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nothing (except perturbation theory) indicates that
this quantity is divergent. Further, nothing indicates
that the amplitude in all gauges is divergent. It seems
that the only conclusion which would be safe to draw
is that the use of gauges where the amplitude of the
wave function is a constant does not provide for a
consistent formulation of electrodynamics. It is still
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an open, and interesting, question as to whether or not
any physical (gauge-invariant) parameter is infinite.
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The dispersion relations are used to predict the values at zero kinetic energy, of the derivatives, 8D ,(0)/9k2,
of the real parts, D, (0) and D_(0), of the forward elastic scattering amplitudes for 7+ and =~ mesons scat-
tered by protons. The experimental value of 8D,.(0)/9k? is fairly well known, and, when compared with the
predicted value, yields a determination of the coupling constant, f2=0.1042:0.014. The predicted value for
9D_(0)/ok? disagrees badly with experiment, especially with an f2 as large as 0.10.

The dispersion relations are modified by introducing an extra energy denominator in such a way as to
contain, as the additional constants, the derivatives 9D, (0)/8%2. This enables us to check the values of
9D (0)/0k* obtained from the usual dispersion relations as well as the assumption that w27, () vanishes at
infinity. It is found that as long as the agreement with experiment obtained for the 7+ relation is retained, no
appreciable change in the values of 9D.(0)/9%? is possible and that the high-energy behavior of T..(w),
usually assumed, is correct. The predicted value for 9D_(0)/9%? strongly suggests a nonzero effective range

for ey and a relatively large ;.

1. INTRODUCTION

HE discrepancy with experiment of the z— dis-
persion relation, which was first pointed out by
Puppi and Stanghellini! and subsequently discussed by
several authors,?> is examined in this paper by use of a
slightly different approach. The dispersion relations are
used to predict the values, at zero kinetic energy, of the
derivatives, D, (0)/dk?% of the real parts, D, (0) and
D_(0), of the forward elastic scattering amplitudes for
7w+ and 7~ mesons scattered by protons. The experi-
mental values of these derivatives depend very strongly
on the P-wave scattering lengths and the S-wave
effective ranges. These quantities are fairly well known
for T=3, and yield a value for 4D, (0)/dk% which, when
compared with the prediction of the dispersion relations,
leads to a determination of the coupling constant,
f?=0.1044-0.014. On the other hand, the dispersion
relations predict a value for dD_(0)/d%? which disagrees
badly with present 7~ experiments, especially with an f2
as large as 0.10.
To eliminate the unknown high-energy contributions
to the integrals appearing in the dispersion relations as
well as to check the assumption that w27, (w) vanishes

* Supported by the U. S. Atomic Energy Commission.

! G. Puppi and A. Stanghellini, Nuovo cimento 5, 1305 (1957).
2 M. H. Zaidi and E. L. Lomon, Phys. Rev. 108, 1352 (1957).
3 G. Salzman (private communication).

4 J. Hamilton (to be published).

as w becomes infinite, the dispersion relations are modi-
fied by introducing an extra energy denominator in the
integrals. This involves the added subtraction of the
real part of the scattering amplitude at an arbitrary
energy wo. By letting wo approach 1, the relations can be
simplified and contain, as added constants, the quanti-
ties 9D, (0)/0%%. These new relations have the added
advantage, then, of enabling us to check the values of
9D, (0)/0k* obtained from the usual dispersion rela-
tions. It is found that as long as the agreement with
experiment obtained for the #+ relation is retained, no
appreciable change in the latter values of 9D, (0)/dk? is
possible. This result indicates the correctness of the
assumed high-energy behavior of T (w) and reinforces
the conviction that the values predicted for 4D, (0)/0k2
are correct.

The value for dD_(0)/dk? predicted by the dispersion
relations is compared with experiment and the dis-
crepancy between these two values is interpreted as
being due to the very small 7=1 scattering cross
sections that have so far been observed. It will be shown
that a resolution of the discrepancy between the theo-
retical and experimental values of 9D_(0)/9%2 could
very well involve changes in present experimental data
which would also remove the discrepancy between the
predicted and observed values of the real part of the
7~ —p forward elastic scattering amplitude. It would
seem reasonable, therefore, to take the failure or success
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of future experiments to give a value for 8D_(0)/d%?,
which agrees with the predicted value, as an indication
of the failure or success of the dispersion relations in
general.

