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In this paper we use a simple model to include the effects of nuclear charge change in 8 decay. We develop
the point-nucleus Fermi function for the daughter nucleus in perturbation theory to Z%? and corrections
to it arising from the change in nuclear charge. The model considers only Coulomb interactions between
the static parent-daughter nucleus with the leptons and allows for pair creation. This model has been used
by Chern et al. and by Halpern and Chern to obtain analytical model dependences of the finite nuclear
size, screening, and static 8-vertex correction to first order in . The divergences in the Fermi function are
shown to have the same source as the divergences occuring in this model due to the change in nuclear charge,
so that both types of divergence must be treated in the same manner, including the use of the same cutoff.
We find that the Zo? contribution to the transition probability per unit time calculated from this model is
comparable to the screening correction, and thus must be included if one takes the screening into account.
An uncertainty has arisen in the literature concerning the incorporation of the first-order radiative cor-
rection into the Fermi function. We find from this model that the approximate factorization previously used
in the literature to order « is also valid to order a2 for nuclei with Z less than that of Al%6. The validity of
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this factorization for higher Z is still unresolved.

1. INTRODUCTION

ONSIDERABLE attention has recently been given

to the precise determination of the vector coupling
constant G, for nuclear 8 decay.’~? This attention has
been focused on the calculation of several small correc-
tions to the theoretical B-decay transition probability
obtained by using the point-nucleus Fermi function.
These corrections include the electromagnetic radiative
corrections*~7 and the modification of the point-nucleus
Fermi function by nuclear size and structure effects,®-12
and screening of the nuclear Coulomb field by the atomic
electrons.’*1% The vector coupling constant is calcu-
lated by applying these corrections to the experimental
ft values for a series of pure Fermi decays (0T — 0%).
The precise values of G, obtained are important
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in assessing the problem of universality in the weak
interactions.!®

All of these corrections except the radiative correction
have in the past been treated by constructing numerical
solutions of the Dirac equation for suitably modified
static potentials, resulting in the modification of the
point-nucleus Fermi function. The radiative correction,
however, cannot be generated by a static potential, so
it has been treated in perturbation theory, using the
techniques of quantum electrodynamics. A simple
model has recently been discussed by Chern ef al.? which
uses a perturbation calculation and is capable of treat-
ing analytically, and in a consistent manner, finite nu-
clear size, screening, and the Coulomb interaction be-
tween the electron and the static parent-daughter
nucleus (which gives rise to the bulk of the radiative
correction to order a) as corrections to the point-nucleus
Fermi function. Halpern and Chern!? have extended
this model to calculate the nuclear model dependences
of these effects. The results obtained are found to be
in good agreement with those obtained by other methods
for those simple static nuclear charge distributions that
have been considered previously in the literature. In
addition, they have considered a more realistic nuclear
model based on the nuclear charge distribution of
Hofstadter'” and the single-particle simple-harmonic-
oscillator model for the nuclear matrix elements. It is
found that the model dependence of the finite-nuclear-
size correction is comparable to the screening correction,
making it imperative that one use the most realistic
nuclear model available. Since the screening is such a
small effect (<0.39%, of fof), it was realized that the
model used generates logarithmically divergent terms
of order Za? that could be comparable to the screening
and that have their origin in the change in nuclear

16 N. Brene, M. Roos, and A. Sirlin, CERN Report, Ref., T.H.
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charge during the 8 decay. In the present work, we use
the same basic field-theoretic model, which includes the
effects of nuclear charge change in 8 decay. We develop
the point-nucleus Fermi function to Z%? and correc-
tions to it arising from the change in nuclear charge.
The model considers only Coulomb interactions between
the static parent-daughter nucleus with the leptons and
allows for pair creation. We show that these Za? con-
tributions are indeed comparable to the screening cor-
rection so that consistency requires that they be in-
cluded in applications where the screening is significant.
These Za? terms form part of the radiative correction to
the 3 decay as is discussed below.

In treating the electromagnetic interaction in per-
turbation theory, one generates the effect of the usual
static-Coulomb interaction as well as the electrodynamic
effects associated with transverse photons. The Coulomb
interaction between the emitted B particle and the
static point-charge daughter nucleus has of course been
treated by solving the Dirac equation for an electron
in a Coulomb field, and results in the point-charge
Fermi function Fo(Z,E). Thus, in the perturbation
treatment one separates out that part of the transition
probability to a given order in a that can be identified
with Fy to the same order; the remainder is then re-
garded as a radiative correction to Fo(Z,E). This has
previously been done in the literature only to first order
in @, to which order no divergences appear in Fy(Z,E).
This so-called radiative correction can be further divided
into two parts. The first of these parts, which we call
the B-vertex correction, arises from those processes that
involve the interchange of virtual photons only between
the nucleus and the leptons. The second part arises
from processes that involve interchange of virtual pho-
tons among the leptons in addition to possible inter-
changes with the nucleus. These include processes nor-
mally associated with the charge and mass renormaliza-
tion of the electron.

