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The consequences of a QQQ model for meson-baryon processes, proposed recently by one of the authors
(ANM), are examined in relation to vector-meson production in association with both the octet and the
decuplet of baryons. As shown in that paper, the basic quark-meson amplitudes which represent the pro-
cesses PQ—PQ and PQ—VQ (where P and V denote pseudoscalar and vector mesons, respectively) can be
classified in terms of two sets 4 (+), where 4" represents the transition amplitude between positive-parity
Q0Q states, and 4 between negative-parity QQQ states. The analysis of the data, which is made most
conveniently in terms of density matrices for spin-1 and spin-§ final-state objects, shows that several of the
experimental density matrices can be fitted in terms of either of the sets 4" and 4 ¢, though a dominance
of A seems to be favored by experiment. However, density matrices for certain processes like PB—VB
are found to require both 4" and A for a proper fit to the experimental data. A sum rule of the form
$Lps, 32+V3ps,12]=p1,1" +p1, 1", which is derived for the density matrices using both the amplitudes 4 (),
is found to be identical with one obtained by other authors using the additivity assumption, thus extending
the range of validity of this result beyond pure additivity. Using only 4 amplitudes, certain results on
the angular distribution of the density matrices for PB—VB* processes, especially their zero-angle be-
havior, are found to agree rather well with experiment, the agreement being somewhat better than for
SU(6)w. From the experimental point of view, the QQ@ model also seems to work somewhat better than
the additivity principle in respect of density matrices like p1,0, inasmuch as this model predicts them to be
nonzero in nonforward directions, while the additivity assumption makes them identically zero for all
angles. The main conclusions of this investigation are as follows: (1) Experiment is consistent with the
dynamical assumption of dominance of the Q@ force over the QQ force, which implies a higher priority for
multiple-scattering effects within the QQQ system than for the scattering of the meson by the quark con-
stituents of the baryon. (2) Experiment is also consistent with the SU(3) and spin independence of the
quark forces. (3) While the precise mechanism of the quark forces cannot be studied in this model, it never-
theless suggests a general classification of the meson amplitudes in terms of two distinct types 4 and 4
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of which the latter is favored most by experiment.

1. INTRODUCTION

HILE the additivity principle in the independent
quark model!-? received a fairly extensive degree
of confirmation from experiment in the earlier stages,
more recent analyses have led to significant departures
from this simple assumption. One of the important
areas of disagreement with the predictions of this model
lies in the baryon (B) and antibaryon (B) annihilation
contributions to the high-energy total cross sections.?
Another source of violation of this model is in the pos-
sibility of multiple-scattering effects* between the
various quark constituents. Since these effects are of a
dynamical origin, it may be of interest to keep on
record the predictions of certain other types of dynami-
cal assumptions.

In this connection, a dynamical model of meson-
baryon processes, based on a comparative evaluation of
the relative tightness of the various quark constituents
of a meson-baryon system, was recently developed by
one of us,® as an extension of the ‘“‘elementary meson

* Present address: Centre for Advanced Study in Physics,
Department of Physics, University of Delhi, Delhi, India.

1E. M. Levin and L. L. Frankfurt, Zh. Eksperim. i Teor. Fiz.
Pis’'ma v Redaktsiyu 2, 105 (1965) [English transl.: Soviet
Phys.—JETP Letters 2, 65 (1965)].

2 H. J. Lipkin and F. Scheck, Phys. Rev. Letters 16, 71 (1966).

37. g { Kokkedee and L. Van Hove, Nuovo Cimento 42,
711°(1966); Nucl. Phys. B1, 169 (1967).

4V. Franco, Phys. Rev. Letters 18, 1159 (1967); D. R. Harring-
ton and A. Pagnamenta, sbid. 18, 1147 (1967).

5 A. N. Mitra, Phys. Rev. 167, 1382 (1968). This paper is
referred to as QMB in what follows.
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model” for similar processes.® This QQQ model, which
takes account of the QQ structures of the mesons
within a meson-quark system, is designed to give a
unified treatment of both the processes PQ — PQ and
PQ— V(Q, where P and V denote pseudoscalar and
vector mesons, respectively. The model, which does
not regard the P mesons as elementary, neverthe-
less assumes the mesons as QQ) composites to be more
tightly bound structures than baryons as 3Q composites.
Dynamically, such a feature comes about in a natural
way through the assumption of mainly two-body
potentials (V) among quarks, such that Veg>>Vqe-
Within the QQQ model of a meson-quark system, the
quark can “see through” the mesonic structure and
hence distinguish between the 5o and 3S; states
characterizing the P and V mesons, respectively. On
the other hand, in a meson-baryon process, the tighter
structure of the meson enables it to “‘see through”
the looser structure of the baryons, without the former

D The “elementary meson” model has a rather long history. In
connection with strong decays of hadrons, it was proposed by C.
Becchi and G. Morpurgo [Phys. Rev. 149, 1284 (1966)] and also
by A. N. Mitra and M. H. Ross [4bid. 158, 1630 (1967)]. For
meson-baryon processes, the same model was suggested by G. C.
Joshi, V. S. Bhasin, and A. N. Mitra [ibid. 156, 1572 (1967)] and
independently by J. L. Friar and J. S. Trefil [CERN Report No.
TH. 723, 1966 (unpublished)]. For photoproduction processes, a
corresponding idea was proposed by S. Das Gupta and A. N.
Mitra [Phys. Rev. 156, 1581 (1967)]. Somewhat similar ideas
were proposed by H. Satz [Phys. Letters 25B, 27 (1967)], but
this author also made use of the QQ structures of the emitted

mesons through suitable rearrangements of the quark constituents
of the final hadron system.
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having to ‘“‘expose” itself before the latter. Thus the
QQQ model which, in short, is based on a ‘“hierarchy of
elementarity” (in the descending order of quarks,
mesons, and baryons), can predict the amplitudes for
meson-baryon processes by evaluating the matrix ele-
ments of the amplitudes PQ— PQ and PQ— VQ,
regarded as operators between appropriate initial and
fina] baryonic states. The amplitude operators PQ — PQ
and PQ— VQ were shown in QMB to depend on a
certain number (12) of parameters in the most general
case. The additional assumptions of spin and SU(3)-
spin independence of the QQ force, as well as its opera-
tion mainly in s waves, led to certain relations and in-
equalities among these parameters so as to reduce their
effective number considerably.

The purpose of this paper is to make a fairly detailed
comparison of the QQQ model, as developed in QMB,
with experiment, with a view to illuminate some
qualitative dynamical features of this model. In this
connection the density matrix clearly provides a more
meaningful basis of comparison, as was emphasized
(and carried out) by various authors.”® For production
of two high-spin (S2>1) particles, even some limited
double-density matrices, involving the simultaneous
spin correlation of both the emitted particles have been
evaluated!®!! and compared with experimental data.
The main advantage of the density-matrix relations, as
has been pointed out by Trefil ef al.,”? is that they
involve amplitudes that must all be evaluated at a
common s and #. A second advantage, pointed out by the
same authors, is that in the density-matrix elements,
effects like multiple scattering, annihilation, etc., should
tend to cancel out. This last point is no less relevant to
our QQQ model which, though more restrictive than
the pure additivity assumption, includes only one stage
of the multiple-scattering effects (viz., the ones within
the QQQ system), while leaving out those of the meson
by the quarks in the baryon.

As has been the more recent practice in quark-model
analyses of high-energy processes, we shall try to pre-
sent zot the amplitude sum rules for various processes,
but (1) differential cross-section sum rules, (2) sum rules
for single-density matrices, and (3) the actual values
for density matrices for cases of particular experimental
interest. The processes to be analyzed will include (i)
production of vector mesons in association with both
the octet and decuplet of baryons, and (ii) production
of decuplet and negative-parity singlet baryons in as-
sociation with pseudoscalar mesons, for all of which
reasonable experimental data are available. As was
already pointed out in QMB, the QQQ model, unlike the
pure additivity assumption, is not able to correlate pro-

77J. L. Friar and J. S. Trefil, Nuovo Cimento 49A, 642 (1967).

