal-
culations of Pb?®, namely, 0.70 and 1.4 MeV,
respectively.

The triplet-even force does not enter in the

Pb**® calculations and so no guide astoits strength
can be obtained from those calculations. Low-en-
ergy scattering data indicate that the triplet-even
part of a nucleon-nucleon force is approximately
1.4 to 1.6 times as strong as the singlet-even part
of the force. It was found that a ratio of Vo ;/Vg
=~ 1,6 gave the best fit in a shell-model calculation®!
of the N* nucleus. The calculation for Pb%°® and
Bi**® described in this paper indicates that a slight-
ly larger ratio of n=V1;/Vg is needed as will be
discussed below.

Experience has shown that the first excited
state, a 3~ collective level at 2.61 MeV, in Pb**®
is very sensitive to the force strength used and to
the configuration space adopted. For example,
Carter, Pinkston, and True** failed to explain the
position of this 3~ level because only five hole-
particle configurations were considered. In this
paper, we have 45 hole-particle configurations
which exhaust all the 1%w excitations that can
couple to J=3". The analog of the ground state of
Pb*%8, a highly excited 0% state in Bi?°® around 18
MeV * above the Pb?*® ground state is also sensi-
tive to the residual force used. Kuo** has done a
calculation of the energy levels of Bi?*°® using a
Hamada-Johnston potential with core-polarization
effects included. He found that the calculated po-
sition of the analog state was about 4 MeV too low.

It is felt that whatever force one used, it should
give about the correct positions for this first 3~
state and the analog state. Indeed, with the infor-
mation provided by the Pb*%® calculations, these
two states are almost sufficient to fix the force pa-
rameters of Eq. (10). We have performed several
calculations with different sets of parameters
(a, n) while setting Vi,c=0, and some of the re-
sults are tabulated in Table II.

TABLE II. The calculated positions of the isobaric
analog state (IAS) of the ground state of Ph?® and the
lowest 3~ level in Pb?® as the over-all strength, «, of
the residual force, and the triplet-even to singlet-even
strength ratio, 9=V /Vg, are varied with V=0 [cf.
Eq. (10) in text].

IAS E@37)

o =V /Vg (MeV) (MeV)
1.0 1.50 18.2 1.26
0.7 1.50 14.8 2.59
0.7 1.70 16.1 2.35
1.75 16.5 2.29
1.80 16.8 2.23
0.75 1.70 16.8 2.12
1.75 17.2 2.05
1.80 17.5 1.99
Experimental value 18.0 2.61
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It is interesting to observe that by using a force
with n=1.5, the analog state is calculated to be at
18.2 MeV, which is in good agreement with the ob-
served value. The amplitudes of the various com-
ponents of this analog state are very close to that
predicted for a pure analog state. (See Sec. IV for
further discussion of this analog state.) However,
this force predicts the first 3~ state to be at 1.26
MeV which is much too low in comparison with the
observed position. In fact this force with n=1.5
would have to be reduced by a factor of about 0.7
in order to give the correct first 3~ state. How-
ever, this large reduction in the force strength
would completely destroy the previous good agree-
ment of the analog state which would now be at
14.8 MeV. It is seen that by adjusting the Vg and
Vg alone one cannot improve the positions of
both the first 3~ state and the analog state at the
same time. Table II shows that the best fit is ob-
tained for @ =0.7 and 7 =1.8, where the singlet-
even part has the same strength as that in the
Pb?¢ calculations. If we now add to it the P,-type
force also with the same strength taken from the
Pb? calculations, namely %2/C=1.4 MeV, we ob-
tain the first 3~ state to be at 2.49 MeV and the
analog state to be at 17.2 MeV; both are close to
the experimental positions. We will use this as
our residual force in the present calculations,
namely

s
a=0.7, n=Vi:/Vg=1.8, and ol 1.4 MeV .

We would like to mention here that the other en-
ergy levels of Pb?*® are insensitive to small vari-
ations in the residual force. The singlet-odd and
triplet-odd parts of the residual force are expect-
ed to be small and have assumed to be zero since
there is no evidence to the contrary. However, it
is quite possible that including the Vg and Vg,
central forces could improve the agreement be-
tween theory and experiment. The inclusion of
these two odd-state forces would introduce sever-
al new parameters into the calculation and this
does not appear desirable at this point.

C. TDA or RPA

The lowest 3~ state in Pb?°® is strongly collec-
tive and is observed to have an E3 transition
strength of about 40 single-particle Weisskopf
units.’"*® In TDA, the collective property for
this transition is a result of the hole-particle am-
plitudes adding coherently in the £3 matrix ele-
ment. Further enhancement is expected from cor-
relations in the ground state (and excited states)
from admixtures of n-hole-n-particle configura-
tions. It is believed that most of these correlation

effects are taken into consideration by an RPA cal-
culation,

The appropriate residual interaction to use de-
pends on the truncated model space considered.
Because RPA calculations allow # hole-#n particle
admixtures, RPA calculations effectively encom-
pass a larger model space than do the correspond-
ing TDA calculations. Consequently, one does not
expect to be able to use the same residual inter-
action in both a TDA and a RPA calculation. Al-
though TDA and RPA calculations give essentially
the same results for most of the levels, the col-
lective levels depend sensitively on the size of
the model space and the strength of the force and
will differ greatly in position depending on which
calculation is done. For example, the TDA cal-
culation described in this paper gave the position
of the lowest 3~ level, a collective level, at 2.49
MeV while a RPA calculation with the same re-
sidual force gave the position of the energy squared
eigenvalue at -3.52 MeV?., Clearly, this is not the
correct residual force to use in a Pb?°® RPA cal-
culation with the assumed truncated model space.
On the other hand, Rowe®® points out that “higher”
RPA treatments tend to increase the energy of
low-lying states.

Table II demonstrates that adjustment of the pa-
rameters in the potential to make the analog state
energy sufficiently high tends to make the energy
of the lowest 3~ level too low. Consequently a re-
sidual force which would make the lowest 3~ level
“correct” in an RPA calculation would give poor
results in the TDA calculations of Pb?* and Bi2°®,
It should be emphasized that, for the most part,
the structure of Pb?%, Pb?%, and Bi*°® can be fit-
ted by a single phenomenological interaction and
using conventional shell-model procedures which
ignore ground-state correlations. Furthermore,
it is felt that the structure of the negative-parity
excited states of Pb*® are adequately described
by this residual force even though ground-state
correlations have been neglected.

Effective charges*®*” for electromagnetic tran-
sitions are also needed because the space is trun-
cated. These are normally assumed to arise from
core polarization, virtual excitations of protons
in the core to high-lying orbitals. Since ground-
state correlations also are known to enhance elec-
tromagnetic transitions, and they are not included
in our calculations, the effective charges intro-
duced phenomenologically in this work must con-
tain the effects of both core polarizations and
ground-state correlations. In the case of E1 tran-
sitions, our effective charges must be regarded
as compensating for the absence of ground-state
correlations. There is no core polarization cor-
rection to our E1 transitions since the E1 strength
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to the closed-shell ground state is exhausted by
the configurations used.