The model used in this paper treats only the static
part of the B-vertex correction. Berman® and Chern
et al.® have shown that this static g-vertex correction
accounts for ~Z of the radiative correction to first order
in a, and gives rise to the bulk of the ultraviolet di-
vergence. The major part of the divergence to first order
in a is thus shown to arise because of the sudden change
in the charge of the nucleus associated with the 8 decay.
It is this divergence, which is directly associated with
the divergences in the Fermi function for nuclear 8
decay, with which we are concerned in this paper, since
it has been our purpose to calculate Fo(Z,E) and cor-
rections to it in a consistent manner. The approximation
of keeping only the static B-vertex correction is consist-
ent with the previous treatments of Chern et al.? and
Halpern and Chern,'? which obtain the Fermi function
and analytical-model-dependent corrections to it using
the physical particle masses and charges, ignoring purely
electrodynamic-type corrections. Thus, using the same
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basic model to calculate the static g-vertex part of the
radiative correction we are able to incorporate it con-
sistently as one of the several corrections to the point-
nucleus Fermi function.

It should be pointed out that even if one were to treat
all the divergences that appear in the radiative correc-
tion in some consistent manner, one would then have to
recalculate the Fermi function using this new “cutoff”
since the point-nucleus Fermi function explicitly con-
tains a configuration-space cutoff and provides the
major part of the electromagnetic interaction between
the nucleus and the electron. Our approach treats those
divergences in the radiative correction that clearly arise
in the same manner as the divergences in Fo(Z,E). We,
of course, do not claim that our model solves all of the
problems associated with the radiative corrections, but
it does contain the major part of the physics and makes
clear the way of treating some of the divergences in a
physically meaningful way, which is forced upon us if
we take the point-nucleus Fermi function as our starting
point. This is the point of view taken in our series of
papers previously referred to and that has implicitly
been taken in all previous calculations of the vector cou-
pling constant based on a universal Fermi interaction.

It has been pointed out!8 that the divergent contribu-
tion to Fo(Z,E) to order Z%? is comparable to and of
the same sign as the ultraviolet divergent part of the
first-order static B-vertex correction. The model used
here produces both of these divergent terms and allows
us to show that they both axise from the same source
and have the same form so that the cutoff procedure
used must be the same in both cases.

Furthermore, an ambiguity has arisen in the litera-
ture concerning the incorporation of the radiative cor-
rection into the Fermi function.®!6 In a first-order per-
turbation calculation using a plane-wave expansion of
the electron field operators, the transition probability
per unit time for a negatron decay is found to be pro-
portional to

w=1+rZaE/p+R.C)a. (1.1)

The first two terms are recognized as the expansion of
Fy(Z,E) to order Za, so that we write

w=(Fo)zat+(R.C.)a, (1.2)

where (R.C.)a can now be interpreted as a radiative cor-
rection added to Fo(Z,E). Since we know Fo(Z,E) to all
orders in Za, it is generally assumed that this portion of
the perturbation series can be summed to give

w=Fy(Z,E)+ [R.C.)a. (1.3)

Further, to this order in @, we can factor Eq. (1.2) in
the form

w(Fo)zo 14 (R.C.)a]. (1.4)

18B. Chern, Ph.D. thesis, University of North Carolina
(unpublished).
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Replacing (Fo)z« by Fo(Z,E) would now give
w=Fy(Z,E)[1+ (R.C.)e]. (1.5)

However, as pointed out by Chern et al.,* a proper
factorization of Eq. (1.3) is given by

w=Fy(Z,E)[14+(R.C.)a/Fy(Z,E)]. (1.6)

In fact, calculation of Eq. (1.3) to all orders would im-
ply that the complete radiative correction should replace
(R.C.)a in Eq. (1.6). Equations (1.5) and (1.6) differ
by terms of order Zo? and higher, which are especially
significant for heavy nuclei. In a recent paper, Brene,
Roos, and Sirlin'é have discussed this last point and
have emphasized the importance of calculating such
Za? terms which contribute to the second-order radia-
tive correction. We discuss this point in detail in Sec. 4.

