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The IBM hypothesis and the boson number odd-even effect in 196−204Hg
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In the SU3-IBM the oblate shape is described by the SU(3) third-order Casimir operator in the
large-N limit. However for finite N , this interaction can produce a boson number odd-even effect.
In this Letter, the unique odd-even effect is really found in the nuclei 196−204Hg. This finding implies
that realistic low-lying excitations are sensitive to certain boson number N . The IBM hypothesis
is verified for the first time since the advent of the interacting boson model. This also proves
the accuracy and validity of the SU3-IBM directly. The SU(3) symmetry and the higher-order
interactions are both indispensable for understanding the nuclear deformations.

The interacting boson model (IBM), proposed by
Arima and Iachello nearly 50 years ago [1, 2], is an es-
tablished algebraic model of the atomic nucleus. The
main hypothesis at its foundation is that the low-lying
collective nuclear states are the totally symmetric repre-
sentation [N ] of the SU(6) group that arises when the
nucleus is built in terms of N valence bosons with either
s (L = 0) or d (L = 2) character. Recently, an extension
of the interacting boson model with SU(3) higher-order
interactions (SU3-IBM) was proposed by one of the au-
thors (T. Wang) [3, 4], which emphasizes the SU(3) sym-
metry [5] and the higher-order interactions [6, 7]. The
large-N limit of this new model was first discussed by
one of the authors (L. Fortunato) and his collaborators
[8]. In the SU3-IBM, the SU(3) symmetry is suggested
to dominate over the onset of quadrupole deformations,
and only the U(5) limit and the SU(3) limit are included.
So, in a sense, the SU3-IBM is based on a very restrictive
set of hypotheses. In the SU(3) limit, the second-order
Casimir operator Ĉ2[SU(3)] can describe prolate shapes,
the third-order Casimir operator Ĉ3[SU(3)] can describe
oblate shapes, and a combination of these two with the
square of the second-order Casimir operator Ĉ2

2 [SU(3)]
can produce triaxial shapes. When the d boson number
operator in the U(5) limit is considered, the emerging
γ-softness can appear [4, 9], without invoking the O(6)
limit [10, 11]. So far, this new model has been used to ex-
plain the B(E2) anomaly [3, 12–15], to describe the nor-
mal states in 110Cd [4, 16], to describe the prolate-oblate
asymmetric shape phase transition in Hf-Hg region [17],
to describe the E(5)-like spectra in 82Kr [18], and to bet-
ter describe the γ-soft spectra in 196Pt [9, 19]. All these
new results imply that the SU3-IBM can indeed provide
an accurate Hamiltonian to describe the properties of
low-lying collective excitations.

The key difference between previous IBM and the SU3-
IBM is the description of the oblate shape. In previous
IBM, the oblate shape is described by the SU(3) symme-
try in the large-N limit [20]. For finite N , its spectra is a
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FIG. 1. Boson number even-odd effect in 196−204Hg [35].

mirror image of the ones in the SU(3) symmetry for the
same boson number N [21, 22] and the representation
of its ground state is (0, 2N). Thus for different N , the
energy spectra are similar. In the SU3-IBM, the oblate
shape is induced by the SU(3) third-order Casimir opera-
tor in the large-N limit. For finite N , the representation
of the ground state is (0, N) for the even boson number
while (2, N − 1) for the odd boson number. This point
was first studied in [23]. The quantum numbers of the
angular momentum of the bandheads of the lowest three
energy bands are (0,0,2) for even boson number or (0,2,0)
for odd boson number (see Fig. 2 in [23]). Thus the SU3-
IBM predicts a unique boson number odd-even effect for
the 0+2 and 2+2 states when the boson number changes
gradually. It should be noticed that, in the large-N limit,
the two representation (0, N) and (2, N − 1) both corre-
sponds to the oblate shape. However for finite N , the
spectra for odd or even boson number are significantly
different. If this odd-even effect can be found in realis-
tic nuclei, the validity of the SU3-IBM will be directly
confirmed.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.14881v1
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In the traditional IBM, the boson number N is set
for each nucleus and the spectra and other physical ob-
servables of the U(5), SU(3) and O(6) limits deal with a
single nucleus at a time. In other words the nuclei with
N − 1, N and N + 1 bosons do live in separate worlds.
In contrast, for the SU3-IBM, there is a formal connec-
tion between the spectra of different isotopes, therefore
if the boson number odd-even effect is verified, the fun-
damental hypothesis can also be directly established. It
should be stressed that this odd-even effect can not be
found in tha large-N limit of the SU3-IBM (see Fig. 12
in [8]), previous IBM [22, 24–28] and other theories on
shape evolution [29–32].

