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The possibility of the existence of a trineutron bound state has been investigated by using a separable N-
N interaction in the » wave. Two different sets of central and spin-orbit forces of the (L-S) and (L-S)? types
have been used to obtain a detailed fit to the 3P; scattering phase shifts. The calculations have been per-
formed for the JP=4" state, which was shown by Mitra and Bhasin to be the best possible candidate for
such a bound state. The solution of the coupled one-dimensional integral equations, as an eigenvalue prob-
lem in the “inverse strength parameter’” of the #-# interaction, shows that the requisite eigenvalue for zero
binding energy for the 73 system has a sufficiently wide margin over the corresponding quantity obtained
from the p-p phase shifts. This confirms the earlier conclusion of Mitra and Bhasin based on effective central
p-wave forces, but is contradictory to the results of variational approaches with conventional potentials
given by Okamoto and Davies, and by Barbi. The possible significance of the difference is discussed.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE possibility of the existence of a trineutron
bound state has engaged the attention of many
physicists for quite some time. There have been con-
flicting claims regarding the existence of #% both on
experimental and theoretical grounds. Ajdacié ef al.!
surmised the existence of #® with a binding energy of
about 1 MeV from the study of the reaction H3(#n,p)3x.
Kim et al.2 have studied the mirror reaction He?(p,n)3p
with similar conclusions. On the other hand, the experi-
ments of Thornton et al.? and Debertin and Rossel* on
H3(n,p)3n, and of Anderson et al.’ and Cookson® on
He*(p,n)3p, do not indicate any evidence in favor of
the #3 or $° bound state, respectively. However, because
of the paucity of data on such reactions, no positive
conclusion can at present be reached, thus keeping the
question of trineutron bound state still open from an
experimental point of view.”

The situation on the theoretical side seems to be
equally fluid. Okamoto and Davies,® using the Pease-
Feshbach potential, found the #® state to be unbound
by about 10 MeV in a standard variational calculation.
However, as pointed out by Barbi,® an extrapolation
of the Pease-Feshbach potential to p states is not
justified. So, in the absence of a more detailed p-wave
variational wave function, an approach free from the

1V. Ajdagi¢, M. Cerineo, B. Lalovié¢, G. Pai¢, I. Slaus, and
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Phys. Letters 22, 314 (1966).

3S. T. Thornton, J. K. Bair, C. M. Jones, and H. B. Willard,
Phys. Rev. Letters 17, 701 (1966).

4 K. Debertin and E. Réssel, Nucl. Phys. A107, 693 (1968).

5J. D. Anderson, G. Wong, J. W. McClure, and B. A. Pohl,
Phys. Rev. Letters 15, 66 (1965).

6J. A. Cookson, Phys, Letters 22, 612 (1966).
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uncertainties of trial wave function is very much
called for. Barbi,® on the other hand, attacked this
problem, using the techniques of direct numerical
solution of Euler-Lagrange variational equations, but
reached the same conclusions about the #® bound state
as Okamoto and Davies. More explicitly, he found that
in the 4Py, state the potential depth required for an »?
bound state is less than that for #2 but is nevertheless
far greater than what is required for a fit to Bryan and
Scott’s!® 3P, phase-shift data. Further, he found that
the inclusion of the hard core improves the prospects
of an #® bound state, though only slightly.

Earlier, Mitra and Bhasin®® had investigated this
problem with separable interactions and concluded
that an #® bound state was very much within the realm
of possibility. With only an s-wave potential of
Yamaguchi type, the kernel of the (single) integral
equation is repulsive, thus showing the importance of
p-wave forces for this system. Their analysis was carried
out with (i) a central p-wave interaction, in which case
there is only one integral equation and (ii) both s- and
p-wave interactions, which yield two-coupled equations.
The strength parameter of the p-wave potential for
the case of zero binding was computed and found to
give a rough agreement with the 3Py V-V phase shifts
of Bryan and Scott.”® The effect of the s-wave force in
the presence of the p-wave force was, however, found
to be almost negligible (~0.3%,).12

As the question of the #® bound state still seems to
be open, we feel that a more realistic analysis of this
problem is in order. In this regard the analyses of
previous authors®?:! all suffer from the defect that only

10 Ronald A. Bryan and Bruce Scott, Phys. Rev. 135, B434
uﬂ?'N. Mitra and V. S. Bhasin, Phys. Rev. Letters 16, 523
(1966). Referred to as MB in what follows.

