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Three topics of current interest prompt this
examination of Coulomb energies in light nuclei;
all invo1. ve mass relationships within isobaric
multiplets: (I) the charge independence of the
"8, force'; (II) high-T light nuclei such as n',
O', He', etc. '; (III) T = 2 states in T& = 0, +1 nu-
clei' and the discovery of TZ = --', nuclei. '

This report considers all states that we believe
are satisfactorily represented to first order by
(Is)4(IP) 4 through the third excited state of
a system of any T. We look for the mean behav-
ior presented by "nuclei-as-they-are" and do not
correct or reject states because of Thomas or
other shifts, while recognizing that such shifts
may be of critical importance when we deal with
specific cases. We avoid as much as possible ques-
tions of detailed structure and attempt to bring
out the properties of "average light nuclear mat-
ter. " We believe that this is the least biassed
approach to Topic I and the best current basis
for predictions in Topics II and III where we must
necessarily handle nuclei as they come. This
philosophy is orthogonal to that of the detailed
state-by-state computations made if we wish to
check the predictions of definite models. '

We carry out the discussion in terms of the
general formula relating the masses within an
isobaric multiplet:

M =a+bT +eT

which, as recently pointed out, ' Topic III now
enables us to test for the first time. This for-
mula is correct provided that any departures
from charge independence may be treated as per-
turbations that do not change the nucleon wave
functions; this is true not only of the Coulomb
contribution but also of any charge dependence
of the specifically nuclear force provided that
this is of a two-body character. Now write
b =bCI+b&+bCD and similarly for e. bCI is the
charge-independent value of the coefficient, b

&
represents the charge dependence of the mag-
netic moment interactions, and bCD other pos-
sible charge dependencies.

Vfe wish, as far as possible, to avoid details
but the phenomenon of pairing is so powerful that
attention must be given to it and we write bCI
=bCI +bp and similarly for e. The Coulomb
energy of two paired protons we take to be higher

than the average by an amount I', which we treat
as a constant except for what in jj coupling would
be Ip», protons for which we use fP (and of
course for s protons where P =0). We now ex-
pect bCI, eCI to be smooth functions of A.
We compute the pairing corrections using the
simplest pairing model: 2T nucleons carry the
isotopic spin and are paired as far as possible;
any remaining may pair into the T = 0 "core."
This gives

b = —-P
p 2 (A even),

= -[(2T-1)/4T]P (A odd; A/2-T even),

= -[(2T+ I)!4T]P (A odd; A/2-Todd);

=[2(2T-1}] 'P

= (1/4T)P

(A even),

(A odd).

These corrections are applied to all states even
though we should expect them to be a strongly
state dependent. The authority for this is the
behavior in the (2s. ld) shell where the Coulomb
pairing phenomenon is dramatically displayed
(P = 0.21 MeV) and where it is found just as
strongly in excited states as in ground states.

In general, we cannot write down any bCI-eCI
relationship. In one case, however, this is pos-
sible; namely, the multiplet beginning n, H

where we must have

M = constant+ Nm +Zm + constantx Z (Z -1),

the antisymmetrization being absorbed into the
constants. Setting ~ = m „-mH, we have

b= c (-A-1)
CI CI

and

b= c (A--1) .
CI CI

Now expression (i) is certainly valid only for T
=A/2 but we may take it as a guide and, until
proved wrong, assume that it has practical va-
lidity for all values of T.' We should test this as-
sumption directly if possible but we may also ex-
amine its consistency by seeing whether the plot
of & bCIe

' vs A -Passes through A= 1 (bCIe
= bexpt-b} -bp).
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We use only complete isobaric doublets and
triplets, finding a total of 24 multiplets in the
1P shell. The magnetic moment corrections
have been computed using intermediate-coupling
wave functions; they range from a few keV for
the lightest nuclei to about 70 keV at the heavy
end of the shell. We now fit the 24 data points
to a. quadratic minimizing Q5, where 5; is the
departure of the datum from the line, in the five-
parameter space that includes P and f. We find

g5,'=0.120 MeV'. To ask if the quadratic is de-
manded we repeat using a linear fit and find
Q5 = 0.135 MeV'. The Fisher-Snedecor vari-
ance-ratio test shows that the quadratic is un-
necessary. This best linear fit cuts the axis at
A = 1.341 which is very close to the value A = 1

