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A large number of new predictions of SU(3) are obtained for processes with three outgoing particles. All
reactions involved in these relations are scattering of charged particles on protons with no more than one
neutral particle in the final state. They can all be measured by the present experimental techniques. A
detailed comparison between the available data and the predictions is presented, whenever possible. In a
few cases, disagreement is found; but when we allow symmetry-breaking contributions within the matrix
elements which describe the processes, the data are always consistent with the predictions. The general
problem of comparing the predictions of a broken symmetry with scattering data is discussed, and various
possibilities for performing such comparisons are suggested.

1. INTRODUCTION

N view of the large number of predictions which have
been derived from the SU(3) symmetry scheme
concerning scattering processes, it is surprising that so
few of them have already been compared with the
available experimental data.! Going up and up in the
ladder of higher symmetries, we always have to remem-
ber that the lowest of “higher symmetries” namely that
of SU(3), is broken, and its predictions are often found
to be in contradiction with scattering data. This is not
surprising at all, since we know that mass differences
within the multiplets are quite large. However, the size
of the symmetry-breaking effects in scattering processes
is an extremely important physical quantity which is
relevant, for example, to every prediction of SU(6) or
its various relativistic generalizations. We are not
allowed to test any symmetry scheme which includes
SU(3) in a domain in which the exact SU(3) fails to
explain experimental facts. We are not attempting here
to discredit SU(3) ; on the contrary, we emphasize that
there is no single known case in which an appropriately
broken SU (3) symmetry is in contradiction with experi-
ment. However, if the exact SU(3) is not a good approx-
imation for certain processes, the higher symmetries
should not be tested by these same processes before the
effects of the SU(3) symmetry-breaking interaction are
included in the calculation.

It is therefore extremely important to continue com-
paring new and old SU (3) predictions with the gather-
ing experimental information and to indicate whether
certain physical phenomena can be described, even
approximately, by an exact SU(3) symmetry.

It is our purpose in this paper to present a large
number of new relations between cross sections of
scattering processes with three-body final states, and to
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1 For a review on this subject see, e.g., H. Harari, in Proceedings
of the Seminar on High Energy Physics, Trieste, 1965 (to be
published).
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compare these predictions with the known data. We
also make a few remarks concerning the question of
taking into account the kinematical effects of mass
splitting within the unitary multiplets, while comparing
both the exact and the broken SU (3) with experiment.

In Sec. 2 we present the predictions of the exact
symmetry for meson-baryon reactions in which one
meson is produced. The method of comparing these
predictions with the data is discussed in Sec. 3, while in
Sec. 4 we present the actual comparison. In Sec. 5 we
discuss the possibility of introducing the symmetry-
breaking effects into the matrix elements of the proc-
esses, and derive some relations that are satisfied by
the broken symmetry. These are shown to be consistent
with the data in all cases. Proton-proton collisions and
other reactions with three outgoing particles are dis-
cussed in Sec. 6. Our results and conclusions are sum-
marized in Sec. 7.

2. ONE-MESON PRODUCTION IN MESON-
BARYON REACTIONS AND SU(3)

We denote the octets of pseudoscalar mesons, vector
mesons, and baryons by M, V, and B, respectively, and
focus our attention to one-meson production reactions
of the form

M*+p— M+M+B, Y
M*+4p— M+V+B, @)
M*+p— V+V+B. 3)

We discuss reactions of type (1) in detail and then
apply our results with some minor modifications to
reactions (2) and (3). We shall use the U-spin technique?
and the following convenient notations:

M- is the U-spin doublet of negatively charged
mesons (7, K-);

2S. Meshkov, C. A. Levinson, and H. J. Lipkin, Phys. Rev.
Letters 10, 361 (1963).
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M+ is the U-spin doublet of positively charged
mesons (K+, 7t); _

M0 is the U-spin triplet of neutral mesons (K°m? K),
where 70 is the U=1 combination of 7° and 5:

|m®)=3V3|n)+5|x%). @)

V-, V*, V% and B~, B*, B® are the appropriately
charged U-spin multiplets in the V and B octets. The
B triplet is (n,8°)5°) where

|8)=2V3|A)+3|2"). )

The reactions (1) may be classified into five different
sets according to their U-spin properties:

62y 7 +p—o w4+ p}
(6a”) 7 +p—oa+ntp
(6b) 7 +p— K~+K'+p,
(6c) 7 +p— T +EK43+,
(6d) K +p—r+K+p,
(6e") K—+p— 7r‘+1r°+2+}
(6e) K~+p— a4+t
(6f") K—+p— K—+n"+ p}
6t") K—+p—K+n+p
(6g) K +p— K+K+3+;
(7a") T +p—oa+KH420
(7a")  7+p— m+EK++A
(71b) 7 +p— K—+Kt+n,
(7c) 7 +p—or+rttan,
(7d) K—+p— a+EK++5°,
(7e) K—p— mtat+30
(7¢"") K~+p— m+at+A
(7#)  K—+p— K—+K++3°
(7")  K~+p— K—+EK++A
(7g) K +p— K +rttn;
(8a") w+p— K++7r°+z—}
(8a")  7+p— Kr+n+3-
8b) 7 +p—ort+KH3I,
8c) 7 +p— K++KHE-,
(8d) K+p— K++K+3-,
8¢) K—+p— K++7r°+:z—}
(8e”) K—+p— K++n+aE-
8"y K +p—at+a'+3-
(8f"") K—+p—s nt4n+3—
8g) K +p—at+K4E;
(9a))  K++p— Kot ?}
(9a”") K++p— Kt+4n+p
(9b) Kt+p— a4+ KHp,
(9c) Kt4p— KH+HK0+3t,
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M~+p— M~—+ Mo+ B+, (6)
M—+p— M+ M++B, )
M~+p— M++M+B-, ®)
M+p— M++ MO+ B+, (©)
MA+p— M+ M++B0. (10)

Every set includes ten experimentally feasible
processes. However, while using U-spin language these
are reduced to seven processes where m° and #° are
inserted in the equations instead of the physical
particles.

