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Several new results on the breaking of chiral SU(3) X SU(3) are presented within the theoretical
framework of chiral perturbation theory. {(a) The leading-order corrections to the Gell-Mann—-Okubo

formula for the baryon octet are shown to be of order €

32 where € is a chiral symmetry breaking

parameter. An explicit exact expression is given for the leading-order corrections, which provides a new
development in understanding why this formula works so well. Similarly the corrections to the
Gell-Mann-Okubo formula for the ground-state pseudoscalar octet are shown to be of order €’lne
(including m-n' mixing). On the basis of these exact results it is argued that SU(3) X SU(3) symmetry
is as good as SU(3) symmetry ~30% except when one considers electromagnetic interactions. (b) We
examine the 1 — 37 decay on the assumption that it is regulated by a nonelectromagnetic isospin-
violating term of the type €;u, with u, a member of 33 @ 33. The strength €, of this term is related
to the experimental rate including all leading-order chiral-symmetry corrections. This estimate of €; leads
to AI = 1 hadron level shifts about a factor of 2 or 3 too large, although our estimate of €; depends
sensitively on the experimental details. (c) Octet enhancement, an exact formalism to describe 1-n’

mixing, and other topics are discussed.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ideas of current algebra, partial conserva-
tion of axial-vector current, and the approximate
SU(3) classification of hadronic states were ele-
gantly unified by Gell-Mann, Oakes, and Renner!®
and by Glashow and Weinberg.?2 They suggested
that the strong-interaction Hamiltonian could be
written as

0,

H=H,+€ug+euy, (1.1)

where H, is invariant under the group SU(3) xSU(3),
€u breaks SU(3) xSU(3) but preserves SU(3), and
€gu; breaks both. The unrenormalized operators
u and u§ are assumed to transform as members
of the (3, 3) +(3, 3) representation (which contains
scalar operators u], i=0,..., 8 and pseudoscalar
operators ¢7, i=0,...,8) in analogy with the bare-
mass terms in a quark model.

It was further suggested that, when the explicit
symmetry breaking is turned off, the symmetry is
spontaneously broken so that the vacuum (and
hence the spectrum of physical states) is only
SU(3)-invariant. This is implemented by the as-
sumption (u$),#0 and (u3),=0 for €} and €3 =0.
Associated with this spontaneous symmetry break-
ing would be an octet of massless Nambu-Gold-
stone bosons, identified as the 7, K, and n mesons.

Gell-Mann, Oakes, and Renner then suggested
that the explicit symmetry breaking could be
turned on in two steps. In the first step the param-
eter c=¢€5/€? is held fixed at ¢ =—V2. (This corre-
sponds to giving only the strange quark a bare
mass.) The term €3(u3-v2 u?) breaks the symme-
try down to SU(2)xSU(2). The K and n mesons are

10

therefore given small masses, and the degeneracy
of the SU(3) multiplets is broken. In the second
step, c is allowed to deviate slightly from —V2 .
This breaks the SU(2)XSU(2) symmetry, giving the
pions a very small mass.® These low-mass me-
sons dominate the axial-vector current divergences
at low momentum transfer (PCAC).

The unrenormalized explicit symmetry-breaking
parameters €] and €J are related to the pseudosca-
lar masses by

€O:_ _}__( 2fKIJ'K2 + fwuwz >
0 \/’6‘ ZKI/Z ZWI/Z )

1.2
eo:i<fKIJ'K2_f1rp~1r2> ( )
CTFN\ 27 Tz, )

where f and f, are the kaon and pion decay con-
stants (f, ~93 MeV) and Z,"/? and Z,"/? are their
wave-function renormalization constants. If one
approximates Z,=Z, and f, = f, [which corre-
sponds to neglecting (u9),, the SU(3) breaking in
the vacuum], then one finds ¢ ==1.25, close to the
SU(2) xSU(2) value.

For later convenience we define renormalized
symmetry-breaking parameters ¢, and ¢, by

¢ 1
e e Ru ) = =0.21 GeV?,

T (1.3)
7= 75 (e® = 147) =0.26 GeVe.

m

The formalism of the (3, 3) +(3, 3) model is more
thoroughly discussed in Ref. 4, which we shall re-
fer to as L

We take the viewpoint that SU(2) xSU(2) is accu-
rate? to around 7%, making it by far the best sym-
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metry of the strong Hamiltonian after isospin.

This can be seen roughly by the smallness of u,>
compared to other hadronic masses. Other tests
of SU(2) xSU(2), as well as of the (3, 3) +(3, 3) mod-
el of SU(3) xSU(3) breaking, are reviewed in Ref. 5.

One of the aims of this paper is to consider how
good a symmetry SU(3) xSU(3) really is. It is not
enough to know the values of ¢, and €;; one must
also know how to implement the chiral symmetry
and Zow to make quantitative estimates of the de-
pendence of physical quantities on the symmetry-
breaking tevms in (1.1).

There have been two major approaches to this
problem. The first approach, pioneered by Glas-
how and Weinberg,? is based upon the idea of
smoothness. One writes down Ward identities for
the Green’s functions of the theory, saturates the
two-point functions with meson poles or reso-
nances, and then assumes that the remaining quan-
tities are “smooth” in their momentum dependence.
The difficulty with this approach is that theve is no
way to determine the veliability of the approxi-
mations. One cannot argue, for example, that the
dominance of the two-point function (T (u{u?)), by
a scalar resonance would become exact in the chi-
ral limit, or that the errors are of any definite or-
der in €, and ¢,.

The difficulty in controlling the extrapolations
explicit in this technique may be seen by the differ-
ing results in the literature due to different meth-
ods of implementing “smoothness.”

The other major approach, stressed by Dashen®
and by Dashen and Weinstein,” is to do a perturba-
tion expansion in the parameters € and €3. Dashen
and Weinstein showed that pion-pole dominance
(PCAC) would become exact in the chiral symme-
try limit. They argued that low-energy theorems
can be interpreted as exact statements concerning
the threshold behavior of massless (on-shell)
Goldstone bosons in an SU(2) xSU(2)- or SU(3)
XSU(3)-symmetric world. Higher-order terms in
€y and € would be corrections to the low-energy
theorems. Hence PCAC is a consequence of sym-
metry.

It was later pointed out by Li and Pagels® that a
perturbation expansion in €) and €J must contain
nonanalytic terms. This is due to the fact that
Goldstone bosons become massless in the chiral
limit, producing a long-range component in the
strong interactions. Because of the Adler zero the
associated infrared singularities are usually fi-
nite, but they lead to nonanalytic terms such as
€lne or €2 in the expansion. These nonanalytic
tevms ave often the leading covrections to the chi-
ral limit, and because they are due to a finite num-
ber of diagrams, they can usually be calculated
exactly without assuming any knowledge of the

structure of the symmetvic part of the Hamilto -
nian, H,.