2. DISPERSION RELATIONS

The dispersion relations obtained by Goldberger,’
assuming that w27, (w) approaches zero as w becomes
infinite, can be written for D, (), the real part of the =+
forward scattering amplitudes,

Dy (w)—5(14w)Dr(1)—3(1—w)D=x(1)
k? * dw'for(w) ox(w
_F, _[ +( )+ = )]
4r2 J; K o'+

)
l /o (20)

+—f" .

wF1/2M

We are using units such that #=c=p=1. It will be more
convenient, in what follows, to write the relations in
terms of the more symmetric functions

DO (k)=1[D,(k)+D_(k)],
D (k)=3[D_(k)—D..(k)],

and

the amplitudes for no isotopic spin flip and for isotopic
spin flip, respectively. With D® and D® written as
functions of &, (2.1) takes the form

. k2 ® [g kl o k/
DO =D (O)=-—P f Lo (®)Fo-#0]

k/2_k2
1 2k%f?
| / . (2.22)
2 W — (1/20)°
wk? ©[o_(B)—ay(F
DO()=eDP(O)=——P f [—(Tli—;-;i)—)]dk'
2wk?
__ 28T
w?— (1/2M)?

We assign the integers #=0, 1, 2, - - to the dispersion
relations derived from the assumption that w27 (w)
vanishes at infinity. Relations (2.2a, b), therefore, shall
be referred to as the »=1 relations.

The #=1 relations can be used to predict the deriva-
tives of the real part of the forward scattering ampli-
tudes at k2=0, 0D.(0)/0k2%. By dividing (2.2a) by &*
and taking the limit as %2 approaches zero, it is easily
seen that the left-hand side becomes dD®(0)/d%?,

aDw 1 © Loy (k) +a_(k)] f?
O lim —j——*——dk'—l-—. (2.3)
k2 Am? k20 J, kK2—k? M

5 Goldberger, Miyazawa, and Oehme, Phys. Rev. 99, 986 (1955).
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We neglect the (1/2M)? in (2.2a, b). To evaluate the
limit on the right-hand side of (2.3) we must first
perform the principal part integration. The principal
part can be eliminated, however, by writing

Lo W)k )]

limP
k-0 0 k’2_k2
[ oo ]
= lim: dk’
k-0 k'2_k2
_ © K
Hinfe®+e@P [ S @

and noting that the second term on the right-hand side
of (2.4) vanishes. With the aid of (2.4), Eq. (2.3) can be
written in the simple form

DOy 1 e ADGE) 1
= dk’+_f2,
ok*  4Am*J, K2 M
with A® (B)=0, (k) +0o_(k)—c1.(0)—0_(0). The integral
in (2.5) is well defined at =0 since A® (k") vanishes
like %’2. By dividing (2.2b) by k? and using the same
trick in taking the limit as k% vanishes, we also obtain
for the derivative of D®

oD@ © 1 ® A® (k')
—pe©-2+— [
ok? R

(2.5)

ar', (2.6)

with
o_(k)—ay.(k)

w

AD (k)= —[o-(0)— 0 (0)].

Relations for 4D (0)/d%? can be obtained by adding and
subtracting (2.5) and (2.6). By expressing D, (k) in
terms of phase shifts and differentiating, it is easy to
obtain expressions for 9D,(0)/dk% in terms of the
S-wave scattering lengths and effective ranges, and the
P-wave scattering lengths. It will be shown in Sec. 3
that the value of 9D, (0)/d%? predicted by (2.6) and
(2.5) agrees with experiment with an f2 slightly greater
than 0.10. The experimental value for 9dD_(0)/dk%2,
while not as well known, disagrees with the theoretical
value, the discrepancy becoming very large for f2=0.10.

One way to explain this difficulty is to say that the
assumption that w27, (w) vanishes at infinity is incor-
rect, so that the »=1 relations must be replaced by n=2
relations. In what follows we shall derive #=2 relations,
which contain 9D, (0)/d%?% and show that they cannot
give any better agreement with experiment than the
n=1 relations. Furthermore, the best values of 4D (0)/
Jk? are just those values predicted by (2.5) and (2.6),
making the =2 and n=1 relations identical.