D. Coulomb Energies

In the Pb** calculation, the proton hole-particle
matrix elements will also have a contribution
from the Coulomb force. It was observed by Car-
ter, Pinkston, and True®* that the diagonal ma-
trix elements were quite constant and had a val-
ue of about -0.23 MeV while the off-diagonal ma-
trix elements were small and oscillated in sign.
Consequently, we shall adopt the prescription®”
of replacing all diagonal Coulomb matrix ele-
ments by -0.23 MeV and all off-diagonal Coulomb
matrix elements by zero.

IV. ANALOG STATE IN Bi*®

The residual force described in Sec. III was
used to calculate the structure of ground state and
the excited states of Bi**® with a neutron-hole -~
proton-particle basis in the 82 to 126 single-par-
ticle orbitals. These results are similar to those
obtained by Kim and Rasmussen®® who used a cen-
tral potential and a strong tensor component both
of which had a Gaussian radial dependence. Our
results are also similar to those obtained by Kuo**
who used an effective force derived from the Ham-
ada-Johnston potential. The details of these cal-
culations for Bi*%® will be published elsewhere.

However, it is desirable at this point to discuss
briefly the position and structure of the analog of
the Pb?°® ground state which is a highly excited 0+
state in Bi?°®, This analog state is found experi-
mentally to lie approximately at 18 MeV above the
Pb?°® ground state. This value of 18 MeV is ob-
tained by subtracting the neutron-proton mass dif-
ference of 0.78 MeV from the Coulomb displace-
ment energy of Pb?® which is 18.8 MeV as given
by Temmer.3°

With the residual force described in Sec. III, the
analog state is calculated to lie at 17.2 MeV which
is close to the observed value of 18 MeV.

The pure analog state is obtained by operating
on a closed core for the Pb?® ground state with
the isospin lowering operator 7~. The squared
amplitudes of the neutron-hole-proton-particle
states are 2j+1/2T +1, where j refers to the j
of the neutron hole and of the proton particle while
T =22 is the isotopic spin of the Pb®*°® ground state.
The squared amplitudes of the calculated analog
state are compared with the 2j+1/27 +1 factors
in Table III.

It is interesting to note that although our resid-
ual interaction is charge independent, that we
have assumed a pure closed core for the Pb*°®
ground state, and that there is only one 7'=22

state (the others are 7'=21) in our hole-particle
configurations, the squared amplitudes for the cal-
culated states are not exactly equal to the 2j+1/
2T +1 values for a pure analog state.

There are two reasons for this lack of perfect
agreement. One is that Coulomb forces cause
small deviations from isotopic spin purity. The
other, more significant reason, is the lack of con-
sistency between the residual interaction and sin-
gle-particle energies used in the calculation.*® If
the Bi®°® state in question is the analog of the Pb*°®
ground state, then their binding energies differ
only by the Coulomb shift. In a shell-model cal-
culation there must be a perfect cancellation of
contributions from the nuclear part of the Hamil-
tonian, so that the energy eigenvalue of the analog
state will come only from the extra Coulomb inter-
action of the “last” proton in Bi%*®, This perfect
cancellation would occur automatically if the sin-
gle-particle energies used were calculated theo-
retically from the assumed residual force by
means of a Hartree-Fock calculation. This is be-
cause the neutron-hole-proton-particle matrix
elements are closely related to the difference be-
tween the neutron and proton single-particle ener-
gies.?® Since shell-model calculations are based
on single-particle energies obtained from experi-
ment, there is no guarantee of this consistency.
The near agreement of the present results with the
analog-state energy is a check of the force used
against the experimental single-particle energies.
The reproduction of the analog-state wave function
expected from isotopic spin purity is indirect evi-
dence for “almost” charge-independent nuclear
forces.

V. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS FOR Pb**®

The residual force described in Sec. III was used
in a TDA calculation to obtain the detailed struc-
ture of the excited states of Pb?°®, The calculated
energies and eigenfunctions for the low-lying neg-
ative-parity states are given in Table X. In this
section, we will describe in some detail the agree-
ment between the calculated results and the experi-
mental ones. The four lowest excited states have
been studied in more detail, since it is more dif-
ficult to resolve the individual levels for higher
excitation energies. Consequently we will be able
to discuss the first four excited states one at a
time and only compare the higher-lying states in
groups which is also how the experimental results
are given in general.

A. 2.608 MeV, 3" Level

This well-known collective state in Pb**® was cal-
culated to be at 2.49 MeV which is in good agree-
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TABLE III. Comparison between the squared amplitudes of the calculated 17.2-MeV 0* state in Bi*® and those of a
pure analog state, T is the isospin of the Pb?® ground state.

[Fnds) 7 g/5hgy2) [Fyafoyz) 13/ 1372 |Fs/2f5/2) |32 032 |Byy2 b2
This
calculation 0.24 0.19 0.26 0.15 0.12 0.05
-2-2-2-4:7—,]-: 0.23 0.18 0.32 0.14 0.09 0.05

ment with the observed value of 2.61 MeV. The
collectivity of this state is demonstrated by the
fact that it has a large E3 transition strength
(about 40 Weisskopf single-particle units**™*%) for
decay to the ground state of Pb®°%, The (p, p’) ex-
periments of Zaidi ef al.® to this 3~ state show
resonances at the analog states in Bi%°® of all the
single-particle neutron states in Pb%°°, These ob-
servations imply that the 3~ state has many neu-
tron hole-particle components which is also con-
sistent with it being a collective state. Indeed our
calculated eigenfunction (see Table X) for this
state is a multiconfiguration eigenfunction with no
one or two components dominating it.

Bjerregaard et al.'* 2 and McClatchie, Glas-
hausser, and Hendrie'® have studied the proton
hole-particle structure of the lowest four excited
states in Pb*°® by (£, o) and (d, He®) reactions, re-
spectively, with Bi*% as a target. These experi-
ments enable one to deduce the relative spectro-
scopic factors of the larger |77, &, ,,), components.
The relative proton hole-particle spectroscopic
factors are defined as

Si;(p)=(J+ i (p) /(2 +1), (11)

where J is the spin of the Pb**® excited state, /= $
is the spin of the Bi** ground state, and y,,(p) is
the amplitude for the |73, &, ,,), proton hole-parti-

cle component in the eigenfunction. The calculated
S”’s given by Eq. (11) are compared with the ex-
perimentally measured S”"s in Table IV. Bjerre-
gaard et al.'”? have put upper limits on many of the
spectroscopic factors. This only means that if

the spectroscopic factors were larger than the giv-
en upper limit, then they would have been observed.
On the other hand, they could be smaller and our
calculated values seem to indicate this. In gener-
al, the measured and experimental spectroscopic
factors are in agreement.

We would also like to point out that the calculat-
ed results given in Table IV are similar to the un-
published results of Kuo and of Gillet which are
quoted by Bjerregaard et al.'?