One can thevefore make quantitative statements
about the dependence of physical quantities on €,
and €. For example, one can prove® the model-
independent result

I_L{_ —1= 3(“‘1{2 - I-Lﬂz) In A?
S 64n°f > 4u’

Ia_ ;4_< Lk _ )

AV &
where 12=0.17 GeV? is the average pseudoscalar
mass, and A% is some cutoff (e.g., 4my?). Chang-
ing A merely changes the O(eg) part of (1.4). For
In(A%/4p?)~2, (1.4) predicts f,/f,~1.22, as com-
pared with the experimental value 1.26 +0.02. An-
other result’ [which depends on the (3, 3) +(3, 3)
model] is

z 2 ( 2 2) A2
ZI;I/z -1= L{SZW"';} 1n4—“2 +0(ey) =0.025,
(1.5)

an/z 124 ZK1/2 1
‘Z‘I‘/‘z‘ 3 Zﬂ1/2 .

m

+0(eg) s
(1.4)

One may utilize (1.4) to eliminate the logarithm,
yielding

1/2
i—'ﬂfﬁ-x:%@f-l)m(eg). (1.6)
In various other applications the singularity is
0(1/¢€), 0(€'?), or 0(€*?). The arbitrary cutoff A
that appears for the logarithmic singularities is
absent in these cases, so the scaling ambiguity is
not present.

In I we developed a set of techniques to enable
one to determine the leading nonanalytic terms in
S-matrix elements and other quantities, including
such technical difficulties as renormalization and
mass-shell constraints. A fairly complete list of
applications of these ideas may be found there.™

These nonanalytic terms are frequently the for-
mally leading terms. Whether they are numerical-
ly dominant over the higher-order analytic cor-
rections (which cannot be calculated without a de-
tailed knowledge of H,) is an open question. We
make the optimistic assumption that they do in
fact dominate in most cases.!! However, our at-
titude is to use these calculations move as an esti-
mate of how good the zero-ovder (chiral-symmet-
ric) levms ave vather than as a nwmevically accu-
rvate estimate of the perturbations. These remarks
apply particularly to those cases for which the
leading correction has a logarithm. For those
cases for which the leading term is O(¢/?) or
0(e*?) we have more confidence.

The nonanalytic terms are usually due to the di-
vergence of a dispersion integral at the lower limit
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of some two-meson cut. In those applications in
which the leading terms are analytic, one cannot
prove any exact theorems, but one might hope that
the dispersion integrals are still approximately
dominated by the thresholds of the two-meson
channels. Li and Pagels applied this idea to the
meson and baryon mass differences'? and found
that octet enhancement for matvix elements that
vanish if SU(3) is exacl emevged natuvally. They
reproduced all of the tadpole-model results of
Coleman and Glashow,'® plus an additional result,
and gave a possible solution to the puzzle raised
by Dashen® of how to understand octet enhance~
ment in the chiral-symmetry context.

In Sec. II of this paper we will present some new
results on nonanalytic terms including the leading
corrections to the meson Gell-Mann—-Okubo (GMO)
formula. For this we discuss 7-7’ mixing and the
existence of a mixing angle. Also considered are
matrix elements of the » operators between sin-
gle-meson states, and the (37|u,|n) matrix ele-
ment. When these results are combined with old
results a rather definite picture emerges: SU(3)
xSU(3) is reliable to within 30% except when com -
buting matvix elements of the effective electvo-
magnetic Hamiltonian. Its accuracy is comparable
to the accuracy of SU(3).!

We then generalize the Goldstone boson pair
mechanism of Ref. 12. We find that from My —Mjy
and the meson masses, all of the other baryon
medium strong and /=1 mass differences can be
roughly predicted, supporting the idea of threshold
dominance.

It is well known that in the current-algebra ap-
proach to symmetry breaking the corrections to
the GMO formula for baryons can be represented
as a continuum integral. However, one cannot
achieve quantitative control on the integral. From
the framework of chiral perturbation theory, how-
ever, the corrections can be shown to be of order
€%2, and hence one may calculate the leading-or-
der term exactly. We obtain the exact result

2( 2_ 2 -
3 ) )
SM, + 1My —3(M, + Mg) =841k 19;:“5" [

X (3 = 6a +2a?), (1.7)

where (f/d),=(1 —a)/a is the (f/d) ratio for axi-
al-vector baryon 8 coupling. The right-hand side
is very small for the experimental value of o ~ %
but could be large for other values, suggestive that
the observed octet enhancement is a consequence
of the dynamics of the symmetric world or a higher
symmetry which determines .

In Sec. III we consider the n— 37 decay. It has
long been known that the decay width is much too
large to be electromagnetic in origin. This is still

true in spite of the new Cornell experiment'* which
has reduced the width by a factor of 3. The theo-
retical problem can be summarized by Sutherland’s
theorem,'® which states that the electromagnetic
amplitude vanishes in the SU(2) xSU(2) limit.

It has often been suggested'®:!” that the decay
might be explained by adding a small isospin-~vio-
lating term ejuJ to the strong Hamiltonian (1.1).
The relevant matrix element of #J does not vanish
in the SU(2)XSU(2) limit. In Sec. III we make a
careful study of whether such a scheme can, in
fact, work [in the (3, 3)+(3, 3) model]. The matrix
element (37|ud|n) is calculated in an SU(3) xSU(3)
expansion up to O(elne) and is found to be reliable
to ~30%. The value of €, needed to explain the de-
cay is determined. This value implies an €,u, con-
tribution to the kaon and baryon /=1 mass shifts
that is a factor 2 or 3 too large to be easily believ-
able. However, the result is very sensitive to the
experimental n-decay parameters (the combined
experimental and theoretical uncertainty in our de-
termination of €, is 250%), so the «, explanation
(perhaps with a different representation for «,)
cannot be definitely ruled out.

In our conclusion we suggest some other possible
applications of chiral perturbation theory, and in a
technical appendix we describe an exact formalism
to treat n-7n’ mixing.

II. MASS FORMULAS AND THE ACCURACY
OF SU(3)XSU(3)

A. Nonanalytic terms

In this section we will present a few new applica-
tions of chiral perturbation theory and mention
some old ones. Our main goal is to get an idea of
the accuracy of SU(3)xSU(3). Methods of deriva-
tion may be found in I and in Appendixes A and B.
We list results in decreasing order of singularity.

@ [0(1/€,)]. We have shown'® that the leading
renormalization of the (zero momentum transfer)
form factors of the K" vector currents is of order
€.2/€, and is exactly computable. The result for
meson form factors (including a generalization due
to Wada'®) is

2
f.(0)=1- W‘:fjﬁ(g -61n%)+0(¥/2)~0.917,
(2.1)

where we have set the pion mass equal to zero for
simplicity. For baryons, the renormalization is
less than 13%.

®) [0(1/€,7%)]. The leading corrections to the
baryon Gell-Mann-Okubo formula are discussed
later in this section. They are of order €,2/€,'/?
and represent a 3-MeV correction to the GMO for-
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mula.

(c) [O(e1In€)]. The meson decay constants and
renormalization constants are renormalized* from
their SU(3) xSU(3) values by 10-35% (see Appendix
A). The ratios fy/f, and Z,'%/7, "% [Eqs. (1.4)
and (1.5)] are 1.22 and 1.025.