The n=1 relations, (2.1), are dispersion relations for
the quantities (w?—1)717,(w). Analogously, the n=2
relations we choose shall be dispersion relations for
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[(w2—1)(w®—we®) T+ (w). The parameter wo is an
arbitrary energy different from 1. The n=2 relation for
DO can then be written®

2__ w2_w02
D (o) +— . DO(1)

wo —

. W
DD (w)—
wot—
k2(w2—wo2)Pf°° Lo (B)+o_(E)]dE
472 o (K?2—E)(F*—ko?)
1 22k (w?— wo?)
2M [w— (1/2M)*J[we— (1/2M)*]
Since we are interested in (2.7) for values of w, wo> 1,
we can neglect the (1/23/)? in the denominators of the
coupling-constant term. We now let wy approach 1. This
simplifies (2.7) somewhat and introduces the dD®(0)/

dk? into the relation. We obtain, after handling the
principal part integral in the same way as in Eq. (2.4),

DD, 1 B \
k2 M ?
B o AOF)IE
NEELLTS
4,".2 0 k'? (klz_ k2)

(2.7

D® (k)= DO (0)4 £

(2.8)

We can proceed in the same manner for the relation
containing D®. This is slightly more complicated since
D® is an odd function of w.

DO (k) 9D

(0)

- DO+ ~1000)]

w

B AQR)dE 2k
+—P f +—f2 (29)
0

“ar Sy - 2

Relations (2.8) and (2.9) differ from (2.2a,b) in a
number of ways. The unknown high-energy contribution
to the integrals over the total cross sections is much less
important than in (2.2). The price we must pay for this
is the presence of the extra constants, D, (0)/d%2. The
n=2 relations are independent of the n=1 relations
provided the added constants, D, (0)/dk? are unde-
termined by the theory and must be chosen from experi-
ment. On the other hand, if we use the n=1 relations,
namely (2.5) and (2.6), to predict these constants, then
it is clear that the #=2 relations become identical with
the n=1 relations. This can easily be verified by
substituting (2.6) into (2.9) and (2.5) into (2.8) to
obtain Egs. (2.2a,b). We know, therefore, that the
values of 9D (0)/dk2 predicted by (2.5) and (2.6), when
used in (2.8) and (2.9), will predict values of Dy which
agree very well with experiment, and values of D_
which disagree with experiment. What we should like to
do is modify the values of dD.(0)/d%? such that (2.5)

& See, for example, K. Symanzik, Phys. Rev. 105, 743 (1957).
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and (2.6) no longer hold, and improve the agreement for
D_ without destroying the agreement for D,. We shall
show, now, that this cannot be done.

Just as relations (2.1) for D (w) each contain a linear
combination of D, (1) and D_(1), the n=2 relations for
D (w) will each depend on a combination of dD, (0)/dk?
as well. Consequently a change in dD_(0)/d%? alone will
effect both the relations for D; and D_. In general we
must consider changes in both d.D_(0)/dk% and 4D (0)/
k2. If we call §(0D,.(0)/9k%) =4, the difference between
the values used in the =2 relation and the values
predicted by the n=1 relations, then it is easy to see
that the difference between the values of D, predicted
by (2.8), (2.9), and (2.1) are given by

D4 (w) =3k [ (w+1)d:— (0—1)d].

Since (2.1) for f2=0.08 predicts values of D_(w) which
are too low for w less than 180 Mev and too high for w
larger than 200 Mev, we can improve agreement by
taking 6D_=0 for w=wo with wy of the order of 2.6
(200 Mev). This leads to the result

(2.10)

wokw

(2.11)

3D (w) =k2( )5_, 5.>0.

wo—

8 has been eliminated by requiring that 8D_(wo)=0.
Equation (2.11) predicts that 8D, (w)> |8D_(w)]| so that
a large discrepancy in the 7+ relation would result. The
reader can easily convince himself that other choices for
5. cannot avoid large corrections for D, ().

We see, then, that if the »=2 relations are to retain
the good agreement with the =+ experiments, which is
obtained by the =1 relations, we must use the values
of D (0)/0k? predicted by (2.5) and (2.6), at least to
within five percent. Since this makes (2.8) and (2.9)
identical with (2.2a, b), we can conclude that the success
of the n=1 " relation implies that the assumption that
w 2T, (w) vanishes at infinity is correct and that (2.5)
and (2.6) give the values of dD,(0)/0k? predicted by
the dispersion relations.

