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In the generalized Sugawara-Suzuki model of nonleptonic hyperon decays all amplitudes are given in
terms of three parameters describing the current-current “spurion.” We attempt to estimate the value of
these parameters by approximately “saturating” the current-current product with 3* octet and 4+ decuplet
intermediate states. Fairly good agreement with experiment is found. This seems to show that weak-inter-
action universality holds for nonleptonic as well as leptonic decays and to indicate that the so-called “octet

dominance” arises automatically.

I. INTRODUCTION

N this paper we attempt to calculate all the non-
leptonic hyperon decay amplitudes without intro-
ducing any arbitrary parameters. We use the generalized
Sugawara-Suzuki method!™® and the assumption that
the weak Hamiltonian is of Cabibbo’s current-current
form. Our input information consists of the universal
leptonic coupling constant G, the Cabibbo® angle siné,
and nucleon and NN* current form factors. The main
conclusions are the following:

(i) A current-current Hamiltonian seems adequate to
explain S-wave nonleptonic hyperon decays.

(if) Octet dominance tends to emerge automatically.

(iii) The factor sind appears to be necessary for non-
leptonic as well as leptonic decays.

The basic idea behind this calculation is as follows.
First, the generalized Sugawara-Suzuki method enables
us to obtain all S- and P-wave amplitudes in terms of
three parameters. These three parameters are the
amount of SU(3) {27}, {8s}, and {8a} representations
contained in the matrix element of the current-current
operator product evaluated between sinmgle baryon
states. Then we estimate these three parameters by
summing over a set of intermediate states inserted
between the two currents. This approach was pointed
out by Sugawara! in his original paper. Here we shall
attempt to “saturate” the current-current product with
only the octet £+ baryons and the decuplet §+ baryons.
In a previous paper” we have found that the octet con-
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tribution alone gave qualitatively the three features
mentioned above. Now we note that the inclusion of the
decuplet tends to improve the agreement with experi-
ment. It will be seen that this tendency comes from just
SU(3) factors rather than the details of integration
over form factors.

The absolute magnitudes of the contributions, how-
ever, do depend somewhat on the details of the form
factors as well as the choices of degenerate octet baryon
mass M and degenerate decuplet mass M*. Neverthe-
less, various reasonable fits can be made for different
reasonable values of these parameters. In view of the
present status of experimental information on form
factors, this is probably all that we can hope for.

In Sec. IT the general formalism is introduced, the
amplitudes are expressed in terms of the weak spurion,
and the relations among the amplitudes which follow
from SU(3) invariance are given. Section III contains
a discussion of the relevant form factors and brings the
theory to a stage where only numerical integrations
need be done to obtain the final result. In Sec. IV we
give a discussion of the results for a typical choice of
form factors and draw some conclusions. Finally,
Sec. V contains a detailed discussion of various fits.

II. GENERAL FORMALISM

Our initial assumption is that all weak interactions,
nonleptonic as well as leptonic, are described by the
universal current-current Hamiltonian,

G
H'w=—><l ],]T ) 1)
7 5w 1 (

where G~10"5/M ,? and the current is taken to be of
Cabibbo’s form,®

T =T 0owioni0) - cosg[ (V) (Pe) ]

+sind[ (Va)ut (Pa)u].  (2)
In Eq. (2), (V%) and (Ps?), are, respectively, the
W decays has been done by E. Ferrari, V. Mathur, and

L. K. Pandit (to be published), and S. K. Bose and S. N. Biswas
(to be published).
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vector and pseudovector octet currents. By now it
seems reasonably well established?® that sinf~0.26 does
not arise as an SU(3) symmetry-breaking renormaliza-
tion but represents something more fundamental. The
matrix elements of Eq. (2) between octet baryon states
at zero momentum transfer were postulated by Cabibbo
to be of the form

cosf[ (F7)o*+d(D4)t 4 f(F4)2t]
+sinf[ (FV)s+d(D4)s+ f(F4], (3)

where we have omitted the Lorentz indices and

(F")y*=NyNy*—NyyN .2, (4a)
(F4) =N yvsNo*—NoyvslV 2, (4b)
(D4) =N yvsN >+ Ny vsN _
— 300" Nw™yysNm™.  (4¢)
Furthermore, the experimental data® indicate that
ga=d+f~1.18, (5a)
d/f~1.7. (Sb)

The justification for writing only octet terms in
Eq. (3) is, perhaps, provided by the generalized!’
Ademollo-Gatto theorem.!