The ten processes for each set are listed below:

(6a) wFp—oa+m+p,

(6e) K—+p— m+md+3+,

(6f) K~+p— K—+m'+p,

(7a) 7 +p—or+K+00,

(7e) K—+p— a—Fat+,

(1) K~+p— K~+K*+8°,

(8a) 7 +p— Kr+m*+2-,

8e) K—+p— Kt+m'+5E-,

8) K—+p— at+m'+3-,

(92) K++p— Kt+m'+p,
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(9d) 7t+p— K++K+p,
(9¢) attp— K++7.—°+2+}
(9¢)  at4p— K+dnt+=+
o) o)
of"y  attp—oatdgtp
%)  7t+poatHKHEF

(10a) K*+p— K++K++E°}
(10a”) K*+p— K++K++A
(10b)  K*+p—wt+Kttan,
(10c) K*+p— Kt+at+n,
(10d) wt4p— K*+KH-E,
(10¢')  wt+p— K+—|-1r++20}
(10e”")  wt+p— K++at4A
(10f)  #t4p— 7r++K++E°}
10"y  wt+p—wtHKHA
(10g) wt+p—oattattn.

In all these processes we have two U=% objects in the

initial state. These can react through two possible
channels: U=0 and U=1. In the final state we always
find a U-spin triplet and two U-spin doublets. These
three multiplets can be coupled in two different ways
to the U=1 channel and in a unique way to the U=0
state. The total number of independent amplitudes for
each set is, hence, three, and we denote them by Ao, Ao,
and A1;, where Ao is the U=0 amplitude; Ao is the
U =1 amplitude in which the two U-spin doublets in the
final state are coupled to a U=0 state, and Ay, is the
U=1 amplitude for which the same U-spin doublets are
coupled to a U=1 “intermediate state.” From the
U-spin point of view the four sets of processes (6)-(9)
are completely equivalent. Set (10) is slightly different as
the outgoing mesons belong to identical U-spin doublets
and satisfy some additional symmetry properties.
Notice that when we integrate over all angles, processes
(10b) and (10c) and similarly (10e) and (10f) become
equivalent. We shall come back to this point later.

We now express the amplitudes A4 (a), 4(b), ---,
A (g) for any set of the processes (6)-(9), in terms of the
three independent U-spin amplitudes Ao, Aoz, 411:

A()=Q1/VN2)An,
AMb)=—34u— 1/V2)4n,
A()=—34u+1/V2)Aun,
A4 (d) = (1/\/6)A 0+%A 11,
A(e)=(1/2v3)Ao+34 01,

4 (f) = (1/2‘/3)14 o—34 o1,
A(g)=—(1/4/6)40—3Au.

For each set we may obtain four independent equali-
ties among the seven amplitudes. Unfortunately, these

(11)
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%e) wt+p— KH+m04-2+,
©of)  wt+p—o at+md+p,
(102) K+4p—s KHHKH18,
(10e)  wH+p— K+tat+b0,
(10f) at4p—o THHKHH0,

cannot be translated into equalities among cross sec-
tions since the arbitrary phases include not only the
relative phases between 4o, 401, and 41 but also some
unknown relative 2%-A and 7%n phases within the
appropriate U-spin triplets. One possible set of equali-
ties among the seven amplitudes is, for example,

V24 (a)+A4 (b)+A4(c)=0, (12)
VZA(a)+A4(g)—A(d)=0, (13)
A(d)+4(g)+V24 (e)+v24(f) =0, (14)
A(c)+A4(d)+Vv24(f)=0. (15)

Note that for x=(a), (e), (f) we have
A(x)=34(")+3V34(x"). 16)

In Sec. 4 we present the explicit forms of some of these
useful relations.

We now turn our attention to the reactions (10a)-
(10g) where the two pseudoscalar mesons belong to
identical U-spin doublets. Equations (11)-(16) are
still satisfied by these processes. However, the required
total symmetry of the wave functions of the two
“identical” mesons gives us additional information:
namely, there are no interference terms between the
U=0 and U=1 amplitudes of the two mesons in the
final state. This reduces the number of real independent
parameters for the total cross sections from five to four.
However, we are, again, unable to derive equalities
among cross sections because of the unknown relative
phases between the different contributions to amphi-
tudes of the type (16). Moreover, it turns out that
the present amount of experimental information
for processes (10) is so small that we cannot test our
predictions.

If we replace both pseudoscalar mesons in all final
states of the processes (6)-(10) by pairs of vector
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mesons [reaction of type (3)] we find that all our
arguments are still valid without any modifications and
both the relations (11)-(16) among the amplitudes and
the additional conditions for reactions (10) are still
predicted. However, if we replace only one pseudoscalar
by a vector [reactions of type (2)] we lose the additional
symmetry of processes (10) and we obtain the same
predictions for all five sets of reactions, with no a prior:
vanishing interference terms.

Experimentally, most reactions of types (2) and (3)
have not yet been studied to an extent which enables
us to compare the data with our predictions.

We remain, effectively, with type-(1) processes and
in particular with the sets of reactions (6)-(9). We
discuss these in detail in Sec. 4.

3. HOW TO COMPARE THE PREDICTIONS OF
AN APPROXIMATE SYMMETRY WITH
EXPERIMENTAL DATA

In the absence of mass differences within a given
multiplet of a symmetry scheme, we can interpret the
predictions of the symmetry either as relations between
the squared matrix elements which describe the relevant
processes, or as relations between the actual cross
sections and decay rates as measured in the laboratory.
The kinematical factors (including a phase-space factor
for the final state and the momentum of the incoming
particle) are, in this case, the same for all processes.

In most actual cases, however, we deal with multi-
plets in which large mass differences occur (p—m, E—N,
etc.) and the kinematical factors are capable of en-
hancing certain cross sections, while the appropriate
matrix element remains relatively small. In addition,
the matrix elements themselves may contain large
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contributions of a symmetry-breaking interaction. We
will discuss this last possibility in Sec. 5. In the present
section we assume that the matrix elements do satisfy
the requirements of the exact symmetry and we analyze
the other possible effects of the symmetry breaking.