3. COMPARISON WITH EXPERIMENT

In this section we compare the predictions of Egs.
(2.5), (2.6), (2.8), and (2.9) with experiment. The total
cross sections, used in the integrals, were obtained from
all of the latest available data, much of which was either
summarized or reported in the 1956 CERN Symposium.?
The curve used for o_ is shown in Fig. 1. The only
unusual feature of this curve is the height of the peak
and the energy at which it occurs. The peak is taken at
176 Mev, which is at an energy 5 or 6 Mev lower than
usual, and the height is taken to be 70 mb, which is
about 6 mb higher than usual. This has the effect of
improving, slightly, the agreement of the =~ relation

7 Proceedings of the CERN Symposium on High-Energy Ac-
celerators and Pion Physics, Geneva, 1956 (European Organization
of Nuclear Research, Geneva, 1956), Vol. 2.
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with experiment. The curve for o is not shown, but it
also has its peak at 176 Mev and a peak value of 210 mb,
chosen to keep the T'=3% cross section zero. This choice
for the o peak has the effect of making the 7t relation
fit the experiment for an f?=0.08 rather than 0.10. We
shall see, however, that an f? of 0.08 is not consistent
with the present experimental values of the 7+ S-wave
effective range and P-wave scattering lengths. This
indicates that the o peak should not be raised so high
and, consequently, ¢_> %0, or, equivalently, o350 at
these energies. The results obtained from (2.5) and (2.6)
will strongly reinforce this statement. Calculations have
also been made with the o_ and o, peaks lowered and
placed at 180 Meyv.

Two choices for low-energy behavior were made. One
is Orear’s prescription?® of a;=0.1659, a3=—0.105%, and
zero effective ranges. To test the effect of nonzero
effective ranges, a second choice was made by taking
a1=0.1957—0.018%® from Anderson’s phase-shift analy-
sis® and taking a;=—0.1059—0.035%?, which fits the

O~ (mb)

eo} 82
70
60
50
a0}

30+

s s L s IS L n n
120 160 200 240 280 320 360 400 440 480

Exn  (Mev)

F1e. 1. Total cross section for the scattering of negative pions
by protons. For simplicity, not all of the data is shown.

data of Ferrari e/ al.” Upon using the Orear S-wave
phase shifts, an as; of 0.2357® near zero energies, and
taking o =¢_=230 mb for energies greater than 1.9 Bev,
Eqgs. (2.5) and (2.6) lead to values of dD_(0)/0k? given

by

9Dy (o) 1
=2(1+—)f2-!—0.104ﬂ:0.008, (3.1)

dk? 2M

9D_, 1
-—=——2(1————-)f2+0.149:|:0.008. (3.2)

Ik? 2M :

The alternate choice of S-wave phase shifts leads to
values of 4D, (0)/0k? which differ from (3.1) and (3.2)
by only one to two percent. The errors quoted here are
obtained in part from an estimate of the errors involved

8 J. Orear, Nuovo cimento 4, 856 (1956).

9 H. L. Anderson, Proceedings of the Sixth Annual Rochester
Conference on High-Energy Physics (Interscience Publishers, Inc.,
New York, 1956).
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F1c. 2. A comparison of the values of D,b(w) calculated from
equations (2.7) and (2.8) using the values of 3D (0)/dk2 given in
(3.1) and (3.2) and the values obtained from experiment. D,?(w)
is the real part of the #* scattering amplitude in the center-of-mass
system with p=1. w is the meson energy in the laboratory system.

in evaluating the integrals appearing in (2.5) and (2.6)
and it has been assumed that ¢, do not become very
large at high energies.

As a check on (3.1) and (3.2), these values are used in
(2.8) and (2.9) to obtain D %(w), in the center-of-mass
frame, as a function of energy. Figure 2 shows the
predicted curve for D ® compared with experiment. The
results, using the Orear S-wave phase shifts, would be
essentially the same. The good fit for an f2 of 0.08 is due
to the choice of the o, peak. With the peak in the usual
position, results similar to previous authors' would be
obtained, favoring f?=0.10. Figure 3 compares the
predicted values of D_°® with experiment, using the
Orear phase shifts, and Fig. 4 shows D_? using the
alternate choice of phase shifts. The improved agree-
ment of the latter curves, compared to the former, is due
to the choice of a large scattering length for . This
leads to an increase in D_(0) which raises the curve. It
is not clear how valid this choice of phase shifts is since
it leads to a value of a;—a3=0.39, which is rather large.
The curves of both Figs. 3 and 4 are raised slightly at
150 Mev by the choice of the high ¢_ peak shown in
Fig. 1. Even accounting for these differences, this

o-
2
03 = .08
0,2 .1657
0.2 ag= -.1057
ol
1 30 35
-odt
0.2 250 7
-0.3F

F16. 3. A comparison of the calculated values of D_*(w) with
experiment using Eqgs. (2.7), (2.8), (3.1), and (3.2). The Orear
S-wave phase shifts are assumed.
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F16. 4. The curve in Fig. 3 is modified by a different choice for
the S-wave phase shifts, including nonzero effective ranges. This
choice leads to a larger value for D_(0) than is obtained with the
Orear S-wave phase shifts.

