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This limited, theoretical study is phenomenological and nonrelativistic. Effects of interactions on wave
functions, magnetic dipole moments, and binding energies are obtained by first-order perturbation methods.
The interactions satisfy well-known requirements of invariance, contain no power of momentum higher
than the first, involve no dependence on charge, and introduce only P state in a first-order calculation.
They contain spin-orbit interactions and may give rise to interaction moments. Each interaction contains
a scalar radial function of positions f. The unperturbed potential corresponds to pairwise Hooke’s law
forces between nucleons. The first-order energy perturbation is shown to vanish for all the interactions.
It is shown, without further specialization of the f, that no one of fifty-eight of the seventy-five interactions
yields observed magnetic moments. No definite conclusion is obtained for eleven of the remaining seventeen
interactions, for calculations with plausible f appear difficult. Each of the remaining six interactions yields

observed magnetic moments with plausible f.

INTRODUCTION

EVERAL workers have recently discussed many-

body nuclear interactions in connection with the
binding energy of He* nuclear saturation properties,
and the independent-particle model of the nucleus.!
Although it is not certain that many-body interactions
are required in the explanation of nuclear properties,
investigation of possible forms of such interactions and
of their effects in nuclei is, nevertheless, of interest.
The number of possible forms is very great; and the
calculation of their effects is likely to be difficult,
especially since meson theory in its present state is not
well suited to quantitative calculation. The phenomeno-
logical and nonrelativistic treatment of the present
work is applied only to the comparatively simple nuclei
H? and Hed.

If the possible existence of three-body forces is
ignored and the two-body forces are assumed to be
composed of central and tensor parts, the ground states
of H? and He® are mostly mixtures of S and D states.?
Such ground states combined with the theory of Sachs?
give the observed value of the sum of the magnetic

t Work performed, in part, under U. S. Atomic Energy Com-
mission Predoctoral Fellowship. This report is from a thesis sub-
mitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for the Ph.D. degree
at Vanderbilt University. Phys. Rev. 92, 855 (1953).

* Now at Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, Los Alamos, New
Mexico.

1 For example, J. Irving, Proc. Phys. Soc. (London) A66, 17
(1953); S. D. Drell and K. Huang, Phys. Rev. 91, 1527 (1953);
L. I. Schiff, Phys. Rev. 84, 1 (1951); R. E. Peierls, Proc. Phys.
Soc. (London) A66, 313 (1953).

2R. L. Pease and H. Feshbach, Phys. Rev. 88, 945 (1952),
present references and recent work.

3R. G. Sachs, Phys. Rev. 72, 312 (1947). Sachs assumes that
the wave functions of the conjugate, or mirror, nuclei H? and
He? are identical in the sense that “the wave function of the one
nucleus can be obtained from that of the conjugate nucleus by
identifying those variables in the one wave function which refer
to the neutrons as the variables referring to the protons in the
other wave function, and by treating the proton variables in a
similar manner.” R. Avery and E. N. Adams II, Phys. Rev. 75,
1106 (1949), conclude that the difference between the H? and He?
wave functions resulting from Coulomb forces has completely
negligible effect on the calculated magnetic dipole moments of
these nuclei.

dipole moments of H® and He?, but they do not give
the observed magnetic moments of the individual
nuclei. The work of Sachs indicates that a more com-
plicated ground state containing a considerable fraction
of P state in addition to the S and D states can yield
values for the individual moments which differ only
slightly from the observed moments. Avery and Sachs*
state that relativistic corrections may overcome the
difference ; but they also conclude, from kinetic energy
considerations, that the calculation of the moments by
Sachs® requires an unreasonably large fraction of P
state and that it is more reasonable to invoke inter-
action moments® to obtain agreement. Ross® has ex-
amined the evidence for nonadditivity of nucleon
moments in heavy nuclei. He concludes (a) that the
deviations of static moments of heavy nuclei from the
Schmidt lines are an unreliable and ambiguous source
of information and that they could be ascribed to a non-
additivity effect only if that were a many-body effect
and (b) that the observation of certain “forbidden”
magnetic dipole transitions in heavy nuclei seems to
provide direct evidence for the existence of nonaddi-
tivity effects. Although the existence of such effects
is fairly well established, the existence of P state
attributed to spin-orbit interaction in other very light
nuclei is reason to suppose that similar interactions
cause P state to appear in the ground state of H® and
He?;7 and the presence of this state can decrease the
interaction moment needed to bring agreement with
observation. Apparently no calculation of the fraction
of P state introduced by plausible nuclear interactions

1R. Avery and R. G. Sachs, Phys. Rev. 74, 1320 (1948).