2. GENERAL FORMALISM

It is well known that the major electromagnetic
effect in 8 decay is the Coulomb interaction between the
emitted @ particle and the daughter nucleus. This effect
was taken into account by Fermi'® by expanding the
electron field operators in the set of angular momentum
states for an electron in the Coulomb field of a point
nucleus with charge Ze. The transition probability per
unit time is proportional to

> YW@,

final spins

2.1)

where ¥(x) is to be evaluated at the point where the
decay occurs. If the nucleus is regarded as a point, then
¥(x) must be evaluated at the origin. Only the j=3%
wave functions are nonzero at the origin, and in fact
they diverge weakly there. This divergence is avoided
by assuming that the decay is most likely to occur near
the nuclear surface, so that we set x=R, the nuclear
radius. The resulting expression, the point-charge
Fermi function, is given by

Fo(Z,E)=[2Y/T(14+2S0) ] exp(rZaE/p)
X (2pR)* SV | T(So+iZaE/p) |2 (14S0)/2,

where,

2.2)

So=(1—Z2a?)112,
E2= p2fp.

Expanding this expression to second order in Zo, we
have

Fo®(Z,E)y=1tx7wZaE/p
+[37E*/p*+11/4—y—In(2pR) 1 2%, (2.3)

where y=0.57721 is Euler’s constant. The upper and
lower signs refer to 8~ and 8+ decays, respectively. This
form explicitly displays the small distance cutoff to
lowest order; the cutoff will of course appear in all
higher orders.

19 E. Fermi, Z. Physik 88, 161 (1934).
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The model that we use in the perturbation calculation
is the simplest model that is capable of generating the
Fermi function, including the finite-nuclear size and
screening, along with the essential features of the radia-
tive correction. As discussed in the Introduction, the
physical origin of the major part of the ultraviolet di-
vergence that occurs in the radiative correction to order
a is due to the sudden change in nuclear charge due to
the 8 decay. This feature is explicitly displayed in this
model by the use of a different potential according to
whether the interaction precedes or follows the 8 decays.
The bulk of this contribution comes from the static
B-vertex correction, which we calculate in this paper.

We carry out the calculation using ordinary non-
covariant perturbation theory, in which only the lepton
fields are quantized. For an allowed pure Fermi decay
we take the 8 interaction Hamiltonian

Hg=g' f @ YWt (1+vs)es, (2.4)
and the Coulomb interaction Hamiltonian
S (x")
H,= —Za/d%’ _— (2.5)
x|

We employ the usual plane-wave expansion for the lep-
ton field operators.2 The B-decay process, with the
static vertex corrections to second order, can then be
described by the diagrams in Fig. 1. The time ordering
of the vertices is explicitly displayed in these diagrams,
with the time increasing upward. As discussed in Sec.
1, these diagrams give only the static 8-vertex correc-
tions. Some typical electrodynamic-type corrections,
which also have a static limit, are shown in Fig. 2.
These may be interpreted as electromagnetic correc-
tions to the first-order B-vertex correction, and along
with the corrections to the electron lines, they are not
treated in this paper for the reasons discussed in the
Introduction. The transition matrix for an allowed pure
Fermi decay can then be written in the form

(fIH1|3)=g'M pui' (p)
X{La+(b+c)Za+ (d+e+ f+ g+ h+1) Z2%2]
+[—ca—(f+g+20i+0)) Zar+ (h+i)atT)
X(+vs)r(—q), (2.6)

where #(p) is a positive-energy free-particle electron
spinor, 2 (—q) is a negative-energy neutrino spinor,
M r is the Fermi-matrix element, and a, d, ¢, etc., are the
contributions from the respective diagrams in Fig. 1.
The explicit integrals for these diagrams are given in
Sec. 3. '

We see that the quantity in the first square bracket
of Eq. (2.6) is exactly the contribution that would be

% See, for example, G. Kéllén, Elementary Particle Physics
(Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., Inc., Reading, Mass., 1964).
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obtained by setting (Z—1) equal to Z in all of the dia-
grams. This quantity then gives the effect of the Cou-
lomb interaction between the emitted 8 particle and
a fixed nucleus of charge Z; that is, it represents the
wave function of the electron in the Coulomb field of the
daughter nucleus to this order. It is just this wave func-
tion that appears in the Fermi function, so that it is this
part of the amplitude that generates the Fermi function.
The second square bracket, which comes only from dia-

a(p)=1,
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b(p) =
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Fic. 1. Diagrams for g~ decay with
static-vertex correction to order o?.

grams ¢, f, g, h, and i, arises because of the change in
charge and will give rise to the static 8-vertex correction
to the Fermi function.