12 This is analogous to a similar situation in Heitler-London
Theory of hydrogen molecule. See e.g., John C. Slater, Quantum

Theory of Molecules and Solids (McGraw-Hill Book Co., New
York, 1963), Chap. 3.
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central interactions have been considered. As is clear
from various analyses,’?-1? there is considerable splitting
in the 3P phase shifts for various J states. Thus a proper
representation of these phase shifts will require an
appreciable contribution from the noncentral terms,
such as L-S and/or tensor forces.

We have extended the earlier work of Mitra* and
of Mitra and Bhasin on the three-neutron bound
state, using more realistic potentials, where the full
effect of L-S and (L-S)? forces has been incorporated
to obtain a reasonably good fit to the phenomenological
8P, phase shifts. An exhaustive p-wave formalism for
a three-body system, which is especially tuned to an
analysis of #% has been given in MP3N. It is found
there that of all the states, of positive as well as negative
parity, the best chance for binding #?® is provided by
one of the states (1,3,3)*, (1,3,5), and (1,3,5)* [in the
representation—(L,S,J)?7], which are all degenerate in
the absence of noncentral forces. Also, if the sign of
the spin-orbit force be so adjusted as to yield a larger
phase shift in 3P, than in 3P, then the state (1,3,3)*
is somewhat more attractive than the other two, and
hence the most favorable candidate for observation.

In view of these earlier results we have restricted our
analysis to only the JP=3* case. In this case the
problem essentially reduces to a solution of 12 coupled
(one-dimensional) integral equations in terms of the
well-known ‘‘spectator functions.” A complete nu-
merical analysis of this problem is, of course, out of
the question at present. However, the problem can be
somewhat simplified by an examination of certain
features of the potential that emerge from a numerical
fit to the p-p 3P phase shifts. For example, the range
parameters for the central and (L-S)? forces are found
to be nearly equal (within about 49%). As a first approxi-
mation, one can assume them to be identical, which
reduces the number of integral equations to eight.
Further approximations based on the attractive and
repulsive character of the various kernels reduce the
problem to merely fhree coupled equations. This
approximation, which is indeed very rough, can be
partly justified, since it is known from the work of MB
that repulsive kernels depress the eigenvalue only by a
small amount. Further, since we are nof interested in
finding the exact binding energy of #3, but only the
likelihood or otherwise of its existence, we expect that
such an approximation is not going to change the
qualitative nature of our results.

In Sec. II, we obtain an expression for the 3P phase
shifts with the complete potential, comprising the
central, (L-S), and (L-S)? parts. Two sets of param-
eters, both fitting *P, phase shifts reasonably well up
to about 250 MeV, are determined. Certain features of

1BR. A. Arndt and M. H. MacGregor, Phys. Rev. 141, 873
(1966) ; Ryozo Tamagaki and Wataro Watari, Progr. Theoret.
Phys. (Kyoto) Suppl. 39, 23 (1967).

14 A, N. Mitra, Phys. Rev. 150, 839 (1966). Referred to as
MP3N in what follows.
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these two sets are discussed. In Sec. III, the exact
coupled integral equations for the three-body system
are derived for the state JP=%+. The reduced form of
these equations under certain approximations is also
given. Section IV contains the numerical results of the
present analysis as well as a comparison with the work
of other authors.

II. TWO-NEUTRON p-WAVE INTERACTION

In this section, we shall derive the 3P; phase shifts
using a separable p-wave interaction, central as well as
noncentral, following closely the formalism of MP3N.
The purely central factorable p-wave interaction
between two neutrons is of the form

—M{p|Ve|p')=3\PFPrus(p)us(p") (- 7)), (2.1)

where P, and P,* are the triplet projection operators
in spin- and isospin-space, respectively, and A is the
strength parameter. The operator P,* may be dropped
since it leads to a symmetric isospin function, which
can therefore be absorbed in the total wave function
without affecting the internal dynamics. For any two
neutrons ¢ and 7, the spin projection operator P,*(ij)
is related to the corresponding permutation operator'®
(74)+ through

Pot(ig) =31+ (j).].