5 T, Villars, Helv. Phys. Acta 20, 476 (1947) and Phys. Rev. 86,
476 (1952); R. G. Sachs, Phys. Rev. 74, 433 (1948) and Phys.
Rev. 75, 1605 .(1949); Blanchard, Avery, and Sachs, Phys. Rev.
78, 292 (1950); R. K. Osborne and L. L. Foldy, Phys. Rev. 79,
795 (1950); N. Austern and R. G. Sachs, Phys. Rev. 81, 710
(1951); A. Russek and L. Spruch, Phys. Rev. 87, 1111 (1952);
N. Austern, Phys. Rev. 92, 670 (1953).

6 M. Ross, Phys. Rev. 88, 935 (1952).

7L. Rosenfeld, Nuclear Forces (Interscience Publishers, Inc.,
New York, 1948), Sec. A2.251, and Physica 17, 461 (1951);
D. R. Inglis, Revs. Modern Phys. 25, 390 (1953).
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which yield observed magnetic moments of H? and He?
has been published.® Adams® has made a study of
certain hyperfine-structure effects in tritium according
to several theories of the origin of the triton moment
anomaly. He concludes that the effects do not serve
as a possible means of distinguishing among the several
theoretical accounts of the triton moment anomaly.

The purposes of the present work are (a) to con-
struct certain types of three-body interactions which
give rise to interaction moments and which introduce
only P state in a first-order calculation and (b) to
study, in a very limited and circumscribed manner,
the effects of these interactions on the wave functions,
magnetic dipole moments, and binding energies of H?
and He?. This work may be of use in further investi-
gations in which these interactions are combined with
other interactions to describe nuclear properties in a
more comprehensive fashion. We assume throughout
that the wave functions of the two nuclei are identical.?
Our interactions turn out to involve spin-orbit inter-
actions, and development of the independent-particle
model has focused attention on this sort of interaction.?
Spin-orbit interactions are also useful in describing
high-energy nucleon-nucleon scattering.!t

INTERACTIONS AND OPERATORS

To limit the possible forms of interaction, we use the
eight general invariance requirements listed by Eisen-
bud and Wigner.? In the present study we consider
only those three-body interactions which (a) contain
no power of momentum higher than the first, (b) intro-
duce only P state in a first-order calculation, (c) in-
volve no dependence on charge, and (d) contain real
scalar radial factors of the sort f(r1s,723,731), where
ri;=4/(ri;-1;;) and r;; gives the position of particle 4
relative to particle j. Restriction (b) implies that the
interaction must transform in ordinary space®® like an
axial vector. Since the interaction must be invariant
under rotations in combined spin-ordinary space, any
interaction of the sort considered here may be written
as a sum of terms of the form H’= f(r1s,723,731) (axial
vector operator in spin space) - (axial vector operator in
ordinary space).

It is not difficult to show that, for a three-nucleon system,
there are just twenty linearly independent isotopic operators
which satisfy the general conditions of invariance. In spite of the
general conditions that the interaction be symmetric under time

8 Blanchard, Avery, and Sachs, reference 5, discuss calculations
of interaction moments performed with two-body interactions
that can introduce P state; but they neglect effects of this P
state on calculated magnetic moments.

®E. N. Adams II, Phys. Rev. 81, 1 (1951).

10T, Bloch has suggested in a private communication (1952)
that the special spin-orbit interactions of the shell model may be
the result of many-body spin-orbit interactions.

( “SF())r example, K. M. Case and A. Pais, Phys. Rev. 80, 203
1950).

271, Eisenbud and E. P. Wigner, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 27,
281 (1941).

18 By “ordinary space” we mean “ordinary three-space in which
transformations are independent of spin space.”
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reversal and under interchange of any pair of particles, the
number of products (axial vector operator in spin space)- (axial
vector operator in ordinary space) (isotopic operator) is large. In
order to reduce the number of such products available, we have
ignored the isotopic formalism by taking the isotopic operator
to be 1. An interaction with this isotopic factor must be symmetric
under interchange of any pair of identical particles. Two other
important simplifications are obtained by omission of the isotopic
formalism: (a) We wish to follow Sachs® and assume that the
wave functions of the nuclei H® and He® are identical. Some
isotopic factors other than 1 lead to perturbed wave functions for
the two nuclei which are essentially not identical. (b) The form
of interaction includes no space exchange operator; hence only
nonexchange interaction moments appear.