8 M. Jacob and C. Itzykson, Nuovo Cimento 48A, 909 (1967).

9 K. Kanantie and J. S. Trefil, Nucl. Phys. B2, 243 (1967).

10 A, Bialas, A. Gula, and B. Muryan, Phys. Letters 24B, 428
(1967).

11 A, Bialas and K. Zalewski, Phys. Letters 26B, 170 (1968).
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cesses like BB— BB or BB — BB within the frame-
work relevant to meson-baryon processes. While this
fact necessarily restricts the possibility of obtaining the
rich variety of sum rules characteristic of the additivity
principle, we shall show that there are still enough of
them (even within the meson-baryon framework) to
facilitate a meaningful comparison with experiment.

In Sec. 2, we summarize the essential results of the
QQQ model as found in QMB, and in the same notation.
The density matrices for vector mesons as well as the
baryon decuplet are defined and their reality properties
are discussed in relation to the pure additivity model.
Section 3 lists the relations between the differential
cross sections for various scattering and production pro-
cesses within the 56 of baryons, and their (limited)
comparison with experiment. For this last purpose, it is
found more useful to consider these sum rules in the
form of relations between total cross sections. In Sec. 4
are discussed the density matrices (i) for the processes
PB— PB*, which are compared with the predictions
of the additivity model, and (ii) for the process m—p —
K97 ¢*3/9- (1520), which are compared with the results
of the Stodolsky-Sakurai model. Sections 5 and 6 give
fairly detailed analyses of the processes PB— VB and
PB— VB*, respectively, with emphasis on density-
matrix sum rules, their angular distribution and zero-
angle behavior in relation to experiment. Section 7
gives a summary of essential results together with a
comparison with related approaches.

2. ESSENTIAL RESULTS OF THE QQQ MODEL

We summarize here, for convenience, the essential
results of the QQQ model obtained in QMB, for the pro-
cesses PQ— PQ and PQ— V(Q. In the notation of
QMB, the SU(3) elastic terms of the meson-quark
amplitude (including both scattering of P mesons and
production of V mesons) are given by the expression

U5 o[ A (38apt1saP)+3Busa @],  (2.1)
where

Upe ) = (:tifﬁa7+dﬂa7))‘7(l’2) ’ (2.2)

the superscripts (1,2) on M\, being associated with
the (&) signs, respectively. The symbols IIgf, II,
(¢,8=1, - - -, 8) represent the creation and annihilation
operators of an SU(3) octet of mesons, and 4 and B
are the following combinations [cf. Eqgs. (4.26)-(4.30)
of QMB ] of the parameters for the processes PQ — PQ

and PQ— VQ:
A=34DB+V3Vo)+1APA—V3V ) +V3a D V5
+34 O @PHVBV)+3A O (P—V3Vy)
+\/3a &) Ve ,
B=31BM(34-V3V)—1BP(1—V3V ) +V3bDV;
+1BO@P4+V3V 1) —1BO(P—V3V4)
+V35V,,

(2.3)

(2.4)
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AB =)D F®  A@=D®|2F® (2.5)
B®=D®_F&  B®H=D&H_F& (2.6)
AB=2Hf B | P =@ — f@& 2.7
P=luh/ (Bptiemar®), (2.8)
Vi= kb (0, P00+0, P —iemn—0un®),  (2.9)
Vo= Vakuk' (0,280~ 30, D8+ Fiewn
+3800®), (2.10)
V= Vaku/k) (0,004 0, P80~ 302 @8, (211)
Vo=0®. V. (2.12)

Here k, k’ are the respective momenta of the initial and
final mesons in the c.m. frame of the meson-quark
system. The amplitudes with superscripts (=) represent
transitions between two (+) parity QQQ states and
two (—) parity QQQ states, respectively. Similarly the
amplitude for the production of an SU(3)-singlet
meson (IIy) by an SU(3)-octet on a quark is®

(VAL B,

where B is the same expression as (2.4).

Under certain simplifying dynamical assumptions
explained in QMB, viz., (i) spin and unitary-spin in-
dependence of the QQ force, (ii) neglect of the QQ force
compared with the QQ force, and (iii) operation of the
QQ force mainly in the s wave, the following approxi-
mate relations and inequalities were noted in QMB:

D®=D® F®O=F®, (2.13)
D, D JESSF® Fb, feb) (2.14)
DO, DO, gOOKFS), O, &), (2.15)

Equation (2.13) is merely the result of assumptions (i)
and (ii), and is probably on a stronger footing than the
inequalities (2.14) and (2.15), which depend on the
additional assumption (iii).

As can be seen from Egs. (2.3) and (2.4), the
quantities that are directly expected to appear in the
density-matrix formalism are

AE=AE 4@ J,E =34 B f A&
By &) =3B — B,

(2.16)

By®=B® B (2.17)
Now if use is made only of Eq. (2.13), the eight parame-
ters A1, and B;, 2@ become effectively reduced to

four, since one then obtains

By =B =24, (2.18)

so that the independent parameters can be taken as
A1® and 42, together of course with the other four
quantities ¢® and s, If, in addition, one uses the
inequalities (2.14) and (2.15), the total number of the
independent parameters gets reduced from eight to

DAS GUPTA, GUPTA, AND MITRA

172

four, since in that case
TA; P =A4,®

aP =2

(2.19)
(2.20)

54, = — A4,
a(“)z-—b(").
This classification of the successive reduction of

parameters should facilitate a step-wise comparison

with experiment, to judge the validity of the three main

dynamical assumptions of the Q00 model.
The density-matrix elements for one of the particles

(D) produced in a certain reaction,
A+B— C+D,
can be written down according to the general definition

P (DY=N 3 {DuCe| AaBo){DmCo| AaBr)*, (2.21)
abe

where a, b, ¢, and d (=m, m’) are the magnetic quantum
numbers associated with the respective particles 4, B,
C, and D, and N is a normalization constant to ensure

Trp=1. (2.22)
The matrix p of course satisfies the usual conditions

p=p", pmm=(— D™ ™oy - (2.23)

Correspondingly, the double-density matrix for both
the final-state particles may be defined as

pm.m'n'n’(C’D)zN Zb (Dmcﬂ,AaBb)

X (Dm‘Cn’ (224')

AaBb}* )

where the magnetic quantum numbers (m,m’) and
(n,n") are associated with D and C, respectively.

In general, some of the off-diagonal elements of p,
such as py,0 are complex, though the condition (2.23)
ensures reality of off-diagonal elements of the form
pm,—m for integral m. Now, in the pure additivity model”
all the elements of p are real. Indeed, elements of the
form p1,0 which should be proportional to sinf are ex-
actly zero in the additivity model, and this feature led
the authors of Ref. 7 to compare their predictions with
experiment only near §=0. In the present QQQ model,
on the other hand, the elements of p,~ [as can be seen
from direct substitution of the amplitudes in Eq. (2.21)]
are complex in general. However, if we consider only the
amplitudes (41,2, By, ¢™®), and ™) correspond-
ing to the overlap of positive-parity wave func-
tions in the initial and final states, and likewise only
the amplitudes (41,2, By, ¢, and 5©)), then
all the elements of p turn out to be real. Even so, the
elements of the form p1,0 are 7o longer zero, unlike the
prediction of pure additivity. This important feature
of the QQQ model, which allows the full effect of non-
additive corrections within the QQQ system, should
facilitate a comparison of such elements with experi-
ment, even for finite values of 4.
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3. SUM RULES FOR DIFFERENTIAL
CROSS SECTIONS

In this section, we discuss relations between various
differential meson-baryon cross sections obtainable in
the QQQ model from the corresponding relations be-
tween the amplitudes. For example, for processes in-
volving a P or a ¥ meson in association with the octet
of baryons, there are only six independent combinations
of the QQQ parameters detailed in Sec. 2. Thus, for
the processes PB— PB, some of the sum rules are!?

do

do do
Eé(r? — 70n)+ 12;5(1'7 - 71")+8d—9(K_? —aZt).

do do _
=12—(K*p — K+p)+4—(K—p— K%), (3.1)
aQ aQ

3110 - K+5) 3da( Xn)
SR =3—(—p —
dQ( p—K7p 19 TP 7

do
+2—(K—p—72t), (3.2)
aQ
do do
2—(7p — K°A)=2—(ztp — K1Zt)
aQ daQ
do _
+—(K-p— K%), (3.3)
aQ
0% by KA 113 )
— —(K—p— 7~
dSZ(”r L aQ P
do do
+11—(K*p — K+p)+10—(z—p — 7p)
aQ aQ
do do
=16—(atp — 7tp)+8—(K—p— Kp)
dQ daQ
do _
+—(K—p— K%), (3.4)
aQ