The p-wave spin-orbit force between two neutrons
i and j can be represented in a factorable form as

(2.2)

—M(p|Vis|p)=3N2L-S)us(p)us(p") (0-9"), (2.32)
or equivalently as!®
—M(p|VLs|p')=3\(pXD)
(o' +0us(plus(p’).  (2.3b)

Also, the p-wave quadratic spin-orbit force has the
structure

— M|V ws|p)=3N2L-8)%us(p)us(p’) (p-p’) (2.4a)

— M|V ws:p)=3\{4(p-p)+i(pXp')
- (o'+09)+2(0% 0?) (p-p')— (o*-p) (7 D)

—(ai-p") (o7 p)}us(p)us(p’), (2.4b)

where
S=3(oi+0), (2.5)
J=L+S. (2.6)

The 3P phase shifts are then easily worked out through

16 M. Verde, in Handbuch der Physik, edited by S. Fliigge
(Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1957), Vol. 39, p. 170.

18 A, N. Mitra and V. L. Narasinham, Nucl. Phys. 14, 407
(1959-1960).
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the two-body Schrédinger equation

(= W () =— M / al VIpw ), @)

V=Vet+Vist+Vawse, (2.8)
and the boundary condition
¥(p)= 2m)%® (p—k)+4r ()3 (p- k)
X (p*—k*—ie)™, (2.9)

where Ve, Vis, and Vg are given by Egs. (2.1),
(2.32), and (2.4a), respectively, and k is the momentum
in the c.m. frame. The general structure for the off-
diagonal scattering amplitude fi(p) can be read off
from Eqgs. (2.7) and (2.9), and is

fu(p)=A (kR)ur(p)+ (2L-S)B (k)u=(p)
+ (2L-SYC (k)us(p) -

Now, in a two-body analysis we can replace the oper-
ators (2L-S) and (2L-S)? by their appropriate eigen-
values, I' and T?, respectively. The 3P; phase shifts
can then be expressed in the form

Ref(k)=Dr/INr=F cotd;,

J®)= fu(p) | p=x-

Dr and g are defined in terms of certain integrals 7,
and I.s (a,8=1,2,3) and are given in Appendix A
along with their evaluation for the following forms!
of ug:

(2.10)

(2.11)
where
(2.12)

(k)= ck(k2+B2)2, (2.13)
uz(k)= (k4B (2.14)
us (k)= —bk*(k*+B:)72, (2.15)

where B, are the inverse range parameters and (c,b)
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TasiE I. Two sets of potential parameters as found from a
comparison with 3P phase shifts in the S=1, T'=1 state. 81, Bs,
Bs, and \ are all expressed in units of the pion mass #2,.

Set N 13 B1 B2 Bs
I 0.06 4.7 0.71 44 1.7 4.5
II 0.025 7.87 1.22 5.5 1.3 5.6

give the relative strengths of central and quadratic
spin-orbit forces, respectively.

Table I gives the two sets of parameters which have
been found to yield a reasonably good fit to the 3P,
scattering phase shifts for the T'=1 and S=1 state
with the above potential forms. The phase shifts, as
found with these sets, are given in Table II, along with
those of Bryan and Scott,® and Tamagaki and Watari'®
for comparison.

First of all, we notice that the three potentials—
central, L-S, and (L-S)>—are of different forms.
Whereas #, [(L-S)] does not vanish at k2=0, %, and
u3 [central and (L-S)?, respectively] do. These forms
for the potentials were found to be quite unique, i.e.,
no good fit to the phase shifts could be obtained by
either taking all the potentials of the form (2.13) or
by any interchange in the forms of various potentials.!8
Also, the (L-S)? term has been found to be repulsive.
As can be seen from the figures given in Table I, the
(L-S)? force is small compared to the central part of
the interaction. Though the relative strength of the
(L-S) force is also small, its contribution is appreciable
since its corresponding potential form factor u, is
dominant at low energies as it does not vanish at
k2=0. Also, the ranges of the central and (L-S)? forces
are nearly equal, which is a very important feature,
since it helps to bring down the number of integral
equations from 12 to eight, as we shall see in Sec.
III. In both sets, the (L-S) force is found to have a

TaBLE II. The 3P nucleon-nucleon phase shifts as found with the two sets of potential parameters listed in Table I. The experi-
mental values based on phenomenological analyses of Bryan and Scott (BS) and of Tamagaki and Watari (TW) are also given for

comparison.