The parameter c=€)/e] [see Eq. (1.2)] is often
estimated to be —1.25. Cornwell'® has computed
the leading corrections, yielding ¢=-1.29, a 3%
effect. This result can be easily rederived from
(1.4) and (1.5):

60 1 - 2 2
nggz—\[.2—<_"_L—‘ll+a uz/éix"z 3
o Ka"/alkg (2.2)

_JaZe? fx o
a= }',"{_2:17 =1-4 e +0(€g)>0.805.
Now, consider the Gell-Mann—-Okubo (GMO) for-

mula?® for the pseudoscalar octet. In addition to
the defining equations (1.2) there is a third relation
between €, €3 and physical quantities (Appendix A):

(2)12¢0 - 0= U-yzfn - (2)2¢0 Zon''?
3 o ﬁ 8 Zgr'l/z 3 8 Zgnllz ’
(2.3)

€,1n(A%/4u2) [ 5¢
i, +%“n2‘ﬂkz_w ZfEW"/—:?“"z

The first term in the brackets is due to -7’ mix-

ing; the other terms are from the ratios of the f’s
and Z’s (the vacuum symmetry breaking). Putting
in numbers, we find

(=0.017 = 0.038 +0.013) GeV? = —0.042 GeV?
=0(eg?),

where =0.017 is the GMO combination, -0.038 is
from the mixing, and 0.013 is from the vacuum
- symmetry breaking.

The corrections have made the formula wovse,
although (2.5) is still small compared to p2=0.17
GeV2, What could be the source of the difficulty?
It could be an indication that the (3, 3) +(3, 3) mod-
el (or the whole chiral-symmetry scheme) is not
correct. Our suspicion, however, is that in this
application the € lne terms are not correctly esti-
mating Z,,"2.

It is amusing to note that (2.6) can be rewritten

(g =, 2)? A2
%un2+%u«2-uxz=%’§;r27“%—1n e +0(eg”)
m™

~#( 2= 1) a4 006,

m
(2.7)
Equation (2.7) shows that the formally leading-or-

where Z;,"?=(0|¢?|n), =0, 8. [The quantity
Z,"% in (1.5) is the same as Z,,"/?.] Combining
(1.2) and (2.3) one can prove the following relation,
which is exact in the Gell-Mann, Oakes, Renner
model:

)?_'[fyﬂgz +<%>I/2 €20 ] + Lobhe® _fKIJ'KZ -0
4 Zanl/z 3 Zanl/2 4Z"1/2 ZKI/Z .
(2.4)

The term involving €JZ,,'/? represents the n-n’
mixing effect. In Appendix A, €3Z,,'? is calcu-
lated and shown to be of O(e,?lne,). If one sets
fx=fr=fq ete., in (2.4) one obtains the GMO
formula:

S+ U, = ug?=0. (2.5)
This relation works quite well. The left-hand side
is =0.017 GeV?, as compared with the average
pseudoscalar mass, u?=0.17 GeV?,

The leading corrections to (2.5) can be deter-

mined using (1.4), (1.5), and the results on
€OZ 1/2,
80N .

2 2 2
Br | 2l >=0+0(€82). (2.6)

V3

—

der contribution tc the ratio of 27~ to 8-dimension-
al components of the pseudoscalar masses is

H(72-1),

which numerically is around 0.1. This contribu-
tion to the ratio is reasonably small, but it differs
in sign from the true ratio.

We would like to comment on the standard mix-
ing angle formula

$(u, cos?+pu, 2sin®0) + 1.2 = e’ = 0(e?).
(2.8)

Can such a formula (which has no predictive pow-
er) be theoretically justified? One can certainly
define 6 as the angle which satisfies (2.8). How-
ever, it is shown in Appendix A that 4 can only be
interpreted as the angle which rotates the n’ and 7
states into “singlet” and “octet” states if one furns
off all stvong interactions. This interpretation
cannot be justified by dominating any dispersion
relation by a pole or by keeping the leading sym-
metry-breaking terms. In other words, a mixing
angle is appropriate for the bare-mass terms in a
Lagrangian, but not for physical hadron states.
Even if one does ignore the strong interactions
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and introduce a mixing angle in terms of a rotation
of the n’ and 7, one can only obtain (2.8) by ignor-
ing vacuum symmetry breaking. Finally, the GMO
formula is supposed to be correct only to order €,
so there is no justification for keeping the term

(K" [ug|K")==(K°|ug|K°)
__Z"%(0) [1 _ (B)V%¢,In(A%/4p?) _
2fx(€) 3272 f 3
__Z,%0)
2f1((€)
__ Zs 1/2(0)
2f 4(€)

(1.06)

(0.87),
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sin®6p,-% in (2.8) which is of order €g2.

In Sec. III we will need the matrix element of uJ
between single-meson states. Up to O(elne), the
perturbation of the matrix elements around SU(3)
xSU(3) is

1 ¢ 1n(A2/4u2)]
—_— 8 L i
V3 o 327 f,%

(2.9)

where f(€) and f ,(€) are the physical values of the decay constants, and Zs‘/z(O) is the value of Z,rl/z, Zi'?,

and Zg,'/? in the SU(3)xSU(3) limit. Similarly,

0,0 __Z 12(0) 2 \1/2 €oln(A®/4p?)
(w0 juginy == Fr o[ 1= S
=z 12(0)

=— ﬁfn(e)(°‘94)

_Z,72(0)
= - m(o.'ﬂ’:) .

We see that these matrix elements are changed by
less than 30% by the leading symmetry-breaking
terms. Formulas (2.9) and (2.10) are exact to
leading order. They incorporate all effects, in-
cluding internal dynamics, mass-shell constraints,
renormalization, and vacuum symmetry breaking.

In Sec. III and Appendix B we consider a still
more complicated matrix element: (3m|ul|n).
The leading corrections to its SU(3) xSU(3) sym-
metric value are ~34%.

Finally, we mention the one known example in
which the perturbation expansion completely
breaks down. Dashen® has shown that in the SU(3)
xSU(3) limit the electromagnetic contributions to
Wg+® = pgo® and p,+% =, of are equal. That is, the
ratio of the octet part of the effective electromag-
netic Hamiltonian (u,+2 = ugo?) to the 27-dimen-
sional part (u,+% = u,0%) becomes a Clebsch-Gor-
dan coefficient (unity) in the SU(3) xSU(3) limit.
Hence, the tadpole mechanism®® (tadpole is used
in its original meaning: a dynamical enhancement
of the octet part of Hem) cannot occur in the chiral
symmetry limit.

Since, in fact, octet enhancement does occur
(g+2 = pgo® ==0.004 GeV? while W+ = i 0
=+0.0013 GeV?), Dashen concluded that the pertur-
bation expansion must break down in this applica~
tion.