It should be emphasized that every discussion of this
problem must be model-dependent. In principle, we
could multiply every physical quantity by m(K)/m(r),
for example, without being inconsistent with the
symmetry. Clearly, we can get anything we want by
using such a ridiculous procedure. What we try to do
here, however, is to establish a plausible (though
definitely not unique) procedure of comparing the data
with the theoretical predictions.

The idea is, naturally, to try to remove from the
experimental results all obvious effects of the mass
differences within the unitary multiplets. While doing
this we must take into account the following factors.

1. Phase-space corrections. For processes with two-
body final states, all we have to do is to calculate a
“corrected” cross section by dividing the experimental
result by an appropriate phase-space factor. The
“corrected” & will be given by

5=F*(Pin/Pour)o, @7

where o is the measured cross section, Pin, Pout, and E
are the initial momentum, final momentum, and total
energy in the center-of-mass (c.m.) system, respec-
tively, and & is proportional (but not equal) to the
squared matrix element for the process.

In the case of a three-body final state the situation is
much more complicated. In the absence of two-body
resonances in the final state, we may introduce a phase-
space factor, analogous to the previous one, which is of
the form

. MrpPiap (18)
G 3 7,
where
) drp?  {[EAmi—2EEs— (my—mo) [ E+ms— 2EEs— (my-kma)* 112
F3= / dps , (19)
0 2E; 2(E*+m—2EE,)
and
1
ps(max) =EE—{ L2 — (mat-my—ma)* I E*— (mit-mat-ma)? J}112. (20)

my, s, M3 are the masses of the three outgoing particles;
ps and E3 are the momentum and total energy of the
particle with mass m; in the c.m. system, Py is the
initial momentum in the laboratory system, and M, is
the target mass.

Usually, however, Egs. (18)-(20) do not give the
correct phase-space factor. This is due to the presence
of resonances in the various possible two-body systems
in the final three-body state. A correct procedure in this
case would be either to remove all resonant events from

the sample or to use a corrected version of Eq. (19) in
which some Breit-Wigner—shaped resonance terms are
taken into account. Both procedures require a clear
experimental determination of the resonant events.
Moreover, we may face the usual problems of resolving
systems which resonate in competing channels, and of
taking into account interference terms between reso-
nances, etc. All this can presumably be solved when
enough data are available. However, with our present
amount of data for sets of processes such as reactions
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(6)-(9), we are forced to follow a less accurate proce-
dure. We calculate the phase-space corrections, in all
cases, according to Egs. (18)-(20), and estimate the
error which could be introduced by such an approxi-
mation if, say, 509, of the events in a given M+ M+ B
channel are really events of the type R+ B where R is
an M-M resonance. It turns out that for energies above
3 BeV the introduced errors are always of the order of
less than 5%, whereas for lower energies they may be as
large as 209, in a few cases. Our comparisons are, there-
fore, valid within 209, of the given values for the cor-
rected cross sections.

2. We now turn our attention to another difficult
problem: How should we compare these ¢ values? In
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principle, the results of the exact symmetry should be
valid for any value of s and ¢ (the usual Mandlestam
variables) provided that we take the same s and ¢ for
all processes which are involved in a given relation. In
the extreme case of complete mass degeneracy we may
use any kinematical parameter (such as E, Pin, Piab, O,
Eyin, etc.) as the basis of our comparison and the results
will be the same. However, in our actual problem we
know that if we use, e.g., the same E values, Pi, will be
different and vice versa. We have to decide which kine-
matical parameter will be the basis for our comparison.

In order to do this we observe the following experi-
mental facts:

(a) Various processes show threshold effects. This

TasiE I. Experimental data for processes (6): M~+B+* — M~+4M°+B™.