expected on our crude model. We therefore ask
for the best linear fit that passes through A=1
and find +5f2=0.144 MeV'. The variance-ratio
test shows that this fit is as good as the free lin-
ear fit or the free quadratic and so we have some
internal evidence as to the effective T indepen-
dence of the relation (i). We find P =0.210 MeV,
f = 0.72 (see Fig. 1).
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The fact that the data are well fitted by a
straight line passing through A = 1 gives a strik-
ingly simple interpretation to relationship (i),
namely that the ccIe should be independent of
A and equal to the slope of the &-ACIe vs A
line (0.240 MeV) if charge independence holds.
Figure 2 shows the situation using the above P,f
values to get ccIe from cexpt. The exPeri-
mental points indeed show no significant trend
with A and have a mean value of ccIe~ =0.230
+0.017 MeV so that cCD= -0.010+0.017 MeV (as-
suming charge symmetry so that bcD=O). If we
accept the temporary premise that the relation-
ship (i) is T independent we should interpret this
value of ccD literally. We do this through the
Slater integral K which has a typical value of
about 1.0 MeV throughout the 1P shell. Using an
appropriate degree of intermediate coupling and
the Inglis-Kurath mixture of 0.8 space and 0.2
spin exchange' we find, as an average value,
ccD= 66K where ~E is the change in K as between
the n-P and the n-n, P-P force. Taking ccD
~ 0.05 MeV we find I'/K ~ 0.008. It appears that,
failing a lusus naturae, the effective residual
~'So interaction that dominates the specification
of the 7.' =1 multiplets is charge independent to
better than 1%.

The straight line of Fig. 1 cannot, of course,
be taken to imply that all 1P-shell nuclei are of
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FIG. 1. &—bC~e as a function of mass number form

states that belong in first order to (1s)4(lp) 4. Of
the two ground-state points at A=9 the lower refers to
that of the I' =-' system and the upper to that of the &
=- 3 2
=

~ system. A Coulomb pairing energy of & = 0.210
MeV is found for the "1p3/2 shell" and 0.153 MeV for
the "P&n shell".

FIG. 2. c&Ze as a function of mass number for
the I' = 1 and & =

2 multiplets of Fig. 1. The line la-
beled " 'charge independent' value" is the slope of the
line of Fig. 1. The excited-state points at A = 6 and
9 do not figure in Fig. 1 which uses only complete
doublets and triplets. These points are derived from
incomplete triplets and for each we have used the 5
value that is the mean of that found for the ground-
state point at the same mass number as the value read
off the line of Fig. 1.
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the same size, because of the A dependence of
the Coulomb exchange integral, but that integral
is small compared with the direct term and it is
clear that the change in size is small. This pro-
vides some a posteriori justification for setting
I' constant.

The correctness of the assumption that bCI"',
cCI do not depend significantly on T is not
proved by the demonstration that the ~CIe vs
A line passes through A = 1 but is at least con-
sistent with it. Direct information comes from
analyzing the data for the T = —,

' and T = 1 multiplets
separately. When this is done the b&I

~ vs A

relationships for T = -,
' and T = 1 are the same

within the errors of about 3%. Data on T = -',

states are scanty', such as are available suggest
that the bcIe and ccIe values are there the
same as for 'T = -,', 1 and T =1 states, respective-
ly, to within about 0.1 MeV and 0.05 Mev, re-
spectively. There are no T = 2 data in the 1P
shell but for A = 16 and 20 it is found that (bcfe~
-cele )2 2-(bcfe -cele )y 1 = 0.05 + 0.15
MeV and -0.03 +0.15 MeV, respectively (using
P =0.21 MeV), so that the assumption is again
upheld. (Unfortunately we cannot yet test the
assumption separately for b and c in the T =2
cases. F" is particle-unstable so cannot be used
to tell us the coefficients for the T =1 states ow-
ing to the probably large Thomas shift; without
proper correction for this shift any attempt to
use the F"data to test the present assumption
would be worthless. The mass of Na ' is poorly
determined. )

When we apply these results to Topic II we are
unlikely to make errors of greater than about
0.3 MeV since the recipe of Fig. 1 predicts the
Coulomb energy of even Hes to within that amount.

As an illustration consider the possible T = 2

state' of I i; if this is the ground state of the
T =2 system we find that n is unstable by 1.34
Mev.

*%ork performed under the auspices of the U. S.
Atomic Energy Commission.
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