In the wave function of H*(He?®) we designate the
proton (neutron) variables by a subscript 1, and we
define B;; as (14+0;-0,)/2. In spin space there are axial
vector operators @, @i, @3, and scalar operators 1,
G1:02, G2°03 03-01; but there are no polar vector or
pseudoscalar operators. The axial vector operator in
spin space must then be a linear combination containing
one or more of the nine linearly independent operators
listed in Table I. Any product among these operators is
reducible by the commutation relations to a linear
combination of the operators listed, and each of the
operators is Hermitian. In ordinary space there are
useful polar vector, axial vector, scalar, and pseudo-
scalar operators. Examples are, respectively, riz, pis;
13X Tio, T12X Pr2; 1, Tio- psrjand rar- riaX p3r= (r31r12pa1).
The axial vector operator in ordinary space must then
be a linear combination containing one or more of
twenty-one linearly independent operators. The condi-
tion that the operator be Hermitian reduces from
twenty-one to thirteen the number of linearly inde-
pendent operators available. The axial vector operator
in ordinary space must then be a linear combination
containing one or more of the thirteen linearly inde-
pendent Hermitian axial vector operators in ordinary
space listed in Table II.

The general interaction available under restrictions
imposed up to this point is a sum of terms of the sort
f:iS:-K;, where S; is one of the nine spin operators of
Table I and K; is one of the thirteen ordinary operators
of Table II. No loss of generality is implied by the re-
striction that each of the axial vector operators contain
only one of the tabulated operators, for linear com-

TasiE I. Axial vector operators in spin space.

Symmetry
Interchange
Time of particles
Symbol and operator reversal 2 and 3

Si=0, - +
S;=0,1403 - +
S;=0:—03 - -
Si=0:X0;s + -
S;=01X0:—03X01 + +
Se=01 X0 103X0; + -
7= D230 - +
Ss=B1,05+B3102 - +

Sy=B1:03— B3102




3-BODY NUCLEAR INTERACTIONS

binations may be obtained by suitable choice of the f;;
in the sum. Since the interaction must be symmetric
under time reversal, only (3X1)+4(6X12)=75 per-
missible products S;-K; can be formed. Each of these
products has a definite symmetry under interchange of
identical particles. It follows that the scalar radial
functions f;; associated with each product must have a
definite symmetry under interchange of identical par-
ticles, for the interaction itself must be symmetric
under this interchange. In order to simplify further the
following discussion, we consider hereinafter only those
three-body interactions which are not a sum of terms,
but a single term of the sort H;/' = f:;S;- K;.

The interaction moment operators M;; arising from
the interactions considered may be written by use of
the results of Sachs and Austern.'* These operators are
listed below in units of the nuclear magneton, ef/2mc.
The F is mfs;/h, and R, is the coordinate of particle »
with respect to the center of mass of the system. The
superscript on H?® and He? is omitted for convenience.

M. (H) =M. (He) =0,
M., (H)=FR; X[ (rs1—r12) X S.],
M. (He) = F[ R X (112X S:) — Ry X (15, X S2) ],
M (H)=FR;X (125X S)),
M.s(He) = F[ R X (112X S:)+RsX (151X S5) ],
My (H) = FR. X[ (rie—131) X 8.],
M. (He)=F[ RoX (r3i1 X S:)— R3X (r12X S2) ],
M;s(H)=FR;X (123X S,),
M.s(He) = F[ RoX (rs:X S:)+ RsX (112X S3) ],
M.s(H) =F[ (rs1Xr12) X Ry ][ (rs1—112) - Si,
M,s(He)=F (131X r12) X[ Ra(r12- S;) — R3(rs1- Sy) ],
M,;(H)=F[ (rs1X r12) X Ri](re3- S2),
M,;(He) =F (r31X r12) X [ Ra(r12- S5)+ Ra(rs1- Si) ],
M s (H) = F[ (13X r19) X Ry ][ (19— 131) - SiJ,
M,s(He)=F (r3:X r12) X [ Ra(rs1- S5) — Ry (r12- Si) ],
M,(H)=F[ (rs3:X r12) X Ry ](r25- S)),
M,y (He)=F (r31X r12) X [ Ro(x31- So)+ R (112 i) ],
M1 (H)=M;10(He)=0,
M, (H)=—M;11(He) = F (r31r129:) (rasX Ry),
Mm (H) = Mm (He) = 0,
M5 (H) = $M.15(He) = M1 (H).