We have used our wave function to calculate the
quadrupole moment of this 3~ state adopting an
effective charge of 0.5¢ as described in Sec. V H.
The calculated result is @ ;.= ~0.061 b which is
about 20 times smaller than the experimental val-
ue of @.,=~-1.3+0.6 b as measured by Barnett and
Phillips.” It is not clear to us why the discrepan-
cy is so large.

B. 3.192 MeV, 5™ Level

The lowest 5 level is calculated to be at 3.35
MeV which is in agreement with the observed en-
ergy of 3.19 MeV. The calculated [S, ,, 4, ), spec-

TABLE IV. The relative spectroscopic factors for the [I, hyy,), proton hole-particle states in Pb?®, The
experimental results were taken from Ref, 12 and Ref. 13,

E
(MeV) Im [51 5 hop2)s |ds/2sRgpody |55 g pods |Z7/2: hgy2)s
2.608 3~ exp (Ref. 13) 0.18
exp (Ref. 12) 0 =0.10 =0.07 =0.28
This calculation 0 0.11 0.005 0.023
3.192 5~ exp (Ref. 13) 0.08
exp (Ref, 12) 0.06 <0.09 <0.06 <0.28
This calculation 0.044 0.023 0.003 0.002
3.469 4~ exp (Ref. 13)
exp (Ref. 12) =0.004 =0.007 =0.005 =0.02
This calculation 0.00002 0.0001 0.00002 0.00C 008
3.702 5~ exp (Ref. 13) 0.42
exp (Ref. 12) 0.31 <0.52 <0.36 <1.7
This calculation 0.30 0.038 0.002 0.002
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troscopic factor of 0,044 for this level is in agree-
ment with the two measured values of 0.08 and
0.06 which are given in Table IV.

Bardwich and Tickle (BT)® have studied this lev-
el by the Pb**"(d, p)Pb**® reaction which should pop-
ulate the |p,, 1j), components of this state. They
found that this state is dominated by the |p, 3, 25,20
component —a result also favored by Sastry?! in
his study of the 8 decay of TI*°®. The calculated
result is in agreement with these experimental re-
sults and has a value of 0.92 for the amplitude of
the |p, 5y Zo,2)n configuration (see Table X).

BT have also extracted relative neutron hole-
particle spectroscopic factors which are defined
by

I+ 1)S; (n) = (2J +1)x,,%(n) , (12)

where J is the spin of the Pb** level and y,; (r) is
the amplitude of the |p, ,, 1j), neutron hole-parti-
cle component. For the |p,,,, & /2>,, component of
the 3.19-MeV level, the calculated value of 9.4 is
in excellent agreement with the experimental val-
ue of 9.5. The relative spectroscopic factors for
the other |p, 5, 1j), components of this level and
for other levels will be discussed in Sec. V E.

C. 3.469-MeV, 4™ Level

Our lowest calculated 4~ level lies at 3.51 MeV
and the eigenfunction is given by

¥ catc (3.51,47)=0.94 I 51/2, g9/2>n
-0.23] 53/2, g9/2>n -0.25 lfs/z’ g9/2>n,

where the other components which are less than
1% have been neglected. This level has been stud-
ied experimentally by Bondorf, von Brentano, and
Richard® by a (p, p’) reaction and they found a
structure for this level of

¢exp(3,47, 47)=(0.96 + 0.02) 151/2: o2/
~(0.26 £ 0.03) | By 25 Lo/2)n
+(0.07%0.16) |]75/2; g9/2>n .

The first two amplitudes agree very well. The
|7 2 Zo/2) 2mplitudes do not agree. On the other
hand, this amplitude is not too well determined
experimentally.

BT® have measured the relative spectroscopic
factor as defined by Eq. (12) to be 8.7 for the
|B1 /25 8o2)n component and the calculated value is
8.0 which is in good agreement.

This level does not resonate at the other analog
resonances in the ( p, p’) experiments besides
those three mentioned above and is absent in the
Bi%%°(¢, @)Pb?°® and Bi*°°(d, He®)Pb*°® experiments
which indicate that the amplitudes of all the other

| o

neutron and proton hole-particle configurations
are very small. Indeed this is the case for our
calculated eigenfunction and the squared ampli-
tudes of all the hole-particle components except
those mentioned above are less than 1%.

D. 3.702-MeV, 5 Level

Our second 5~ level is calculated to be at 3.68
MeV and

¥eate(3.68,57)=0.29 IEI/Z’ g9/2>n+ 0.18 [53/2’ g9/2>n
-0.57 Ufs/zx g9/2>n +0.36 |51/27 i11/2>n

+0.19 l]i/z i11/2>n +0.11 Wm/zjxs/z% ’

where only the large neutron hole-particle compo-
nents are given (see Table X for more detail).
Richard et al.” have experimentally determined
the neutron hole-particle structure of this level to
be

Dex(3:70,57) = (0.41£0.02) | B, 2, o200
+(0.10% 0.18) [ §5 5, o2
- (0.76 + 0.12) lfs/g, g9/2>n °

Here the agreement of the amplitudes is not as im-
pressive as before but the agreement is still rea-
sonably good. Richard ef al.” however point out
that the experimental amplitudes given above
could possibly be questioned since their analysis
was made by assuming a pure compound cross
section which ignored a measurable direct compo-
nent.

The proton hole-particle relative spectroscopic
factors defined by Eq. (11) of this level are com-
pared to the experimental results of Bjerregaard
et al.'* and McClatchie, Glashausser, and Hen-
drie'® in Table IV. Again good agreement between
the calculations and the experimental results are
obtained. Also the calculated configurations are
in agreement with the g-decay studies of T1?°® by
Shastry.?!

Mukherjee and Cohen'! and BT® observed the
broadening of a line in this region in their Pb%""-
(d, p)Pb*°® experiments and concluded that there
was a doublet of levels at 3.73 and 3.76 MeV, BT
concluded that these states were dominated by the
| P, J2» &0 2)» COmponent although they failed to re-
solve the two levels. The (p, p’), (¢, @), and (d, He®)
experiments mentioned above observed only one
level, a 57 level at 3.702 MeV, in this energy re-
gion. Our next higher calculated level lies at 3,98
MeV and is dominated by a very pure |7z &o/2'n
hole-particle configuration. Furthermore if one
calculates the spectroscopic factor of the 57 level
at 3,70 MeV using the experimental determined’
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value of 0.41 as the amplitude of its |p, 3, £o/2)n
component; one obtains, according to Eq. (12),
(27 +1)S() = 1.85 which is in excellent agreement
with the value of 1.9 as measured by BT for the
conjectured doublet. Thus it is quite possible that
there is only one 5~ level in this energy region.

E. Relative Spectroscopic Factors
and Centers of Gravity

Above about 3.8 MeV the excited levels in Pb*®
became so dense that it is difficult to resolve them
and to experimentally study them in detail as has
been done for the lowest four levels. For the high-
er-energy regions, the experimental results are
given in the form of spectroscopic information for
groups of levels, centroid energies for various
hole-particle multiplets, and total strength for
various hole-particle multiplets. We will now
compare our calculated results for the negative-
parity states in this manner.