Evep. 8o 81 32
(MeV) BS T™W SetI Set I BS T™W Set I Set II BS TW SetI SetlII
10 3.16 4.56 2.57 2.85 —-1.79 =237 =217 —=2.00 0.54 0.74 1.78 229
20 6.30 8.47 5.90 6.06 —3.62 —449 —503 —4.30 1.55 198 422 496
30 847 .- 8.68 8.45 —5.14 . —7.76 —6.25 272 ... 646  7.06
40 9.78 12.19 10.65 10.01 —644 —7.52 —10.22 —7.84 395 4.73 829 857
60 10.73  12.79 1248 11.36 —8.65 —9.79 —1430 -—10.15 6.35 7.32 10.68 10.27
80 1029 1196 1239 11.27 —10.56 —11.70 —17.34 —11.62 849 9.57 11.78 10.92
100 9.11 1043 11.19 10.41 —12.29 —1341 —-1949 —12.50 10.31 1145 12.05 11.00
120 7.51 8.57 9.38 9.09 —1392 —15.0 —20.90 -—12.97 11.81 1297 11.82 10.78
160 3.73 4.42 4.79 5.64 —16.95 —17.96 —21.85 —13.08 14.02 15.08 10.61  9.93
200 —0.31 0.16 —0.37 1.51 —19.78 —20.72 —20.85 —12.48 1544 16.23 9.00 8.89
240 —435 —4.02 -579 -3.15 —2244 -—2335 —1846 —11.47 16.31 16.66 7.34 7.83

17 We shall use, in this paper, the natural units kA=c=m,=1.
18 At least one of the potential form factors #. has to be of
scattering amplitude.

the form (k28?71 to yield the correct threshold behavior of the
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much Jarger range than the purely central part of the
potential, contrary to the usual idea of short-range
nature of the spin-orbit force.!® But this result is in
agreement with that of Tamagaki and Watari,® who
also conclude that the spin-orbit force should have a
larger range than those proposed by phenomenological
analyses. '

The general features of the two sets of potentials
are quite similar. However, for set I, both the central
and the (L-S)? forces have somewhat smaller strength
but larger range than for set II, whereas the behavior
of the (L-S) term is just the opposite.

III. THREE-BODY FORMALISM

In this section we shall first derive the exact integral
equations for the #® system with a binding energy ar.
Once again we follow closely the formalism of MP3N.
The Schrédinger equation for a three-body system, in
the over-all c.m. frame

P+ P,+P;=0, 3.1)
becomes
3
Dg(pi,P)¥=—M dpii (pis| Vil pii')
1<j<k=1
X¥(pi,Pe), (3.2)
where
Pk= - (P,+P]) y 2p;j=P¢—P]‘; ’i, j, k CyC].iC , (33)
Dg(pijPi) = pi*+3P*—EM , (3.4)
and for a bound state
—EM=ar*. (3.5)

Writing Eq. (3.2) in full, we obtain
Dg(pijPr)¥

3
=3\ 2

1< j<k=1
+i(PiX i) - (o o) us(pi)us(pii')
+{4(pij pi/)+i(pisXpii') - (04 0%)
+2(pijpii') (0% 09)— (0 pis) (07 pii')
— (0 pii’) (07 i) s (Pii)us (psi') 1 (i, Pr) . (3.6)

As discussed in the Introduction, we shall restrict
our analysis to the state JP=4%, as it affords the best
chance of binding #3. The wave functions for various
(LSJ)? states for this system have been listed in
Table I of MP3N. The properly normalized, totally
antisymmetric wave function for the state JP=1it
may be written as

‘I/= (2\/7)—1{ (¢/XII~¢I/XI)_|_ (‘k“lx’ull___‘p“llxl‘l)}
+3 WX Xw®) . (3.7)

Here (') and ¥,/ ¥,”) are spatial wave functions

dpii'[(Ds;* 0is ) P ot (i) ur(pis)ur (pii’)

HORACE JACOB AND V. K. GUPTA
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of mixed symmetry for the cases L=0 and 1, respec-
tively; ¥, and ¢,,* are the spatial antisymmetric wave
functions for L=1 and 2, respectively. The various
scalar, vector, and tensor spin functions of different
symmetries have been defined in Egs. (3.1)-(3.6) of
MP3N.