3. CALCULATION OF THE TRANSITION
PROBABILITY

The explicit integrals that appear in the transition
amplitude are

4
c(p)=— PRy /-d %

e(p)=

o=, [ [

k(p)= RY

(3.1a)
’ 3.1b
(Ip—K|*+ AM2E(E—Ey) (3.1)
(Er—a-k—pBu) exp(—ik-x) -
([p—k[*+ A2E(ELEr) 10
(4r)? . ) (Ewr+eo-K'+Bu) (Ex+ e kK'+Bu) exp(—ik’-x)
d(p)= / &k / P — : (3.1d)
(2n)° (|p—K" |+ A22Ey (E— By )(|K'— K |24 A2) 2B}, (E— Ey)
(4m)? /d%" /‘ . (Epr—a-K'—Bu) (Er~+ o K+ Bu) exp(—ik’-x) (3.16)
(2m)8 (lp=K" |24 A2)2Ep (Byt Ei) ([ K=K | 24 A2) 2B (E— Ey,) | °e
(B — e k" —Bu) (B +e-K'+-Bu) exp(—ik’-x) -
(|p=K" >4+ A%)2Ew (E+ B )(|K' =K |*4 A2)2E 3 (Ey+Epr) (310
e [0 (B - K’ B) (Fir— - K — ) exp(—ik'-x)
g(p)= fd% /d3k " " ' ’ (3'1g)
(211.)6 (,p-——k I2+A2)2Ekn(E”‘Eku)(lk -k 12+A2)2Ek/(Ekr+Ek~)
(47")2 fdgkII/dakl (Ek”_‘ﬂf'k/,'—‘ﬁﬂ)(Ek/—a'k/—ﬁM) exp(_ik,.x) (3 1h
(0K [+ &%) 2B (B B (K —K [+ A2 (4 Ep) )
(Exr+a-K'+Bu) (Er— - k' —Bu) exp(—ik’-x)
(3.1)

4 2
=D f g / oY .
L (oK (" A2 Bt B )([K'—K | 22)2E 0 (B Er)

The parameter A is introduced to account for the screening by the atomic electrons.’? We have treated the Coulomb
potential as the limit of a Yukawa potential. In the following we set A= 0 except where it would result in an infrared
divergence. This procedure is formally equivalent to assigning a small mass to the photon and then allowing the
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mass to go to zero.?! The coordinate x is a nuclear coordinate. Since we are not concerned with finite-nuclear-size
corrections here, we will put x=0 in what follows except where this would result in an ultraviolet divergence, in

which case we put x=R, a configuration-space cutoff of the order of the nuclear radius. In Egs. (3.1d) through

(3.1i), k' represents the momentum of the intermediate electron state that participates in the 8 vertex.
In order to calculate the transition probability per unit time, we need to construct the quantity

r= ¥

final spins

/ 0949, (| Hr |92,

(3.2)

where we are summing over the final lepton spins and directions since these are not observed in the particular ex-
periments of interest. Substituting Eq. (2.6) into Eq. (3.2) and performing the indicated sums gives

T=2g"*(4m)*| M |? Tr(1+vs) [{ e (p)a} 4 {a™\ 1. (p) (040)+ (0+0) N1 (D)} Zax
+{aN (D) (d+et fgthti)+ O+ @) (o) + ([d+et fHg+ it (D)a) Z%7]
+L—{a\ (D)ct+cN (D) a}a—{a"™\ (0) (f+g+2h+20)+ (f+ g+ 24+ 20) N (D)a
+ @+) ™\ (p)e+cNy (p) (0+0) } Zo2+ { ath\ . (p) (A+1)+c Ny (p) o+ (BN (p)a}o? TN (—q), (3.3)

where

M(p)=(E+a p+Bu)/2E 3.3)
is the positive energy projection operator for the elec-
tron, and

A(—q)=(g+e-q)/2g (3.3")

is the negalive energy projection operator for the
neutrino.