Now we note that the part of Eq. (1) which gives rise
to nonleptonic decays is

H,N-L-=— cosf sinf(3)
\/2 2

X{L(VA+PS), (Vi+PAH ]+ (2 3)}. (6)

Next we use the technique of Sugawara,! Suzuki,? and
Nambu and Shrauner®? to obtain the following formula®
for the hyperon nonleptonic decay matrix elements:

M1

(2k0)'™(N" (")ars® (k) | HuN 2 (0) | N ()

8xNN

Au(p)u(p)—Ba(p')ysu(p)

V2

=—{{N' ()| [Bv*(0),H,N -1 (0) ]| N ($))

ga
(N (p")| Bo2(0) | )

Il

n =baryon
octet

X {n|HN(0)| N (p)
—(N' () [ HN1-(0) [ n)(n] Be(0) [N (£)))},  (7)
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where A and B are defined to be the S- and P-wave
amplitudes for each decay and B,® is the axial-vector
“charge” given by

Byr=i / Px(Py%)s.

The great simplification achieved in Eq. (7) is that
all matrix elements are taken between one-particle
states. The first term on the right-hand side contributes
only to .S waves? while the second term, which corre-
sponds to baryon pole diagrams,? contributes only to
P waves.

First let us consider the S-wave amplitudes. Using
the assumed equal-time commutators,

[B+*(0),V4*(x,0)]=84P3°(x,0) — 8,°Pa*(x,0) ,
[B+%(0),Pa*(x,0)]= 84V s°(x,0)— 6,V a*(x,0),
and inserting Eq. (6) into Eq. (7), we find

(82)
(8b)

1
A =2—G sinf cosf{8:12(V 251*+ Pap'3+ (2 > 3))
A

— 8! (Va1®+ P14 (2 3))
+8:2(Vorl®+Poa'®) — 66 (Va'*+Pa' )}, (9)

where the vector and axial-vector “spurions” are de-
fined by

Vea®=(N'|[Vs*, Va1 | N), (10a)

Ppate= (NII [Pba;Pdc]+|N>‘ (10b)

It is convenient to introduce the total spurion also:
S»a%=Vpa®°+ Ppa®°. (10¢)

This has the following decomposition into irreducible
SU(3) tensors'?

Spa®=7Tpa"°
+6{ (5 bch“+5d“Db°) —_ % (5 v*Da’+ 5chba)}
+¢{ (00°F 4°4-04°F 4°) — § (0s°F a°+84°F %)}

+0{64%°— 16,%04°) (NN) , (11a)

where 7, 8, ¢, and ¢ are coefficients which, respectively,
give the amount of spurion in the {27}, {8s}, {84}, and
{1} SU(3) representations. We note that the {10} and
{10} representations do not appear because of the sym-
metry of Sy¢®. Furthermore, we have

(NN)=Nu"Nw", (11b)
Tya*e= (N3N o+ N o N2+ Na®No+N1°N %)
— 3 (8°Da+6a°Drp+ 54"‘D;,°-|—6;,°Dd‘_')
—2(85%04°+84%0,°)(NN), (11c)

135, Okubo, Progr. Theoret. Phys. (Kyoto) 27, 949 (1962).



150

TasBLE I. P-wave amplitudes.

