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corrections which have been subtracted from experi-
mental values. Since it is felt that this homologous
series of metals must conform to a common model of
their elastic stiffnesses and strain derivatives, we in-
clude copper in our conclusion, which is that the closure
failures reflect a large, real contribution to the shear
constants which is not included in the conventional
theory outlined above.

We suggest furthermore that the closure failures
must be assigned to many-body, noncentral, short-
range interaction between metal ion cores. The absence
of such an interaction is a major assumption in the
conventional theory and the interaction seems to be
the only way in which to account for these large dis-
crepancies between theory and experiment for the
shear constants. The ratios —A (QdC/d Inr)/A(QC) and
—A(QdC'/d Inr)/A(QC’) are indicative of the range of
the interaction ; the large values of these ratios occurring
in the present results indicates that the noncentral
terms are of short range indeed. It will be noted that
the values of the ratios are in most cases larger than the
value of p which characterizes the range of the radial
part of the interaction. Further, the smoothness of the
variation of the closure term from copper to gold for
each constant and each strain derivative corresponds
with the increasing amount of ion-core overlap and
hence of the importance of the noncentral interaction in
this sequence. There appears to be no theory available
for the noncentral part of the many-body interaction
between ion cores which has been suggested here and no
a priori reason for or against the negative sign of the
stiffness contribution which is found.

DISCUSSION

In this section we point out and discuss further the
detailed assumptions involved in”'the analysis which
was presented in the last section.

The experimental elastic constant values which have
been used for the interpretation are those for the tem-
perature of 0°K. These values are amply known, and
their use enables us to avoid the difficult theoretical
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