Py, E Q o
Process (BeV/e) (BeV) (BeV) (mb) F3 R=4/5 Ref.
(6a") m=4p — o +a+p 0.48 1.35 0.14 0.31 0.01 4.1 4
0.68 1.49 0.28 3.99 40.5 0.09 5.5 £0.3 5
0.74 1.52 0.31 498 +0.54 0.12 5.5 +0.2 6
1.04 1.68 0.47 6.5 =+0.5 0.40 4.1 40.2 7
1.105 1.74 0.53 4.3 +0.3 0.44 3.3 £0.1 7
1.14 1.75 0.54 5.3 +1.2 0.49 3.5 +04 8
1.45 1.90 0.69 6.2 +09 0.80 3.3 £0.3 9
1.59 1.97 0.76 448 +0.15 0.98 2.7 0.1 10
2.75 2.45 1.24 2.8 0.1 2.65 1.7040.04 11
4 2.89 1.68 2.2 +0.1 4.85 1.324-0.03 12
10 4.43 3.22 0.47 +0.09 16.8 0.524-0.05 13
6a”) m+p— a+9+p 1.275 1.81 0.18 0.0054-0.002 0.06 0.3 0.1 14
2.03 2.16 0.53 0.03140.01 0.57 0.3340.05 15
2.12 2.21 0.58 0.037+0.015 0.64 0.35+0.07 16
4 2.89 1.26 £0.16 +0.07 3.15 £0.454+0.2 17
(6b) 7 +p — K~+K'+-p 2.7 2.43 0.50 0.081 0.6 0.6 18
3 2.61 0.68 0.0664-0.016 1.1 0.424+0.05 19
4.65 3.09 1.16 0.02 3.1 0.16 20
6.1 3.50 1.57 0.6 +0.37 5.3 0.8 +0.3 21
10 4.43 2.50 0.2 =+0.03 12.6 0.40+0.03 22
11.6 475 2.82 1.26 +0.7 15.5 1.0 £0.3 21
18.1 5.9 3.97 1.06 +-0.39 25 0.884-0.13 21
(6c) 7 +p — 7 +K'4-=+ 1.9 2.11 0.28 0.016+0.005 0.12 0.5 0.1 23
2.01 2.16 0.33 0.03 +-0.009 0.2 0.564-0.09 24
2.1 2.20 0.37 0.0384-0.010 0.26 0.554-0.07 25
2.7 2.43 0.60 0.051 0.67 0.45 18
3 2.54 0.71 0.0444-0.010 0.96 0.3740.04 19
4.65 3.09 1.26 0.03 3.1 0.66 20
10 4.43 2.60 0 12.4 0 26
(6d) K~+p— 7 +K'+p 0.85 1.72 0.14 0.1 +0.06 0.04 1.5 £0.5 27
1.05 1.79 0.21 0.78 +0.11 0.08 3.2 £+0.2 28
1.15 1.85 0.27 2 +0.3 0.15 3.9 4+0.3 29
1.32 1.93 0.35 1.44 +0.12 0.26 2.7 +0.2 28
1.42 1.98 0.40 1.81 +0.15 0.35 2.7 £0.2 28
1.50 2.02 0.44 1.73 40.12 0.41 2.5 +0.1 28
1.6 2.07 0.49 1.85 +0.2 0.46 2.5 0.1 28
1.695 2.1 0.52 2.24 40.25 0.58 2.6 0.1 28
2.24 2.33 0.75 1.36 1.18 1.6 30
3 2.61 1.03 1.49 +0.3 2.1 1.5 +£0.2 31
(6¢)) K—+p — m4-m043+ 0.62 1.61 0.15 01 =02 0.02 0<R<35 27
0.76 1.67 0.21 0.8 +0.2 0.06 3.2 +£04 27
0.85 1.73 0.27 0.5 =+0.1 0.09 2.3 +£0.3 27
1.15 1.85 0.39 1 +0.2 0.23 2.2 0.2 29
1.22 1.89 0.43 0.5 +0.04 0.28 1.5 +0.1 33
1.47 2.00 0.54 1.2 +0.2 0.45 2.0 £0.2 32
1.51 2.02 0.56 0.93 +0.07 0.49 1.7 0.1 33
(6f) K—+p— K—+m0+p 0.76 1.67 0.10 0.15 0.1 0.01 2.8 £0.9 27
0.85 1.73 0.16 0.3 0.1 0.035 2.7 0.5 27
1.15 1.85 0.28 1 =+0.3 0.16 2.7 £0.9 29
1.47 2 0.43 2 +0.3 0.4 2.7 0.2 .32
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suggests that we should try to compare different
processes in a way which guarantees that all thresholds
will coincide. We also prefer to compare different
amplitudes when they are all in the physical region
rather than comparing two processes while one of them
is in the physical region and the other under threshold.

(b) Resonances in the s channel may greatly enhance
the total cross sections of some processes. We prefer to
find corresponding resonances for various processes in
the same point on our graph. This will happen for the
same values of E for processes with identical initial
states, and will lead to a shift by an energy difference A
for reactions with different initial states, where A is the
mass difference between corresponding resonances in
the two channels, which belong to the same SU(3)
representation.

(c) Various processes show forward or backward
peaks in their angular distributions. While comparing
angular distributions for such processes, we prefer to
have these peaks at the same points for all processes,
assuming that they are due to similar mechanisms in the
compared reactions. This suggests that we shall com-
pare such angular distributions on the basis of equal
cosf rather than equal momentum transfer #, as the
minimal ¢ for different processes might have completely
different values.

It is clearly impossible to satisfy requirements (a)
and (b) simultaneously. In order to have all thresholds
at the same point we have to choose either the Q value?
(defined as E—2_sina1?:) Or Poyy as our parameter. Both
have, however, certain disadvantages: Q vanishes
at threshold only for reactions in which > finai:
— > iitia?; 2 0. This is the case for most of our proc-
esses (6)—-(10) and for most two-body final states, but
it is not true in general. On the other hand, P,y which
must vanish at threshold is uniquely defined only for
two-body final states and can be generalized to the
many-body case in several ways. We shall, therefore,
prefer to use Q in our case, though not necessarily in
general.

In order to satisfy requirement (b) we must use E or
E—A, as we have already pointed out. In the case of
identical initial states there are no complications. The
same resonance will appear in all channels. However,
even in this case it is, of course, impossible to use £ and
Q simultaneously. It looks as if we should prefer E in
cases in which strong resonances are involved while Q
or P,y appears to be a better choice where strong
threshold effects are present. In Sec. 4, we present both
E and Q comparisons for our relevant predictions.

As for resonances in reactions with different initial
states, we cannot say very much before we know how to
classify all the relevant s-channel resonances into the
representations of SU(3). Only then we will be able to
calculate A, the energy shift between different peaks
which belong to the same representation.

3 S. Meshkov, G. A. Snow, and G. B. Yodh, Phys. Rev. Letters
12, 87 (1964).
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One fact is, however, completely clear: the only
region in which all these ambiguities will be irrelevant
is the region of high values of s and ¢, such that the mass
differences are negligible with respect to any relevant
kinematical parameter. Unfortunately, the only experi-
mental information which is available for such s and ¢
values indicates that all hitherto determined cross
sections are extremely small.

4. THE REACTIONS M+B— M+ M-B. COM-
PARISON WITH EXPERIMENTAL DATA

A. M—+Bt— M—+M°+Bt

The available experimental data for reactions (6) are
presented in Table 1.473 We define

R(ab/cde)=+/G(a+b— c+d+e), (21)

R is, of course, proportional to the absolute value of the
scattering amplitude.

We obtain the following relations which can be
tested :

R(z=p|m=np) SV3R(n~p|771p)

+V2R(rp| K-K°)+V2R(r—p|7K'=t), (22)

4 B. C. Barish ¢ al., Phys. Rev. 135, B416 (1964).

5 R. A. Burnstein e al., Phys. Rev. 137, B1044 (1965).

6 C. N. Vittitoc ef al., Phys. Rev. 135, B232 (1964).

7 E. Pickup et al., Phys. Rev. 132, 1819 (1963).

8 J. Derado e al., Phys. Rev. 118, 309 (1960).

9 W. D. Shepard et al., Phys. Rev. 126, 278 (1962).

0 7, P. Baton et al., Nuovo Cimento 35, 713 (1965).