12—d—a(1r+p — 7r+17)+33ﬁ(1r+p — K+31)
dQ dQ
+2% ap s K426 (K=p s 1)
4o o
= ISﬁ(r_p — 7 p)+ 12(—13(1'{7 — 70A)
4 dQ

d
+9d—;<K—p—+rz+>, 3.5)

12]n all the relations appearing in this section, the differential
cross section do/dQ or the total cross section ¢ are corrected for
the mass defect, so that o= (k/k’)gexpt, Where gexpt is the experi-
mental cross section, £ and %’ are, respectively, the c.m. mo-
menta of the initial and final mesons.
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4—d0 K—p— mOA) 3da(K+ K+*p) (3.6)
. = y— —y .
dﬂ< p—ow 70 V4 ?),

do

do
3—(K=p— XA)=2—(K~p — 7'A). 3.7
dQ( 14 ) dﬂ( p— w°A) 3.7

Equation (3.3) is identical with Eq. (10) of Lipkin,
Scheck, and Stern!® (abbreviated hereafter as LSS) in
terms of the total cross sections for the corresponding
relations. It is, however, difficult to compare all the
relations listed above with those given in LSS, be-
cause the pure additivity model predicts amplitudes
not only for meson-baryon (MB) processes, but BB
and Bb processes as well, in terms of a common set of
parameters representing the QQ or QQ scattering ampli-
tudes. The present relations are more specialized, in
that they involve only those MB processes that are
deducible within the framework of the QQQ model
without any reference to BB or BB processes.
In the forward direction, we have the additional
relations
do

da
do
do
do
da

d
(mp— 7p) = 455(1(7 —Rw), (38)

do
(K*p— Kp)= %(K"P — 029, (3.9

_ d
(K~p — Ron)= z(-i-g(r-p K90, (3.10)

which simplify Egs. (3.3) and (3.6), respectively, to
do
2—(7—
aQ
do
aQ

d
p—s KOA)=3E£(K7 —Rw),  (3.11)

d
(K—p — 70A) =3;%(K~p D). (3.12)

Equations (3.10)-(3.12) are together equivalent to
Eqgs. (9a)-(9¢c) of LSS.

Of so many relations, we can at present discuss only
a few which have a bearing on current experimental
knowledge. According to the prescription of Meshkov,
Snow, and Yodh, the sum rules for inelastic processes
should be compared at the same “Q value” for each
process to take approximate account of nondegeneracy
of masses. Thus for example, Eq. (3.8) can be tested in
terms of the data of Allitti e# al.’s and Dauber et al.,!
which roughly satisfy the above requirement. The

18 H. J. Lipkin, F. Scheck, and H. Stern, Phys. Rev. 152, 1375
(1966), referred to as LSS.

5. Meshkov, G. A. Snow, and G. B. Yodh, Phys. Rev. Letters
12, 87 (1964).

16 Saclay-Orsay-Bari-Bologna Collaboration, Nuovo Cimento
29, 515 (1963).

18 P. M. Dauber et al., in Proceedings of the Second T opical
Conference on Resonant Particles, Athens, Ohio, 1965, edited by
B. A. Munin (Ohio University, Athens, Ohio, 1965), p. 380.
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TasLE I. Comparison with experiment of the total cross sec-
tions for Eqgs. (3.5) and (3.6) for processes of the type PB— PB
and Eq. (3.13) for the processes PB— VB, in terms of their
left-hand and right-hand sides.

A imat
Total cross section® (mb) ﬁ‘;ﬁ’g";’g’fa €
Equation Left-hand Right-hand Q values
number side side (BeV)
(3.5) 108 +7 141 +7 1.3
(3.6) 8.4+40.8 29.141.5 0.6
(3.13) 26 +3 28 £5 0.8

s The data for these processes have been taken from Ref. 26 and (i)
Saclay-Orsay-Bari-Bologna Collaboration, Nuovo Cimento 37, 361 (1965),
(ii) T. P. Wangler, A. R. Erwin, and W. D. Walker, Phys. Rev, 137, B414
(1965) ; (iii) Birmingham- Glasgow London (I.C.)-Oxford- Rutherford Col-
laboratlon Phys. Rev. 152, 1148 (1966) ; (iv) A. Bettini et al., Phys. Letters
16, 83 (1964) (v) William Grazinao and Stanl ey G. WOJClckl, Phys. R
128. 1868 (1962); (vi) R, Barloutaud et al., Phys. Letters 12, 352 (1964);
(vii) D. H, Miller ef al., Phys. Rev, 140, B360 (1965) ; (viii) S. S. Yamamoto
et al., Phys. Rev, 134, B383 (1964).

figures'” for the left-hand side and the right-hand side
of (3.8) are, respectively, (2.8740.15) mb/sr and
(2.162£0.32) mb/sr, which are in rather good agree-
ment within experimental errors.

As for many other relations, while the data are not
comprehensive enough for comparison in a differential
form, they are nevertheless sufficient for a discussion of
the corresponding fotal cross sections.'® For example,
Eqs. (3.5) and (3.6) represent processes for which the
data are available at nearly the same Q values. Table I
gives a collection of the necessary experimental data
for the PB — PB processes involved. The data indicate
fair agreement for Eq. (3.5), but a striking disagreement
for Eq. (3.6), the two sides of which differ by more than
a factor of three. However, it has been pointed out in
LSS that a comparison with experiment at low Q
values!® may not be very meaningful. We believe, on
the other hand, that the very prediction of relations
like (3.6), which appear even more difficult to satisfy
at higher energies, should probably be recognized as an
unfortunate feature of the quark model.

The same sum rules as given in Egs. (3.1)-(3.7) are
also valid for the processes PB— VB, with a P meson
replaced by the corresponding V' meson of the same
SU(3) quantum numbers. However, one must now use
the physical w and ¢,?0 instead of the corresponding
SU(3) singlet or octet states, which are probably not
bad approximations for the pseudoscalars X° and 7,

17 The data for the process m#~p— =~ p refer to a Q value of
0.79 BeV and an average angle given by (cosf) ~0.8—0.9 and
those for K~p— K% correspond to a Q value of 0.78 BeV and
(cosf)~0.95—1.0.

18Tt may be noted that these total-cross-section relations,
derived as they are from the corresponding differential cross sec-
tions, are somewhat stronger than those derlvable from the
forward—scattermg amphtude which (i) do not give the charge
exchange scattering cross sections, and (ii) must be corrected for
the momentum factor £ involved in the relation

ator= (4 /k) Im f(0).
1 For Eq. (3.5) the Q value is around 1.2 BeV, while for Eq.

(3.6) it is around 0.6 BeV.
20 S. Okubo, Phys. Letters 5, 165 (1963); S. L. Glashow, Phys.

Rev. Letters 11, 48 (1965).
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respectively. We give below one such relation, which
does not involve the ¢ and w states and can also be put
to experimental test:

lﬁda( . . Sdo'
— —(K=p— K*=
o p— ptp)+ dg( p— K*p)

+ da( o+ ) do
—(K—p — K¥p) = 9—(7+p — K*+3+
a0 dQ( ? )

1 1sda(1s +) 1% ey
-13—(K—p — o3+ 11—(K+ K+
o p—p dQ( P ?)

do

+ 10;5&7 —pp). (3.13)

At this stage, such a relation can be tested in terms of
the corresponding total cross sections. Again, Table I,
which gives the experimental data necessary for a com-
parison of the left-hand sides and right-hand sides of
this equation, shows a surprisingly good agreement.