196−204Hg provide an ideal laboratory to study the bo-
son number odd-even effect. If the SU3-IBM is correct,
this odd-even effect should be found in these isotopes.
When looking for evidence, we find that, as an anomalous
phenomenon, this effect has been observed by Bernards
et al. [33, 34]. Fig. 1 shows the evolutional behaviors of
the 0+2 and 2+2 states in 196−204Hg. Bernards et al. found
that the energy of the 0+2 state in 200Hg is much lower
than the neighboring ones. Obviously, this is just the
expected phenomenon that the SU3-IBM predicts. For
completely understand these evolutional behaviors, other
supplementary interactions should be also considered ex-
cept for the SU(3) third-order Casimir operator.

Now we explain this effect with the SU3-IBM. The
Hamiltonian is as follows [12, 16]

Ĥ = c{(1− η)n̂d + η[−
Ĉ2[SU(3)]

2N
+ α

Ĉ3[SU(3)]

2N2

+β
Ĉ2

2 [SU(3)]

2N3
+ γ

Ω

2N2
+ δ

Λ

2N3
]}, (1)

where η, α, β, γ and δ are five fitting parameters to
determine the structure of the low-lying spectra and
0 ≤ η ≤ 1. Generally, α ≥ 0 and β ≥ 0. c is a global en-
ergy scale parameter. n̂d is the d boson number operator.
Ω is [L̂× Q̂× L̂](0) and Λ is [(L̂× Q̂)(1) × (L̂× Q̂)(1)](0).
Q̂ is the SU(3) quadrupole operator. These two quanti-
ties can be derived from the SU(3) mapping of the rigid
triaxial rotor [36, 37]. The −Ĉ2[SU(3)], Ĉ3[SU(3)] and
Ĉ2

2 [SU(3)] can generate any quadrupole deformation for
the ground state with the SU(3) irreducible representa-
tion (λ, µ) in the SU(3) limit [36, 37].

In Ref. [17], the prolate-oblate asymmetric shape
phase transition was found in Hf-Hg region, and the de-
gree of the deformation of the prolate shape is nearly
twice that of the oblate shape. The qualitative evolution
trends can be reproduced well by the Hamiltonian (1)
even when β, γ, δ = 0. This implies that the SU3-IBM
is useful for the description of the oblate shape. Thus a
quantitative fit is needed, and other three SU(3) higher-
order interactions should be considered.

From previous analysis, it can be seen that, in order to
understand the evolutional behaviors in Fig. 1, the main
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FIG. 2. Experimental data (top) [35] and the theoretical re-
sults (bottom) of the 0+1 , 2+1 , 4+1 , 0+2 , 2+2 and 0+3 states in
196−204Hg.

interaction in Hamiltonian (1) is the SU(3) third-order
Casimir operator. The boson number for 196−204Hg are
6,5,4,3,2. The SU(3) representations of the ground state
of this third-order operator for N = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 are (0,2),
(2,2), (0,4), (2,4), (0,6), respectively. Thus for only this
third-order interaction, the quantum number of the an-
gular momentums of the bandheads of the first excited
band are 0,2,0,2,0 for N = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, which predicts the
odd-even effect. Compared with Fig. 1, it is clear that
the quantum number of the angular momentums are cor-
rect except for the one in 196Hg, which is 2. This im-
plies that other SU(3) higher-order interactions are also
important for understanding the realistic evolutional be-
haviors, which can change the quantum number in 196Hg
from 0 to 2 while keep the same in heavier nuclei. Thus,
in this Letter, we show that the main interaction is the
SU(3) third-order Casimir operator for the explanation
of the boson number odd-even effect.

To clarify that this odd-even effect is mainly due to
the change of the boson number and sensitive to certain
boson number N , here we fix these parameters η = 0.4,
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FIG. 3. Experimental data [35] and the theoretical results of
the low-lying states in 198−202Hg. Experimental data of 198Hg
is also obtained from Ref. [39].