11, Bondar e al., Nuovo Cimento 31, 729 (1964).

2 P, Fleury et al., in Proceedings of the International Conference
on High Energy Physics at CERN, 1962, edited by J. Prentki
(CERN, Geneva, 1962), p. 597.

1 J, Alitti ef al., Nuovo Cimento 29, 515 (1963).

“ M. C. Foster e al., in Proceedings of the International Con-
ference on High Energy Physics at CERN, 1962, edited by J.
Prentki (CERN, Geneva, 1962), p. 108.

D, D. Carmony e al., in Proceedings of the International
Conference on High Energy Physics at CERN, 1962, edited by
J. Prentki (CERN, Geneva, 1962), p. 44.

16 P, H. Satterblom et al., Phys. Rev. 134, B207 (1964).

171,. Bondar ef al., Nuovo Cimento 31, 485 (1964).

18D, H. Miller ef al. (unpublished).

1T, P. Wangler ¢t al., Phys. Rev. 137, B414 (1965).

0 1,. Bertanza et al., Phys. Rev. 130, 786 (1963).

2 A, Lloret et al., Nuovo Cimento 31, 541 (1964).

2 A. Bigi et al., in Proceedings of the International Conference on
High Energy Physics at CERN, 1962, edited by J. Prentki (CERN,
Geneva, 1962), p. 247.

2 A. R. Erwin ef al., Nuovo Cimento 24, 237 (1962).

2 D. Colley et al., Phys. Rev. 128, 1930 (1962).
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F1c. 1. Experimental values of R(M~B*+|M~M°B*) for reactions
(6a’), (6a’"), (6b), (6¢) as a function of Q.

R(r=p|n°) VZR(K—p|m°K0p)

+V3R(np|mnp)+VZR(K—p| K-K°=+), (23)
VZR(K—p|nK'%) S R(K—p| K~n°p)
+R(K—p|7mZ+)+V3R(K—p| K—np)
+V3R(K—p|m=t)+VZR(K—p| K-K°Zt), (24)
R(K=p| K—n°) SV2R(x—p| K—K°p)
+R(K—p|mn°Z+)+V3R(K—p| K~np)
+V3R(K—p|m =) +V2R(xp|7K°Zt). (25)

Relation (22) is compared with the data in Figs. 1 and
2, in which we present Q and E plots of R. It is obvious
that the Q comparison, in which all thresholds coincide
but resonances do not, shows clear contradiction be-
tween the data and (22), at least for Q<1 BeV. How-
ever, as illustrated in Fig. 2, where all resonances
coincide but the thresholds do not, the discrepencies are
mainly due to resonances in reaction (6a’) which are
under threshold for (6b) and (6¢c) and are just above
threshold for (6a”’).

For E>2 BeV the situation is much improved and
the disagreement disappears.

R(Bev mb't)

A N'{rslz) { RUtp—ert100)

& NT1650) } VER(p—00)
H } vZRoro—sup)

¢ N(1520) { VZR(xp—sresy

|

; ] { {

} d* si t i
0 a E(BeV)
0 15 2 25 3 35 ‘ 45 5 55 6

F16. 2. Experimental values of R(M—B*|M~M°B*) for reactions
(6a"), (6a”),7(6b), (6¢c) as a function of the c.m. energy E.
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F16. 3. Experimental values of R(M—B*|M~M+B°) for reactions
(7c), (7€), (7¢") as a function of Q.

Relations (23), (24), and (25) are clearly satisfied by
the data in Table I. In all these cases, some of the
processes involved have not yet been measured but the
inequalities are satisfied for an arbitrary value of these
still-to-be-measured cross sections.

B. M—+Bt— M+ M++|B°

The experimental data for reactions (7) are presented
in Table II.2¢-38 The predictions which can be tested at
present are

V3R(K—p|mrtA) S R(K—p|mmtZ0)
+V2R (7~ p|mntn)+VZR(n~p| K—K*n)
+R(K—p| K-K+2°)+V3R(K—p| K*K-A),
R(zp|mntn) S R(x—p|K—K*n)
+GVO R p|mK*A)
VARG ple K439,
R(rp|mntn) S R(K—p|mK*ED)
+W2R(K—p| K-K+2)
+GVO)R(K—p|K~K*A). (28)

Equation (26) is satisfied by the data as is clear from the
table and illustrated by Fig. 3.

(26)

@27

3 J, Kirz et al., Phys. Rev. 130, 2481 (1963).

3 M. B. Watson ef al., Phys. Rev. 131, 2248 (1963).

3 J. B. Shafer ef al., Phys. Rev. Letters 10, 179 (1963).

3 J. B. Shafer et al., in Proceedings of the International Con-
ference on High Enmergy Physics at CERN, 1962, edited by J.
Prentki (CERN, Geneva, 1962), p. 303.