The three possible even-parity states of L=0, 1,
and 2, corresponding to scalar, vector, and tensor
products of the pair of available vectors (p:;,Ps) for a
p-wave pairwise interaction, are

pii- P, (3.8
Qu®= (pi; X Pr),, (3.9)

and the traceless tensorial product®®
Qur (kyif) =3 pisnP ot piisPru—3 (pi Pi)du} . (3.10)

As usual, in a separable interaction model one can
express scalar, vector, and tensor functions in terms of
the above quantities, viz., Egs. (3.8)-(3.10), and the
well-known “‘spectator functions.”?® Denoting the
spectator functions by E, F, and G for the cases of
L=0, 1, and 2, respectively, the wave functions have
the following structure (with correct symmetry proper-
ties incorporated):

‘P, ¢“1 ¢p.v, SI Aﬂ, T[“l,
['/// '/’,u” %w//] =Dz {SU A,‘" T,,,"} , (3.11)

l//a ‘p”a ¢ﬂva Sa Aﬂa T’“‘a

where, for example, the scalar form factors are
S=S1+52+Sa, (312)
S'=—S1+3(S2+Ss), (3.13)
S =3V3(S2—Ss), (3.14)
3
Se=(0i;*Pr) = Ea"(Pi)ua(piy).  (3.15)
a=1

In Eq. (3.15), we have for a scalar function three form
factors corresponding to the three different interaction
terms. The superscripts ¢ and 7 in Egs. (3.11)-(3.15)
denote antisymmetric and mixed symmetric com-
binations, respectively.

Similar definitions hold for the corresponding ‘“‘form
factors” A, and T, in terms of the quantities A,
and T, ,,, respectively, where

3

Ak;ﬂ=Qua Z Faa'm(Pk)ua(pij) ;

a=1

(3.16)

Tty 00=Quy (k,27) 7;21 Go®(Pr)ua(ps).  (3.17)

19 Throughout the paper the Latin indices 7, j, and & will be
used to label the particles and the Greek indices g, », and A for the
(three-dimensional) tensorial character. & and 8 will always refer
to the three different potentials and their corresponding spectator
functions, etc.

20 A, N. Mitra, Nucl. Phys. 32, 529 (1962).
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This gives in all 12 different spectator functions, E,™,
F.om™ and G,° Substitution of Egs. (3.11)-(3.17) in
Eq. (3.6) leads in a standard manner? to the desired
(one-dimensional) 12 coupled integral equations, the
coupling to various L states coming from the non-
central interactions. These equations are given in
Appendix B. Some of the more important spin relations
employed in the derivation are listed in Appendix C.

A numerical solution of these 12 coupled integral
equations at this stage is certainly not possible. There-
fore, certain approximations have to be used to make
the problem tractable. In this context, it can be seen
from the numerical results presented in Sec. II, that
the range of the central and (L-S)? forces is nearly the
same, so that from Egs. (2.13) and (2.15)

us(k) = (b/c)ur(k)=~u1(k). (3.18)

With this substitution in the integral equations, the
number of independent spectator functions reduces to

EXISTENCE OF THE TRINEUTRON
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only eight, the relevant transformation being
Xit+vXs— Xu, (3.19)

where X represents any one of the spectator functions
Em Fme and G° These eight equations can be read
off easily from the 12 equations given in Appendix B
by simply dropping the kernels and spectator functions
referring to index 3 and o running over 1, 2, only.

Next we make some assumptions based upon the
results of numerical calculations performed in MB,
viz., that the coupling to repulsive kernels depresses
the eigenvalue only by a very small amount. Now, as
can be seen from Appendix B, the equation for E,™
(L=0) has a purely negative kernel and is coupled
only to states of L=1, 2. Also, equations for Fy™,
Fym Gy%, and G, have purely negative kernels. Thus
if we neglect the effect of these five spectator functions,
we are left with only the following three coupled
equations:

NF1*(P)—[1+4 (16/3)y* Jhus (P)F 5* (P)+ 3v*hu (P) Ey™(P) = 3 / ¢*dq[(1+ (16/3)7*) (1— cos*0) K 15 (P, @) F5*(q)

N1y (P)— (5/3)h2ﬁ(P)Fﬁ“(P)+§h21(P)E1’"(P)=5/q2dQE(1*COS20)K2ﬂ(P,Q)Fa"@)

NLE™(P)— [1+4 (16/3)v* ] (P)Ex™(P)+ (8/3)v*1(P)F 2 (P)