α = 1.65, β = 0.05, γ = −1.9 and δ = −12.0, which de-
termine the structure of the spectra. To make the energy
of the 0+2 state be equal to the experimental data, the pa-
rameter c are 733.5 keV, 743.1 keV, 602.0 keV, 548.6 keV,
613.2 keV for 196−204Hg, respectively. Thus for this spe-
cific Hamiltonian, the only variable is the boson number
N . In previous studies with the IBM, this kind of fitting

TABLE I. Experimental [35] and theoretical results for the
absolute B(E2) values in W.u. for E2 transitions from
the low-lying states in 196−204Hg with effective charge e =
2.395, 2.542, 2.829, 2.801, 3.471 (W.u.)1/2, respectively. Ex-
perimental data in central parentheses are obtained from Ref.
[40].

Nucleus Li Lf Experiment Theory
196Hg 2+1 0+1 33.3(12)[36(7)] 33.3

4+1 2+1 [20(15)] 42.7
198Hg 2+1 0+1 28.8(4)[28(4)] 28.8

4+1 2+1 10.8(5);43(2)[>16] 33.8
2+2 2+1 0.63(8) 32.7
2+2 0+1 0.0216(4) 3.44
6+1 4+1 9.0(8) 22.9

200Hg 2+1 0+1 24.56(22)[26(2)] 24.56
4+1 2+1 38.2(17)[20(9)] 22.9
0+2 2+1 8(4) 0.65
2+2 0+2 10.2(24)[4(3)] 26.0
2+2 4+1 1.4(4)[0.6(5)] 0.06
2+2 2+1 2.2(5)[1.0(8)] 19.1
2+2 0+1 0.23(5)[0.10(8)] 3.85

202Hg 2+1 0+1 17.34(14) 17.34
2+2 2+1 5.6(15) 23.6
2+2 0+1 0.087(21) 1.42
4+1 2+1 26.5(8) 14.8

204Hg 2+1 0+1 11.96(9) 11.96

did not exist except for a recent paper using the SU3-IBM
for the normal states in 108−116Cd [16], which reproduces
the anomalous trends of the quadrupole moment of the
2+1 states.

Fig. 2 shows the experimental data (top) and the fit-
ting results (bottom) of the 0+1 , 2

+
1 , 4

+
1 , 0

+
2 , 2

+
2 and 0+3

states in 196−204Hg. Clearly the theoretical calculations
reproduce the evolutional behaviors of the experimental
results at a high level except that the theoretical values
of the 2+2 states are somewhat quantitatively worse. The
theoretical value of the 2+2 state in 204Hg is much larger
than the one of the 0+2 state. Obviously, the theoreti-
cal 2+2 and 0+2 states belong to the same band while the
experimental ones are not so. Experimental odd-even ef-
fect can be really explained by the SU3-IBM with a single
Hamiltonian. Interestingly, the quantum number of the
angular momentum of the bandhead of the first excited
band in 196Hg is 2 while other ones in 198−204Hg are not
changed. Obviously, these fitting results are sensitive to
the specific boson number N . Adding one boson or re-
ducing one boson cannot give the same result [61].

To better illustrate the accuracy of the SU3-IBM, Fig.
3 shows the comparisons between experimental data and
theoretical results in 198−202Hg. For the three nuclei, the
theory reproduce the low-lying states at a nearly perfect
level. For 198Hg, the experimental and theoretical values
of the 4+3 state are nearly the same. For 200Hg, at the
level of the 2+3 state, the theory shows that there exists a
4+2 state. We expect that the future experiment can find



4

196 198 200 202 204
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4
Q

2+ 1
 (e

b)

A

FIG. 4. Experimental (Black square) [35] and theoretical
(blue sphericity) Q

2
+

1

values in 196−204Hg. Red triangle

presents another experimental result for 202Hg [35]. Green
stars present the experimental values for 196,198Pt [35].

it. For 202Hg, the boson number is 3, less experimental
data can be explained. Experimentally a lower 4+2 state
exists. Thus some extensions of the SU3-IBM are needed,
such as distinguishing between protons and neutrons [1],
including the g bosons with L = 4 [1], and including the
single particle excitation.