One can also derive sum rules for processes of the
type PB— PB* and PB— VB*. For example, for
PB— PB* some of the sum rules are

do ; . do ) o \
&5(1 p— K+V*t) =@(A“p — KON#0) | (3.14)
do . - do )
;5([( p— KON*¥H)= 3;[;([{_? — V), (3.15)
ﬁ(’ﬂ""? — pONFH) = Sii(ﬁp —> pNFH) (3.16)
aQ aQ
(—ii(lﬁp — KON*++)= 12—£?K‘p — 0¥ %0) (3.17)
aQ aQ
do do
3-(5(7("17 — ¥ *O)+£<7r‘p — ON*0)
do
=d._§( K‘*’[) — K+ N*J")
do ] ‘
+(}5(K*p — K-N*), (3.18)
iii(K"‘p — KON*tt) = Sﬁ(wﬂb — XON*H) 0 (3.19)
aQ dQ
6‘({5(1{—? - nY;*O)—}—ZE(K*p — 7!'0Y1*0)
aQ aQ
do o
= 2;(—2(1#[7 — K0V y%0)
ﬁ + AP
+dﬂ(7r p—atN*),  (3.20)
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TasLE II. Comparison with experiment of the total-cross-section sum rules (3.17) and (3.18) for the processes PB — PB*,

Total cross

Q value section, o Q value
Equation Process (BeV) (ub) Process (BeV) Total cross sections,o (ub)
(3.16) w?—» TON*+ta 1.187 345435 wtp — pN*++b 1.114 35; (30=105)
(3.17) K*p— KON*tteo 0.874 930120 K—p— n0¥ *0d 1.265 68.44-11.4; (120 =8204140)

a Reference a (i) of Table I. b Reference 33.

Equations (3.14) and (3.15) agree with those of LSS
given in terms of total cross sections. All these differen-
tial cross sections vanish identically in the forward direc-
tion. Again, the same sum rules hold for PB— VB*
with the replacement of a P by a ¥ meson of the same
SU(3) quantum numbers. However, it may be noted
that for these V-meson production processes, the ampli-
tudes do ot vanish, in general, in the forward direction.
In terms of physical w and ¢, of course, the relations
would look somewhat different, but we do not reproduce
them here since at this stage they can not be experi-
mentally verified.

For the processes PB— PB*, Egs. (3.16) and (3.17)
for the total cross sections can be put to experimental
test, the necessary figures being shown in Table II.
The sum rule (3.17) seems to be well satisfied, but (3.18)
is in total disagreement. This last discrepancy could at
least partly be attributed to possible SU(3) mixing
effects for the physical 7 state.

Lastly, we discuss relations between processes of the
type PB— PB and PB— PB*. Once again, relations
connecting PB— VB and PB— VB* will be similar,
except for the effect of w-¢ mixing angle. Thus, for ex-
ample, we have

do _ do
—(K—p — Kon)=3—(xtp — K+V**)
a 17493

do
+2—(z—p— w29, (3.21)
aQ

do do
4—(K—p— m'A)= 3[——(1{—1) — 7 ZF)
aQ aQ

d
+Z k-p—s T—y,*+)] . (3.22)
a0 ‘

do _ do
—(K+p— RON*)+6—(rp— 1)
aQ aQ

do do
=6—(wtp — 7 TN**t)42—(x—p — K°A)
aQ aQ

d
+21—£(7r+17 —tZt), (3.23)
aQ

Equation (3.22) agrees with Eq. (12) of LSS. There
are, however, not enough data for an experimental test
of these relations.

¢ Reference a (vi) of Table I.

d Reference a (iii) of Table I.

4. DENSITY MATRICES FOR PB— PB*
AND PB— PB®

In this section, we discuss the results for the density
matrices for the production of the 56 baryon decuplet
as well as negative-parity singlets in association with
pseudoscalar mesons.

A. Process PB— PB*

This process is the simplest of all the cases under con-
sideration, the amplitudes being expressible in terms of
the quantities A5 and BS defined in QMB, as

As=(e|Z|xry, (.1)
BS=(x:|B|x"), 4.2)

where 4 and B are given by (2.3) and (2.4), respectively;
X* is the (symmetric) spin-§ function of the quark con-
stituents and (X’,X") are the two corresponding (mixed-
symmetric) spin-} functions.

The density matrices for the individual processes of
this type are completely independent of these parame-
ters, in agreement with the corresponding results of
Ref. 7 as well as those of other authors.2!22 An explicit
evaluation of Egs. (4.1) and (4.2) in terms of the results
of Sec. 2 now shows that both 4% and BS receive con-
tributions only from the (—) terms and none from the
(+) terms.23 This fact therefore tells us that the (—) terms
are essential for a basic understanding of this unique
process within the QQQ model while the (<) terms are
more or less superfluous in this regard. Since this process
is observed to be very copious, this fact brings out the
more important role of the (—) terms within the QQQ
formalism. The experimental status of this purely
geometrical density matrix has been discussed by
previous authors, and the present model does not give
anything new in this regard, except to suggest that ex-
periment discriminates in favor of the (—) terms and
against the (+) terms.

B. Process PB— PB®™

The evaluation of such amplitudes can be made
through the use of the (70,1~) wave functions of SU(6)

2L, Stodolsky and J. J. Sakurai, Phys. Rev. Letters 11, 90
(1963); L. Stodolsky, Phys. Rev. 134, B1099 (1964).

22y, Hara, Phys. Rev. 140, B1170 (1965). _

28 This is of course expected from the general structure of 4
and B given by Eqs. (4.26) and (4.27) of QMB, in terms of (+)
and (—) amplitudes, where the term P=(¢-k)(o k'), which is
always associated with (—) amplitudes, provides the necessary
spin flip for an octet to decuplet transition.
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®0(3) exactly as in an earlier paper by Joshi, Bhasin,
and Mitra.® The case of greatest physical interest is one
involving the production of ¥¢*32-(1520), which is
presumably an SU(3) singlet. This fact makes the
density matrix depend on a very few parameters in
close analogy with the cases PB— PB*, where it just
happens to be a geometrical number. It is clear from
the structure of the amplitudes that the (—) terms
which have the structure oo™ - ke® -k’ can contribute
to such process along with the spin-independent parts
(atP) of the (+) terms. In exact analogy with the earlier
subsection, we define the amplitude for PB — PY ) as

(m| )= (V3/2,n|a®
(e -k)(e® - K)a | By,

where the “operator” amplitudes are defined in Sec. 2,
and Y&, B® are the respective wave functions of the
final ¥¢*3,2-(1520) and the initial baryon (proton). The
latter functions are given by?
Buja,u =N 066 +%,6"),
Vajpm=[¥'0" =¥ 0" JuXs/2°ba,
where the notation for the right-hand sides is the same
as explained in Ref. 24. Equation (4.3) immediately
simplifies for the process 77p — K%V ¢*©) to

~A(—9"0 )X p? |
e e Ka ).

These amplitudes are easily seen to have the following
structures. The “scalar part” of the operator, viz.,

[a®+a@k K],

(4.3)

(4.4)

gives rise to various spherical components of the vector
integral

= [Va®alkekys *3)

in the different amplitudes. The vector part of the

operator, viz.,
a@e® kXK,

on the other hand, gives rise to three types of integral
harmonics corresponding, respectively, to the tensor,
vector, and scalar products of the two vectors ¥ and
g=kXI. In the language of multipole transitions, these
individual contributions would be called M3, E;, and
L; (longitudinal) amplitudes, respectively. Of these,
the L, amplitude could also receive an additional con-
tribution from (4.5), but £, and M, would remain un-
affected by (4.5). It is now a straightforward matter to
evaluate the density matrices for the process in terms
of the individual contributions of the M3, Ei, and Ly
amplitudes, according to the formula

Pm,m'D=Zn <m lﬂ)(mlll")*'

2 A. N. Mitra, Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 43, 126 (1967).
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For example, the E; contributions to the density
matrices are the following:

p33(Er)=1%,
p3,1(E1)=0,

p3,—1(E1)=V34_14_1/8| 4|2,
where

A= / VXD,

Itisclear that ps,—; would vanish on taking an average
over the azimuthal dependence, while the other two
numbers are geometrical even without this approxima-
tion. As for the M contributions, these are expressible
in terms of the amplitudes

Tu’—"—zy: /C(l,l’, I;M“Vlzyﬂ)wv”gu—v‘//‘s:

and become geometrical numbers on taking the angular
averages, which give

(T T,y=16,—(— 1M \T—s.

Similarly, the L contributions to the density matrix can
be evaluated under the approximation of angular
averages. The results are summarized in Table III
along with the experimental figures? as well as the
corresponding results of the Stodolsky-Sakurai model.?!
It appears that, except for ps,—1, the predictions of this
model are not very different from those of Stodlosky-
Sakurai. Agreement with experiment can at most be
called fair. Even for ps,—; the present data, which have
large uncertainties, are not inconsistent with zero.