This was shown explicitly in Ref. 21; the leading
€ Ine corrections to the electromagnetic mass

11 ealn(Az/ll;f)J
T 6V3

327 f 3

(2.10)

r

shifts were computed and shown to be larger than
the leading term. (The large corrections were due
to the internal meson loops, not the off-shell ex-
trapolations of the external particles.) Hence the
SU(3)xSU(3) perturbation expansion breaks down
in this application,?® and the Dashen theorem does
not correctly estimate the electromagnetic mass
shifts.

The meson mass shifts thevefore provide no evi-
dence forv ov against lthe existence of an explicit
€U g tevm in the Hamillonian. The origin of octet
enhancement is left unexplained.

The conclusion to be drawn from all of this is
that vegardless of the ovder of the leading corvec-
tions, SU(3) xSU(3) is reliable in almost all cases
to around 30% ov better, making its accuracy com-
pavable to that of SU(3). The only exception seems
to be the matrix elements of the time-ordered
product of two currents.

B. Octet enhancement

We have seen that octet enhancement cannot be
explained as a chiral-limit theorem. Li and Pagels
have shown’''? that octet enhancement for quanti-
ties which vanish in the SU(3) symmetry limit
emerges naturally from the assumption of the
Goldstone boson pair mechanism. This assumption
is that the dispersion integrals for (a|o-V|b) (V
is a vector current) are dominated by the thresh-
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olds of the two-meson cuts. For mesons, the
GMO relation (2.5) and the (octet) Coleman-Glas-
how formula

(2.11)

Jfollow without any assumption concerning the origin
of the symmetry breaking. Moreover, the 27-di-
mensional y,+% = u,o® is predicted to vanish.

When this idea is extended to the baryons, the
GMO formula, the Coleman-Glashow formula, and
the tadpole results’® all follow. Baryon mass dif-
ferences are given by formulas like

\/_3—A.,,on = [J.K+2 - u.Koz

A2
datVt /t

Mo=My=A(ue® = pus?) .
(pe +Ka)

§4A(I~ch_lld2)A; (2.12)

where A is a cutoff, A is a constant, and p, and
g are meson masses. Here we would like to ex~-
tend these results by retaining the €32 terms as-
sociated with the lower limit of (2.12). We obtain
a one-parameter fit to all baryon mass differ-
ences. The results are

2
My=Mg= E—;%T(“Kz = @A = pg = 1, )(15 = 48 +28a3) +(2A = py = p,)(3= 8a +4a ?)],
m

2
M,-M,= ﬁ%’if—-z—(umz = 1) (2A = 201)5(3 = 40%) + (27 = g = )5 (3 = 4a)],

and similar formulas for m s~ mz, mp = M=z, Mmy+
- my-, and m gz~ — m=zo Which can easily be in-
ferred from Eq. (4.1) of Ref. 9. The cutoff A is
chosen to be 705 MeV, to fitmy - my, g, is 1.24,
and (f /d),=(1-a)/a is the f/d ratio for axial-
vector-baryon couplings. Experimentally, o ~0.66
+0.02. Using o =% and the experimental meson
masses, the predictions for the baryon mass
shifts are given in Table I.

These numbers are in rough agreement with ex-
periment, supporting the view that the two-meson
thvesholds ave dominating the dispevsion inte-
grals.®® Several comments are in order: (a) These
predictions are not exact theorems of the type dis-
cussed earlier. (b) The results are independent of
the origin of SU(3) and SU(2) breaking. (c) The
numbers are rather sensitive to the value of o used
and to the validity of the meson Coleman-Glashow
formula (2.11). (d) The I=1 predictions probably
do not properly include the electromagnetic Born
terms (for M, —M, the Born term is 0.8 MeV).

Although the contributions of order €4 to (2.13)
are only approximate, the pieces of order €.2/¢,'/?
are in fact exact [and independent of the (3, 3)
+(3,3) model]. Forming the GMO combination we
find the leading corrections (which can also be
found from the methods of I):
842k = o) = i)

%MA'*'%ME—%(MN-FME): 1927Tf.,[2

X (3 = 6a +2a2) +0(€,7).
(2.14)
The left-hand side is experimentally 7.5 +5.0 MeV,
while the right-hand side is 28 MeV x(3 - 6a +20?)
==3.1 MeV for o =%. The correction is tiny and of

the wrong sign. It is interesting that 3 — 6a +2a2
vanishes for a =0.63. It has always been puzzling

(2.13)

that the GMO formula works so well. The leading
correction (2.14) is a large number times a func-
tion of ¢ which nearly vanishes due to an apparent
accident® of the closeness of a to 0.63. It appears
that the success of the octet formula is being gov-
erned by the value of o, which can only be undev-
stood on the basis of the dynamics of the SU(3) -
symmelvic intevactions or a higher symmelt'ry,
such as SU(6).

The €% terms in (2.13) are almost purely octet
and they work fairly well (Table I). It is only the
tiny 27-dimensional piece in (2.14) that is of the
wrong sign® if o >0.63.

The Coleman-Glashow formula

My=M,+My-=Mgzg+ +Mzgo=-Mz-=0, (2.15)

which is satisfied to within experimental errors,
does not have any €,/€,'”® corrections even thcugh
the individual mass differences in (2.13) do. T'he
corrections are of order aeyzlne, (here, a is the
fine structure constant).

In summary, SU(3)xSU(3) seems to work well

TABLE I, The baryon mass differences predicted
from the threshold dominance relations (2.13).

Predicted value  Experimental value

Quantity

(MeV) (MeV)
My—-My —252 (input) —-252
My~ Mg -188 -123
My — Mz -235 ~199
Mp - Mn -2.3 -1 .3
My+=Mg- -5.6 -7.9
Mz~-—Mxo +3.3 +6.6
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in most cases. Octet enhancement is predicted
from the Golcistone boson pair mechanism, but its
extreme success in the baryon GMO formula seems
to be an accident of the value of @. The leading
corrections t.o the GMO formulas for both the me-
sons and the baryons are predicted to be small,

but of the wrong sign.?®

III. THE n—>37 DECAY

The large: experimental widths for the principal
decay modes of the n have long been a puzzlé.

The n -2y width was a factor of 5 greater than
expected®® from SU(3) and the 7° decay rate.
Similarly, the n—37 rates seemed far too large
to be compatible with electromagnetism.

A recent Cornell experiment'* has reduced the
2y rate by a welcome factor of 3.*” Since the 2y
decay is used to determine the total width, the
1n—37 rates are also reduced by a factor of 3.
Neverthe:less, the 37 widths are still two orders
of magnitude larger than expected from electro-
magnetism.'®!” The basic problem is summarized
by Sutherland’s theorem'®: The electromagnetic
amplitu.de vanishes in the SU(2)x SU(2) limit.

Various authors'®'” have suggested that the de-
cay could be explained by adding a small isospin-
violating term eJuJ to the strong Hamiltonian
(1.1). The decay amplitude due to this term need
not vanish in the SU(2)x SU(2) limit. The «} term
can be thought of as a difference between the bare
masses of the nonstrange quarks or as a Coleman-
Glashow tadpole.'® It could also be the effect of
new ‘interactions, such as the neutral gauge bosons
used in some gauge theories to cancel the diver-
genc:es associated with electromagnetism.