—3v{1+4 cos’0+ (2 cosb/ pg) (¢*+ P} K u(P,@) E1m(9) ], (3.20)
— {144 cos?0+ (2 cosb/Pq) (?+ P2} K1 (P,q) E1(¢)], (3.21)
3
=1 / q2dq[ (14 (16/3)y2){1+4 cos?6+ (2 cosb/ Pq) (g*+P?)}
XKu(P,@)Eim(q)— (32/3)y*(1—cos?) K 15(P,q)Fse(q)]. (3.22)

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

From a numerical point of view, the problem has
been reduced to eigenvalue equations in terms of the
strength parameter A~*. The usual procedure is to
calculate the binding energy of the system, taking the
value of all the six parameters in the theory, viz., \,
b, ¢, B1, By, and B; as found from the two-body phase-
shift analysis. Since we are interested omly in the
likelihood of existence or otherwise of #% we calculate
the minimum value of A (Amin) for zero binding energy
keeping all other parameters fixed, which is a much
simpler problem than the calculation of binding energy
itself.

As has been shown in MP3N, the most attractive
state is the one with quantum numbers (1,3,3)* which
corresponds to the spectator functions Fi,% in our
formalism. Therefore, as a first approximation, we can
even neglect ;™ in our equations, which reduces the
problem to only fwo coupled equations. The effect of

the coupling through E;™ can then be taken by solving
all the three coupled equations exactly. If the change in
Amin pProduced by this additional coupling is small,
then the a priori assumption of neglecting the other
equations with negative kernels will at least be partially
justified.

In Table III, we present the values of Amin found

TasLE III. The strength parameter A;, for zero binding, as
found from a solution of two- and three-coupled integral equations
for both the sets of Table I. The corresponding two-body value
Az is also given for comparison.

Set I Set IT
Three- Two- Three- Two-
Strength coupled  coupled coupled  coupled
parameter equations equations equations equations
As
(Three-body) 0.025 0.0247 0.0128
Az
(Two-body) 0.06 0.025
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from the solutions of both two-coupled as well as three-
coupled equations, for either of the two sets of potential
parameters given in Table I. The corresponding two-
body values of A are also listed for comparison. First
we note that indeed, the solution of three-coupled
equations changes the value of Amin by about 1.0%,
over its two-coupled-equations value, which puts our
approximation on quite a firm footing.

The value of Amin, as found from the three-body
analysis, is smaller than its two-body value by as much
as a factor of 2.5 and 2.0 for sets I and II of Table I,
respectively, which is strongly in favor of the existence
of #%. Even though certain rough approximations have
been made for numerical convenience, we do not feel
that a more accurate numerical analysis will destroy a
factor as large as 2.5. Mitra and Bhasin had predicted
the possibility of an #? bound state with a very simple
potential. Making a much more elaborate analysis of
the problem, we have thus confirmed their qualitative
result.

Our results are in definite contradiction with those
of Okamoto and Davies® and of Barbi,® which are
based on some variational techniques employing con-
ventional potentials. The accuracy of the variational
approach, which makes use of a trial wave function,
depends upon the complexity of the wave function
employed. For p-wave structures, in particular, a
variational calculation requires much more elaborate
trial functions. Okamoto and Davies and Barbi have
used wave functions with only one or two parameters
which seem to be inadequate for the present calculation.
Our approach is, of course, free from these uncertainties
as we have employed exact wave functions. Also,
(along with MB) these authors had considered only a
central force, which is certainly not a good approxi-
mation as it cannot produce the splitting in various
3P phase shifts, a splitting which experimentally is
rather large. In our analysis we have removed this
serious defect by the introduction of noncentral terms
in the potential. A similar calculation with the inclusion
of noncentral effects in local potentials is also in progress
at Sussex, the results of which are yet being awaited.?!
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APPENDIX A

In this Appendix we give the expressions for Dr and
g, occurring in Eq. (2.11) in the text, in terms of
certain integrals, which shall also be defined here.
Thus, we have

Dp= I;—1)(T1,—1) (T2 ;—1)—T11 (% ;—1)
—T2I2(TT,—1)—T3,2([1—1)

+ 2% 1ol 150 03,
(TI,—1)(IIs—1)}
+Tu{I2 15— (I,—1)(X;—-1)}
+ T2 T 12— (I;—1)(TI,—1)}
+ 2T go{ T 12 (T2L5— 1) — T2 131 33}
+2P3%2%3{123(11_ 1)—I15010}
+ 202 ym5{ [13(T1—1)— T 1 53} ,