Decay B'[Eq. (16)]

A0 (1/v/6)[2(f+d) (¢ +8) +(f—d) (6 —0) — (6/5) f+(2/5)d 7]

A (=1/v12)[2(f+d) (¢ +3) +(f —d) (6 —8) —(6/5) fr— (18/5)d ]
(=1/+/6)[(f+d) (¢ +8) +2(f—d) (¢ —5) +(6/5) f7+(2/5)d~]
2 (1/V12)[(f+3) (¢ +0) +2(f—d) (¢ —8) +(6/5) fr — (18/5)d 7]
4t —(4/3)dé—2f7—(2/5)dr

2ot (=1/v2)[(f—d) (¢ —8) —(4/5) fr +(4/5)dr]

(f=d) (¢ —8) — (4/3)dd+(6/5) fr +(2/5)dr

where Dy* and F* are the symmetric and antisym-
metric SU(3) matrices [as in Eq. (4)].

In this scheme all the information about the non-
leptonic hyperon decays is contained in the three
parameters 7, 8, and ¢. From Egs. (9) and (11a) we
obtain the S-wave, A and &, AI=1 relations

AA)+V24 (AP =0, (12a)
AE)HVIAEDN)=0, (12b)

and the Sugawara-Suzuki'? relations
AE)+HV24 @) =—A4(EH), (13a)
AAOD+24(E)=—-3/y64(=). (13b)

The three independent S-wave amplitudes which we
take to be 4(Z,+), 4(A0), and A(E_") are given in
terms of 7, 6, and ¢ as follows:

G
A (ZF)=——sinb cosf(—27),

(14a)
ZgA
G 1
A(A %) =—singd cosﬁ(———) (—6/57+6+3¢), (14b)
2g4 V6
G 1
A(E_~)=—sing cosB(—-——) (—6/57+6—3¢). (14¢)
284 V6

Furthermore all the P-wave amplitudes are given,?
in this model, in terms of 7, §, and ¢ and the quantities
d and f of Eq. (3). We evaluate the P-wave term of
Eq. (7) by using the method of Nambu and Shrauner'?
and note that

G
(N'|H,NL-| N)=— cosf sinf
V2

X G (S +Saa(pNu(p)) (15
gives the B amplitudes as
2M G sind cosf

B, (16)
AM

ZgA

where AM is the magnitude of the mass difference
between initial and final baryons and B’ is given for each
decay in Table I. The (B’)’s satisfy two relations for
deviations from octet dominance given by Pakvasa,
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Graham, and Rosen:
A(A)+A(E)=0, an
20(LS)=(PAER)+AM), (18)

where

A(A)=B'(A")+V2B'(A), (192)
A(E)=B'(E_)+V2B'(Ey), (19b)
A(Z)=B'(Z,)—B'(Z_)—V2B'(Z¢t), (19¢)
A(LS)=B'(A%+2B'(E)—V3B'(Z¢t). (19d)

III. CALCULATION OF THE SPURION

From the last section we see that all the amplitudes
for nonleptonic hyperon decays are given in terms of
the current-current spurion S;4%¢ defined in Eq. (10).
We now estimate this spurion by summing over a set
of intermediate 3+ baryon and £+ baryon states inserted
between the two currents. Here it is assumed that higher
intermediate states may be neglected. We offer no
justification for this assumption but note that the
results we obtain are quite reasonable. In any event a
more complete calculation would involve merely adding
more terms to our results.

This “saturation” of the current-current spurion
involves integration over the vector and pseudovector
current form factors for N-N and N-N* transitions.
Since the former are far better known we discuss the
two contributions separately. It is therefore convenient
to write the spurion coefficients of Eq. (11) as sums of
two terms:

=13+ 710, (20a)
8="85+510, (20b)
d=ds+d10, (20c)
g=03} 019, (20d)

where 73, for example, is the contribution from octet
intermediate states and 79 is the contribution from de-
cuplet intermediate states.