In order to predict the n decay rate one must
know € and must compute the matrix element
@ fugim.

AL typical approach!” has been to estimate €9
from the observed mass difference u 2+ — pu%o, as-
suming that the purely electromagnetic part of the
splitting is given by Dashen’s theorem?® (see Sec.
II). As we have shown? that Dashen’s theorem
does not correctly estimate the electromagnetic
rnass difference, this approach must be abandoned.

The calculation of (37|« |n) involves going to the
'SU(3) x SU(3) limit and possesses some subtleties.?®
In Sec. III B we will compute this matrix element
[in the (3, 3) + (3, 3) model] in an SU(3) x SU(3) ex-
pansion correct up to O(e Ine). These leading cov-
rections arve reasonably small (34%), so the chival
calculation is fairly veliable. We then determine
€, from the observed decay parameters. Unfortu-
nately, the number obtained depends very sensi-
tively on the experimental numbers. In Sec. IIIC
we use this value to determine the e,u, contribu-

tion to the proton-neutron and other mass differ-
ences. They turn out to be uncomfortably large
(for example, m,—m,|,,~="7.9 MeV), although
the combined experimental and theoretical un-
certainty in this number is at least 50%. The im-
plications of this result are then discussed.

A. Experimental results and electromagnetic contribution

The branching ratios for the 37° and the 7" 7 7°
decays are I'gy/Ty =30.0+1.1 and T', /T,
=23.9+ 0.6, where' T, =0.85+0.12 keV.

Experiment is consistent with a linear form for
the 7" 7~ 7° matrix element:

T,.,=A+BE,, (3.1)

where E, is the energy of the 7°. Experimentally,®®
the slope parameter B/A is around -2/ .

It is usually assumed that the final state has
isospin one. This is partly a theoretical preju-
dice: If the decay is electromagnetic, then only
the I=1 part can contribute because of G parity.

Of course, an e,u, term is also /=1.

If the final state is /=1, then from Bose sta-

tistics

Tooo=T+ -0+ Tgs + Tos -
=3A+Bu, . (3.2)

The widths for the 37° and 7" 77 7° decays are
then given by>°

To0o=827|3A+Bu ,|? eV,
(3.3)
T, _o=489[3A+ Bu ,[1+0.02y(1 +y)] eV,

where y=(u, -3u,)/(u,+34/B) .

Using the experimental value B/A~-2/u 5 one
can then predict that I", _,/Ty,=0.59. (The pre-
diction would be % if one neglected the 7*-1°
mass difference and set B=0. It is not very sensi-
tive to B/A.) Experimentally, T', _,/T 0, =0.80
+0.05. This is in crude agreement with the /=1
assumption, but an /> 3 final state clearly cannot
be ruled out.®*

Consider the possibility that the decay is elec-
tromagnetic. Then the amplitude is

Tijk = "'<ijk]Hch77> ’ (3.4)
and the quantities 4 and B of (3.1) and (3.2) are
functions of the chiral symmetry breaking param-
eters €, and €. In the SU(2) X SU(2) limit both

T._oand Ty, must vanish when the four-momen-
tum of the (on-shell) 7° goes to zero, because®:’

TijO — <Z]I[5F37Hem]ln> =0. (3-5)
ppo>0Jw

But for p,0=0, T,_o=Aand Ty,=3A+ Bl .
Hence, in the SU(2)x SU(2) limit
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A=B=0, (3.6)

so the electromagnetic decay is suppressed by a
factor of u,2 (or u,%Inp,?). This result is indepen-
dent of any detailed model and depends only on
the assumption that neutral axial charges com-
mute with Hem (up to anomalous terms which are
higher order in o =~1%) and that SU(2) x SU(2) is a
good hadron symmetry. This is Sutherland’s the-
orem!® stated as a chiral-limit theorem. (The
original statement was that 7, _, and Ty, must
vanish at the off-mass-shell point p ,0=0.)

Various authors'®:!” have tried to estimate these
U 2 terms by assuming linear extrapolation form-
ulas in the masses of the three pions, which they
vary independently (via PCAC). In this approach
the slope B/Az-Z/u,, is predicted correctly, but
the magnitude of A always comes out far too
small. Dittner, Dondi, and Eliezer,'” for ex-
ample, find I', _;=0.6 eV in the (3, 3) +(3, 3) model
and similar results in other models [one must
make a model-dependent SU(3) x SU(3) calculation
to compute A].

Therefore, the vanishing of A in the- SU(2)
X SU(2) limit seems to rule out the possibility that
the decay is electromagnetic (unless, perhaps,
there is some unexpected very strong final-state
enhancement of the amplitude).

B. Addition of an €3u; term

Due to the failure of electromagnetism to ac-
count for the decay, it has been suggested'®:”
that one should add an /=1 term to the strong-
symmetry-breaking Hamiltonian. Then (1.1) be~
comes

H=Hy+eJud+€qul+eduy , 3.7

where, one hopes, €3] « |€d],/|€d]. In contrast to
the electvomagnetic case the us contvibution to the
1 —37 decay does not vanish in the SU(2)x SU(2)
limit, so it appears to be a good candidate to ex-
plain the decay. In this section we will calculate
the parameters A and B in an expansion about the

-

(a) Define the off-mass-shell Green’s function

G(p 2 €)= ]’;—3 f dix 2 5O ,?) <+ - 'T(qb,,(x) [(%)1/z¢8(0)+ —}g 4>§(0)])‘0>.

SU(3) x SU(3) limit. Throughout we will assume
that ug, 3, and uJ belong to the (3,3)+(3, 3)
representation.

We must compute the matrix element
TyDi2Dy0 D45 €5 €)= —€Xijkluln) , assuming the
form (3.1) for T,_,. Now, in the SU(2)x SU(2)
limit, T,_, vanishes when p +=0 because
[°F,+,u3]=0. But E,=p,/2 whenp,+=0, so from
(3.1) the slope B/A is corvectly predicted to be
-2/, in the SU2)xSU(2) limit. We have argued
in the Introduction that SU(2) x SU(2) results are
valid to ~1%, so we will work in the SU(2)x SU(2)
limit from now on. From (3.1) and (3.2) we have

2
T, _0=A(eg)<1 - —E—°> ,
Ky

(3.8)
Tooo = Al€g) .

To determine A we must go to the SU(3) x SU(3)
limit (always maintaining the ratio €J/e}=-v2).
The ratio E,/u 7 1s ambiguous in the chiral limit,
so rather than work directly® with T, _, we will
utilize the exact result that for p, 00,

Ti_olpr0=0,€0)=Ale))

- §§<+-|[5F3ugnn>

<5 (- Lo 7]

.

(3.9)

where the ¢ and ¢J operators carry zero mo-
mentum. Notice that if the underlying symmetry
group were U(3) X U(3), as is naively expected in
quark models but not present in fact,®* then ¢ and
¢ could be written as linear combinations of

3+ Ag and 3+ A4, so that A (and B) would vanish in
the SU(2) x SU(2) limit.