The combination (b+c¢) has been calculated by
Dalitz,®! in connection with the Coulomb scattering
problem, and subsequently by Chern!® as the zeroth-
order term in an expansion in powers of px, with the

result

4r (E+a-k+Bu)
b4-c)= a’k
(+0) (2#)3/ (|p—k|2H+A%)(E2—E2) p
4r {1772(E+[3ﬂ) I ('LA)

P 2

+r2:p|:i+i m(:—p:“ . (3.4)

where we have set A=0 where possible in the last line.
The integral ¢ itself has been calculated by Halpern!?

VY

Fi1e. 2. Some typical static contributions to the radiative
correction which have been neglected in this paper.

*I R. H. Dalitz, Proc. Roy. Soc. (London) A206, 509 (1951).

giving
7 (E+Bu) r 1 / E 1
Om T paep] T )i |
8 8 2r\pt/ 4p

1
_;[2—7—1n(PR):|- (3.5)

The expression for (b+c) given in the first line of Eq.
(3.4) can also be obtained by an approximation pro-
cedure that will be used to evaluate some of the higher-
order terms. Integrals b and ¢ can be separately arranged
to read

47
b)=— 3k
2 (2m)3 /d

(E+Ek\ (E+a-k+61)
2B, /(|p—k|*+2%) (B —E2),

+ &%k :
4 (Zvr)3/ (Ip—k|2+24%2E,’ ¢
@)= [a
77 ey
y (E—Ek\ (E+a-k-+8u)
2B, /(|p—k|*+2%) (B~ E),
4 1
—_ a3k . .
(21r)3/ (|p—k|°4A%)2E, G-

In each case the second term diverges for large % while
the first term does not, but in (b+4c¢) the second terms
exactly cancel. The denominators in the first term
nearly vanish for k~p so that we expect these inte-
grands to be sharply peaked in the region £~ p. In this
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E+E, E—E;

(o2 (e
Making this approximation then, the first term in & is
equal to (b+c) while the corresponding part of ¢
vanishes. That is, the major contribution to (b-+c)
comes from the diagram that represents the interaction
with the daughter nucleus, while the effect of the inter-
action with the parent nucleus simply serves to cancel

the ultraviolet divergence of the first diagram.
It should also be noted that diagram b has a non-
relativistic analog, while diagram ¢, involving virtual
pair production, does not. Since the relativistic and non-

region

(3.8)
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relativistic Fermi functions are identical to first order
in Za, it is reasonable that diagram & should provide
almost all of the contribution to this order. The major
difference between the relativistic and nonrelativistic
cases occurs to second and higher orders because of the
divergence of the relativistic Coulomb wave functions
at the origin. It is an important feature of this approxi-
mation that it does not affect the divergent parts of the
integrals; in particular, the divergent part of ¢ given in
Eq. (3.5) would be unchanged.

With this in mind we are now in a position to evaluate
the higher-order contributions to the transition proba-
bility. The appropriate combination for the Z2o? term
can be reduced to

(@+et fg+iti)=

(4m)2 (E+ e K'+Bu) (E+a-k'+Bu) exp(—ik'-x)
» / " / do’
(2m)® (|p—

This expression is convergent except for the (a-k’)(e-k”) term. Treating this term separately,

a‘kll

Jaa= /d3k" /d3k’
(Ip—K'|2+A)(E—Ew?)r ) (K=K

. (39
K| 2 A2) (E2— Ep ) p( | K=K | 2+ A2) (B2 — Ep?) 69
a kK
24 A2)(E2— Ep?) p
B p PR p—htid
— / P [, 2 m(P : >] (3.10)
(|p—K'|2+82) (E2— B ) oL 2872 \ptktia

The only ultraviolet divergence comes from the last term. Performing the remaining angular integration and

examining the asymptotic form of the integrand,

’I:’ll's 0

dkll

me)oo: —
( 2? 0 (E2—Ek112

k”2 _k// 'A k”2+ 2+2 kl/ A2 wdkl!
ln(p + )ln< e ) — 211'4/ —.  (3.11)
)Iv‘ P"l‘k”'l“iA L R

k'’ —>c0

k24 pr—2pk/ 4 A?

By retaining the factor exp(—k’-x) and applying a Feynman identity to the original integral we would obtain a
convergence factor exp(—k”-x) in Eq. (3.11). This integral is then of exactly the same from as the divergent part
of ¢. We must then use the same cutoff procedure to evaluate both of these divergences. Thus Eq. (3.11) gives a
contribution of the form In(pR), and carrying out the trace indicated in Eq. (3.3) shows that it has exactly the
same coefficient as the logarithmic term in the expansion of the Fermi function.