THE UNPERTURBED SYSTEM

We consider the nucleus H? (or He?) as a system of
three particles each of mass m'® with position vectors

4 R. G. Sachs and N. Austern, Phys. Rev. 81, 705 (1951),
Sec. II. It is not difficult to demonstrate that our three-body
interactions satisfy the general consequences of gauge invariance
given in Sec. III of this reference.

15 We assume m=mp, for |mp—my|/(ma+m,)<0.1 percent.
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TasiE II. Axial vector operators in ordinary space.

Symmetry

Interchange

of particles
2 and 3

Time

Symbol and operator reversal

Ki=rsuXr
Ke=r13Xp1a+r3: X pst
Ks=r12Xp1a—rs:Xps1
Ki=r35 X pratr2Xpa1
Ks=r31Xpi2— 112X ps1
Ko= —2%2(r31 X r12) F 12 (317 12p12)
1351 (rs1t12p31)
Ki=r1, (1'311’121112)_ ¥31 (rslrlzpsl)
K8=hi(tslx1'12)+l‘31(1‘311‘121112)’f‘l'u(fall'npal)
Ko= 131(1'311‘12[)12 —TI12(I'a1ri2Pa1
Kio= (rs1X115) (— 8#i 4115 pro+rs1- Ps1)
1= (r31X112) (r12° Pra—1Ts1- Ps1)
Kio= (151X 112) (%54 131 pra+r12-par)
Kis= (rs1X112) (rs51° pr2— 112 P

1L+
I+ 141

[ O I B
FlH 1+

Iy, Iy, I3, where particles 2 and 3 are identical. We take
the unperturbed Hamiltonian of the system to be!®
H=[(p24 p2+ps?)/2m]+[k(r12+ras*+732)/2]+ D,
where % is a real positive constant and D is a real con-
stant. In order to separate and solve the unperturbed
Schrodinger equation, we transform to normal coordi-
nates in which g; has components w;, y; and 2; by the
relations

®1=—Xo/0/24X;//2,

%9=2X1/4/6—X2/2/6—X3/4/6,

w3=X1/4/3+X2/A/3+X3/4/3,

and by similar relations for y and z components. The
space-dependent factor of the wave function is

g1, 19= Un1 (%) U1 (Y1) g1 (21) U2 (X2) U2 (y2)uq2(22)

Xt (%3,y3,33) = Un1, p1,q1, n2, p2,¢2% (23,Y3,%3),
where

()= mD)+(p1)+(q1), (2)= (n2)+ (p2)+ (q2),
1 (x3,Y3,23) =C exp (i Ps- 03/h),

Un1 (1) =N p1H 1 (x1/a) exp(—x12/2a?),
(n1)=0,1,2, ---,

Nau=[(n1)12"anx?T3 a= (2/3km)?,

H,, is an Hermite polynomial, and the remaining #’s
are similar to #,1(x1). If we assume that the momentum
of the center of mass of the nucleus P; is zero and that
C=1, then the space-dependent factor is normalized
and the energy eigenvalues are

El,l, 2= [(Ifl)‘,— (t2)+3] (hz/maz)-{—D.

The spin-dependent factor of the wave function must
be a linear combination containing one or more of the
eight linearly independent spin functions for three

18 Although this Hamiltonian is unrealistic, it leads to a fairly
reasonable ground-state wave function. Hamiltonians of this
type have the advantage of allowing calculation of a set of energy
eigenfunctions for any nucleus.
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TasLe III. Spin functions for three particles.