We will evaluate (3.9) exactly in the SU(3) x SU(3)
limit. In Appendix B we sketch the calculation of
the leading € lne corrections.

A(0) is determined from the following unambig-
uous®! prescription:

(3.10)

A suitable interpolating field ¢, (including the effects of #-7’ mixing) is defined in Appendix A.
(b) Approximate A(€))=G(u .2, €3) by G(0, €}). The error induced is of O(e,1ne,) and is calculated in Ap-

pendix B.

(c) For €+0, use the exact Dashen-Weinstein®” method for SU(2)xSU(2) to evaluate G(0, €°):
(1] 0

i€

0 it [ ][ e (0 omi  ooi0) ).

(3.11)
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where [°F, [°F, T( )]] is a shorthand notation mean-
ing to keep the various equal-time commutators.

(d) Drop all terms which vanish as €}—0. The
result of all this is

60,€)=- 575t A [T @000,

+O(e lne) . (3.12)

But the propagator in (3.12) is just —iZ,,/p %
where Zg, is defined after (2.3), so we have

4e57,/? 4e,
3ﬁf 1f3 3mf 71'3 ’

For €,=0, Z,,”? is equal to Z,/%(0) defined in
Appendix A, and we have defined the renormalized
€, as €3Z,72(0).

In Appendix B we calculate the €,lne, corrections
to A(0) exactly. The result is

A(0)=G(0,0)= - (3.13)

de,

A=

45 €,In(A%/4u%)
% |14+@)We 22 Sen L2 ) | o )} R
[ " 16 33777 0
(3.14)

where €, is still defined as €3Z,/2(0), and f () is
the physical value of the pion decay constant. For
In(A%/4u%)=2, the correction term is —34%, which
indicates that SU(3) XSU(3) is reasonably depen-
dable in this application.

From (3.3) and the experimental width ", _,, one
obtains®® |A| =0.703 for B/A=-2.08/pu, and |A|
=0.572 for B/A=-1.87/u,. These numbers would
be reduced by 15% if I'y,, were used instead of
', ... These two values yield

€3

fr

respectively. This is to be compared with the
SU(3) x SU(3)-breaking parameters €,/f , =0.26
GeV? and €,/f , =-0.21 GeV?, and the SU(2)

X SU(2)-breaking parameter® ¢/f , = -2
=-1.8x10"2 GeV?,

{1.19X 1072 GeV?,

0.97x 102 GeV? , (3.15)

C. Implications of the e;u; terms

Assuming that the n—37 decay is due to an €,u,
term, we have given what we believe is a reliable
determination of €.

We now consider the other implications of an
€;u, term. Using the matrix element (2.9), and
assuming €;>0, we’can find the €, contribution
to pg+% — pgo®. The result, listed in Table II for
the two values of €, in (3.15), is about twice the
experimental mass difference.

Since #3 and uJ are members of the same octet,

the ejuJ baryon mass differences can be predicted
from the medium strong differences:

(Mp_Mn)Iu3=E[(f/d)B+1] ’
(ME+—ME")Iu3=E[2(f/d)B] ’
(Mz-—Mzo)lu3=E[—(f/d)B+1] s

where (f/d)g~-3.29 from the medium strong dif-
ferences, and E=v3e, (M -M,)/2¢3Z,*/2(0). The
small deviation of €2Z;/%(0) from €, can be deter-
mined from Appendix A. The numbers predicted
from (3.16) are given in Table II.

We see thatithe uy contvibutions predicted for
the mass diffevences arve probably too large®® to
be believable, although theve is no veliable way to
calculate the electromagnetic contributions.

What are the errors in the numbers in Table II?
The numbers are uncertain by 20% because of
B/A. They would be reduced 15% had we used
T'g rather than I', _, to determine €, (old values
for the widths would increase the numbers by
V3). There is also a 15% error due to the quoted
uncertainties in I, the branching ratios, and
the baryon masses. Finally, if the €lne correc-
tions in (3.14) had been ignored, the numbers in
Table II would be reduced by a factor 2. Hence,
the uncertainty in the numbers is at least 50%.

What can be concluded from all this? The decay
seems clearly to be nonelectromagnetic. Also,
an €,u, term in the (3, 3) +(3,3) model probably
cannot account for the decay®” using the present
experimental parameters. The problem cannot
be blamed on the SU(3) X SU(3) extrapolation; the
corrections are ~30%.

The numbers predicted from the €,u, term are
in error only by a factor of 2 or 3, not an order of
magnitude. Also, they depend sensitively on the
dynamical details. Perhaps u3 is not a member
of the (3, 3)+(3, 3) multiplet, or contains a piece
which is not. If the u, term is the effect of some
neutral gauge bosons, for example, it may not
have simple SU(3)x SU(3) transformation proper-
ties. This could account for the failure of the
prediction on T, _ /T, [after (3.3)] based on the

(3.16)

TABLE II. The predicted €3u3 contributions to the
AI=1 mass differences: (a) The quantity. (b) Prediction
for B/A=-2.08/u,. (c)Prediction for B /A = -1.87/py.
(d) Experimental mass difference.

(@) (b) (c) @

gl —pgo?  —0.0104 GeV2 —0,0084 GeV? —0.004 GeV?

My — M, -7.9 MeV —6.4 MeV -1.3 MeV
My+=Mg- —22.7 MeV -18.5 MeV -7.9 MeV
Mg-—Mz0 +14.8 MeV +12.0 MeV +6.6 MeV
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I=1 assumption. Of course, detailed predictions
would be difficult to make in such a case.

One could also abandon the (3, 3) + (3, 3) model
for all the terms in (3.7). But the (8, 8) model
seems no better,'” and the (6, 6) + (6, ) model has
serious problems of its own.3®

Perhaps the decay is basically due to the u, term
(or even electromagnetism), but is enhanced by
some strong final-state interaction (such as a
heavy pion)*° to which the chiral symmetry argu-
ments are blind.

It would be worthwhile to study (both experi-
mentally and theoretically) the other implications
of a u, term. Possibilities include violations of
SU(2) symmetry in p decays and in meson-baryon
coupling constants.* Baée*' has considered the
effects on nonleptonic K decays, and Osborn and
Wallace3® have considered the 7N scattering length.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have argued that SU(@2)X SU(2) is the best
symmetry of the strong Hamiltonian after isospin.
In Sec. II we observed that SU(3)X SU(3) and SU(3)
are comparable and valid to ~30% in most cases.
Some applications of chiral perturbation theory
were given. We also argued that octet enhance-
ment for matrix elements which vanish in the
SU(3) limit could be understood from the Goldstone
boson pair mechanism.

In Sec. III we showed that an e u; term is of the
right order of magnitude to explain the =37 de-
cay, but the details depend sensitively on the ex-
perimental parameters and on the representation
content of u,.

Other possible applications of these ideas (in ad-
dition to those at the end of Sec. III) might include
the decays n’ -nnm and K,— 27, the effects of sym-
metry breaking on g, and the meson-baryon cou-
plings, and the extension of these ideas to other
symmetry-breaking models.

