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It is shown that vacuum stability determines the Cabibbo angle .. From a simple example we obtain
tan’0; ~ f.u.>/ fx ik’ and a nonelectromagnetic AI = 1 interaction. The effect of charm is included.
We also discuss the superweak model of C P violation as an isotopic rotation through an angle 6.p.

I. VACUUM-STABILITY CONDITIONS

By way of introduction consider the classical
Heisenberg ferromagnet.!*? This is an infinite
magnet with a spin density 5(x). The Hamiltonian,
H=H,+ €H’, is the sum of a term H, which is
rotationally O(3) invariant plus a term eH’
= —uﬁ 8(x) which breaks the O(3) invariance.
Here pu is a positive constant and Bisan applied
constant external magnetic field. eH’ is rotation-
ally O(1) invariant about the axis defined by B.

The ground state of the ferromagnet, in the
absence of an external field, is a threefold infinite-
ly degenerate vacuum |1\7[), with the direction 1\71,
the magnetization, defining the different vacua.
Each vacuum ]M) is sufficiently rich to build up a
complete Hilbert space to describe the states of
the ferromagnet.

The vacuum energy of this system is given by

F(6)= (M|[H, - uB - 5(x)] M)
= const — 1 [B||M| cos6,

where M = (M[S(x)|M) and 6 is the angle between
M and B. Requiring that F(9) be a minimum,
F'(8)= 0, F"(6)>0 implies =0, so that B and M
are parallel.

As we show below, these same ideas applied to
the problem of symmetry breaking in he strong
and weak interactions can determine the Cabibbo
angle, 6. The result we find requiring vacuum
stability of an effective Hamiltonian is

tan*6c =~ fr . ®/fxbx® . (1)

This result is in agreement with the experimental
value® 9.~ 15°. Equation (1) with f,/f«
=1.26+0.02 has g~ 17°. Before establishing (1)
we briefly review Dashen’: theorems which serve
the purpose, if satisfied, of guaranteeing vacuum
stability.

Suppose in the ferromagnet we had B and M not
parallel. Then one finds that the spin waves,
corresponding to Goldstone excitations, have com-
plex frequencies, implying vacuum instability.

So vacuum stability requires that the external

field B point in the same direction specified by
that O(1) subgroup of O(3) that leaves the vacuum
invariant.

The vacuum-stability condition is implemented
by requiring that Dashen’s theorem be satisfied.
Let |ﬁ)phy, be the physical ground state, with
B# 0, and

M) = Lim D), .
Then Dashen’s theorem 2 of Ref. 1 requires the
explicit breaking Hamiltonian to be such that

F(8)= (Mle'® Tenre-& T i)

have a local minimum at 8= 0. Here J = f§(x) dix
is the angular momentum.* It is easy to see that
the requirements 8F(6)/86 = 0 and #F(3)/36 86> 0
are met provided B and M are parallel. Once the
invariance group of the ground state is specified
the invariance group of the explicit symmetry
breaking is restricted and corresponds to that
subgroup that leaves the vacuum invariant.

Let us next consider the internal-symmetry
group SU(3)xSU(3) with generators 6 and the
Hamiltonian H=H, + eH’. Here H, is SU(3) xSU(3)
invariant and eH’ breaks this symmetry. Then we
have Dashen’s theorems:

Theorem 1. Let [vac) be the ground state for H.
Then

F(®)= (vacle'” ' PeH’e~*“ Qvac)

has a minimum at &= 0. The proof is elementary
but will not be given here. From theorem 1 follows

Theovem 2. Let |0) be the ground state of H,
defined as |0) = lim,_,,[vac). Then

F ()= (0]e'“ Qe e=1@- 00

has at least a local minimum at & = 0.

These theorems imply that if the symmetry of
|0) and H, are not identical, so that there are Gold-
stone excitations, then these Goldstone bosons,
when the degeneracy is lifted, will have real mass-
es corresponding to a stable vacuum. These
theorems also imply the domain structure of
chiral-symmetry breaking described by Mathur
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and Okubo.®

Dashen’s theorems, when applied to the sym-
metry of the strong interactions, constrain the
form of strong symmetry breaking as was shown
by him. If we include weak interactions another
theorem will be useful for our purposes of estab-
lishing 6.