The remaining parts of Eq. (3.9) can then be approximated by noting, as in Eq. (3.8), that the " integrand is
peaked about k"~ p. Setting k' ~p in the second momentum transfer denominator has the effect of decoupling the

two integrals, giving

(d+e+ fHg+hti) = (046)*+ (V aa)o- (3.12)

Proceeding to the second order static B-vertex corrections, we next calculate the Za? contribution from the second

diagrams.
(E+a-k"+-Bu)

2= f @ [ / & (E’”'JFE'“")
2 Y — " e
(f+g+ +2i) (2#)6{ (Ip—k”l2+A2)(E2_Ek"2)FL E-+E;.
(B—a-K'— ) (By—E) Be \  (Bo—aK—f)
x e fow( ]
(| &=k |2482)2E0(Ep+Ep) B Et B (|6 =K |+ A 2By (Ey+ By
1 r (o K'+Bu)
- / @ / o’
(=K' [*+A)Ep L) ~ (|K'—I |24 22)2E (Bt Evr)
1 8%
\ (e K'+Bu) :l} (3.13)
+ B/ (K=K |+ A2)2E (Ex+ Ewr)

+(E+e-K'+8u) / dBk'<E
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Of these four terms, only the first contains an ultraviolet divergence that can survive the final spin sums and inte-
grations. Other combinations of ultraviolet, and infrared, divergences occur, but with imaginary coefficients so that
they do not contribute to the transition probability. Applying the same reasoning used in Eq. (3.8), we see that
the first term dominates over the second. The remaining two terms are seen to be of the same order as the second.
Thus, as an approximation to Eq. (3.13) we take

(f+g+2h+28) = (b+c)(c). (3.14)

We again emphasize that this approximation does not affect the asymptotic behavior of the integrands so that the
divergent contributions are produced with the proper coefficients in the transition probability. It will be seen that
these divergent terms dominate the static S-vertex correction to this order.

Finally, we have the o? contributions from the second-order diagrams:

. (4m? (Epr—aK'—Bu) Ey(Ep—a-k'—pBu)
(ht-i) = { f PO / &
(2r)8 (|p—Kk"|2+A2)2E (E+ Ey) (E4-Ew)(|K'—K |24 A2)2E, (Bt Eyr)
+ / a3k (e k"+Bu) / .y (Ev—a-k'—Bu)
(|p—K" |2+ A2)(E+Ep) (B4 Ev)(| K’ =K' |2+ A%)2E (Ep+ Eypr)
(Evr+e-K'4Bu) E(Ep—o-kK' —pu)
_ j s / pO% } . (3.15)
(Ip—Kk"|2+A%)2Ey (E+ Ey) (E+Ew)(|K'—K |2+ A%)2E), (Ey+ Ev)

In this case the integrands do not have the sharp peaks of the previous expressions. However, we find that the
first term dominates over the others since both the ' and %" integrations are divergent. Since even this term is small
compared with the « and Za? terms, we keep only the first term and again make use of the decoupling approximation

(h+4) = (c)(c). (3.16)
Substituting Eqs. (3.12), (3.14), and (3.16) into Eq. (3.3) for T then gives
T~2g"(4m)? | M | Tr(14ys) [N @)+ A (0) 0+ 0)+ (0+0) ™\ (p) } Zax
+ M P)[(+0)*+ (T aa)o ]+ (0F6) N () (0+6)+[(0+6)*+ (J aa)eo S A4 (D)} Z%02]
+L= M@t (0)}at+ (A (p)cctcte™Ny (p) 4N (D)c}e?
—{A (@) @+c)e+ (0+) TN (0)+ 0+ )N (D)e+cN. (p) (b+6)} Ze2 I\ (—q) . (3.17)

Finally, we substitute for (5+c) and ¢, noting that the terms in the first square bracket give the first three terms in
the expansion of Fo(Z,E), and perform the indicated traces:

T=2g"*(47)%| M 5|2 { (Fo)z2ar— [7—;(9—§+7—2r(~/+1n(p1€))

T eom (-

3 EN? 3(17)/u\? 3 /3E2+ 25241642 6 32 1
[ i) D) R 6 5wty
64 p/) 64 \p/ 4 Ep x 64 16

E*+p*+8u> 5
Hy(—
4Ep

The corresponding expression for 8+ decay can be ob-
tained simply by replacing Z by —Z everywhere in Eq.
(3.18); this affects only the sign of the Za and Za? terms.
For the decays used in the determination of G,, the end-
point energies are quite large so that E/p=~1 over most
of the spectrum. Furthermore, the statistical factor sup-
presses the decay at low momenta so that E/p=11is a
good approximation for these decays. Thus we see that

3
—;)@—1n<pR>)+~—2<v+m<pR»2]a2). (3.18)
™
the nonlogarithmic parts of each term in the static
B-vertex correction tend to cancel, so that the highest
powers of In(pR) that appear in each coefficient domi-
nate that coefficient.