Table I presents the experimental and theoretical
B(E2) values among the low-lying states in 196−204Hg.
Quantitatively some theoretical results fit somewhat
worse. Especially for the value from the 2+2 state to the
2+1 state, the experimental one is much smaller. These
deficiencies are understandable. 198−204Hg are near the
magic nuclei and their proton number is 80. Compared
with the B(E2) value from the 2+2 state to the 2+1 state in
198Pt, that is 37(7) W.u., the very small value in 198Hg
looks strange. The theoretical results of the 2+2 states in
Fig. 2 also suffer from deficiencies. These may indicate
that the collective nature of the 2+2 state is greatly re-
duced. This reason is worth studying. First, it comes
from the mixing of the single-particle excitation, which
can be studied by the future proxy-SU(3) shell model
[41, 42] with SU(3) higher-order interactions. Second, in
the proxy-SU(3) symmetry, the last two single particle
orbits (proton number 81 and 82) can not be included
[43], thus the SU(3) symmetry may be partly broken.
Thus 196−204Hg (also 192−200Pt) provide an ideal plat-
form to discuss various possible mechanisms, such as the
SU3-IBM, adding the g boson, distinguishing the protons
and neutrons, the proxy-SU(3) symmetry, the mapping
from the shell model SU(3) to the boson SU(3) [44, 45].

The experimental and theoretical quadrupole moments
Q2+

1

of the 2+1 states in 196−204Hg are shown in Fig. 4.

The theoretical values fit well for 198,204Hg. For 200Hg,
the experimental value is nearly twice of the theoretical

one. For 202Hg, one value is nearly twice while another
(red triangle) is nearly the same as the theoretical value.
We notice that the theoretical results are similar to the
ones in 196,198Pt. The fitting is reasonable.

196−204Hg have been studied in Ref. [29, 30, 32, 33,
39, 40, 46–51], but the boson number odd-even effect are
not observed. In [34], this effect was noticed, and they
thought that it is an anomalous phenomenon. In [30, 32],
196−200 Hg were explained at a good level based on the
O(6)-U(5) evolution, however this explanation can not
be generalized to 202,204Hg because the 0+2 state in 202Hg
moves up again which is not a U(5) nucleus. As far as
we know, no theory has involved this odd-even effect and
explained it. As our theory suggests, this interpretation
involves the SU(3) symmetry and the higher-order inter-
actions, which goes beyond the traditional idea of under-
standing the shape and evolution of nuclear structures.
Thus previous theories are also unlikely to provide an
explanation.

In the past decade, conventional views in nuclear struc-
ture have begun to be questioned, such as the Cd puzzle
[52], that the phonon excitation pattern of a spherical nu-
cleus may not exist [53, 54], or such as triaxiality preva-
lence [55–57], that some nuclei considered to be prolate
are rigid triaxial. We expect that SU3-IBM could fur-
ther support this conceptual shift. Recently, it is found
that if the hidden-color states exist [58–60], the spherical
nucleus can not exist, which provides an explanation for
the Cd puzzle amd the SU3-IBM [61].

From the discussions above, the idea that the SU(3)
third-order Casimir operator describes the oblate shape
is proved correct. Thus the description with the SU(3)
symmetry is not in line with the actual situation. This
conclusion has been preliminarily seen in pevious work
[17]. In this Letter, we present evidence for certainty.
The O(6) symmetry is the critical point from the pro-
late shape to the oblate shape described by the SU(3)
symmetry [22, 24–28], so this symmetry is also unrea-
sonable to describe the γ-softness of the realistic nuclei.
The O(6) symmetry has been found not to describe the
B(E2) anomaly [62].

In conclusion, the SU3-IBM predicts the boson num-
ber odd-even effect for nuclei, which is found to really
exist in 196−204Hg. We explain this effect very well with
a single Hamiltonian in the SU3-IBM, which provides a
conclusive evidence for the accuracy and validity of the
SU3-IBM. Because these results are very sensitive to the
boson number N , they also verify the basic hypothesis
of the IBM, which was considered impossible in the past
nearly 50 years. In this study, we show that, the SU(3)
symmetry and the higher-order interactions are both im-
portant for understanding the complicated low-lying be-
haviors in nuclei. SU(3) third-order Casimir operator
and other hgiher-order interactions are essential for un-
derstanding the oblate shape. Further experimental ex-
plorations on the Hg isotopes and various extensions of
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the SU3-IBM are needed to further verifying the deter-
ministic relationship found in this Letter.
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