calculation does give a slightly better result than those
of previous calculations. While relations (2.8) and (2.9)
combined with (2.5) and (2.6) are formally identical
with (2.1), the former do present a different way of
treating the data. Equations (2.8) and (2.9) are designed
to give values of D_(w), for low energies, which are
consistent with the dispersion relations, and in particu-
lar, predict a slope for D_?(k) at k=0 which is zero or
slightly negative for 22> 0.08. The form of the relations
used requires a more careful treatment of the cross
sections at energies below 80 Mev. By varying the
cross sections in various energy regions, it is found that
the largest changes in D_ occur for changes in the low-
energy region from O to 80 Mev. In particular, agree-
ment is improved by lowering o_ in this region and
agreement can be worsened by increasing o_. Despite
this improvement, however, the 7 relation is still not
satisfactory. Owing to the factor of £ in the principal
part integrals of (2.8) and (2.9), these relations are not
particularly good ways of calculating D, at energies
near 300 Mev and higher. It is clear, however, from
these results, and previous ones, that the point of Zinov
and Korenchenko! at 307 Mev (and 340 Mev, not
shown in Figs. 3 and 4) is considerably below the curve
for D_® with f2=0.08. The error on the experimental
point at 307 Mev in Figs. 3 and 4 is drawn asymmetri-
cally in an exaggerated manner to indicate that changes
in the data tend to raise the point more easily than to
lower it.

Nevertheless, it would seem reasonable, from these
results and the discussion of Egs. (2.10) and (2.11), that
(3.1) and (3.2) give the values of dD,.(0)/dk? predicted
by the dispersion relations to a good degree of accuracy.
Let us compare these predictions with experiment. We
use the following notation for the .S- and P-wave phase

V. G. Zinov and S. M. Korenchenko, Zhur. Eksptl. i Teoret.
Fiz. 33, 335, 1607, 1608 (1957) [translation: Soviet Phys. JETP 6,
260 (1958)].
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shifts at low energies:
a;=am+ba+- -,
i, 7=1, 3.

1=1,3; (3.3)
aig=ayn+t- -, '

By writing D, in terms of phase shifts, and using (3.3),
we obtain expressions for 4D, (0)/dk? in terms of the
a;, b‘i; @ijy

1\ 8D, 1
(1+—) = b3+2033+(131+——(13"‘%033, (3-4)
M7 9k? 2M
(12 )220y (1 L) 20
M7 ok? M7 ok?

+%‘[b1+ 2013‘|‘¢11:|

It is clear that (3.4) and (3.5) are insensitive to the
values of ¢; and ¢;. Using the Orear values for a; and a;
and substituting in (3.1) and (3.2), we have the
following conditions on the 7’'=32, 1 S-wave effective
range and P-wave scattering lengths:

bs+2ass+as=2.469 f24-0.1274-0.009, (3.6)
b1+ 2(113"‘ a;n=— 4424f2+0188:l20014. (37)

To compare (3.6) with experiment, we take b3=—0.035
+0.01, a3 =-—0.0414-0.01, and @s3=-40.23040.015;
the errors quoted are only rough estimates. This leads to

(bs+ 255+ @51 Jexp =0.384=-0.033. (3.8)

Comparing this with (3.6), we obtain f2=0.1044-0.014.
It would seem difficult, therefore, to have an f2=0.08
and remain consistent with (3.6) and (3.8). This value
of f?, greater than 0.10, is inconsistent with the agree-
ment shown in Fig. 1 for D,? using an f2=0.08. Since
the lower value of f2is due to the high peak chosen for
o4, this indicates that the lower peak height usually
taken, which favors an f2=0.10, is more consistent with
the dispersion relations. Of course the values used in
(3.8) for ass, as1, and by are rather uncertain; however,
since an f? greater than 0.10 would make a fit of (2.1)
with experiment very difficult, (3.6) can be taken as
evidence that a3; cannot be much larger than 0.230 and,
unless a3 is as low as 0.215, b35%0. Requiring an 2220.10
for the = relation would have the advantage of elimi-
nating the discrepancy at high energies. It still would
leave a discrepancy, for the 7~ relation, at energies near
150 Mev.