(A1)
37/13—_— %12{P3[232—

(A2)

where the integrals 7, and I.g are given by

94 dq%f (Q)
= (47\)P
kz)
(A3)

® q"dqua(q)m (@
=@m\)P | —————.
Lus= () / o

For the explicit forms (2.13) to (2.15) for u,, all these
integrals can be easily evaluated by using the general
result

° ¢*dgq

P
11 (g8 (@)

=g Z B B2+ H (82—

=1
(J #t)

—BA)7. (A4)

APPENDIX B

Here we derive the 12 coupled integral equations for the #?® system in J¥=

1+ state. On substituting Egs. (3.11)-

(3.17) in Eq. (3.6) and equating the coefficients of #,(pss) on both sides of Eq. (3.6), we find

—[(P1-paz) Ex*(PO)X"+ (pas X P) uF 1 (P1)X, —

21 L, M. Delves, in Few-Body Problems, edited by G. Pai¢ and L

1968).

(pzax Pl)uFla(Pl)X#s_ Q#,(1,23)G1“(P1)X,“,8]

=3)\/dpza'(p23'p2s')u1(st')Pu+(23)‘I’1(P23',P1), (B1)

Slaus (Gordon and Breach Science Publishers, Inc., New York
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— (P1-p2s) E2™(P1)X"'— (pas X P1) uF o™ (P1)X," "+ (23X P1) uF2% (P 1) X'+ Qs (1,23)Go% (P1) X
N 3)\/ dpas’i (P2s X P23 In (02 0% (P23 ) W1 (p2s’,Py),  (B2)

— (P1-pas) Es™(P )X — (PasX P1)uF 5™ (P X"+ (P23 X P1) uF 32 (P )X+ Q. (1,23) G5 (P 1) X, *

=3\ / dpas’ {4 (P23 P2s’) 2 (P23 P23’) (02 0%)+ (P2sX P2s i (02 + 0*)a— (07,2033 0,°022) Pasppasn’}
Xus(p2s')¥1(pey’,Pr),  (B3)

where ¥, is the same expression as ¥ of Eq. (3.7), but expressed entirely in terms of the momentum pair (Py,pss).
In Egs. (B1)-(B3) we further equate different spin functions on both sides to obtain as many coupled integral
equations as there are spectator functions (E,™F,", F.%G.%). As outlined in Ref. 20, we next perform the
azimuthal integration on the right-hand side of Egs. (B1)-(B3), after making a suitable transformation in order
to make spectator functions (under integration) independent of angular coordinates. The final equations for
spectator functions are then expressible as

N1E™(P)— hia(P)Eo™(P)=3 / dq ¢°K 1a(P,q) (3+ P cos6/q) (3¢ cos6/P)E,"(g),  (B4)

NLEy™(P)—4h2a(P)(2F ,(P)—V2F ,2(P))=—4 / dq ¢°K 22 (P,q) sin®0{F.(q)+V2F.*(q)} , (BS)
NEg™(P)—4hsa(P)(AEo"(P)+2F ™(P)—V2F *(P)— (5/V3)Go%(P))

= / dq ¢°K 3.(P,@)[16 (5+¢ cosb/ P) (3P cosf/q) E™(g)— 4 sin®0{ F o™ (q)+V2F 4% (q))
— (8/V3){ (5/4) (1+-cos?0)+ (cosb/ Pq) (¢*+P*)}Ga"(g)], (B6)

3
T (D)= b (PP an(P) == [ da ¢Kra(R) v an(a), (87)
N (P)— lso (PY($Eam(P)+4F ™ (P)+ 3V (P)+1 (V)G (P)}

- f 08 @K 2a(P,a)[4 (3¢ c0s8/P) (- P c0s8/g) Eam(g)— 2 sin0{Fo(g)— WIF 2 (g))
— V3(E sin®0+3 (3 g cost)/P) (3-+P cost/}Gac(g)], (BS)
NP (P) = $hisa(PY Ea™(P)+5SEam(P)—VIF 12 (P)-+ (5/\3)Ga? (P))