38 J. Badier et al., Phys. Letters 16, 171 (1965).



1370

TasLE II. Experimental data for processes (7): M—+B* — M—+M*+4B°.
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Pray, E Q o
Process (BeV/c) (BeV) (BeV) (mb) F3 R=+\/o Ref.
(7a) ==+p > 7+ K430 2.7 2.43 0.60 0.075 0.7 0.55 18
(7a") 7=+p - +Kr+A 2.01 2.16 0.41 0.0724-0.012 0.31 0.68-+0.06 24
2.7 2.43 0.68 0.097 0.9 0.3 18
(7b) #+p— K~+K*+n 2.7 2.43 0.50 0.084 0.57 0.65 18
4.65 3.09 1.16 0.11 3.13 0.40 20
(Tc) w+p— 7 +at+n 0.82 1.56 0.34 3.8 +0.2 0.18 4.154+0.10 34
0.87 1.59 0.37 4  +03 0.22 4.0 +0.2 34
0.94 1.63 0.41 5.8 +0.3 0.27 4.5 +0.1 34
1.00 1.68 0.46 6.1 +04 0.34 4.2 +0.1 34
1.06 1.71 0.49 6.1 +0.3 0.4 4.0 +£0.1 34
1.14 1.75 0.53 104 +1.8 0.5 49 304 8
1.45 1.90 0.68 9.2 +14 0.8 4.1 +0.3 9
1.59 1.97 0.75 6.45 +0.17 0.97 3.3 0.1 13
4 2.89 1.67 3.16 +0.13 4.8 1.630.04 11
(7¢)) K—+p— 7 +at4320 0.434 1.53 0.06 0 e 0 35
0.62 1.61 0.14 0.3 =+0.15 0.01 43 +1.2 27
0.76 1.69 0.22 0.8 =+0.15 0.04 39 404 27
0.85 1.73 0.26 0.7 +0.15 0.09 2.6 0.3 27
1.15 1.86 0.39 1 +02 0.22 2.6 +0.3 29
1.47 2.00 0.53 1.2 +0.3 0.43 2.0 +0.3 32
2.24 2.33 0.86 0.46 0.95 1.04 30
(7€) K=+p — a~+at+A 0.434 1.53 0.14 1.5 +04 0.01 8. +1 35
0.513 1.56 0.17 2  +04 0.03 5.9 0.6 35
0.62 1.61 0.22 1.7 0.3 0.06 43 +04 27
0.76 1.69 0.30 43 +0.3 0.11 5.5 0.2 27
0.85 1.73 0.34 3.5 +0.3 0.15 44 40.2 27
1.15 1.86 0.47 3.1 04 0.35 3.2 £0.2 29
1.22 1.89 0.50 2.2 +0.2 0.40 2.6 +0.1 36
1.47 2.00 0.61 2 +03 0.59 2.254+0.15 32
1.51 2.02 0.63 14 303 0.64 1.8 £0.2 37
2.24 2.33 0.94 0.52 1.5 0.87 30
(7") K~+p— K~+K+t+A 2.24 2.33 0.22 0.076+0.017 0.14 1.1 +0.1 30
3 2.61 0.50 0.051£0.006 0.63 0.50-0.03 38
(7g) K~+p— K~+=xt+n 0.76 1.69 0.12 0 cee 0 27
0.85 1.73 0.16 0.2 +0.1 0.03 2.4 +0.6 27
1.15 1.86 0.29 2.1 +04 0.16 39 +04 29
TasLE II1. Experimental data for processes (8): M—+B+* — M++M°+B-.
-Plab E Q g
Process (BeV/c) (BeV) (BeV) (mb) F3 R=+/¢ Ref.
8a’) m=4p— Kt+a04+2~ 1.69 2.02 0.19 0.017-+0.004 0.05 0.8 +0.1 39
2.05 2.17 0.34 0.0454-0.008 0.19 0.7 +0.1 39
2.36 2.32 0.49 0.0370.005 0.44 0.45+0.05 39
2.7 2.43 0.60 0.040 0.67 0.4 18
4.65 3.09 1.26 0.06 3.08 0.3 20
(8b) 7 +p— at+ K=" 1.69 2.02 0.18 0.036-£0.005 0.05 1.1 +0.1 39
2.05 2.17 0.33 0.085-+0.010 0.19 0.95+0.05 39
2.36 2.32 0.48 0.095+0.014 0.44 0.75+0.05 39
2.7 2.43 0.59 0.118 0.67 0.69 18
4.56 3.09 1.25 0.04 3.05 0.25 20
10 4.43 2.59 0.009 12.3 0.08 26
(8c) m+p — K+*+KO+4-E~ 6.8 3.69 1.38 0.0036 4.7 0.08 40
8 3.96 1.65 0.011 5.8 0.12 40
(8¢/) K—+p— Kt+=n"+E- 1.8 2.15 0.2 0.03 +0.008 0.06 0.95:+0.15 41
2.24 2.33 0.38 0.03740.008 0.27 0.55+0.1 30
3 2.61 0.66 0.02 +0.003 0.8 0.28-£0.02 38
8f') K—+p — nt+n042~ 0.62 1.61 0.14 0.3 +0.2 0.01 43 +1.2 27
0.76 1.69 0.22 0.8 +0.1 0.05 3.5 0.3 27
0.85 1.73 0.26 0.7 +0.1 0.085 2.65+0.2 27
1.15 1.86 0.39 0.8 =+0.2 0.22 2.05+0.25 29
1.22 1.89 0.42 0.45 4-0.04 0.26 1.454-0.06 33
1.47 2 0.53 09 0.2 0.42 1.8 40.2 32
1.51 2.02 0.55 0.93 +0.07 0.46 1.75+0.1 33
(8g) K—+p— wt+K'+E" 1.8 2.15 0.19 0.075+0.013 0.06 1.5 +0.3 41
2.24 2.33 0.37 0.084+0.012 0.26 0.83+0.06 30
3 2.61 0.65 0.04 +0.005 0.8 0.39-+0.02 38
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Although for several processes which are included in
relations (27), (28) only few experimental results are
available, it is indicated that these predictions con-
tradict the data. The one-pion production amplitude
which represents the left-hand side in these two in-
equalities is much bigger than the strange-particle
production amplitudes in the right-hand sides. This
provides us with additional evidence to the already
well-known fact that the low-production rates of
strange particles are incompatible with the exact SU(3).

C. M—+B+*— Mt4+M°4B-

The data for processes (8) are presented in Table
II1.%-4 The small amount of available data does not
allow us to draw definite conclusions. However, for
completeness we list a few predictions concerning
processes which will probably be measured in the near
future:

R(mp| Kt7°Z~) V3R (7 p| Kty=™)
+VIR(K—p| K+R=-)+VZR(K—p| w+KE-)
R(K—p|ntr9Z-) S R(K—p| K+n%E)
+V3R(K—p| K+nE")+V2ZR(K—p| K+K'Z-)
+V2R(K—p|mtKE"),
R(@ p|K+tn°2") V3R (7 p| K*t9=~)
+V2R (7 p | K'Z~)+V2R (n~p| KTKE).