As mentioned above, the relative spectroscopic
factors defined by Eq. (12) for the neutron hole-
particle configurations, |p,,, 1j),, have been mea-
sured by BT® by the Pb%°"(d, p)Pb**® reaction. The
relative spectroscopic factors defined by Eq. (11)
for the proton hole-particle configurations,

[77, kg 5)», have been measured by Bjerregaard et
al.? by the Bi*°(¢, a)Pb?*°® reaction and by McClat-
chie, Glashausser, and Hendrie®® by the Bi?%°-

(d, He®)Pb**® reaction. These measured spectro-
scopic factors provide a direct test of our calcu-
lated wave functions.

Our first comparison will be for the total strength
of a given hole-particle multiplet. For the (d, p)
reaction the total strength of a given neutron hole-
particle multiplet is defined by

25(2J + l)S,j(n)=;(2J+ 1), (13)

where S,;(n) is defined in Eq. (12) and the J’s are
the possible spins which can be obtained by cou-

TABLE V. Sum rule of the total strength for the neu-
tron hole-particle multiplets in Pb%®, The experimental
results were taken from Ref, 9.

2, @I+1)S
Multiplet Sumrule 35 (2J+DSaq 2 (2 +1DSg
[B1/2: 89 /20m 20 20.7 19.7
Bisinpn 24 23.2 23.8
Birdsda 12 104 11.5
(B1/2051/20m 4 3.6 34
1/281/n 16 11.7 14.2
[B1/2:d3/5)n 8 4.3 5.8
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pling a p,,, neutron hole to a Ij neutron particle.
The summation at the left-hand side is to be taken
over all states which share the |p, ,, 1j), hole-
particle strength. For the (4, @) and (d, He®) reac-
tions, the total strength of a given proton hole-
particle multiplet is defined by

2Su(P)=2j+1, (14)

where S,,(p) is defined in Eq. (11), j is the spin of
the transferred proton hole, and the sum is over
all the levels which share the |Tj, %, ), hole-parti-
cle strength.

The total theoretical strengths, the experimental-
ly measured strengths, and the calculated strengths
for neutron and proton hole-particle multiplets
are compared in Tables V and VI, respectively. In
summing up the calculated total strength we have
omitted the contributions from those levels in
which the amplitude of the hole-particle compo-
nent under consideration is smaller than 0.06. In
Table V, the experimental measurements only con-
sidered excited states below 6.1-MeV excitation
and consequently the calculated strengths also in-
cluded only those calculated levels below 6.1 MeV.
It can be seen from Table V that the experimental
and calculated strengths agree very well. Both
the |D, 9 &1/2)n and | D, 5, ds ), experimental and
calculated strengths are somewhat below the sum-
rule value. This is mostly due to the energy cut-
off at 6.1 MeV. Indeed, if all the levels below 7.1
MeV were included, the calculated total strength
will increase to 7.51 and 15.5 for the |p, ,, ds ),
and |9, 5, &1 ,»), multiplets, respectively. The ad-
ditional missing strength is expected to be shared
by levels lying at even higher energy.

In Table VI we see that the experimental and cal-
culated proton total strengths of the |5, 12 Mg 20 and
ds ;25 g ,2), multiplets agree very well. They are
slightly below the values predicted by the sum rule
which is to be expected since only the states below
5.7 MeV were considered in determining both the
experimental and calculated strengths. The agree-
ment for the total strength of the [d,,, kg,5), mul-
tiplet is not as good as the above two; its calculat-
ed value is less than the experimental one even

TABLE VI, Sum rule of the total strength for the pro-
ton hole-particle multiplets in Pb?%, The experimental
results were taken from Ref, 13.

S
Multiplet Sum rule 2 Sexp 23S cate
[S1/2: /205 2 1.96 1.97
|25/5: o0y 4 3.83 3.95

|ds/20 g )y 6 5.61 4.77
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though in this case all calculated levels up to 5.9
MeV are included in the summation. We also no-
tice in Tables V and VI that in general the agree-
ment of the calculated strengths with the experi-
ment is better for the low-lying multiplets than
for the high-lying multiplets.

It is rewarding that the calculated and experi-
mental strengths of the neutron and proton multi-
plets are in the same energy region. If the experi-
mental strengths were considerably lower than the
calculated strengths, one would have been forced
to conclude that the fractionation of the strength
had occurred with some of the strength appearing
at higher energies due to mixing of more compli-
cated configurations with the one-hole~one-parti-
cle configurations. Then our truncated space of
one-hole—one-particle configurations would have
been inadequate to explain the experimental ob-
servations.

Our next comparison between the calculated re-
sults and the experimental results will be to look
at the spectroscopic factors in more detail. Since
it is essentially impossible to identify level by lev-
el the calculated and the observed levels, the com-
parison will be presented by graphs. The relative
spectroscopic factors defined by Eq. (12) for the
neutron hole-particle components are compared
with the experimental results of BT® in Fig. 2.
Similarly the relative proton hole-particle spectro-
scopic factors defined by Eq. (11) are compared
with the experimental results of McClatchie, Glas-
hausser, and Hendrie® in Fig. 3.

Figures 2 and 3 indicated clearly that the agree-
ment between the experimental and calculated re-
sults are generally good. The general features
like the occurrence of clusters, their widths, and
their locations are well reproduced by the calcu-
lations.

Another comparison which can be made is the
center of gravity of the hole-particle multiplets.
The center of gravity of the proton multiplets is
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FIG. 2. Relative spectroscopic factors for the
|£1 9» 1j), neutron hole-particle configurations. The
experimental results were taken from Ref, 9. The dou-
ble lines indicate a doublet.

defined by

E,,(p) =Z:EU_(P_)€1
J

2j+1 (15)

and the center of gravity of the neutron multiplets
is defined by

E,j(n):;(2J+1)S,j(n)EJ/;(2J+1) . (16)
In Eqgs. (15) and (16), the sum over J is over all
levels which contain the given multiplet.

The calculated and experimental centers of grav-
ity for the |p, ,, 1j), hole-particle multiplets and
the |17, kg ,5), hole-particle multiplets are com-
pared in Tables VII and VIII, respectively. In Ta-
ble VIII, one notes that the calculated centers of
gravity of the proton multiplets are about 150 keV
larger than the experimental ones and that both
are lower than the zeroth-order energies. In Ta-
ble VII, one sees that the calculated and experi-
mental neutron centers of gravity are in better
agreement with each other.
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FIG. 3. Relative spectroscopic factors for the ﬁ;,ha /2)p Proton hole-particle configurations. The experimental re-
sults were taken from Ref. 13. The double lines indicate doublets.
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TABLE VII, Centroid energies of the neutron hole-
particle multiplets in Pb?%, E is the zeroth-order en-
ergy. The experimental results were taken from Ref. 9.