5. PROCESS PB— VB

As these processes probably involve the largest
number of amplitudes, it is necessary to evolve a con-
sistent set of notations. The general matrix elements of
the meson-quark operator for the production of a vector
meson with polarization » by a pseudoscalar meson P

TasiLe III. Predictions for density-matrix parameters of
Yo5,0-* and comparison with experiment.

Theory Interaction p3.3 Reps,—1 Reps,1
00Q model M, 3 0 0
Ey +5 0 0
L 3 0 0
Stodolsky- M, 3 V3 0
Sakurai E, 2 —1/3 0
model L, 0 0 0
Experimental values® 0.0733:0.052 0.039+40.05 0.05740.043
at Pap,=1.8 to
2.2 BeV/c

& Reference 25. Data at all production angles were included in the fit.

2 Orin I. Dahl ef al., Phys. Rev. 163, 1377 (1967).
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can be written as
W' m|py =X/ 5 Vlua’A+us'Blysx,; Py,  (5.1)
(W' m|u)'= W%, s Vi | ua” A+us”BlySx,; P). (5.2)

Here y* is the spatial wave function (same for initial
and final states); (X/,X””) are the spin-} functions of
[2,1]s and [2,1], symmetries, respectively. The num-
bersua’, 4", us', ug'’ are the SU(3) matrix elements of
the operators #g,® of Eq. (2.2) and can be read from
Table I of QM B. For convenience we shall use the same
symbols for the meson-quark amplitudes defined in
Sec. 2 and the corresponding meson-baryon amplitudes
obtained by evaluating the orbital matrix elements of
Egs. (2.3) and (2.4). Then in the notation of Sec. 2,
the combinations of the various amplitudes that appear
in this process are

XD =3 (#a"— 314" ) A1+ (up"" = 3up") B1¥], (5.3)

Xy =3[ (14" — 34 )a D+ (g —3u oD, (5.4)
Xa(—) ='§‘[(’“A”+“A’){Al(—)"'a(_)}
(s s ) BrO—b) . (5.5)

These parameters give rise to a set of six linearly
independent amplitudes, which are listed in Table IV.

We first note the following SU(3)-type sum rules in
the density matrices, analogous to the amplitude sum
rules:

p¥(rtp— KMZ=pV(K-p—a2l),  (5.6)
p¥(rp— on)=p"(Kp—R¥n),  (5.1)
oV (K+p— K*p)=p"(Kp— %),  (5.8)
p7(rp — K*A)=p"(K—p — wA). (5.9)

The o state considered in these equations is based on
the ‘‘deal mixing angle’”.?* These relations, which
should be interpreted as valid for every separate density-
matrix element, hold for a general mixture of (4) and
(=) terms in the process PB— VB. Additional SU(3)-
type relations in the forward direction are

pV(K—p— K*pn)=pV(K—p— wh), (5.10)
pV(K+p— K*+p)=pV(K—p—p2%). (5.11)

The experimental status of Egs. (5.9)-(5.11) is shown
in Table V in respect of certain individual values
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Tasie IV. The six independent amplitudes (u,m|u’) for the
process P+B— V4B, in terms of combinations defined in
Egs. (5.3)-(5.5). The other six can be obtained from the relation
{uym | u'y=(—1)p+m+u’{—y —m| —u'). For other notations see text.

{uym|p’) Amplitude
&+11%) 1V2k25in0[4cos0X D+ (X1 O 42X, 4+-3X,50) ]
3,015 —3[X, P +1k2(3 cos0—1) XD
+k2 cosf(X, ) 4+2X,)]
&-113) —1v2k? sind
X[4 cosfX M4 (X, 42X, —3X,3,0) ]
&1 -5 VZE? sin? §X,H
3,0]—1%) — 32 sin6[4 cosf X+ (X, — X,O)]
G—11-3% —H2[X, D —2E2(3 cos—1) X,

—Fk2 cosf(X 1) —X)]

pm,m 7. The pattern of agreement may at best be de-
scribed as fair, though it must be remembered that the
experimental figures are not strictly at zero angle, but
are averaged over certain small value of ¢

This model does not predict relations between
density-matrix elements pm ¥ for a specific process.
However, if one uses only the (+) terms or the (—)
terms, it is possible to deduce the relation

po,o” (m=p— p'n)=%.

(5.12)

It may be of some interest to compare this predic-
tion with experiment. In this connection Miller e al.28
made an analysis of the density-matrix elements for
this process, after taking account of the interference
between the 7=0 and 7'=1 contributions to the final
m+r~ state. If we ignore the contribution of the 7=0
part of po,0”, the trace relation is simply

po,0"+2p11V=1. (5.13)
This gives the estimate
po,0” —p11"=3% (5.14)

for the process 7=p— p% at 0=0, which seems to
compare very favorably with the value (=0.64--0.13)
that can be read from Fig. 30 of Ref. 26. It may be noted
that the validity of this result in our QQQ model is a
result of the dynamical assumptions (i) of spin and
SU(3) independence of the QQ force, and (ii) preponder-
ance of the QQ force over QQ. It does not depend on
the (more controversial) assumption (iii) discussed in

TaBie V. Experimental verification of density-matrix sum rules (5.9)-(5.11) for the processes PB — VB. The
data are given for all the elements, po,o, p1,~1, and Repy,o.

Piap Py,
Process (BeV/e) po,0 P11 Rep1,0 Process  (BeV/c) po,0 p1,—1 Rep,0
7 p— K*As 3.8-—4.2 0.266=0.11 0.1644-0.08 .. K=p— wAb 4.1 0.1_0,0%016 0.1840.16 cee
K-p— K*me 4.1 0.5 =+0.1 —0.03 +0.08 —0.5 4005 K p-—>wAd 3.5 0.28+0.15 0.1540.1 0.082-0.08
K+*p— K**tpe 3.5 0.27 £0.08 0.26 £0.07 0.1240.05 Kp—pztd 3.5  0.1740.08 0.1740.08 0.014-0.04

s Reference 25. b J, Mott et al., Phys. Rev, Letters 18, 355 (1967).

20D, H. Miller ¢ al., Phys. Rev. 153, 1423 (1967).

© Reference 27.

d Reference a (iii) of Table I.
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Sec. 2, about the s-wave nature of the QQ force. As for
the possible effects of interference between the (+)
and (—) terms, one would expect these to be small if
one type can be shown to dominate over the other.
Indeed, as will be seen later in this section, it is possible
to fit the density-matrix results mainly with (—) terms,
with a little mixture of (4 ) terms.

A result of the form (5.12) within the additivity model
could not be discerned in the work of Ref. 7. A calcula-
tion performed by the present authors, however,
answers this question in the negative. A result of this
type may therefore be thought to have a bearing on the
dynamical aspects of the QQQ model, such as the
validity of the assumptions (i) and (ii) listed in Sec. 2.

We note in passing a sum rule, obtained by using

only (+) terms, viz.,

p1,0"=V2 cotbpi, 1" . (5.15)

However, it is not in good agreement with some recent
data.?6:2” This may be regarded as an argument in
favor of the dominance of the (—) terms over (+)

terms.
As further tests of this model, we have made a

detailed comparison of the element pg,o” at 6=0 for the
processes N — pN and KN — K*N with available
data. For this purpose we have made use of the equality
(2.13) but not of the inequalities (2.14) and (2.15). The
results with pure (4) or pure (—) amplitudes are,
respectively, represented by

) 1 [3a0+8(b065(+)+b1f(+’)]2

Po, - Z ) (516)
"3 g 32(bd P57 P)?
1 [a+2(bd O+ b7 ] (5.17)
po,o T == - - .
R N
where
B i P )
AP = O=——  (5.18)
D —F DO —F&)
B2 FE) i )
f(+)= f ) f(_)=—_f—~—a (519)
DH—FH DO —F&)

and (ag,bo,b1) are certain linear combinations of the
SU(3) coefficients #4’, u4”, ug', us”. These expres-
sions are seen to be identical through the simple
correspondence

4P 2dO), P 2fo) (5.20)

so that the predictions of the theory in respect of the
parameter po,o(§=0) are exactly the same with (4)
or (—) amplitudes. A typical fit to the data with only
(—) amplitudes is obtained with

dor=—3, JO=41, (5.21)

2 Manuel G. Doncel (unpublished).
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TasLE VI The density-matrix elements po,o¥ at =0 for the
processes mp — pp and Kp — K*p, for only the (—) amplitudes,
as well as for the combination of (+) and (—) amplitudes de-
scribed in Sec. V. The experimental values (which are averaged
over small values of momentum transfer) and the corresponding
laboratory momenta are also listed.

pa,”o -
Q0@ model
Lab with (4)  with (=)
momentum and (=) amplitudes
Process (BeV/c) Experimental amplitudes alone
R N T T ur—
TP P 4b 0.53+0.12 0.51 0.60
7 p— pn 2.75¢  0.7740.09 0.58 0.67
d
om0 SEMYL o ax
d
Kp=K {5ia  Oisiols) 048 0.58
d
Kp—Kon {303 01 0.46 0.56

2 Aachen-Berlin-CERN Collaboration, Phys. Letters 22, 533 (1967).

b Aachen-Birmingham-Bonn-Hamburg-London (I.C.)-Miinchen Col-
laboration, Nuovo Cimento 31, 729 (1964).