First let us consider the octet intermediate-state con-
tribution. We need the vector and axial-vector form
factors, defined by

V' @) Vo OV (9)

—iM

) UL D)
(popd )1
XFy—3F1*(¢)) Dv*]

Tuv(y
+ . LEP(@)+3F2 (D)

XFy—3F @Dyl u(p), (21a)

14§, Pakvasa, R. H. Graham, and S. P. Rosen, Phys. Rev. 149,
1200 (1966).
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(V' @) Pu(0)| NV (p)

CHIU,

=———a(p)) { vuvsL S ()Fs*+d (¢ Ds"]
(Popd)'

+§§m[f'<qz>w+d'(qﬂ>m (), (21b)

where g=p—p'= (q,i90), ou=3%i[7»,7,], and Dp* and
Fy* are, respectively, the symmetric and antisym-
metric SU(3) matrices. We have assumed SU(3) in-
variance so that all the vector form factors are given in
terms of the known nucleon form factors. We use the
following!® empirical fit to the nucleon form factors:

Fyer (@)= ——
@ <1+q2/4M2>
2 q2 p,0 (2
X[ Ga @G @], ew
sz,n _ —_— Mp,n 2) — Ep,n 2 ,
@)=z [ @G @0, )
with

1 1
Gr*(¢)=—Gu?(¢)=—Gu"(¢)
Mp Mn

,qin BeV/c, (23a)

1 2
<1+42/0.71>

Ge"(¢)=0, (23b)
and p,~2.79, u,o~0—1.91.

We may relate the two axial-vector form factors to
each other by using Nambu’s form!® of the hypothesis of
partially conserved axial-vector current (PCAC). This
gives

4M?
d' (@)= d(¢?), (242)
q2+M1r2
(@)= i 1@ (24b)
- P+M2 '

Actually in Egs. (24) we must replace M,* by Mxg*
when the relevant current is strangeness-changing, but
this turns out to have negligible effects for our purposes
so that we may even neglect this mass.

Finally, we relate d(¢%) and f(g* to the nucleon elec-
tromagnetic form factors by using chiral SU(3)XSU (3)
symmetry. Hara” has pointed out that the [(6,3),

15, Chan, K. Chen, J. Dunning, Jr., N. Ramsey, J. Walker, and
R. Wilson, Phys. Rev. 141, 1298 (1966).

16'Y, Nambu, Phys. Rev. Letters 4, 380 (1960).

17y, Hara, Phys. Rev. 139, B134 (1965).
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(3,6)] representation of this group- gives the usual
SU(6) results. It also gives the form-factor predictions

d(g")=2ga[Fr?()+3F1m ()], (25a)
f(@)=2ga3F1»(H)—3F1" ()], (25b)
where we have normalized the result to obtain
d(0)+ f(0)=ga=1.18.

Substitution of the form factors of Egs. (21)-(25)
into the current-current spurion gives the following con-
tribution from octet intermediate states

M3

Ts='—(K1V—- 1/9[.Lp2K2V—4/9K1A
272

s —8/3up Kot —p,*Ks4), (262)
8s= 5;(— 9/5K17+1/5u,2K 57 +4/5K A
s +24/5p,K 54 +9/5u,2K %),  (26b)
¢s=§;(4/ 32K +16/3K 14 +4u,K »4), (26¢)
M3
3= g;(“ 3/2K 1743/ 22K sV +6K 14
+4up Kot +3/2u,"K54),  (26d)

where we have set u,=—2%u,, the K;¥ are integrals
from the vector-vector part of the spurion, and the K;4
are integrals from the pseudovector-pseudovector part
of the spurion. All these are given in Appendix A.
Details of the evaluation of these integrals will be dis-
cussed in Sec. V. At this point we only note that they
converge rapidly, the dominant contribution coming
from values of ¢* for which the empirical fit of Egs. (23)
is known to be good.® We also remark that the integrals
are somewhat dependent on the degenerate mass of the
baryon octet.