Symmetry
under inter-
Eigenvalues of crl;:rx;,;gceleosf
Symbol and spin function S2/h2 S:/h 2and 3

S1=aaa 15/4 3/2 +
52=0BB 15/4 —3/2 +
$3= (eaB+aBa-+Baa)//3 15/4 1/2 +
s1= (BBa—+BaB+aBB)/ /3 15/4 —1/2 —+
s5= (caB+aBa—2Bac)/A/6 3/4 1/2 +
5= (BBa~+BaB—2aBB)//6 3/4 —1/2 +
s7= (aaB—afa)/A/2 3/4 1/2 —
s3= (BBa—pBaB)/\/2 3/4 —1/2 -

particles: aae, aaB, afa, Baa, BB, Baf, afB, BB It is
convenient to group these functions into combinations
that are simultaneous eigenfunctions of %(o1+02+03)?
= S?/h? and % (o1, 02.+03.)=S./k. These combinations
may be generated with the aid of a spin raising oper-
ator (oitootos)+i(oy+oy+os). In Table IIT are
shown a set of such linearly independent orthonormal
spin functions. Now the magnetic moment is conven-
tionally described as the expectation value of the z com-
ponent of a magnetic moment operator over a state in
which the z component of total angular momentum has
its maximum value J,=J. Since the total angular
momentum of each of the nuclei H? and He? is /2 and
since the common wave function of the nuclei must be
antisymmetric under interchange of particles 2 and 3,
we write the normalized unperturbed ground-state wave
function of the nuclei as ¥o= 72000, 000-

For the sake of simplicity the unperturbed ground-state wave
function written just above is used in all calculations in this
report, although it is possible to carry out the calculations using
a slightly more general unperturbed Hamiltonian.!® Let us take
Eunt, Bppt, Eup1, and Enps to be force constants between two neu-
trons in a relative singlet spin state, two protons in a singlet
state, a neutron and a proton in a singlet state, and a neutron and
a proton in a triplet state, respectively. If knn1=*%pp=*%: and
Faupt=Fkaps=ko5%k;, then the normal coordinates are just those
defined above; but the eigenfunctions of the altered Hamil-
tonian contain two distinct @’s: a;={h*/[ (2ki+ks)m]}* and
as= (#2/3kym)%. This choice of force constants seems unacceptable,
for it is believed® that, although the singlet forces are nearly
equal in strength, the triplet force is about 60 percent stronger
than the singlet forces. If we attempt to simulate spin-dependent
forces by using Enn1=Fkpp1=knp1="FEnps/1.6, then the Hamiltonian
is not symmetric under interchange of identical particles and the
eigenfunctions of the Hamiltonian are not antisymmetric under
interchange of identical particles. From these eigenfunctions we
may, however, construct antisymmetric functions which are in a
sense approximate eigenfunctions of the Hamiltonian. The spin
dependence of the forces is properly taken into account by use
of a Hamiltonian which contains spin operators and which is
symmetric under interchange of identical particles.

17 Notation for spin functions and operators is that of L. L
Schiff, Quantum Mechanics (McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,
New York, 1949), Sec. 33, with (+) here replaced by « and
(=) by 8.

18 For example, W. V. Houston, Phys. Rev. 47, 942 (1935),
treats the case of three different force constants and three different
masses.

18 See L. Rosenfeld, Nuclear Forces, reference 7, Sec. 3.3 and
Tables 6.432, 7.13, and 8.1.
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THE PERTURBED SYSTEM

The Ground-State Wave Function and
Binding Energies

The perturbed ground-state wave function may be
written Y =y+y.;, where the perturbing wave func-
tion ¢, is obtained by the standard first-order method.
It is easy to show that pectto=Fhia=2rp10,2° a result which
is helpful in writing the products Kiu, of #, by the
ordinary operators of Table II. These products reveal
that only thirty-two of our seventy-five permissible
interactions may yield a nonvanishing perturbing wave
function. These interactions contain either a product of
any one of the spin operators Sy, Ss, S7, Ss, Sy by any
one of the ordinary operators Kjs, Ks, Ks, Kjo, Ky, Kio
or one of the products S;-K; or S¢- K;. For brevity we
list these products as S1, 3,7,89" K5, 6,8, 10, 11, 12, S4, 6° Kl.

The unperturbed potential leads to an infinite binding
energy. The first order-energy perturbation vanishes
because ¥y is spherically symmetric while H,; trans-
forms like a P state. The perturbed potential is un-
suited to energy calculations because it yields an
infinite binding energy in a first-order calculation.!
In view of this fact we shall not consider the second-
order energy perturbation.