¢ Reference 26,

d Reference 27.

The results which are shown in Table VI are seen
to be only in fair agreement with experiment. A counter-
part of Eq. (5.21) with (+) amplitudes is

d®P=-21/8, fH=43, (5.22)

Clearly the agreement can be greatly improved by a
suitable admixture of (4) and (—) amplitudes. In
this respect, results of Sec. 4 for PB— PB* processes
suggest that (—) amplitudes are definitely more useful
than (+) amplitudes (which give zero for such pro-
cesses). Therefore, we look for a better fit with the data
using a dominance of (—) amplitudes. Now, the
density matrix involves the further parameter

R=(DW—F®)/[F(DO—F)],  (5.23)

which is an index of the mixture of (4) and (=)
amplitudes. A typical fit with R=—0.1, which is also
shown in Table VI, indicates the greatly improved
nature of the agreement. A comparison of Egs. (5.21)
and (5.22) with the inequalities (2.14) and (2.15) shows
that except for the (probably spurious) agreement with
d®3> f, the other inequalities are either not satis-
fied, or can not be tested. This fact probably speaks
against the simple s-wave assumption [assumption
(i) ], but does not invalidate assumptions (i) and (ii).

As for the angular distributions of the density
matrices, these are given by rather unwieldy expressions
involving a large number of parameters, even if only one
type of amplitudes, say (—), were considered. As this
would prevent any simple conclusions from being drawn
on the basis of comparison with experiment, we have
refrained from such an analysis for the case PB — VB.

Finally, we note that the analysis has been carried
out by considering all the parameters A, etc., as
relatively real, in order to avoid having a much larger
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number of independent parameters as against totally
inadequate experimental data. This, however, may not
be a serious handicap since the data on these matrix
elements are only with respect to their real parts.?

6. PROCESSES PB— VB*

As in Sec. 5, the analysis of these processes can be
made in terms of the matrix element

(W m| )= WX, Vinlua*A+usBYSx,"; P), (6.1)

where the spatial function ¥ is the same as before, but
the spin-3 function X* now appears in the final state.
The SU(3)-matrix elements #4° and #* of the operators
#go‘Y) between octet and decuplet states can be read
off from Table IT of QMB. Again, as in Sec. 5, we use the
same notation for the orbital matrix elements of the
meson-quark amplitudes as for the latter themselves.2?
In this case, only the following combinations of the
amplitudes are relevant for the various processes:

Vi® = (ua+2up9)4:1F (6.2)
V@ = (2u4'+ ) D+ (s —up)b® . (6.3)

These parameters give rise to a set of amplitudes
listed in Table VII for a given PB— VB* process
[without explicit reference to the actual SU(3) indices].
These amplitudes obey the symmetry relation

(= =m|=p)ye= (= 1)+ sm|u).  (6.4)

For comparison with experiment, we first look for
possible sum rules between the V-meson density-matrix
elements pm,n ¥ and the corresponding decuplet ele-
ments pm,m?. A general relation for a given process
which takes into account both (4) and (—) quark-
meson amplitudes, and is valid for all angles, is

$[0s,s2+V3ps,—12]=p1,1"+p1,1¥ 6.5)

This relation, which has been checked in sufficient
detail for all the processes K—p— p¥V1¥, mp— pN¥,
mp— wN* and Kp — K*N* by Bialas and Zalewski,!
is fairly well satisfied within the experimental inac-
curacies. However, the satisfaction of this relation in
our model means something more than what was im-
plied by the authors of Ref. 11, viz., that it is a test of
the additivity or independent quark model. Since in the
QQQ model, we are taking account of all the multiple
scattering effects within the QQQ system, the validity
of this result clearly goes beyond the simple additivity
assumption.

More specialized relations between the density-
matrix elements are obtained if one considers the ()

2 There would, however, be some contributions to the elements
that would be mlssed by considering the amplitudes as relatively
real. More specifically, in our simplified analysis we have ignored
the contributions of terms of the form (Ima) (Imbd), in the evalua-
tion of quantities like Re(a*D).

% This is clearly justified, since the spatial wave function of the
baryon decuplet is the same as for the baryon octet.
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Tasre VII. The five independent amplitudes (u',m|u) for
the process PB — VB* in terms of the combinations defined in
Egs. (6.2) and (€.3). The others can be obtained from the relations
3m|$)=v3G4,m|—1%), (,113)=—(},—1(3), and the symmetry
relation (6.4

(! ym | ) Amplitude
G119 2Y> sin%
3013 —V2[3Y:©0 sing—3 ¥, sing
+2Y 5P sing cosd]
3,—113)  —=[Vi®P =¥ cosf+ V2 cosd
— 37, (3 cos?0—1)]
3,113 (=VH[Y19 sinb+-2Y,) sing+4Y,H sind cosb]
SAUEY (WHLYLD 4V, cosf+-2V2) cosd
+4Y2M (3 cos?0—1)]
or (—) meson-quark amplitudes separately. Thus for
(+) amplitudes only, the following relations are derived
o117 =%p3,30 (6.6)
p1-1"=(4/V3)ps, 1" (6.7)

It may be of interest to note that the SU(6)w model
also predicts the stronger relations (6.6) and (6.7) for
the process Kp— K*N*. However, the experimental
data in Table VIIT do not seem to provide any con-
vincing tests in this regard. A second relation, obtain-
able only with (4) amplitudes is

p1.0"=2(+/%)ps,1?

whose experimental status is again rather uncertain.®
Using (—) amplitudes alone, one does not obtain the
specialized relations (6.6) and (6.7) except in the forward
direction 8=0, where (6.6) is true and (6.7) reduces to
the trivial result 0=0. Another result, which is true
only for (—) amplitudes at all angles, is

(6.8)

p3.12=0. (6.9)

This appears to be roughly consistent with the cor-
responding experimental density-matrix elements for
the processes wtp — pON*++ and Kt+p — KH}ON*++27.31
The angular distributions predicted by pure (—) ampli-
tudes for the density matrices pm,»"'? are as follows:

3 14-cos?
P3, 3D=‘ —_— (610)
8 1+a+cos20
p3,1?=0, (6.11)
sin20
Ps, —1P= "F ) (612)
14-a-cos?6

30 At 8 BeV/c this relation is fairly well satisfied for the process
7tp — pON*++ where the experimental numbers for the left-hand
side and the rxght-hand side of Eq. (6.8) are, respectively, —0.119
#+0.025 and —0.12140.05. On the other hand, at 4 BeV/c the
respective sides are —0.06:0.03 and —0.016=0. 04. In these data,
the |¢| value is averaged up to 0.3 (BeV/c)2.
3 D. Brown et al., Phys. Rev, Letters 19, 664 (1967).
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Tasre VIII. Comparison of sum rules (6.6) and (6.7) for den51ty—matr1x parameters [with (4) amphtude only] with available data
N+

for the processes K*p — K¥N*H+ gtp— g0 ¥+

+ and 7tp — 0

Plab |¢] interval Relation Relation

Process (BCV/C) (Be\,/ﬂ)2 Pl,lv = %pgvan pl,_lv = (4/\6’)[)3‘_.1[)
K+p— K¥ON*++ 38 0.1 0.06 +0.04 0.0 £0.07 0.08-0.08 0.0440.15
0.2 0.1 =+0.5 0.124-0.1 —0.0240.05 —0.2340.18