Next let us consider the decuplet intermediate state
contribution to the current-current spurion. We define
the decuplet-octet transition form factors in the SU(3)
limit as

(D) Vw2 (0)| N (8))
1 MM*\2 _ ,
.—_\72_61,,,.1,( p0p0’> Dﬁamn(ﬁ)
X [bsaf1tipgvafotps(p+0)afs
+(p—1)apsfslvsNH(p)  (272)
(D(#")| Pua(0) | N (p))
1 MM
=\‘72'€bmk( ?0?0’) Dﬁ‘"’"‘(ﬁ)
X [8pag1Hipsvagatps(ptp)ags
+ (p—papsgaJNA*(P),

(27b)
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where the f’s and g’s are related to the form factors of
Albright and Liu'® by

F37(¢%)
f1i=F7 (), f2=M+M*’
BV FJ(¢)
a7 Grury
Fot (¢®)
a=F(¢), g2=M+M*7
3 F34(g?) FA ()

and our normalization of the decuplet SU(3) wave
function is such that, for example &_= (1/v 6)D3%, All
the form factors may be taken to be real. M* is the
(degenerate) decuplet mass.

Using Egs. (27) we may write the general result for
the decuplet intermediate state contribution to the
current-current spurion as

@)
T10= o ('—1/4)D, (28&)
) —(M*)s(—Q/S)D (28b)
10— 27,-2 )
(M* 3
$10= o @/2)D, (28c)
o10= 15/8)D, 28d
» (15/8)D (28d)

where D is given in Appendix B.

Now obtaining D requires us to integrate over the
N-N* transition form factors which are very poorly
known. In spite of this, we see from Egs. (28) that the
ratios of the decuplet contributions to the various
decays are uniquely fixed independently of the details of
integration. These contributions to

A(A0), AES), and A(Z4)

are easily seen from Egs. (28) and (14) to be in the
ratio 1:-2: 1/v 6. Comparing this with our previous
results’ for the octet contribution, we see that this ratio
may well improve the agreement with experiment for
A(A9) and 4 (E_") and only slightly worsen the agree-
ment for 4 (Z,7).

To actually estimate D we need some idea of the form
factors in Egs. (27). For the vector form factors we
used the results of Gourdin and Salin’s pion photo-

18 C, H. Albright and L. S. Liu, Phys. Rev. 140, B748 (1965);
140, B1611 (1965). See this reference for further information on the
experimental data.
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production analysis' that
F7(0)=—F,"(0)=5.6,
F37(0)=F4V(0)~0.

To give this some momentum dependence we adopt the
familiar empirical forms,

)=t (29a)
41V 2) — s a
! (14-¢2/b)

1 JR0)
'l )_<1+q2/4M2><(1+q2/b)2> , (29h)
F3V (@) =F4" (¢*)=0. (29¢)

The additional factor in Eq. (29b) was inserted to
assure convergence of the relevant integral appearing
in D. We regard the damping factor b as a parameter
and, in Sec. V, give some arguments as to its correct
value.

For the axial-vector form factors we rely on the
analysis by Albright and Liu'® of pion production by
incident neutrinos. They find that a reasonable fit to
the scanty experimental data is provided with

P = (30a)
A=, %)
O oy

FA (@) =FsA () =F(¢)=0, (30b)

for 5=0.71 and F;"(0) given as above.

Asmay be seen from Appendix B, the value of D also
depends on the values of M* and M we choose. We will
show later that with reasonable values of b, M, and M*,
D also turns out to be of the proper value to give fairly
good agreement with experiment for the decay ampli-
tudes. In any event, we emphasize that D is only one
number which could have been regarded as an arbi-
trary parameter if we had been less ambitious.

IV. GENERAL DISCUSSION

In this section we discuss the results for a typical
choice of parameters in some detail and also compare
with experiment. Other choices of parameters will be
discussed in the next section, but the results are quali-
tatively the same.

For the choices,?® M =1.064 BeV, M*=1.400 BeV,

¥ M. Gourdin and P. Salin, Nuovo Cimento 27, 193 (1963).
However, different results are quoted in B. V. Geshkenbein, Phys.
Letters 16, 323 (1965); H. Sugawara and F. Von Hippel, Phys.
Rev. 145, 1331 (1966).