Ey E_exp Ecalc Ecalc -E

Multiplet (MeV) (MeV) (MeV) (MeV)exp
B gyn 344 3.39 3.50 0.11
Byoiiyd. 421 4.25 4.26 0.01
By2dsynn  5.00 5.00  5.07 0.07
[B1/20 S1/20m 5.47 5.28 5.46 0.18
[51/05 8100 5.91 5.94 5.90 -0.04
[By2idsp)y  5.96 5.92 5.90 -0.02

F. Total Inelastic Proton Partial Width

Richard ef al.” have measured the proton partial
widths T', for exciting the |77, g, ,2), hole-particle
configurations in Pb?°® from a Pb2°%( p, p’)Pb28*
analog resonance reaction. The proton partial
width is given by

J+ DTS ¥, 1
F;FZ(Z. +2) 11X1111 (17)
J

' +1

where J is the spin of the final state in Pb*°%, [’
are the quantum numbers of the neutron in the par-
ent analog state — g, , in this case, [j are the quan-
tum numbers of the neutron hole state, x;j;,; is
the amplitude for the [7j, I'j’), component, and I';}
is the single-particle width. In this sum over j,
we will neglect the 7,5, and &y, neutronhole states
because they are only weakly populated due to the
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TABLE VII. Centroid energies of the proton hole-
particle multiplets in Ph®, E is the zeroth-order en-
ergy. The experimental results were taken from Ref, 13,

Ey Eexp Ecalc Ecare _Eexp
Multiplet ~ (MeV) (MeV) (MeV) (MeV)
[Syphopdy 423 3.90 4.09 0.19
[dyjpshopdy 458  4.25 4.42 0.17
[d5 s g )y 5.90 5.55 5.66 0.11

high angular momentum barrier. Note that the par-
tial widths depend_on the “—71/2: 8os2ns |]?5/2 s g9/2>n5

| Pa/2s 8o/20n» and lfv/z’ 8v/2) » amplitudes and this
provides a further test of these neutron hole-par-
ticle configurations in our calculated wave func-
tions. This is in contrast to the spectroscopic
factors obtained from the Pb%"’(d, p)Pb**® experi-
ments which only tests the |p,,,, I’j), amplitudes.

Using the single-particle widths in the paper by
Richard et al.” and our calculated wave functions,
the I')’s can be calculated and compared with the
experimentally measured ones. This comparison
is ' made in Fig, 4 and one notes that the agree-
ment is quite good. It is seen from Fig. 4 that the
calculated levels as a whole shift up about 100 keV
compared with the experimental positions.

Some remarks are in order. First, in calculat-
ing the proton partial width I',, we have neglected
its dependence on the energy of the level under
consideration. Secondly, it is pointed out to us by
Richard® that the partial width T', of the lowest 3~
state was not well measured due to the interfer-

30r
EXP 4 5
20+
10+ 5
I_‘P ] N HTJ T L [ ; ] . A , —
30+ 4.5 4.0 3.5 3.0
(keV) CALC -
20t
5 4
10F
5 5 76
6 3 5 34 5
D LB ITIRT L] —
4.5 4.0 3.5 3.0

ENERGY (MeV)

FIG. 4. Proton partial widths for exciting the I-l_;, &9/2)n neutron hole-particle states. The experimental results
were taken from Ref. 7. The calculated level energy scale has been arbitrarily shifted upwards by 100 keV,
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FIG. 5. Proton partial widths for exciting the |7j,d 5/2 )n Deutron hole-particle states. The experimental results
were taken from Ref, 8. The double lines indicate doublets.

ence of the direct background, hence it is not in-
cluded in Fig. 4. Our calculated I', for this lowes
3" state is I';=1.63 keV, a rather small value.
Very recently, Kulleck e/ al. have published
their study on the isobaric analog resonance of
the Pb**® 4 , single-neutron state in Bi**°. They
have measured the proton partial width I',, which
according to Eq. (17), provides a test of the
[17, dy /2)» N€utron hole-particle components in our
calculated wave functions. This will supplement
the information one gathers from the g, , ground-
state analog resonance in Bi?% which merely con-
cerns the 7], g, ), hole-particle structure as has

T EXPERIMENTAL PHOTONEUTRON 7
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FIG. 6. Distribution of electric dipole strength in
Pb*® | The experimental results were taken from
M. Danos and E. G. Fuller, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Sci. 15, 29
(1965) .

t

already been discussed above.

Using Eq. (17) and the single-particle widths
quoted in the paper by Richard ef al.,” the I')’s
were calculated and are compared with the experi-
mental results in Fig. 5. The calculated results
roughly resemble the measured data, however,
the agreement is not as impressive as that for the
7, &5 ,2)» hole-particle states. This seems to be
expected since the |1j, d; ), hole-particle states
are all highly excited, for example, their ener-
gies generally range from 4.5 to 6.5 MeV. Kulleck
et al.® have assigned the spin of the measured
4.692-MeV level as J"= 3" which has a measured
I',=8.7T keV. This seems to be confirmed by our
calculation where we find a calculated level at
4.706 MeV with J=3" and a calculated I',=12.4
keV.

G. Giant Dipole Resonance

Shell-model calculations of the dipole states in
Pb*® have been performed by Gillet, Green, and
Sanderson,?” and also by Kuo, Blomqvist, and
Brown (KBB).?® We have calculated the E1 transi-
tion strengths using an effective charge of 0.5¢
(see Sec. V H). The results are plotted in Fig. 6.
Our dipole strength is mainly concentrated in the
three highest-energy states ranging between 12 to
13 MeV which is about 1 MeV below the experi-
mental peak. The concentration and the location
of the peak of the dipole strengths in the present
calculation are an improvement over previous
calculations which gave less concentration and
were centered at lower energies. All the energies
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of the dipole states together with their strengths
are listed in columns 1 and 2 of Table IX, the wave
functions of the lowest nine 17 states are given in
Table X.

It is well known®!~%% for a shell-model calcula-
tion of this type where the internal motion and the
center-of-mass motion is not separated, that spu-
rious states can be admixed in the calculated eigen-
states. The most important spurious state in this
case is the state which has the center-of-mass
motion in a 1) state and with an internal motion
the same as the ground state which is known to be
in the 1s center-of-mass state. In addition to the
28 17 states given in Table IX, the calculations al-
so produced a 17 state at —-1.62 MeV. This level
was not included in Table IX since it is almost
completely a spurious state. The amount of spu-
rious-state admixture in any 1~ state can be found
by operating on the Pb?°® ground state with the cen-
ter-of-mass raising operator®? and then taking the
overlap with the 17 state in question. For the 1~
state at —~1.62 MeV, the overlap integral was cal-
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culated to be 0.947.

In contrast, the overlap integrals to the 1~
states at 4.96, 5.39, 5.61, and 5.74 MeV were
0.05, 0.02, 0.06, and 0.10, respectively. Within
the accuracy of these calculations, it is concluded
that the -1.62-MeV state is essentially a spurious
state and that the other states contain very little
spurious state admixtures.