= /dq @K 30 (P,@)[4 (31 cos8/ P) (3P cosb/q) Ea™(g) —sin®0{ 10F ;™ (q)+4V2F ,2(q)}
— (1/¥3){10+4 cos?6+8q cos8/P+5P cost/q}Ga2(q)], (B9)

XNF1#(P)— hia(P)Fo*(P)=3 / dq ¢*K12(P,q)Fo"(g) sin®0, (B10)
NTIF 32 (P)+ oo (P){3 (2V2)Eo™ (P)— $V2Fa™(P) — (5/3)F o*(P)+ (5/3+/6)Ga" (P)}

= / dq ¢°K 20 (P,@)[— 2V2 (3+¢ cos6/ P) (3+P cosf/ ) Ea™(9)— (1/V2) sin®6{ Fa™(g)— 5V2F o*(q)}
+ (20/6){5 sin®0+3(3+¢ cost/P) (3+ P cos/9)}Ga2(q)], (B11)
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NP3 (P)+3 (2V2) 3o (P){ Eoa™(P)~+2F o™(P)— 4V2F ,¢(P)+ (5/V3)G.2(P)}
- f 00 K (B[~ 2VEG+q cost)/P) (-+ P cos8/g) B (g)-+ 2V sint0( B (g)+-4V2F (9)}
+ (V2/2V3){10+4 c0s*6+8¢ cosb/ P+5P cos6/g)Ga®(g)], (B12)
NG (P)— hia(P)Ga® (P) = —3 / dg K 1a(B,0) sint0(1-+ cos0/ P)Ga?(g) (B13)
N1Gy2(P)— (1/V3) haa(P){2F o™(P)—V2F o*(P)+V3G.*(P)}
~ [ da K (P8 S0P I () = R (19 cost)+ (cosy PO) P+ PG ()], (B1)
X162 (P)— ¥4VBlsa (P B (P4 2 (P)— (1/ 41V (P)-+ (8/V3)Go(P))

= /dq K 30 (P,@)[4V3 (3¢ cosf/ P) (3+ P cos8/q) E«™(q)—4V3 sin?0{ Fa™(q)+ 1 7V2F .2 (g)}
—2{11—cos*0+ (10— 6 cos?6) (¢ cosf/ P)+4P cosf/q}G.*(¢)]. (B15)
Equations (B4)-(B15) are the desired 12 coupled one-dimensional integral equations for JP=2+, In all these

equations, summation over the index « is implied. Further, the various kernels appearing in these equations are
defined as follows:

¢*dq ua(g)us(q)
s (P) = / - @l (B16)
+4P2+aT2)
Ue(P+3q)usGP+q)
Kq5(P,q)= (B17)
(P*+@+P-qtar?) ’
where R
cosf=(P-q). (B18)
APPENDIX C

Here we give a list of some of the more important results of spinology used in Appendix B:

ololol=—0?, (C1)

(05%0,20)3+0220,30,%) =2 (8,00, + 8,003 — 83,0,3) (C2)

(0K, =12 — 2V2er X+ X — 2VZ8,0 X — /6%, , (C3)
(@)Xt =1V2en Xy — (5/3) ruXs = V200X — V/5Xnu?, (C4)

’i(0'2+0'3)xxura= E“)\pst_i_ ev)\pxﬂps’*" (I/Vg) {a)\l’txll”_*— (l/ﬁ)x“8]+a)‘“EX",l+ (I/VZ)X,,"]
— 30"+ (1V2)%5]},  (CS5)

(o 20034020, 3)X" =5 (6, X" +2V3X,0\%), (Co)
(a‘ 20)\3+Ux26p3)x s= 36p)\x = (2\/2)5,,)\7(,,""}‘5,,,, (‘/ZXX”_ XAB)'*‘BM (‘/ZXPH— Xp")-f— (‘\/§) (5:‘pr1>\8+ ey)‘,X,p") » (C7)

(O'pza')‘s"l'o'xz‘fps)xuvs: (2/‘/—> (8,0 up"‘akuavp_%awan?\)xu_ (1/\/3) (5>\y€u,,1+5)\,‘6;:,,1-'{‘5”6”)\7"—5,;“6;.)\1)
X [Xr""*‘ (1/\[2_)er]+ (%6,,,)(,,)\8—[—26,7\?(“,3— 6)\,X,“,’— 6)\uxvps"‘ 6p,,XH)‘°’—— 0puXon) . (CS)