This use of this extreme relativistic limit also allows
us to obtain an estimate of the error incurred in the de-
coupling approximation. In this limit the nondivergent
contribution to Z%? obtained by using Eq. (3.12) is
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~% of the corresponding term in the expansion of
Fo(Z,E). This gives us considerable confidence in the
approximation of the finite parts of the Za? and o? terms
since the terms themselves are quite small.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We have seen in Sec. 2 that the simple model used
produces the logarithmically divergent Z%? term which
occurs in the expansion of the point-nucleus Fermi func-
tion. In addition, making use of the decoupling approxi-
mation described in Sec. 3, we obtain a good approxi-
mation to the nonlogarithmic Z%? terms. Thus, we have
isolated (Fo)z2 in the transition probability so that the
remainder of the transition probability represents the
static B-vertex correction to order o? as given by this
model.

One of the more significant results of this calculation
is the relation of the divergence in the static g-vertex
correction to that in the Fermi function. These two
divergences are seen to arise from the same source so
that the cutoff procedure must be the same in both cases.
This result also raises the possibility that the divergence
in the static B-vertex correction may be isolated in the
same manner as that in Fo(Z,E). This approach is con-
trasted with that of K#llén,2? Sirlin,?* and others, which
treats the divergence in the radiative correction from
an elementary-particle viewpoint, but does not relate
it to the Fermi function. Since, as we have emphasized,
Fo(Z,E) contains the major part of the electromagnetic
correction, the treatment of the radiative correction
must be consistent with it.

We now apply the results of Sec. 3 to the question of
an approximate factorization of the transition proba-
bility. The dominant contributions to w, to order o? are
taken from Eq. (3.18), giving

w~Fo(Z,E) g2ar— (2/7)(y+In(pR))a— (2E/p)

X(y+In(pR))Zo*+ (3/7%)(y+1n(pR))e?. (4.1)
As in the first order, it is possible to factor this expres-
sion to second order. The result, analogous to Eq. (1.4),
is

w~Fo(Z,E){1—(2/m)(r+1n(pR))a
+@3/m)(y+In(pR) %}, (4.2)

while the expression analogous to Eq. (1.5) is

w=Fo(Z,E){1—[(2/m)(y+In(pR))e
‘ +2(E/p)(y+1In(pR)) Zo?
—B/m)(r+n(pR)Y*)/Fo(Z,E)} . (4.3)

Here, we have dropped the terms of order Z%#, Zo®, o®
and higher, as well as the small nonlogarithmic terms in
Eq. (3.18). It must be pointed out that rapid conver-
gence of the series for Fo(Z,E) depends greatly on the
parameter Za, which ranges from ~0.05 for O to

2 G. Kallén, Nucl. Phys. B, 225 (1967).
28 A Sirlin, Phys. Rev. 164, 1767 (1967).
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~0.2 for Co%%. The approximate factorization in Eq.
(4.2) also seems to rest on the assumption that Za and
a can be formally treated as independent expansion pa-
rameters. It is difficult to provide a physical interpreta-
tion of this assumption. If we formally let « — 0, then
we find w— 1 rather than w— F¢(Z,E), which we
would expect in the treatment of a small correction in
perturbation theory. We emphasize that the conver-
gence of the static -vertex correction portion of the ex-
pansion is not well established. We have seen that the
higher-order terms continue to diverge with the order
of the divergence increasing with the order of the ex-
pansion. There are of course an infinite number of such
terms and it is not clear that they can be summed. The
existence of significant Z-dependent terms in the radia-
tive correction is also somewhat disturbing in view of
the nature of the source of the radiative correction as
described in Sec. 2.