APPENDIX A: THE n-n' SYSTEM

In the third section of I we presented a formalism
to describe the 1-n’ system which assumed the
existence of an 1-1’ mixing angle. Such a mixing
angle exists only if one drops a certain continuum
integral. As no such assumption was made any-
where else in I, our treatment was inconsistent.*?
In this appendix we will correct this inconsistency
by giving an exact formalism for the n-n’ system.*?

In the (3, 3)+(3, 3) model there are two unre-
normalized fields ¢S and ¢J and two states |7) and
[n’) with I=Y=0. We expect that for ;=0 there
will be no mixing effects and that ¢J (¢3) will cor-
respond to the n (n’) state. Furthermore, as ¢,
-0 we expect u > -0 but p,,*#0: The n becomes

a Goldstone boson but not the 7’.

Let us define the renormalization constant
Z,;M?=(0|¢%|@ for i=0 or 8 and a=7 or n’. They
are real by 7 invariance. In the €;=0 limit,
Zo,¥? and Z,,/? vanish, while Z,,"/?=2,Y?
=Z"?=2,"%(ed); Zoy+*/? approaches some dif-
ferent value. Assuming canonical quantization
rules for ¢ and ¢J one can prove formally that

O:Zonl/zzsnl/z+Zon’1/zzsﬁ’l/2 +f ds pgg(s) ,
s08

. (A1)
1 =Zin+ZiTI'+f dsp?i(s) s
for ¢=0 or 8, where
0 (27)? 4 0 0
pi(8)= 5= 27 8%a -p ) (0lgIm) (nle3|0)
+@—j}, (A2)

with g®=s. Of course, in a real field theory these
integrals will in general diverge.

The n-n’ mixing effects are incorporated in the
Zial/z. An 7n-n’ mixing angle 6 could be defined in
various ways. For example, it could be defined
as the angle which satisfies Eq. (2.8). A theo-
retically useful definition, however, would be to
define “singlet” and “octet” states |0) and |8) as a
rotation by 6 of the physical states |n’) and |p)
such that

(0[¢5|0) =(0]¢3| 8 =0 . (A3)
But (A3) implies

v /
Zgn: : - Zon1 :

tanf = 75— = — 75 .
Zgy" Zoy?

(A4)

This last equality is true if and only if the pJ; in-
tegral in (A1) can be neglected relative to the re-
normalization constants. However, we shall see
that Z,,Y2, pY, and probably Z,,.? all vanish
like eglne,. Hence, one cannot justify dvopping
the continuum integral in (A1) on the basis of a
small 5. A mixing angle, as defined in (A3), can
only be justified if the intevactions in the sym-
metric Hamiltonian H, ave neglected.

Now define f, and f,, by

Olo+Agl@ =, (A5)
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where a=n or n’. For €,—~0, f,, vanishes and

Sn=fr=fx=fs(€,). Then using the result'
0dy== | 37763 - Ty e8] 98- (21%edpS, (A6)

one has

J

1 1 o . o
/20 g 0= Zan 3+ Zons Vo0 = [0~ Jy ] [ asoto)/s = G1/2es [ dspi(s)/s,
Sgg Sos

1 00 00
(%)1/2<u2>0=zo;/%+Zon"/zfn'—[<%>1/2e8—7?€3]f ds p%y(s)/s - (2)V2¢ f dspdy(s)/s .
Sog S00

Now, from (A7) one has
(A9)

which implies that f,, vanishes like €;4, not like
€glne,. Then, using the fact that the continuum
integrals in (A8) have no threshold singularities,*
we have

(3/2uf)y = 73 u$Do=Zy, V%, + Olc) ,  (A102)

foge e == (3232, Y2 + O(e®Ine) ,

GWM™ud) o= Zon o+ Ole,) - (A10Db)

Equation (A10a) will be used to determine Z, ,,1/ 2

and f,; from (A10b) and (3.18) of I we can deter-
mine the mixing quantity Zo,,l/ 2 which was needed
for the corrections to the Gell-Mann-Okubo for -
mula in Sec. II:

Zon/®  _ (2\V? BegIn(A2/4p?)
izf(c)]l”"(s‘) d6r% 7+ O -

(A11)

We would now like to define a pair of suitable
interpolating fields to define off-shell Green’s
function for the  and n’. They are

¢ = (Zon' 1/2¢3 - an’1/2¢g)/D ’
¢n' = ("Zonl/zd’g"'zsnl/z(pg)/D ’

- 1/
D=Zon'1/223n1/2 _ sn'l/zzon 2

In the €,=0 limit, ¢,=0¢3/Z,"% ¢,r=¢3/Zoy "%

(A12)

J

d?d? (Ziullzzjal/z):: —4_1%5 ’:(kz -2 f dixdty ei* " (5 =)0 T(¢?(x)¢?(y)u‘,’(0))]0)] ‘

From (A18) one can derive various results, such
as

d

1
D7 = 5 7z mEDwOn(E N2y 2, (A19)

where

AND HEINZ PAGELS E
B, =_[31/2 o__l_~ o]_ 2y1/2_ 0 Zo vz
Z—SZT% (3) €g ‘/'3' €g (3) €3 -Z_‘g;m

(A7)
for a=n or n’. The Ward identities (3.11) of I
become
(A8)
The fields are constructed so that
0]g,l0) =6, , (A13)
for (a, b)e(n,n’), and
B'Aix:fn“nzd)n"‘fn'“n'z(pn' . (A14)
One can use PCAC techniques for ¢, (or ¢J) by
writing them in terms of 8-A, and ¢, (or ¢7)
from (A14) and (A6), and then verifying that the
¢ 4+ (¢9) pieces vanish to the required order.
Equation (A12) can be inverted to yield
¢g=an1/2¢n +an'1/2¢n' s
(A15)

00=Zon 20+ Zon 2P s -

Since Z,,"2 and probably also Z,,,"? vanish like
€glne,, we see that pg, [defined in (A2)] must also
vanish like €,lne,, as was asserted after (A4).

In analogy to (3.22) of I one can easily derive

(alu2(0) | a) %— (A16)

for I=0o0r 8, a=7 or n’, with «J carrying zero
momentum. Also,
' (&) uin () =0, (A17)
where #] carries no momentum and 2=y, or
U nrz. .
Finally, as in (3.23) of I one can show

(A18)
k=l 2
1 dz, dz,,"*
Dy=+ (zon.l/"‘—dﬁ-g—— = 2y o
1/2
= e Za L ofe 1) (420)
87 13

[D is defined in (A12)].
From Eqgs. (A10a), (A 19), and (A20) one can
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use the techniques described in I to show

S _ In(A%/4u2) A
oy~ 1= T VB ot idie) + 0le)
(A21)
/2
2 2(0) " L’%[M( W2, +d;e,] + O(e) ,
for ¢=1,...,8. By fg(Z, Y2 we mean f , (z, 1/2)

d; is the Gell Mann d symbol d; ;..