KBB?® mentioned in their paper that the choice
of the oscillator parameter 7w for the single-par-
ticle orbitals may have a large effect on the calcu-
lated results of the dipole states. In order to in-
vestigate this effect, we have, in addition to the
present calculation, performed another two addi-
tional calculations using the same residual force
as described in Sec.III B, but with different values
of 7Zw. One of the calculations used the (7w) ., s
as determined by KLS®® (see also Sec. III A) for
each of the orbitals. The other one used the oscil-
lator parameter adopted in this paper for the pro-
ton orbitals, i.e., Zw,="7.6 MeV and the oscillator
parameter (7iw) ., of the neutron 1j,, orbital for

TABLE IX. The calculated positions of the 1~ levels in Ph*% and their respective E1 transition rates in Weisskopf
spu to the ground state of Pb?® when the harmonic-oscillator parameters are fixed by three different prescriptions as

explained in the text,

nw, =7.6 MeV
fiw, =hw, =7.6 MeV (W) 1 ax rw, =94 MeV
Energy T(E1) Energy T(E1) Energy T(E1)
(MeV) (spu) (MeV) (spu) (MeV) (spu)
4.96 0.243 4,74 0.071 4.64 0.176
5.39 0.000 5.38 0.093 5.27 0.485
5.61 0.057 5.47 0.841 5,38 0.017
5.74 0.210 5.64 0.469 5.58 0.094
5.97 0.158 5.94 0.213 5.95 0.050
6.06 0.071 6.05 0.042 6.06 0.004
6.37 0.000 6.37 0.000 6.39 0.000
6.67 0.019 6.69 0.022 6.72 0.010
6.81 0.000 6.89 0.007 6.90 0.005
7.14 0.033 7.15 0.054 7.18 0.048
7.22 0.069 7.24 0.028 7.27 0.035
7.26 0.001 7.29 0.101 7.32 0.026
7.46 0.017 7.56 0.015 7.59 0.012
7.58 0.002 7.63 0.068 7.64 0.021
7.68 0.005 7.7 0.041 7.80 0.000
7.85 0.000 7.84 0.084 7.91 0.023
8.02 0.069 8.04 0.063 8.09 0.008
8.19 0.001 8.23 0.000 8.27 0.020
8.42 0.176 8.50 0.020 8.51 0.004
8.65 0.227 8.63 0.892 8.63 0.586
8.95 0.030 8.94 0.015 9.00 0.004
9.11 0.023 9.00 0.021 9.06 0.000
9.16 0.035 9.21 0.455 9.28 0.094
9.71 0.149 9.77 0.157 9.98 0.110
10.90 0.493 11.07 0.080 11.14 0.104
11.81 6.086 12.04 10.11 12.29 4.440
12.64 0.824 12.72 0.659 12,74 0.922
13.05 2.697 12,94 2.267 13.27 6.289
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|eo

TABLE X. This is a tabulation of the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the negative-parity states in Pb?®, If more
than 10 states of a given spin were calculated, only the lowest 10 states are given. Whenever the calculated amplitude
of a given hole-particle configuration is less than 0.1 in magnitude, it is not given., An exception to this rule is that in
every case the four largest amplitudes for all states are given even though some may be less than 0.1 in magnitude.
The 3~ level at 2.6 MeV is also an exceptional case and its complete wave function is given at the end of the table. The
first column gives the spin and parity of the level, and the second column gives the calculated excitation energy. The
third column gives the transition rate 7' (EA) in spu which was calculated by using an effective charge of 0.5¢ as dis-
cussed in the text, For each spin, the remaining columns give the hole-particle configurations on top and the corre-
sponding amplitudes below. For example, the amplitude of the |7y;/y,i13/5), configuration for the 1~ level at 4.964 MeV
is +0.275. Note that in general, many more configurations were considered than are listed, None of them will appear
if their amplitudes are always less than 0.1 for the states given.

E  TEN
I™ (MeV) (spw . Eigenfunctions
0~ Brasidn Fsndsdn |Rapgomdn Pandsmdn |da2bamds 1512012 (Frn&udn 1&1afunds |55
18297209
5.547 -0.863 0.490 -0.074 -0.100
6.198 -0.469 -0.817 0.284 -0.170
7.332 -0.145 s 0.196 0.919 [EX) oo —0.288
7.693 R oo 0.127 -0.111 0.691 0.673 s -0.156 -0.122
7.803 ce 0.278 0.904 -0.117 oo -0.203 0.107 0.158
8.079 cee ces -0.107 v 0.635 -0.638 (X -0.296 0.283
9,147 LR LR see -0.167 LR -0.183 -0.590 —0.235 —0.716
0.110
9412 s LXK -0.132 -0.116 0.273 (R -0.398 0.854 (R
9,771 o oo see 0.214 0.185 -0.223 0.619 0.275 —-0.573
0.259
1342 oo oo (R see e 0.076 —-0.095 o 0.237
0.960
1- Biasyn [Fsndsdn Fregydn Bspd sy Biadsmdn Bazsynn [Finitsmn | Fsaguda 1Fs2dson
ldsof s [Ropa&oradn Bajadspedn [Ba1satizsads [Fryzdsdn [Syebss |dyafsms [Repivyodn | 3720 37205
|Zrs20s20p 1517281/ |Q3pad 1) | dspab3r2dp
4,964 0,24 LR cee —-0.458 -0.260 —0.205 eee 0.349 -0.270 0.166
-0.374 oo ase 0.275 0.157 -0.,117 -0.246 0.228 . RN
0.168
5.392 0.00 -0.857 0.245 0.168 —-0.302 oo 0.214
5.614 0.06 —0.333 0.154 —-0.429 0.650 0.427 see s —-0.156 ces
K e e ee s oo 0.166
5.7144 021  -0.134 —0.751 ‘e e 0194 0.266  —0.155 .es 0.248
e 0.110 es ~0.101  0.287 0.115 cee =001  —0.106
~0.106 cee 0.160 0.158
5.971  0.16 e 0.258 . 0.352 —0.604 0.191 .. 0.216 0453
. 0.113 0.192 eee ves
e eee 0.139 0,142
6.055 0.07 cee 0.389 0.236 -0.259 0.440 —0.282 eee —-0.194 0.497
ces —-0.117 ce e eo e 0.262 0.101 cee cen see
. ER RN 0.127 0.129
6.368  0.00 0.264  0.217 . ces0.204 0.842 cee 0202 ee-
-0.201 cer —0.188
6.670 0,02 oo KR —0.467 -0.173 0.217 e 0.181 0.556 see
0.226 ERS -0.365 LR e -0.251 0.174 -0.176
6.813 0.00 R R oo 0.140 LR ces o -0.378 0.152
0.502 (R 0.156 LR eoe -0.687 s 0.102 oo