Magnetic Dipole Moments

In the following calculations we take the observed
magnetic dipole moments in nuclear magnetons to
be up,=2.7928, p,=—1.9129, u(H?)=ur=2.9789, and
w(He¥)=pg,=—2.1276.2 It is not likely that any of
these values is in error by much more than =-0.0002.

Our perturbed wave function contains only 25 2P 2P,
and “P states, where ~ or — indicates® that the spin-
dependent factor is antisymmetric or symmetric, re-
spectively, under interchange of particles 2 and 3. The
spin and orbital contribution to the magnetic dipole
moment may be written by use of the results of Sachs.?
If the interaction is one which yields a vanishing per-
turbing wave function, then from spin and orbital con-
tribution alone ug(calc)=p,<um, pmo(calc)=un> ui.,
and ur (calc)+une(calc) = pip+un> ur~+pm.. If the inter-
action is one of the thirty-two which may yield a non-
vanishing perturbing wave function, we can reach

2 This result implies at once that all two-body interactions
which satisfy the general requirements of invariance and are of
first degree in momenta yield no perturbing wave function on
application to our ground state. The same conclusion holds for
any ground state with space dependence a function of 712-723?
+7312=3(p12+p22); but it does not hold (a) if the function con-
tains (®1%2+y19¥2+2122)/ (o1p2), which is the ¢ of Avery and Sachs,
reference 4, or (b) if, as discussed above, the unperturbed Hamil-
tonian contains two or more distinct force constants.

2t H. Margenau and D. T. Warren, Phys. Rev. 52, 790 (1937)
and D. T. Warren and H. Margenau, Phys. Rev. 52, 1027 (1937),
consider a two-body central perturbing potential designed to
remove this difficulty.

2 N. F. Ramsey, Experimental Nuclear Physics, E. Segre,
Editor (John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New York, 1953), Vol. 1,
Part III. The sign of uge is from Fred, Tomkins, Brody, and
Hammermesh, Phys. Rev. 82, 406 (1951).

28 Rosenfeld, Nuclear Forces, reference 7.
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useful conclusions about spin and orbital contributions
by considering the general properties of the space
dependence and . the details of only the spin dependence
of the perturbed wave function. It may be shown? that
any one of the interactions yields by spin and orbital
contribution alone um(calc)Sup,<um and up.(calc)
2> un>ume, although some interactions may possibly
give ur(calc)+ume(calc) =pn—+ume.

Since any one of our interactions yields by spin
and orbital contribution alone ug(calc)<um and
ume(calc)>ume, it is necessary for agreement with
experiment that the interaction contributions (M,(H))
and (M.(He)) be different from zero and of opposite
sign. In terms of a normalized perturbed wave func-
tion ¢, the interaction contribution is (M,)= (¥,M )
= Wo,Mapo)+ W, M)+ ', Mabo)+ o, J"), where
the subscripts 47 have been omitted from M ;. and ¢;;
for brevity. The (¢/,M ) is hereinafter ignored, for it
is essentially a third-order term comparable with terms
like (¥”,Mabo) arising from a second-order perturbed
wave function. Fairly straightforward manipulations
reveal?® (a) that an interaction not containing one of
(Yo,Mao)=0and (b) that an interaction not contalnlng
one of the twelve products Sy,7,5 9 Ks, 6,5 gives (¢/,Mbo)
+ Wo,M')=0. Clearly, then, only thirty-three inter-
actions may yield a nonvanishing interaction con-
tribution. Closer examination of these thirty-three
interactions, with extensive use of symmetry and trans-
formation properties but without specialization of the
radial factor f in the interactions, shows* that sixteen
of them do not yield the observed moments. The
seventeen interactions remaining for detailed calcu-
lations are those containing one of the products
S1,7,8'K2,4, 6,8,11 OF Sg‘ Ke,s-

In order further to test the remaining interactions,
it appears necessary to make some assumption about
the radial function. If this function contains factors
resembling conventional square, Gaussian, exponential,
or Yukawa wells, and if the interaction contains one
of the products Sy 7,5 Kg, s 11 or So-Kg s, then the per-
turbing wave function contains, in general, an infinite
number of excited functions, %1, 1,41, n2 p2,¢2- 1f the
plausible value of ¢*=2.8%X107%¢ cm? is selected,? then