If T(K? e, €,) is a Green’s function involving an
7 field carrying momentum K, then [as in (3.30)
and (3.31) of I] the derivative of the on-mass-

shell matrix element T(u,? €, €,) is

dT(u % €,, € )
__Ze_ﬂ?z_ol = _zT,f?(“ 2 €0, €5)

= ..iT,,’nl)(u 5 €0y €6)+ D7 T % €, €5)

dp,?
d‘;o T ol %5 €0 €5) 5 (A22)

+
where D, is defined in (A20). Tjoand Tf are

the matrix element T with a u? operator inserted
everywhere except on the external legs. The tech-
nical difference between the two is defined in I.
Both still contain 7’ poles in the (1, «9) channel.
The quantity T, is defined as

)= T(k?; €4, €5) = T(1 ;% €4y €4 )
BP—pu,?

T, (k% €4 €4

(A23)

At K?=p .2, T, is just dT/dK®. Of course, one
must also add the counterterms associated with
other external legs to (A22).

As in (3.32) of I, one can approximate (A22) by
a formula in which the quantities on the right are

evaluated at K2=0 [the 7’ poles in the (1,
nel present no difficulty]. The result is

u9) chan-

AT(i ;% €0y €5)

-—Hle, = —iT,,t;(O; €q, €g)
1 du,?
—_ =1 _p} .
¥ (U- nz dG? DZ) T(0; <6, 63)

du. 2
+ -d—ezl?— Th(0; €q, €4

) + O(constant) ,

(A24)

where T,9 includes # insertions everywhere, even
on the external leg. One may usually®® set e;=0
on the right, inducing an error of O(ezlne,).

The error in (A24) would be O(e In¢) if T, were
evaluated at u,°. If there are “dependent variable
singularities” (see Sec. IIC of I) the error can be
O(1) when T, is evaluated at K*=0. This presents
no difficulty in practice since we are usually only
interested in the Ine, part of the derivative. The
same comments apply to Eqs. (2.71) and (3.32) of
I

APPENDIX B: CORRECTIONS TO THE SU(3) X SU(3)
CALCULATION OF THE n—3w AMPLITUDE

In this appendix we will sketch the calculation
of the leading (e Ine) corrections to the result
(3.13) for A. We will stay on the line €)= —v2€
of exact SU(2) x SU(2) symmetry.

We will work with the expression (3.10) for
Aled)=G(i % €3). Since f, is an explicit factor in
(3.10) there is no need to expand it around €,=0,
From (3.10) and (A24) we find

2

|
_L_d__[fc( 2 e9)]=—iG o(0 €0)__2_()__a_n___c(0 0)
f1r ng G g7 € ug-&us s €o nfn
o 2 dz,V?
+G(Oe)[ Z7z P
7[

20722,
Fr

The interpretation of (B1) is that ~iG,g-yzug TeP-

resents the €, dependence of the internal dynamics.

The G/u .2 comes from differentiating the Klein-
Gordon operator; it cancels the u3 — V2 u inser-
tions on the external 7 leg in the first term. The

3% G(p? €3)

1df, | A (€820,
d€0 ‘/-3-11-712 dEg fn ]

O(e Ine) . (B1)

p°=ly

G(0,€)) [ ] term represents renormalization ef-
fects, and the last term is due to the variation of
the mass of the external n with €.

In (B1) we have chosen to evaluate dG/dp? at
u,,z rather than zero. We have rewritten the
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[G(0, €0)du ,?/de] /. ? term of (A24) using the ex-
pression (A7) for y % The dZ,"?/dejterm in
(B1) is the counterterm associated with the ex-
ternal pions. [This is clear from (2.46) of I since
dy. %/ ded=0.]

Using (A11) and (A21) one easily finds that 9
times the bracketed counterterms in (B1) is

i

iG,o 0(0, €9) = €3y’ d*xd*z (+-
- uo-\fz—u8 » €0/ = f"

0 2
_ %—L fd4xd4z<o
m

where, just as in (3.11), we mean take all the
equal-time commutators. For the second term in
(B1) we use (3.11). We now compute all the equal-
time commutators for these two terms [using the
expression®® (A12) for ¢,], utilize Eqs.*® (A6) and
(A14), and then drop all terms which vanish or go
to constants as €,~0. The result is that the first
two terms in (B1) are

73

5 [ a% [T @ -,
m
+ EV2(T (u3(2)[u3(0) = vV2u2(0)])|0),
+ (T (3 (2)[43(0) = V2 13(0)])]0),]
+ O(constant) . (B4)
Each of these terms diverges like €, due to the
two-meson cut (none have a two-pion cut). The
divergent part is calculated as in (3.15) of I to

give (when multiplied by €Q) the same expression
as in (B2).

N(p%)

T+
2

s=p°—s

# ¢ !

) .

7(p°) -
S=0 —

+
2

7(p%) -
S=0 —>

-

FIG. 1. The three diagrams contributing to the singu-
lar part of dG/dp? in Eq. (B1).
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11/2

1/2 2 2
€36G(0, €[ ]=_2-<§> €oln(A®/4p%)

32777 A(0) + O(e,) .

((B2)

To calculate the first term in (B1) we use the
exact SU(2) x SU(2) expression

T([u3<z) ~VZud(2)]$ () [ 6)%93(0)+ 75 ¢g(oﬂ)‘o>

s [Fam 1 {(ug - VZu)p, [H¢8+ 73 ﬂ}ﬂ@ )

r

Finally, the dG/dp? term in (B1) has singular-
ities due to the three diagrams in Fig. 1. In the
first diagram the invariant mass of the cut is of
the dependent-variable type (see I). The contribu-
tion of these diagrams (when multiplied by €J) is

231/2 1/2 .0
_ 20077, %) _.d_2 G(p?, €2)
S dp p2=pp?

__ 832\ ¢ In(A%/4p?)
TT16\3 321%,°

A(0)+0(e) . (B5)

(The first diagram contributes &, and the last two
1
1)
2
Putting the various pieces together, we have
) 4eg I 3"1@)1/2 €gn(A%/4p?)
Aleo)=~ 3737y 70 L 1 1613 3575 3

. o(eo)]. (B6)

Part of the € Ine correction can be absorbed into
the renormalization of £ (0) by the symmetry-
breaking interaction [see (A21)] to give?’
1/2 2 2
A(Go)z__&s__[ . ﬁ(&) egIn(A*/4u%)
3V37, () 16\3 3277,

" o<eo>] , (B7)

where f . (€) is the physical (renormalized) value
of f,. For In(A%/4u?)=2, the €lne term is
~ -0.34.

We conclude by commenting that the relatively
small (34%) corrections in (B7) are due to the
cancellation of much larger factors. We do not
consider this to be a lucky accident. The differ-
ent terms in (B1) merely single out for separate
consideration different aspects of the same Feyn-
man diagrams (e.g., the € dependence of the
masses of the internal and external lines, of the
vertices, etc.). Their near cancellation is not ac-
cidental; it simply means that the relevant graphs
are small.
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