% This choice has the disadvantage that it gives values some-
what too low for one set of total cross sections for neutrino-pion
production. (See Ref. 18. We are grateful to Professor C. H.
Albright for very helpful communications on this matter.) How-
ever, this choice gives the best ¢/5 ratio for the weak spurion. The
fact that b here is somewhat low compared with the corresponding
quantity for nucleon electromagnetic form factors may reflect the
fact that the NN* transition form factor has a larger “radius.”
See the discussion in Sec. V.
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TaBLE II. Experimental and theoretical decay amplitudes (units of 107 M,).
Process

A® A o Eoo b2} ++ z o+ z-
Aoxpt 33 .. —44 332 —o.1 {:;:g 41
Atheor 3.0 —2.13 —3.84 2.72 0.6 —3.6 45
(AM/2M) Bosg 242 ... 146 —092 497 {igg} —0.48
(AM /2M)Bigeor 0.88 —0.88 0.43 0.06 17 0.88 —0.16

and =040 (BeV)? we find for the coefficients in
Egs. (11)

r=15F710=—0.38—0.91=—1.28M 3,
¢=dst+dro=64+54=11.8M3,
8= 05+010=0.64—6.3=—5.8M 3.

From Eq. (31) we notice first of all that octet domi-
nance (small ) emerges. Secondly, we note that the
basic feature of the weak spurion, that of ¢ dominance,
comes from the octet intermediate-state part of the
contribution. Actually we see from Egs. (28) that, ir-
respective of the details of the form factors, the decuplet
intermediate-state contribution favors § to ¢. In spite
of this, the decuplet contribution is sizable and im-
proves the agreement with experiment from the earlier
results with octet alone. (There we used a lower octet
degenerate mass which increased slightly the size of the
octet contribution.) Thirdly, we note that the ratio ¢/8
is —2.

Substitution of the above results in Egs. (14) and
(16) gives all the decay amplitudes which are listed, side
by side with the experimental values in Table II. We
see that the S-wave results agree impressively with ex-
periment. It might bear repeating that this was ob-
tained by using the values of G and sind from leptonic
decays.

On the other hand, the P-wave decays come out
roughly in the right ratios but less than one-half too
small. This, however, is a consequence of our model?:®
and is independent of the weak spurion. Presumably
the generalized Sugawara-Suzuki formulation must be
modified to adequately explain the P waves. We may
remark that the P-wave amplitudes as given in Table I
are rather sensitive to the fine details of the spurion.
Reference to Table I also reveals the amusing point that
if 7 is nonzero but still small there may nevertheless be
non-negligible violation of the A7=% rule for A and &
P waves. This is due to the large coefficient multiplying
this term.

(31)

V. OTHER POSSIBLE FITS AND DISCUSSION
OF NN* FORM FACTORS

From Egs. (14) and (20) and Appendices A and B
we see that the amplitudes 4(A_%), A(E_), and
A (2,%) (or alternatively 7, ¢, and §) can be expressed
as complicated nonlinear functions of the degenerate

octet mass M, the degenerate decuplet mass M*, and
the NN* form-factor parameter d. Since the amplitudes
depend somewhat on these variables (see Appendices)
and only bs=0.71 BeV? for the nucleon form factors is
known accurately, it is desirable to investigate the
effect of reasonable variations of the other parameters.
Furthermore, the parameter b is obtained from the
meager data on neutrino N* production'®; we will thus
set up simple models by which 4 is related to bs. To this
end we consider two alternative hypotheses.

(A) Form factors fall off with universal slope, i.e.,
b=5bs=0.71 BeV%!® Support for this hypothesis may
possibly be found in the measurement of the charge
radius of the = meson,® although the justification for
generalization to N-N* form factors is not entirely clear.

(B) It is eminently reasonable that the size of a
particle increases with its mass (e.g., in nuclear physics).
Now & is inversely proportional to {(r?); therefore, we
shall consider the ansatz that b/by=~(M/M*)2. Other
arguments in favor of considerable structure (larger
size) in the vector N-N* form factors can be found in
the failure of the point-coupling absorption-model de-
scription of the process 7N — wN* via p exchange,?
where anomalous threshold behavior is expected to
occur at the pNN* vertex.