(29)

(30)

(1)

The preliminary results, which are available now,
indicate that the process (8f") is much stronger than any
other process in this set of reactions. Consequently, we
expect relation (30) to be the strongest predicted in-
equality. Whether it is satisfied or not has still to be
determined.

D. M+*+B*— M*+M"+B*

The available data for reactions (9) are presented in
Table IV.42-58 It is, again, not possible to arrive at

¥ G. A. Smith, in Proceedings of the Athens Topical Conference
on Recently Discovered Resonant Particles, Athens, Ohio, 1963,
edited by B. A. Munir and L. J. Gallagher (University of Ohio,
Athens, Ohio, 1963), p. 67.

9V, G. Chen et al., Acta Phys. Sinica 17, 205 (1963).

4 G. M. Pjerrou et al., Phys. Rev. Letters 9, 114 (1962).

“ J. Fisk et al., in Proceedings of the International Conference on
High Energy Physics at CERN, 1962, edited by J. Prentki (CERN,
Geneva, 1962), p. 358.

4 A. Bettini ef al., Phys. Letters 16, 83 (1965).

4 B. Kehoe, Phys. Rev. Letters 11, 93 (1963).

4 J. Duboc et al., Phys. Letters 6, 233 (1963).

46 D. Berley el al., Compt. Rend. 255, 890 (1962).

4 G. R. Lynch et al., Phys. Letters 9, 359 (1964).

48 S. S. Yamamoto et al., Phys. Rev. 134, B383 (1964).

49 D. Berley and N. Gelfand, Phys. Rev. 139, B1097 (1965).

5 J. E. Detoeuf ef al., Phys. Rev. 134, B228 (1964).

51 D. Stonehill ef al., Phys. Rev. Letters 6, 624 (1961).

% N. Armenise ¢ al., Nuovo Cimento 31, 361 (1965).

% Aachen-Berlin-Birmingham-Bonn-Hamburg-London (I. C.)-
Miinchen Collaboration, Phys. Rev. 138, B897 (1965).

% H. W. J. Foelsche et al., Phys. Rev. 134, B1138 (1964).

8% G. W. Tautfest ef al., Bull. Am. Phys. Soc. 7, 468 (1962).

5 M. Abolins et al., Phys. Rev. Letters 11, 381 (1963).
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definite conclusions, for a wide energy range. The most
significant predictions which can be derived are

R(m*p| w¥n'p) SVBR(x*p|7tnp)

+VIR(K+p| K*K'ZH)+V2R (rtp| K+K),  (32)
|R(K+p|K*n°p)—VZR(K*p|xtK p)|
<VBR(K+p| Ktnp)+V2R(K+p| K+K'=H),  (33)
R(rtp|rtnop) < R(wtp| K+atst)
+V3R(wtp| K+nZ+)+V3R (ntp|mtnp)
+V2R(rtp| K+K°p)+VIR (ntp| 7tKSH).  (34)

5. PREDICTIONS OF THE BROKEN SU(3)

Both the size of the mass splitting within the unitary
multiplets and the disagreement between various SU(3)
predictions and the experimental data indicate that a
significant symmetry-breaking interaction is present in
most processes and has to be taken into account. The
success of the Gell-Mann—Okubo®” mass formula sug-
gests that a term transforming like the /=¥ =0 com-
ponent of the octet will be introduced into our S-matrix
elements for the discussed processes. This approach was
previously applied to various processes,!'®® and in all
cases no discrepancies between the predictions of the
broken symmetry and the data were found. As we have
seen in the previous section, there are some indications
that the exact symmetry cannot explain, e.g., the large
production rate of the #+tz—# system as compared with
K*K—n, Ktm—A, and K*t7~29 [relations (27), (28)]. It
is hence necessary to introduce the symmetry breaking
into the matrix elements, at least for some of our
processes.

In order to do so we note that the octet symmetry-
breaking term transforms like a combination of a
U-spin scalar and a U-spin vector. Following the
method of Sec. 2, all we have to do is to introduce an
additional U=1 “spurion”® into all the reactions
(6)-(10) and recalculate them in terms of a larger
number of independent amplitudes which include the
new amplitudes of the AU=1 transition. There are six
independent amplitudes for each set of processes and
we obtain one equality among amplitudes which can be
translated into an inequality among the directly
measured quantities. Using the notation of Sec. 2 we
find, for reactions (6)-(10),

V24 (a)+4 (b)+A(c)

=A(d)+V24(e)+V2A(H)+4(g), (35)

57 M. Gell-Mann, California Institute of Technology report
No. CTSL-20, 1961 (unpublished), S. Okubo, Progr. Theoret.
Phys. (Kyoto) 27, 949 (1962).

V. Gupta and V. Singh, Phys. Rev. 135, B1443 (1964);
M. Konuma and K. Tomozawa, Phys. Letters 10, 347 (1964);
C. Becchi, E. Eberle, and G. Morpurgo, Phys. Rev. 136, B808
(1964); S. Meshkov, G. A. Snow, and G. B. Yodh, Phys. Rev.
Letters 13, 213 (1964) ; M. Konuma and K. Tomozawa, sbid. 12,
493 (1964).

% This method was first used by Meshkov et al., Ref. 58. See
also, H. Harari, Ref. 1.



1372 I. M. BAR-NIR AND H. HARARI 144
TaBLE IV. Experimental data for processes (9): M*+B — M*+M°4B+.
Piap E 7
Process (BeV/e) (BeV) (BeV) (mb) Fy R=4/5 Ref.