0.72 0.28 =0.08 0.27£0.11 0.224-0.08 0.144-0.2

3.5+ 0.1 0.15 £0.05 0.1540.12 —0.134:0.08 —0.2524:0.18

0.25 0.13 £0.05 0.0 £0.13 0.032:0.09 —0.14+0.16

0.64 0.19 +0.05 -0.0320.1 0.084:0.08 —0.160.16

50 0.1 0.09 £0.04 0.2340.09 —0.072:0.07 —0.0940.18

0.27 0.17 30.04 0.28+0.11 0.0940.08 0.09-£0.21

atp — pON*HE 4b 0.07 0.08 +0.03 0.1320.05 0.020.03 0.05£0.08
0.8 0.42 =+0.02 0.2740.05 0.044-0.04 0.2 £0.09

_ 8¢ 0.3 0.11 =0.02 0.06:0.04 —0.032:0.02 0.034-0.06
7tp — WIN*Ht 4 <0.6 0.26 +0.05 0.2 40.01 0.134:0.05 0.03940.18
8¢ <0.6 0.36540.05 0.3240.11 0.1740.08 0.09-0.09

a The data are averaged up to |#| <0.1 (BeV/c)? for all cases. See Ref. 27.

b See Ref. 3.
¢ Reference a of Table V.

sin20-+a cos?6

he data ::a[re compared at |¢] <0.07 (BeV/c)2%,

Po,0V= ,
14a-cos?d
1 (1—a) sinf cosf
pl 0V= — e
V2 14a+cos?
sin®@
pr”=~}a——
1- 1—a+c0520
V1427,
V) — Ve
T T T T T T
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Fi6. 1. The density-matrix elements of p¥ and p?, as functions
of cosf, for the process ntp — pON*++, The results of the present
model are shown by solid hnes and those of the OPE model by
dashed lines. The experimental points are taken from Ref. 32.

The rest of the discussion in this section concerns
the comparison of individual matrix elements with
experiment using a dominance of (—) amplitudes as in
Sec. 5. The value of the parameter o for mp — pN* is

geometrical, viz.,
a=4,

since ¥'1)=0 for this process. For mp — wN¥*, we first
take the physical  in terms of the ‘‘ideal mixing

angle,”?® as
=— 3wt /3ws,
in which case we have, from Egs. (6.2), (6.3), and (6.16),
A1+ 40O 25

A1) =20 —p)

(6.17)

o=

Using the same ratios (5.21) for the parameters as
used for PB— VB, we have a=2.56. In Figs. 1 and 2
we compare the angular distributions for the processes
wtp — pON*+ and 7tp — wON*+, respectively, with
the available data. The solid lines are the predictions of
our model and are found to be in fairly good agreement
with recent datad! for 0< [{] <0.8 (BeV/c)2 Indeed,
the agreement looks better than the one for the one-
pion-exchange (OPE) model with absorption,®? the
curves for which are also included for comparison.

A closer examination is of interest for the density-
matrix elements at 6=0. For mp — oN*, we have the
geometrical numbers

2 D__1
=3, P33 T8,

0,0
p31P=ps,1P=p1,0"=p1,17=0.

For the other SU(3) processes, these quantities also

depend on d©™ and f© via the parameter o of Eq.

(6.16). In Table IX are listed the values of po,0” and

p3,3P at §=0 for the processes mwtp— p'N¥++, 7tp—

32 Aachen-Berlin-Birmingham-Bonn-Hambur
Miinchen Collaboration, Phys. Rev. 138, B897 ?1

London (I.C.)-
965).
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WON*H K+p — K¥N*+H) and K—p— K¥~N** against
their experimental values. The agreement looks quite
satisfactory for all the measured cases except for the
process K+p— K*¥ON*++ where the calculated value
po,0”=0.33 differs significantly from the experimental
value of 0.9. It may be noted that the SU(6)w predic-
tion for this number is also 0.33,% in agreement with
our result. This discrepancy has been shown to be
remedied in the peripheral model by using appropriate
physical masses in the propagators for the exchanged
particles.2” However, the QQQ model by itself cannot
throw further light on this question without reference
to a more detailed mechanism for the quark interactions.

7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have tried to present a fairly detailed comparison
of the QQQ model with experimental results for several
meson-baryon processes. The specific processes con-
sidered are PB-— PB, PB— PB*, PB— PB®"),
PB— VB, PB— VB* where B, B* are the 8 and 10
members of the 56 baryons and B a negative-parity
baryon belonging to the (70,17) representation of
SU(6)®0(3). The predictions are of the following
types:

(1) sum rules for total and differential cross sections,

(2) density-matrix sum rules for a given process,

(3) angular distribution of density-matrix elements,
with special reference to their zero-angle behavior.
These predictions can not only be tested with experi-
ment, but can also be compared with those of contem-
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Fi16. 2. The density-matrix elements of p¥ and p?, as functions
of cosf, for the process 7tp — w?N**+, The results of the present
model are shown by solid lines and those of the OPE model by
dashed lines. The experimental points are taken from Ref. 32.

o M. G. Doncel and E. de Rafael, Nuovo Cimento 42, 426
(1966).
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TasLe IX. Predictions of the Q@ model for the density-matrix
elements po.o¥ and p33?=3(1—po,0¥) at 9=0, using onlys(—)
amplitudes (as described in Sec. 6) for the processes n*p ~— pON**++,
K+p— K*N*++ and 7tp — o®'N*+ as well as the corresponding
experimental values averaged over small momentum transfers.

Lab
momentum pooV p3,3P
. Process (BeV/c) Experiment Theory Experiment Theory
THp — pONET+ 4a 0.77 2:0.04 . (0.080.03 }
g {077 50,08 } oes {o0s003] 012
xtp — WONFH 2,770 0.56 +0.01 0.1540.01
48 0.47 4-0.05 0.56 0.154:0.04 0.165
8a 0.26 4-0.10 0.244-0.08
K+p — KHON#*++ 3¢ 0.88 +-0.04 0.0 =+0.07
3.5¢ 0.7 +0.05 0.33 0.11-£0.12 0.25
5o 0.82 +0.03 0.180.07

s Reference a of Table VI. Data for reactions (1) and (2) are averaged
over the |¢| values up to 0.3 (BeV/c)2 and 0.6 (BeV/c)2, respectively.

b 8. S. Yamamoto et al., Phys. Rev. 140, B730 (1965).

o Reference 27.

porary models, especially the additivity assumption for
quark amplitudes ! and SU(6) w symmetry considered
by previous authors.?7-33

An essential feature of the QQQ model is the appear-
ance of two types of meson-quark amplitudes, the ()
and (—) types. Physically, the (—) amplitudes come
about from p-wave structures in the initial and final
meson-quark (QQQ) wave functions, while the (4)
amplitudes are mainly the result of overlaps between
corresponding s-wave structures. To keep the number
of parameters at a reasonably low level, we have ex-
amined the possibility of fitting the data with only one
type of amplitudes. In this respect we have been
guided by the consideration that for certain processes,
especially PB — PB*, which are observed to be strong
experimentally, only the (—) amplitudes contribute
while the (4) amplitudes vanish exactly. This suggests
that we look for fits with predominantly (—) ampli-
tudes, and add small mixtures of the (4) amplitudes
only if necessary. In several cases we find that the pre-
dictions with only (+4) or only (—) amplitudes are
identical; for example, the processes PB— VB and
PB— VB* have the same density-matrix structures
in terms of either (4) or (—) amplitudes. With regard
to the processes PB— VB¥, the (+) amplitudes give
rise to certain extra density-matrix sum rules whose
experimental status is however rather uncertain. From
these considerations, we have taken the (—) amplitudes
as the main basis of parametrization. This gives quite
satisfactory experimental fits for most processes, except
for PB— VB, where a small (~109,) admixture of
(+) amplitudes is indicated.

We note further that the cross-section sum rules
derived in Sec. 3 are completely general, in that these
include the effects of both (4) and (—) amplitudes.
We would also like to stress that as far as meson-baryon
processes are concerned, these sum rules are more
general than corresponding results deducible from the
pure additivity assumption inasmuch as the present
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model allows for multiple-scattering effects within the
0QQ system.

Another result (found in Sec. 6), which does not
depend on the existence of only (+4-) or only (—) ampli-
tudes, is the density-matrix relation (6.5) for the process
PB— VB* In this connection, we repeat the remarks
made in Sec. 6 that since the relation (6.5) survives the
multiple scattering effects within the QQQ system, its
validity is again more general than its deduction from
a pure additivity model would seem to suggest.