Theovem 3. Let |[vac), the physical vacuum, be
the ground state of A= U HUS !, Ug = e'%?°C with
H independent of 6.. Then

Fe(6c)= (vac|f vac)

= (vac|U HU;"!|vac) 2)
satisfies
Fé(90)=0, Fg (9c)>0- (3)

This theorem follows from the observation that
H satisfies theorem 1. Consequently,

F6) = (vac|e*?®978 =297 |vac)
= FC(G + 90)

satisfies F/(0)= 0, F’/(0)>0. This implies Egs.
(3).

The vacuum-stability conditions (3) can deter-
mine 6.. The rule of this game is to pick an in-
variance group for |vac), pick anH (independent
of 6¢), and calculate Fc(6.;). The minimum of
Fc(6c) fixes 6.. The stability conditions (3) just
guarantee that the Hamiltonian is diagonal with
respect to the correct ground state. H then satis-
fies vacuum stability and [vac) is its ground state.

The conditions of theorem III are quite universal
and the same ideas can be applied to other prob-
lems. For example, we will describe a super-
weak model for which CP violation is a rotation in
the internal space in the same way that strangeness
violation is implemented by a universal rotation.

II. EXAMPLES

Our procedure is best seen by explicit examples.
To construct examples we assume that we can des-
cribe the strong, weak, and superweak interactions
by an effective Hamiltonian at least to lowest
order in the weak interactions. No attempt will
be made to construct a complete renormalizable
field theory of the weak and strong interactions
(such as a natural gauge theory) or to show how
the effective Hamiltonian can be obtained from a
complete theory in some approximation. A satis-
factory complete theory does not exist. Interest-
ingly, our results can be obtained from an effective
Hamiltonian. This effective Hamiltonian is con-
structed in accord with existing experimental
phenomenology so that, hopefully, a future com-
plete theory will reduce to this effective Hamilto-

nian in a suitable approximation.
The effective Hamiltonian we consider is

H=H,+Hg +Hy(0) +Hyy,. (4)

H, is SU(3)xSU(3) invariant and it is assumed
that in the absence of the additional terms in (4)
the vacuum symmetry is SU(3) invariant. This
implies that the SU(3) xSU(3) symmetry of H, is
realized by degenerate SU(3) multiplets and an
octet of pseudoscalar Goldstone excitations identi-
fied with the physical 7, K, 5. The SU(3)xSU(3)
symmetry of H; is principally broken by Hy;. We
assume that this term transforms like the neutral
members of the (3, 3) + (3, 3) representation of
SU(3)xSU(3). Other pure representations may be
considered, but we do not do this here. The
33 + 33 model of Glashow and Weinberg® and Gell-
Mann, Oakes, and Renner’ adopted here is in
reasonable agreement with existing experiments.?
The effective weak-interaction Hamiltonian (in
the absence of strangeness violation) is taken to be

Hy(0)= (G/V2M,J; + H.c., (5)

where

J,= Nov, BPN + 1oy, GIE+ Ty, G,

Here N transforms like an SU,(2) doublet. For
convenience we use the usual (®, 9, 1) SU(3) quark
triplet, g. Charm can also be introduced.

The electromagnetic interaction Hy = edj™A ,
plays no role in what follows, so we ignore it.

A. An elementary example

Let us assume Hg; in the 33 + 33 representation
conserves electric charge, parity, CP invariance
and that H is specified as

H=H,+ aXx+b(AN + JA) + Hy(0). (6)
Consequently,
H= GHU,™!

=H, + (a cos?6; + 2b cosf; sinfc)Ar
+ (a sin®6; — 2b cos 6, sinfc AN
+ la cosb sinb; + b(cos?6, — sin26: )X + T )

+Hy(6c), (7)
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with Hy(6c)= UoHy(0)Us"!. To compute the vacuum
energy we must specify the invariance group of
the physical ground state |vac). This physical
|[vac) we assume, in accord with observation, con-
serves the third component of isospin and hyper-
charge to O(G). Consequently,

(vac |Hy(6c)|vac) = O(G)
and
(vac| (X9 + T A)jvac) = O(G).