see —-0.166
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TABLE X (Continued)
E T(EMN
I™ (MeV) (spw Eigenfunctions
2" |fs2800n P12dsidn |dasafuds Fsr2dssdn 128 032d5/0m |dsiahesdy 1728320 |F525120m
[53/2 S1/20n [713/2]'15/2%. |f5/2g7/2>n IJ?s/z d3/20n |J77/2i11/2>n |d—5/2f7/2>p |h9/2g9/2>n |P3/2 d3son 151/2f5/2>p
/281305 15120320 |d3afsi2p |Bopainddn 181202
4,422 0.912 -0.353 0.104 eee -0.153
5.179 -0.244 -0.836 -0.204 0.194 0.158 0.318
5.586 0.166 e -0.532 -0.223 0.487 -0.388 e
oo 0.166 0.237 e oo 0.284 . see .
0.205 s oo 0.117
5.672 e -0.103 cee -0.889 -0.167 0.218 R 0.205 0.196
eee eee eoe cee P e 0.124
5.766 ees -0.198 0.714 -0.130 0.508 -0.297 oo oo oo
see -0.124
5.938 0.117 0.187 0.208 oo oo 0.271 . 0.556 -0.306
-0.121 0.398 ER see see 0.102 . 0.116
0.318 vee (XX 0.219 0.216
6.009 cee s e oo -0.294 0.106 o -0.543 0.373
oo 0_472 eo e coe cee oo ces oo oo
0.328 LR oo 0.210 0.214
6.120 -0.117 -0.176 see (ER) —-0.309 —0.457 -0.197 ce -0.474
0.261 0.237 -0.275 0.247 LR -0.216 . -0.118 R
0.140 . -0.113
6.129 vee .. 0.104 ee -0.917 0.174
see e .o oo _0.119 oo v cee 0.262
6.266 e LR ve -0.197 .. 0.379 e —-0.425 -0.567
-0.134 .. 0.316 0.359 cee 0.120
37 [Fsra8u2n  1P328udn |darphor)s | Fsziiydn 101yadsdn Isyafude dsnfuns |Fsndsdn |Fr28920
Bandsdn | dsinhey)y P&y | FszSudn VT1anitsin | Fsng&udn | dsnfuns 1812 52 [1yat132)s
[Rorainysadn |dsbasds |81s2R02)s
4,149 0.01 0.921 0.327 0.141 oo . o .. -0.069
4,299 0.02 LR -0.592 0.600 0.365 -0.140 -0.302 eee oo e
oo eoe _0.108 s e oo vee _0'108
4,706 1.82 0.218 —0.447 -0.395 CER] -0.607 0.234 -0.105 cee 0.223
oo (RN LR oo 0.130 0.104 0.111 oo 0.106
4,996 0,06 vee -0.251 cee 0.315 0.299 0.675 0.480 -0.101 cee
R oo e e cee cee eee _0.129
5,106 0.01 R R -0.496 0.690 0.163 —-0.306 -0.189 L] .
e 0.202 -0.216
5.255 1.25 0.190 -0.299 e —0.261 0.607 e -0.262 -0.385 0.290
LER e 0.125 RN 0.198 0.141 e see 0.111
0.103
5.550 0.25 -0.114 e o oo -0.189 -0.257 0.483 -0.670 -0.228
0.107 e 0.127 0.159 oo LR R R 0.144
see -0.126
5.627 0.42 see oo cee ee 0.121 -0.306 0.575 0.499 0.239
s see oo -0.251 0.216 oo 0.123 oo 0.226
0.110 cee 0.143
5.763 0.23 e XS e —0.101 0.126 R LX) 0.190 —-0.477
0.757 0.258 oo coe 0.161
4 By28yn |fsn&8udn |sunheds bya8ydn |dsnhedy |Fsniiydn a2t 1ydn lsyafuds 1dsafyd,
IFsr2dsiodn | Fr28uodn Parndsiodn |dssatasdy 10172800 |Frrzisyoda | dsafumds
3.509 —0.940 0.245 0.227 ves vee cen
e ves 0.048
4.066 —0.056  —0.873 —0.474 . e .

0.080
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TABLE X (Continued)
E T(EN
I™ (MeV) (spw) Eigenfunctions
e
4.104 -0.200 -0.949 .. 0.174
0.089
4,424 -0.238 s 0.118 -0.915 -0.190 cee e e e
oo 0.117 0.113
4478 cee oo —-0.434 -0.233 0.806 0.282
4,859 LX) (XX 0.103 cee -0.266 0.916 0.251
5.056 .o ves oo ce ooe cer eese 0.847 —0.505
0.075 ~0.079
5.341 cee coe ees ‘e ves e . 0.483 0.826
—0.096 v vee cee —0.176
5.357 e N cos 0.212 ~0.926 eee
-0.273 0.102
5.551 vee vee cee ves cee ees 0.129
0.965 0.088 -0.114
5 By2gomn |Fspgopn P1piydn (51080 Bsngomin [dsphonds [Fspima Pspiuma [dspfrods
IFsr2dsdn [Frn8epdn [Asphapds [T1spitsdn Fsp&ipn [Frpinmn Bspgypn Faipinps
3.350 10.21 -0.923 oo 0.147 0.200 e 0.144 LRR} LR -0.122
3.680 14.37 0.289 -0.566 0.357 0.524 0.183 0.186 0.194 eee —-0.189
e ce e e 0 .111
4.002 0.01 -0.139 —0.698 -0.212 -0.634 ese 0.117
4,179 1.69 0.130 0.347 0.110 -0.286 0.560 0.647 0.137
4.228 0.16 co LR 0.746 —-0.283 -0.509 0.209 -0.191 -0.119
4,337 0.28 cee .- 0.420 -0 7136 0.602 —0.561 -0.318 -0.126
4,789 1.52 o 0.127 0.146 —-0.273 -0.370 0.791 o -0.199
ee e e e 0.206
5.083 4.25 vee 0.130 IR v see see -0.318 0.765 -0.390
-0.132 0.199 0.136 0.108 0.123
5.197 5.17 cee 0.149 -0.161 oo cee eee -0.190 -0.593 -0.585
-0.134 0.331 LR 0.146 0.111 0.101 0.107
5.596 2_22 eee e e .e cee e cee eve 0'322
-0.830 v 0.328 0.110 .. . 0.103 0.121
6" \Fsngyon Piaiiyon Pyogydn [dy2hyss |Fsntiyn Bapivodae |Fye8ydn 1ds2hyds 151201520
|Fsrogudn [Fratityon g8y 1Biyaisyads [Fyedssdn e2iyodn
3.982 0.982 -0.105 -—-0.142 see cee R see o .
.o cee —0.037
4.255 -0.107  —0.939 - “es 0.290  —0.136
4.562 0.107 .o 0852 0.430 0.211 s —0.141
4.581 oo 0464 —0.839 ~0.224 -0.105
4.843 e —0.237  eee 0.291 —0.872  —0.283
5.120 see 0.200 e e 0,222 —0.940 LR .
. 0.106
5.701 R s s -0.116 v oo -0.123 0.978 coe
e 0.074
5.834 cee —0.139 cee-0.969  —0.126 e
e ees cee .o 0.106
6.483 . eee e eee . . .. e 0.799
0,177 0,416 . 0.341 e 0.125
6.582 .es ves . .. —0414
0.159  0.871  ---  —0.147
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TABLE X (Continued)
E T(EN
I™ (MeV) (spu) Eigenfunctions
7 |Fsngumdn 1Fspityan Pspitydn |Frp8epn |dsphepdy |apitsmdn |Frniidn 1Rep&esin Fivaisds
By pisidn 181pheds | Frp81n |81
4,047 6.47 -0.991 s 0.068 oo cee see cee see 0.049
eee cse 0’059
4,715 3.29 eve 0.978 cee oo 0.176 0.050 0.049
5,092 6.26 0.075 -0.095 0.945 oo 0.275
5,693 11.90 R 0.163 0.261 -0.456 -0.740 -0.215 -0.261 oo -0.118
-0.104
5,786 0.11 cee LR 0.130 0.884 -0.416 cee -0.117
6,392 4,97 oo oo see oo -0.336 0.827 0.105 -0.103 0.377
s 0.124
6,589 0.11 cee cee eee cee -0.224 -0.250 0.924 -0.128
6.827 1.10 coe coe oo oo cee -0.143 -0.171 -0.961 eoe
see cee ose -—0.103
7.021 345 oo eee LR oo oo 0.397 0.119 -0.148 -0.868
-0.195 .
7.450 0.43 o ce e cee see s —0.089 cen cen —0.236
0.510 0.818
8~ Ifsnitdn |Fr28udn [iy2iisadn |Fuzitun Rongsmdn 1Riyaityss | Rysityodn |8u2laeds |Rysgyodn
|802hy2)s |Boaf s
5.026 -0.994 ~0.064 cer 0,059 cee 0.051
6.103 e 0.984  —0.160 0060  —0.049
6.487 “ee 0.115 0.880 0.363 e 0.265
6.585 oo 0.111 0.343  —0.927 .es 0.079
6.879 o 0.056 0.037 e 0.996  0.046
7.038 ceo oo 0.279 . vee ~0.953 —0.066 -0.063
7.663 . -0.107  0.905 0.399 —0.065
7.957 ~0.032 vee e . “ee - —0.403 0.913  0.033
9.679 -0.058 “ee ‘oo . -0.032 cee —0.069 cee —0.995
11.46 e ces ces cee ees .. —0.015 —0.033 cee
0.998 0.037
9" lispitsmn |Fyatityodn |Rop8ydn 1 hiyaityads 1Ropitipdn 180nRams
6.373 17.79 0.862 0.361  —0.134 0.321
6,621 4,88 —-0.446 0.850 -0.245 0.138
6,974 4,95 0.168 0.382 0.697 -0.580
7.012 040 -0,168 coe 0.660 0,725 0.096
7.686 0.34 -0.031 e oee =0.124 0.991 0.043
11.55 8.55 -0.031 -0.030 ce oo -0.046 0.998
3-