Concerning the rapid convergence of the static B-
vertex correction, we note that the Za? term in the
square bracket of Eq. (4.3) is not necessarily negligible
when compared with the « term. The ratio of these terms
ranges from ~0.16 for O to ~0.59 for Co®4. The o?
term is down by an order of magnitude, being ~0.07
times the o term. For heavy elements, inclusion of the
Zao? term would result in a significant reduction of the
radiative correction to the ff values. Thus for Co®*, the
first-order value of ~1.59,% would be reduced to
~0.6%, whereas application of Eq. (4.2) would result
in a negligible change in the corrections given in the
literature. We point out that the Za? term is of the
same order of magnitude as the screening correction so
that this ambiguity must be resolved if these small cor-
rections are to be reliably applied. For light elements
such as C10 or O the difference between using Eq. (4.2)
or Eq. (4.3) is so small that it would be masked by the
experimental errors so that the approximate factoriza-
tion can be used with considerable confidence. For the
intermediate case of Al26, for which the nuclear matrix
element is felt to be well known, the difference between
the two cases is comparable to the experimental error.
The Al?¢ decay then stands on the borderline between
what we call light and heavy nuclei in this sense. Thus,
one can only unambiguously incorporate the static
B-vertex correction into Fy(Z,E) to Z%? for elements
with Z less than that of Al and for precise determina-
tions of G, one should restrict oneself to such decays.
Such a conclusion has also been reached by Brene ef al.16
based on a discussion concerning the factorization of the
radiative corrections to order a. Our results confirm the
approximate validity of the factorization to order o

The present status of the theory of weak interactions
and the importance of the value of the vector coupling
constant for nuclear 8 decay make it imperative that
a definitive treatment of the radiative corrections be
achieved. Such a treatment must regard the Fermi func-
tion as fundamental and provide a method of unambigu-
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ously extracting both the Z dependence and the diver-
gence treated in this paper from the radiative correction.

If the approximate factorization expressed by Eg.
(4.2) is indeed valid, it would be important to be able
to sum the series in the curly bracket in a manner similar
to that used in the Fermi function. For a typical decay
of interest, the quantity 2a(y+In(pR))/= is on the order
of 0.025 so that it would be a useful expansion parameter.
We could then, to a good approximation write

w=Fy(Z,E) exp[—(2o/7)(y+In(pR))]
=Fo(Z,E)(pR)**/" exp[—2ve/r]. - (44)

This expression has the advantage that it explicitly dis-
plays the relationship between the divergence in the
Fermi function and that in the static 8-vertex correction.
It might appear that the same effect could be accom-
plished by the introduction of an effective charge Z’ in
place of Z in the Fermi function. This cannot be done
however because Sy is an even function of «, while the
correction term is odd. This is inherent in Eq. (4.2) since
it implies directly that the static 8-vertex correction is
independent of the total charge of the nucleus. We
therefore re-emphasize the importance of isolating the
divergence of the radiative correction in a form analog-
ous to Eq. (4.4).
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APPENDIX

We must also make some comment about the sensi-
tivity of the cutoff dependence of the quantities that
appear in the transition probability. First, we consider
the effect on the first-order static 8-vertex correction.
We have

d(R.C.)o/dR=—2a/7R, (A1)
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so that,
8(R.C.)e=—(20/7)SR/R. (A2)

Then a 10%, change in the cutoff R would give a change
in the static B-vertex correction of §(R.C.)>—4.7
X10-4 The static B-vertex correction itself is on the
order of 2)X10~? so that such a change in R gives an
entirely negligible change in the first-order static
B-vertex correction.

However, the Fermi function itself is much more sen-
sitive to variations in R. We can write Fo(Z,E) as

Fo(Z,E)=C(Z,E)(2pR)*S-
where C(Z,E) is independent of R. Then
dFo/dR=C(Z,E)2(So—1)(2p)(2pR)12¢So—1~1 | (A4)
so that,

(A3)

8Fo/Fo=2(So—1)SR/R. (AS5)

Now,

So=(1—2202)112=1—-12%2+- .., (A6)

This is a good expansion even for relatively large values
Z since only even powers of Za appear. Thus we have

8Fo/Fo~—Z%2R/R. (A7)

Again using Co® as an example, Z22~4X 10~2 so that
a 109 change in R gives 8F,/Fy~—0.49%,. This is a
change on the order of the electron screening correction,
and is in fact larger than the screening for this particular
decay. The effect is of course much smaller for small
values of Z, the figure for O being 8F,/F¢~—0.025%,.
The choice of the cutoff R depends upon the choice of
a nuclear model used in determining the Fermi function.
That is, it represents the radius outside which the po-
tential can be considered as pure Coulomb, again em-
phasizing the need for using the most realistic nuclear
model available. The strong Z dependence of the uncer-
tainty in Fo(Z,E) serves as another reason to restrict
the calculation of G, to nuclei with low Z.