E4, 10— Eo=[(t1)+(:2)] (14.8 Mev); so there may be

appreciable fractions of excited states with (¢1)4 (£2)>6
associated with a not unreasonable kinetic energy of
the system. The calculations involving a perturbing
wave function expressed as an infinite series in the
excited functions appear difficult; and it is not evident
how to estimate the error committed in performing a
calculation with a truncated series. If the radial func-
tion fis a polynomial in the coordinates of the particles,
then the perturbed wave function contains only a finite
number of excited functions. We carried out detailed

24 A. W. Solbrig, Jr., thesis, Vanderbilt University, 1953 (unpub-
lished). Available on microfilm from University Microfilms, Inc.,
Ann Arbor, Michigan.
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calculations®* with the radial function

p12  p2? 14 W fr188+73°
14+ w—tv— )=— 1—}——(——-~—)

ha? @  a? ha? 3 a?

G

for interactions containing one of the products Sy, 7,5 K11
or Sy-K; 3 and with the radial function

|4 o pdf
fe— (14 ) oren)
hat a a?

Vv W [ 1127 W V\7est] 11t —75?
S OHC SR EH
hat 3 a? 2 6/ a? 2V3

for interactions containing one of the products S; 7 s
- Ky 5. For all real values of the parameters V, a?, w,
and v the calculated moments differ from the observed
moments by many times the experimental error in the
observed moments. Omission of the term unity in the
second factor of the f does not alter this result. Since
the calculations were carried out with a very specialized
form of radial function, and since this form is not very
reasonable physically, we have no definite conclusion
about agreement between observed moments and mo-
ments calculated from interactions containing one of
the eleven products Sy,7,5- Ke s 11 or So- Kg,s.

Interactions containing one of the products Sy, 7,5 Ks, 4
lead to no perturbing wave function. A radial function
which is fairly reasonable physically is

) p12— po pi*+ps?
= () [ ()
g
2795t — 1192 — 731
[ ( a? )] v
7122475’ 7’312)

o
P 3¢

If we require that calculated and observed moments be
equal, easy calculations show that for an interaction
containing one of the products S; 7,35- Ky,

MHe ™ Mn=— 2 (mVa2/h2) [g2/ <g2+ a2) :[47

(s pn) — (uE— Hp)

=wg’/ (g"+a");
MHe™ Mn

and for an interaction containing one of the products

Si7.5 Ky,
(ure—pn) = (uu—pp) = 2(mVa*/MM)[ g/ (g+a*) I,

MHe ™ Mn

=wg/ (84 a?).
(l-‘He‘"ﬂn)—'(ﬂH—ﬂp) wg/(g a)



836 A. W.

TaBLE IV. Some values of parameters in interactions which yield
observed moments of H? and He?. (a2=2.8X1072¢ cm?.)

fS1,7,5-Kz fS1,7,5 K4
3g2 V (Mev) w V (Mev) w
0 — 1.59 1.87 — 297 0.54
30a? — 233 2.05 — 435 0.59
9a? — 5.03 2.49 — 9.39 0.71
6a? — 8.05 2.80 —15.0 0.80
a? —25.5 3.73 —47.5 1.07

Values of V and w required by a few different values of
the range parameter 3g? are presented in Table IV for
a*=2.8X10726 cm?.2

REMARKS

Since no interaction which alters the ground-state
wave function accounts for the observed magnetic
moments in the above calculations, we are not able to
calculate the nonvanishing fraction of P state intro-
duced by an interaction which yields observed magnetic
moments.

Several suggestions for further work arise from the
present study: (a) The effects of linear combinations
of the three-body interactions on the magnetic moments
are worth consideration, for these effects are not

SOLBRIG, JR.

necessarily additive. Preliminary calculations indicate
that the nonadditive effects may lead to better agree-
ment between calculated and observed moments.
(b) Study of the properties of interactions containing
one or more of the other nineteen permissible three-
body isotopic operators remains to be undertaken.
(c) Combination of the three-body interactions with
well-known two-body interactions may account for
nuclear properties in a more comprehensive way. In
particular, combination of the three-body interactions
with the conventional tensor force can lead to an orbital
4PD cross term which may reduce the difference be-
tween calculated and observed moments. (d) Use of an
unperturbed ground-state wave function which depends
on g;-@: or which is not symmetric under interchange
of normal coordinates 1 and 2 would cause significant
changes in the calculation.” It therefore appears de-
sirable to seek other acceptable forms of the unper-
turbed Hamiltonian and to examine the altered effects
of the three-body interactions.
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