2487 39.37

|Fsr2800n 103 8omdn |32y

[B3/2d5/2)n
[63/281/2)n
[FEZPLIYN
[Rg/2d3/2)n

-0.170
0.075
0.075
0.182
0.015

57279725
|22 89/2n

[F1r251/9n
|ds/20 125

0.372
0.081
-0.025
0.033
0.060

B 1/287/2)n
(372310

| Frr2819m
l&2/2F 57205

0.394
0.155
0.081
0.058
0.041

[Fsniumn Birdsm Isinfinds |dspfuds |Fspdsdn | Fragomin

|F5/25 1720
Isinfsmds
|F1r2d3120m
|&1120372)

0.332
—0.037
0.137
0.029
-0.014

[Z13r2315/29m | 52 81/20m
V11798137205 | Frsadssodn

I Rgsndsidn 18112 120
|&1/20119 |1 &ar2Ror2)s

-0.101
0.287
0.267

-0.006
0.023

0.307
0.141
0.056
-0.031
0.038

|Fsr2d3/29n
[ds/afs5/20p
|ds/2f 525
|&9/25 /2%

-0.144
0.050
0.105
0.070
0.038

|Fraiadnldsnfums
1Bos2211/23n 3720 3/2)p
| ds/28 3720 | 797287129
802 S 57205 | 80120 329,

-0.046
0.054
0.200
0.057
0.013

0.212
0.167
—0.084
0.039
0.021
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the neutron orbitals, i.e., Zw,=9.4 MeV. The re-
sults of these two calculations are presented in
columns 3 to 6 of Table IX for comparison.

It is interesting to see from Table IX that the
calculated energies of the dipole states are simi-
lar in all three cases. The transition strengths,
on the other hand, are quite sensitive to the types
of prescriptions used for %Zw. Nevertheless, the
position of the giant dipole resonance remains ap-
proximately the same in the first two calculations.
The third prescription causes the giant dipole res-
onance to shift upwards to about 13 MeV which is
now closer to the experimental value. This up-
ward shift was anticipated by KBB.2®

H. Electromagnetic Transition Rates

As pointed out in Sec, III, an effective charge
concept is necessary because we have used too
small a model space in our calculations to be able
to describe the observed electromagnetic transi-
tions in Pb?°®, Although there is no reason to ex-
pect the effective charges for different multipolar-
ities to be the same, an effective charge of 0.5¢
for the neutrons and 1.5¢ for the protons gives a
fairly good fit to all the observed EX transitions.
The El transitions to the ground state of Pb?°® have
been discussed in Sec. V G. Bernstein®® has re-
viewed the status of transition rates in Weisskopf
single-particle units for various nuclei which in-
clude Pb?*®, For Pb*%%) he refers to the experi-
mental results of Alster'*!® and of Zeigler and
Peterson'® and gives a transition rate of 39.5+2.2
single-particle units (spu) for the decay of the 3~
level at 2.61 MeV to the ground state and two val-
ues of 15.8+ 1.8 and 14+ 5 spu for the decay of the
57 level at 3.19 MeV to the ground state. With an
effective charge of 0.5¢, we find transition rates
of 39.4 spu for the 3~ level and 10.2 spu for the 5~

level which are in good agreement with the experi-
mental results,
VI. CONCLUSIONS

During the past five years or so a large amount
of experimental information about the structure of
Pb*® has become available. Only because of this
wealth of experimental data has it been possible
to make such a detailed comparison between the-
ory and experiment as has been done here. It is
rewarding to see that a conventional shell-model
calculation using a simple residual force is able
to correlate and explain in a consistent manner
much of the detailed structure of the levels in
Pb*®  PH?°® and Bi%**®, This is especially gratify-
ing since it was generally believed previously that
a TDA calculation would be inadequate for a de-
tailed description of Pb%°®,

However, one does not expect a calculation of
this type to explain all the nuclear structure of
Pb?%® and indeed this is the case here. For ex-
ample, the positions of the positive-parity states
were calculated to be at 3.64 MeV (2%), 4.95 MeV
(4%), 4.94 MeV (6*), and 4.81 MeV (8") which are
to be compared with the experimental results of
4,08 MeV (2%), 4.32 MeV (4%), 4.42 MeV (6), and
4,60 MeV (8%), respectively. The high-lying neg-
ative-parity states are not as well described as
the lower-lying states. The giant dipole resonance
and the analog of the Pb?°® ground state in BiZ°®
are still 1 MeV below the measured data, etc. It
is possible that by using an even larger model
space and by making a more careful choice of the
residual force, the above discrepancies may be
removed even within the scope of a conventional
shell-model calculation.
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