In the following we shall demonstrate that for
reasonable choices of the degenerate masses, it is pos-
sible to obtain predictions for the nonleptonic decay
amplitudes.

In order to illustrate the dependence of the ampli-
tudes on the degenerate masses and the form factor
parameters we refer to Tables TII-VIL

We first note from Tables III, IV, and V that the
amplitudes do vary with b, M, and M*. To some extent

TaBLE III. Octet intermediate-state contribution to decay ampli-
tude versus M. bs=0.71 BeV2and 4 isin units of 10~7 M ,.

M (BeV) 449 AE) A2
0.94 2.9 —24 04
1.03 2.12 —1.83 0.248
1.064 1.95 —1.74 0.18
1.13 1.65 —1.54 0.145
1.218 0.95 —0.88 0.06

2 C. W. Akerlof, W. W. Ash, K. Berkelman, and C. A. Lichten-
stein, Phys. Rev. Letters 16, 147 (1966) ; M. E. Nordberg and K. A.
Kinsey (to be published).

2 J, D. Jackson, Rev. Mod. Phys. 37, 484 (1965).
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Tasik IV. Decuplet intermediate-state contribution versus b for
fixed M =1.13 BeV and M*=1.4 BeV. 4 isin units of 1077 M ,..

b (BeV?) A(A) A=) A
0.3 0.68 —1.36 0.277
04 1.0 —2.18 0.44
05 1.57 —34 0.64
0.71 54 —108 22
1.0 6.65 —133 271

TasLE V. Decuplet intermediate-state contribution versus M* for
fixed M =1.13 BeV and =0.71 BeV2. 4 is in units of 1077 M .

M* (BeV) A(A9) AE- AEH
1.13 246 —49 1.0
1.25 2.62 —5.23 1.04
14 54 —108 22
16 5.63 —113 2.3

this weakens our conclusions since it becomes impossible
to obtain a unique choice of b, M, and M* which fits the
data. On the other hand, we recall that the choice of M
and M* is by no means completely arbitrary.

If we take the hypothesis 4 of universal form factors,
it perhaps is slightly more consistent to calculate at a
“universal” mass, although the experimental value of
the form-factor parameters are measured for physical
masses. Using the central octet mass, i.e., M = M*=1.13
BeV, we read from Tables III and V the amplitudes
AN O)>411, AE)~—6.44, A(S,+)~1.15. These
values are clearly too large, but have approximately the
same ratios as the experimental amplitudes. With a
slightly different treatment of the axial vector N-NV
form factors and a value of vector N-N* form factor
smaller than those of Gourdin and Salin,”® Hara” has
obtained values of the above amplitudes evaluated at
the degenerate mass M =1.13 BeV to be in agreement
with experiment. Although we have demonstrated that
the values of the amplitudes change drastically if we
vary the treatment of the form factors, we certainly

TasLE VI. Decuplet intermediate-state contribution versus M* for
fixed M =1.13 BeV and b=0.4 BeV2. 4 is in units of 1077 M .

M*(BeV) A4 AES AZ7)
1.13 0.664 —1.32 0.27
1.25 0.74 —1.44 0.303
14 1.09 —2.18 0.44
1.6 41 -79 2.36

TaBLE VII. Decuplet intermediate-state contribution versus
M* for variable b (see hypothesis B) and fixed M =1.13 BeV. 4 is
in units of 1077 M ,.

M*BeV) bBeV)  AQY  AES) AEY)
1.13 0.667 2.12 —422 0.86
1.25 0.506 123 —2.46 0.504
14 0.4 1.09 —2.18 043
1.6 0.306 6.15 —12.5 2.64
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TaBLE VIII. Most “reasonable” fits: 4 is in units of 10~7 M ,.

Fit M (BeV) M* (BeV) b (BeV?) A(A0) A(E-) A(S,%)
4 113 1.13 071 411 —644  1.15
B 1.064 14 04 304 =392 062
c 113 14 0.5 322 —494 079

cannot exclude hypothesis 4 because the large un-
certainty inherent in the form-factor analyses obscures
the calculation.