The left-hand side of (3.7) is not too well known
experimentally, though it is generally believed that
these quantities are small. If the values given by
Anderson in 1956° are used, one obtains &;+2a:5+aq;
£2—0.03. This value is so small because present experi-

ments observe very small T'=% scattering above 100
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Mev. The quantity &; has been unobserved in lower
energy #~ experiments partly because the data were
analyzed under the assumption that it is zero. On the
other hand, (3.7) predicts, even with an f2as low as 0.08,
a value of —0.1660.014 for b;4-2a154 @11 This would
seem to imply, if the dispersion relations are correct, that
one or two of the quantities by, @13, and @41, are much
larger than has so far been observed. To estimate what
values b1, @13, and @43 should have to be consistent with
the dispersion relations, let us take f2=0.10. Then

b1+2(l13+(111= —_ 0254,
f*=0.10.

While present estimates of a3 are that it is almost zero,
let us follow the suggestion of the Chew-Low theory!
and take a;3=a3=—0.041. Then (3.9) becomes

b1+d11=—0.172, a13= —0.041. (3.10)

It is interesting that the prediction of the Chew-Low
theory that a11=4a13=4a3 is compatible with (3.9) and
(3.10). Reasonable choices for b; and @;; would be
b;=—0.04 or —0.05, and @;;=—0.13 or —0.12. This
choice has two very nice features: First, the relatively
large value of a1; would lead us to expect a T'=% cross

3.9

1 G, F. Chew and F. E. Low, Phys. Rev. 101, 1570 (1956).
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section of the order of 7 or 8 mb at energies near 150
Mev. Since present measurements in this region'? find
=20, this means a substantial increase in o_, at these
energies, of about ten percent. A correction to o_ of
this order of magnitude would lower the experimental
values of D_? in this energy region, by a significant
amount. Secondly, a large, negative effective range for
«; will keep o small, or even decrease it, at low energies,
before the P waves become important. We see, then,
that this choice for b1, @13, a1 to satisfy (3.9) would
predict an energy dependence for o_ which is quali-
tatively similar to that assumed by Zaidi and Lomon,?
and which, in effect, raises the theoretical values for D_?
while lowering the experimental values at the 150-Mev
region. It seems to this author, therefore, that the key
to the present difficulties with the =~ dispersion relation
lies in the large discrepancy that exists between the
value of b;42ay3-+a1;1 predicted by the dispersion rela-
tions and the value obtained from experiment.
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The invariance of strong interactions under G, the product of charge symmetry and charge conjugation,
has important consequences for strangeness-conserving lepton interactions. According to the G-transforma-
tion properties of the strongly interacting “‘currents,” we may divide the primary weak interactions into two
classes. The first class includes the conventional nucleon-lepton Fermi interaction, and is the only class that
contributes to the 8-decay coupling constants. Unambiguous tests for the existence of second-class inter-
actions include: (a) induced scalar term in x~ absorption, (b) inequality of certain small correction terms in
B2 and N2, or in Li® and B8 8 decay, (c) inequality in rates of =+ — A%4-e*+». Absence of second-class
interactions would indicate a deep relation between isotopic spin and weak interactions; for example, the
recent Feynman-Gell-Mann theory predicts that all vector weak interactions are first class. The presence
of second-class interactions would mean that the usual Fermi interaction is insufficient, and must be supple-
mented by terms involving strange particles. Some general remarks are also made about the relations between
(I-,7) and (I*,») processes, and we prove the following useful theorem: no interference between ¥ and 4 may
occur in any experiment which treats both leptons identically and in which no parity nonconservation effects
are measured, providing that we may neglect the mass and charge of the leptons.

I. INTRODUCTION

TRONG interactions are charge symmetric and
charge conjugation invariant, and therefore also
invariant under the product! G,
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G=Ce'™2,
GYnGl=1iryn, Go.Gl=—0¢,, etc.

This G invariance plays a fundamental part in con-
sidering the effects of strong interactions on weak
processes, and the role of isotopic spin in the primary
weak interactions. We will show that all strangeness-
conserving lepton interactions may be split into two
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