Other results found in the last section depend on
additional assumptions, one of which is the dominance
of (—) amplitudes. Since even this assumption leaves
as many as six free parameters, we have here an op-
portunity to test the more specific dynamical assump-
tions of the QQQ model which reduce the number of
independent (—) amplitudes still further. In this
respect, we have tried to examine separately the effects
of the three dynamical assumptions noted in Sec. 2.
Now, the two assumptions, viz., (i) dominance of the
QQ force over QQ force, and (ii) spin and SU(3)-spin
independence of the QQ force, which reduce the effec-
tive number of (—) amplitudes to four, seem to be very
consistent with the experimental results. However, the
third assumption, viz., a dominance of the s-wave
QQ force, does not find support from experiment, since
the large value of the ratio ¢/ f™ which is needed
to fit the density-matrix data goes against the spirit of
this assumption.

Certain ‘‘geometrical” results obtained only with
(—) amplitudes are the angular distributions for the
density matrices in PB— VB* and the sum rule

p3,32=3(1—po,"),

valid for all SU(3) processes of this type in the forward
direction §=0. Indeed, the angular distributions of the
density matrices predicted for the processes wp — p/N*
and mp — wN* not only agree well with experiment, but
the agreement looks even better than for the OPE model
with absorption.’? It may be noted that the angular
distribution involves only one free parameter a [Eq.
(6.16)] for the process wp — wN*, while for the process
mp —> pN* this parameter has a fixed value a=4. The
zero-angle values of the density matrices are equally
satisfactory except for Kp — K*N*, a discrepancy also
shared by the SU(6)w results.

The analysis as a whole suggests that certain general
features of this model seem to stand experimental test-
ing fairly well. The most important one is the very
classification of multiple-scattering effects into two
parts, the one within the QQQ system taking precedence
over the multiple-scattering effects on the meson by the
quark constituents of baryons, by virtue of the assump-
tion that the QQ force is much stronger than QQ force.
Another hypothesis, which also survives experimental
testing fairly well, is the approximate spin and SU(3)
independence of the QQ force. A third feature of the
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QQQ model, which concerns the form of parametriza-
tion of the various amplitudes, suggests that the (—)
amplitudes are experimentally preferred over the (4)
amplitudes with respect to most processes that can
distinguish between their individual effects.

The predictions of this model have many points of
similarity with those of the additivity assumption as
well as SU(6)w, though the dynamical features are
different. Thus both the Q00 model as well as the addi-
tivity assumption give rise to the same density-matrix
sum rule (6.5). On the other hand, the additivity model
of Ref. 7 predicts zero values for certain density-matrix
elements for vector-meson production, such as pi,o,
while the QQQ model does not. This feature of the QQQ
model facilitates a meaningful comparison with experi-
ment even for nonzero values of § with quite encouraging
results, while the additivity model makes sense for these
elements only in the forward direction.

Comparison of the Q00 model with the predictions
of SU(6)w puts the former in a more favorable position
in relation to experiment for many PB— VB* pro-
cesses, as can be seen from the details of Sec. 6. How-
ever, for “bad” cases like Kp— K*N*  while the
SU(6)w model contains a built in mechanism for
suitable corrections,? the present model cannot answer
such questions without further dynamical assumptions
on the mechanism of the QQ and QQ forces (e.g.,
vector-meson exchange).

The QQQ model is, in principle, capable of making
predictions on double-density matrices, just as certain
authors have done for the additivity model. However,
in the latter analysis, the interesting sum rules are
those in which the amplitudes of all the related processes
MB— MB, BB— BB, and BB— BB are involved.
The present analysis in terms of only meson-baryon
(M B) processes, does not yield any interesting sum
rule involving M B processes alone, except for the
(uninteresting) SU(3)-type relations. Moreover, double
density matrices also involve the imaginary parts of
the amplitudes which are known to be quite appreci-
able.?s This would effectively double the number of
parameters compared with the analysis of single density
matrices, so that hardly any physical insight would be
expected from a study of such matrices, unless a more
economical model were considered.

Finally, we should like to mention a different type
of Q00 model, which has been suggested by Watson?
recently, for an understanding of backward scattering
in certain reactions. While backward scattering is
usually attributed to baryon exchange between a meson
and a baryon, this author considers the process to occur
as a result of a simultaneous exchange of a diquark
and an antiquark between the respective hadrons. This
effectively involves a diquark-antiquark scattering
process (presumably through a baryon exchange)

3 P, J. S. Watson, Phys. Letters 25B, 287 (1967).
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occurring between the exchanged constituents of the
hadrons. The present QQQ model is of a rather com-
plementary nature, however. Here a quark of the
baryon scatters against the full Q0 structure of the
meson with or without rearrangement, instead of (as in
Watson) a diquark of the baryon scattering against
the antiquark of the meson. Moreover, our QQQ
amplitude is not just approximated by a baryon-
exchange term, but analyzed in a very general manner
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in terms of certain scalar functions which have been
called (+) and (—) amplitudes in the text.
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We reformulate the central idea of Greenberg’s N-quantum approximation (NQA) as a power-counting
procedure. This allows for a more direct application of the NQA idea. Applied to the Lee model, this re-
formulation yields results identical to those obtained by Pagnamenta. The procedure is also applied in the
lowest two orders to the relativistic 4 (x)? interaction. The lowest-order results differ in a nontrivial way
from those obtained by Greenberg. The power-counting procedure cannot be applied to the 4 (x)® model
quite as straightforwardly as to the Lee model. However, with the Lee-model results at hand, the modifica-
tions necessary to produce equations that have a finite term-by-term iterative solution suggest themselves

quite naturally.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE N-quantum approximation (NQA) is a non-

perturbative method for calculating the Heisen-
berg field operators of a specified quantum field
theory.!* It employs an expansion of the Heisenberg
field in terms of normal-ordered products of a complete
set of asymptotic field operators, wherein the expansion
coefficients are essentially vertex functions or scattering
amplitudes for the various processes allowed by the
specific Lagrangian.® In general, there are an infinite
number of distinct scattering processes, and the approxi-
mation that is made is to retain only a finite number of
them in this expansion. Unfortunately, a straightfor-
ward truncation leads to difficulties with the conven-
tional renormalization program, and therefore some
effects of the omitted terms in the expansion must be
recovered. We shall refer to such a recovery operation
as NQA renormalization.

Greenberg! has investigated the first nontrivial
truncation of the A4 (x) interaction and has devised a
NQA renormalization scheme for that case. However,
Research

* Supported by the University of Delaware

Foundation.

1 0. W. Greenberg, Phys. Rev. 139, B1038 (1965) ; 156, (E)1742
(1967) ; also, A. Halprin, bid. 156, 1552 (1967).

2 For bound states, see O. W. Greenberg and R. J. Genolio,
Phys. Rev. 150, 1070 (1966).

3 R. Haag, Kgl. Danske Videnskab. Selskab, Mat.-Fys. Medd.
29, No. 12 (1955).

only a partial rationale for using that particular pro-
cedure is provided; we refer specifically to the “third
go-around.” Pagnamenta? has used a similar NQA
renormalization procedure in a treatment of the static
Lee model,’ but a third go-around is not required there
because of the simplicity of the model.

In Sec. II, we reformulate the NQA for the Lee model
as a quasiperturbative approximation in which the
rules for quasipower counting lead automatically to
renormalized equations. Such a formulation allows
for a greater variety of approximations than those
entertained in the straightforward NQA. For example,
the two- and three-quantum approximations of Pagna-
menta are identical to the third- and fifth-order
approximations of the quasiperturbative formulation,
respectively. Our main point, however, is the automatic
renormalization.

The quasiperturbative approach is applied in Sec.
III to the A (x)* model.® In third order, which corre-
sponds to a two-quantum approximation, we obtain a
nonlinear integral equation for the vertex function
that is renormalized except for a self-energy term. This
remaining difficulty is dealt with by imposing a be-
havior on the mass renormalization counter term

4 Antonio Pagnamenta, Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 39, 453 (1966).

5T, D. Lee, Phys. Rev. 95, 1929 (1954).

6J. C. Ward, Phys. Rev. 79, 406 (1950); C. A. Hurst, Proc.
Cambridge Phil. Soc. 48, 625 (1952); W. Thirring, Helv. Phys.
Acta 26, 33 (1953).