On the other hand, if we assume that hypothesis B is
correct, then we would have the value 0.4 BeV? for b.
Since we do admit the variation of b for the octet and the
decuplet, it would be more reasonable to include the
corresponding variation of degenerate masses as well.
Using M =1.064 BeV and M*=1.4 BeV, we read from
Tables ITI and VI the amplitudes

AA)>3.04, A(E")>—3.92, and A4(Z,1)=0.62.
This is in reasonable agreement with experiment.

The results for the above-mentioned choices of
parameters are given in Table VIII as fits 4 and B. We
are aware that there is no clear-cut e priori evidence in
favor of our choices of fits 4 or B; however, it is re-
markable that it is possible to obtain a fit consistent
with our conclusion of weak-interaction universality
and octet dominance for reasonable parametrization of
the N-N* form factors. With the present knowledge of
N-N* form factors, it is difficult to rule out any of our
choices. However, our calculation seems to indicate a
tendency to favor faster fall-off for these form factors.
Further experimentation in this direction will be of
great interest.

We note that our fit B is not completely consistent
with all sets of the N* neutrino production data, since a
value of 5=0.4 BeV? would predict too small a total
cross section for one set of experimental data.!8 Assum-
ing that the meager data available suggest the value of
b to be higher, say 5=0.5 BeV?, it is then possible to
obtain yet another fit with a central octet mass of
M =1.13 BeV. This is shown as C in Table VIII. How-
ever, since fit B seems to predict the proper spurion
ratio, we shall arbitrarily use B as our typical fit.

Finally, we point out that the integral D in
Appendix B would be linearly divergent had we not
introduced an extra damping factor of (14 ¢?/4M?)—!
for F5"(¢?) in Eq. (29b). However, it has been specu-
lated by Wu and Yang® that for very large momentum
transfers, the form factors are exponentially damped.
Such a model would assure us of convergence for the
integrals. On the other hand, we note that for
#<2-3(BeV/c)?, i.e., the region from which D receives
most of its contribution, the factor (14 ¢?/4M?2)™! is
approximately unity. Therefore, we believe that the
introduction of our damping factor is quite reasonable.

8T, T. Wu and C. N. Yang, Phys. Rev. 137. B708 (1965).
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APPENDIX A
The integrals appearing in Egs. (26) are
® dx (x2—1)12Q;
. SR o
+ [14(2M2/0.71 BeV?) (x—1) ¢
2 e da(a2— 1)1 ; —1) (5— 1+ M 2/ 20+ M 2/ 21
K'.A=(ﬁ) i ) ¢ (242 _(x S / /200 , (A2)
5/3/ J1 [1+4 @M2/0.71 BeV?) (x— 1) (x+1)? (x— 1+ M 2/ 2M2) (c— 1+ M 52/ 200?)

where 01=1, Q;= (x— 1), and Q;= (x—1)% In obtaining the above integrals we assumed-that the initial and final
nucleons were at rest. Setting M,=Mg=0 in Eq. (A2) does not change the result essentially, as noted after

Egs. (24).
APPENDIX B

D=/m dz(22— 112D (x)

D(x) = (x— D{ (f1)*+ M2 (x*— D[ =3 (M2 M2 20 M M*) (f5)*— 3 (M>+ M2 — 26 M M*) (fo)?
+2(M2— M) f3fs—3(M*— M) fofs+3 (M*M) fof s+-3 F1(fat o) ]2 (a+1) - [§ (f2)* (2+-2)
+4f1fo/ M+ (2+1){ ()*+ M2 (a*— D[ — 3 AL+ M+ 20 M M) (g5)*
— 3 (M2 M2 20 M M*) (g0)*+3 (M*2— M?)gsga—3 (M*+ M) gogs— 3 (M*— M)gags
+321(gs g0 I+ M2 (x— 1) [ (g2)* (v —2) +51g2/ M ]} .

In this equation all form factors are functions of g?=2koM — M>—M*?, and x=ko/M*.