9a') K*+p— Kt+a'+p 0.81 1.7 0.13 0.22 40.05 0.02 3 +04 42
1.45 2 0.43 1.95 +0.2 0.33 2.9 +0.2 43

©Ob) K*+p— K'4nt+p 0.81 1.7 0.12 0.64 +-0.08 0.015 6 +0.4 42
0.91 1.75 0.17 2.1 +0.2 0.046 6.5 +04 44
1.14 1.85 0.27 4.6 0.3 0.15 5.9 +0.2 45
1.45 2 0.42 5.6 0.6 0.37 4.7 £0.2 46
2.965 2.6 1.02 2.1 +0.2 2 1.7540.1 47

9d) 7#t+p— K++K°+p %gg 2.47 0.54 0.0594-0.013 0.7 0.484-0.04 48
2:62} 0.024:£0.011 ~0.3 49
2.90

©9¢) at+p— K+4+a043+ 2.77 2.47 0.65 0.12 +0.021 0.75 0.6740.05 48

Of) ot+p— at4+a0+p 0.55 14 0.19 0 0.01 0 50
0.75 1.53 0.32 3 0.15 3.9 50
0.85 1.58 0.37 6.5 0.21 5.1 50
1 1.67 0.46 10 0.32 5.6 50
1.15 1.74 0.53 8 0.47 4.4 50
1.23 1.8 0.59 10.8 =1 0.6 4.7 +0.2 51
1.3 1.83 0.62 10 0.65 4.5 50
1.41 1.88 0.67 119 1.2 0.78 6.5 +0.4 51
2.75 2.46 1.25 2.79 4+0.1 2.71 1.69+40.04 52
4 2.88 1.67 2.31 4,76 1.41 53

(9g) wt+p— wr+KOH=+ 1.04 1.7 007  <0.04 .o e 54
1.17 1.76 0.13 0.069+0.01 0.02 2 +0.15 54
1.27 1.82 0.19 0.3 0.053 2.6 55
1.42 1.89 0.26 0.13 +0.45 0.145 1.15+0.15 54
2.08 2.2 0.57 0.6 =+0.2 0.61 14 4+0.3 56
2.34 2.3 0.67 0.75 +0.15 0.8 1.5 +£0.1 56
2.64 2.42 0.79 0.75 +0.18 1.17 1.3 +0.15 56
294 2.51 0.88 0.8 +40.15 1.5 1.2 +0.15 56
3.43 2.69 1.06 0.3 +0.13 2.33 0.66-+-0.15 56
3.54 2.73 1.10 0.23 4-0.06 2.45 0.584-0.06 56
4 2.88 1.25 0.04 3.15 0.23 53

or BBM final states in pp scattering:
A(a")+V34 (a")4+V24 (b)+V24 (c) R(pp|ppm®) SVZR(pp| 2~ pK")
=V24 (d)+A4 (e)+V34 (e")+4(T) +V2R(pp|PZHK)+R(jp| E-Z+n)
+V34(f")+V2A4(g). (36) +V3R(Bp|Z-Z+n)+V3R(Bp|ppn), (38)
For reactions (7), for example, we obtain V2R (pp|apr—) K R(pp|Z°=tr)

VIR (n—p| m-1n) < R (r—p | -=K+20) +V3R(pp| Aztr)+R(pp|Z°pK")
+VBR(r—p| mK+A)+VIR (r—p| K—K+n) +V3R(Pp|ApK-)+V2R(pp|EZ*K), (39)
+V2R(K~p|mK+EY)+R(K—p|7—n+29) V2R(pp|pnat) S R(pp|E20r)
+V3R(K—p|mrtA)+R(K—p| K-K+20) +V3R(Pp|Z-Art)+R(pp| PZ°K)
+V3R(K—p| K—K+tA)+V2(K—p|K—n*n). (37) +V3R(pp| PAKH)+V2R (pp|ZEKT). (40)

This is clearly satisfied by the known data.

Relations similar to (37) for other sets of reactions
are usually even weaker and they are in agreement with

the data in all known cases.

6. SOME OTHER THREE-PARTICLE

FINAL STATES

The methods of Sec. 2 can be applied without any

modifications to processes such as one-meson production
in Ppp and pp scattering and Pp annihilation into three
mesons. The following predictions are obtained for

In all these cases we find a large one-pion-production
amplitude on the left-hand side and a sum of small
strange-particle production amplitudes on the right-
hand side. These relations may be regarded as the
three-body version of the well-known relation for
Pp — BB processes®:

R(pp|n) 3R (Pp|AA)
+iV8R(pp|K2)+5V3R(5p| 5°A)
+3R@p| 22 +3R(Pp|EEY),  (41)

(1;06143‘ Konuma and K. Tomozawa, Phys. Rev. Letters 12, 425
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Equation (41) is in clear disagreement with the data.%®

It is impossible to draw definite conclusions with re-
spect to relations (38)-(40). However, it is clear that a
detailed comparison with the data will be possible in the
near future as all the relevant reactions can be easily
detected. Relations similar to (38)—(40) can be obtained
by substituting:

ﬁ—)E_: ?_)§+) E'—’E‘,E+—)E+,
Ao Ao neo B ae B
in all final states.
For the annihilation case we obtain

R(pp|mtr—n®) SV3R(Pp|ntn—)
+V3R(pp| K+*K—n)+R(pp| K+*K=°)

+VIR(pp| mtK-KY)+VIR (pp| K+n-KY). (42)

For pp scattering we obtain the following prediction:

V2R(pp| pnt) SV3R(pp| pAKT)

+R(pp| p=°K+)+V2R(pp|ZtnKt). (43)

No predictions are obtained for these processes from
a broken SU(3).
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7. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

We found a large number of new predictions of both
exact and broken SU(3) symmetry for processes with
three outgoing particles. It turns out that most of these
predictions agree with the available data, although
many more data are needed in order to arrive at final
conclusions. It is, however, clear that in some cases the
exact SU(3) fails and the symmetry has to be broken in
order to explain the data. In our present work, all
possible contradictions appear in cases where strange-
particle production amplitudes are compared with one-
pion production reactions.

The data do not allow us to test the various alterna-
tive ways of comparing the predictions with experiment.
In the only case where we have been able to test it, E
plotting works better than Q plotting. It is expected
that this will be the case in all resonant regions.

Our results once more emphasize, among other things,
that SU(3) symmetry breaking is a crucial factor for
many scattering processes, and it has to be included in
any discussion of reactions in the framework of any
symmetry whicl includes SU (3).
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