From (7) one obtains for the vacuum energy cor-
rect up to O(G)

Fe(6c) = (vac |H [vac)
= const + (V3 (U, = (Uy),)
x[ia(sin?6, - cos?6.) - b cosb, sinf, |
(8)
where
U= 3%
and
(U%, = (vac|U®vac) .

Including the terms of O(G) can only alter our con-
clusion by a very small amount.

The vacuum-stability condition, theorem 3, re-
quires that F’(6;)= 0 or

(E<U3>o - <U3>o)
x[a sinb; cosb —b(cos?6, - sin?6,)]=0. (9)

Since SU(3) is broken in the physical vacuum much
more than isospin,

V3(Upo—(Uy,#0,
and (9) implies
tan20, = 2b/a . (10)

Note that if the vacuum were SU(3) invariant,
(Ugo=(Upo=0, so (9) is trivial and 6. is undefined,
corresponding to the well-known fact that SU(3)
must be broken to define 6.2

Substituting (10) into (7) the Hamiltonian is

H=Hy+m\("\ = tan?8, AN) + Hy(6c), (11)

where m = a+ b =a(l + 3tan26;) is the mass of
the A quark. Note that (11) has the J{-quark mass
negative relative to the A-quark mass. This im-
plies p,2/ug?<0 and is the signal that (11) does
not yet satisfy Dashen’s theorems. To satisfy
Dashen’s theorems we transform H by U,

= ¢ TRRY with Ny = 5(1 = y,)% and y an angle to be
determined. So

A= U HU,™!
=Hy+m (XX —tan?6, cosyJI) + Hy (6c) .

With the convention (XA),<0 and using the fact that
vacuum SU(3) X SU(3) breaking is much larger
than SU(3) breaking, the vacuum value of A’ is a
minimum for y = 7. (This correspondsto 9~ —Ng.)

Finally we have the Hamiltonian that satisfies
vacuum stability with respect to |vac):

H' = Hy+m (A + tan?0.JN) + Hy(6c) - (12)
This implies

tan®fc = mg/my, mp = 0. (13)
In terms of the parameters ¢; of the Gell-Mann—
Oakes—Renner model’

H'=Hy+ €Uy + €Uy + €U, + Hy(6¢) . (14)
The quark mechanical masses are

my = ()2, - 2V e,

mg = (5)"%€, + €,/V3 —¢,,

me=(3)"2 €+ €,/V3 +¢,,
and the relations (13) imply

2(V2¢€, + €,) V3e

2 = = -
tan 9c—72—2f__2§;, ﬁ%—+a€—8 1. (15)

The almost-Goldstone-boson masses are calcu-
lated as

N-vrzf1r= €V2 + & (16)
L’k Eoﬁ-%e ’

8
so using p.%f,/Le’fx <1, Egs. (15) and (16) imply
tanzec = fﬂlJ-'rrz/fK“Kz .

The relation is (1), which is good.

The Hamiltonian (12) also implies the presence
of a nonelectromagnetic |A7|= 1 interaction. Often
this term is estimated from the observed K *-K°
mass difference. However, the purely electro-
magnetic contribution to this level shift cannot be
calculated reliably,® and it competes with the €,U,
term. But conventional electromagnetism, be-
cause of Sutherland’s theorem,!° contributes only
a tiny faction of the observed n— 37 rate. So the
observed rate is good evidence for the presence
of a new nonelectromagnetic |A/|= 1 interaction
such as €,U, towhich Sutherland’s theorem does not
apply. From the observed n— 37 rate one finds!

l V3e
V2 €+ €4
with errors in excess of 50%. From (16) one has

l\/?e

V2e,+ €

~0.7, 17

=1, (18)
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in agreement with (17). The €,U, term also con-
tributes to Af=1 baryon and meson mass shifts
with the right sign, but using (17) it is about a
factor of 3 too large'! in magnitude.

These relations (18) and (15) have appeared since
the early literature on this problem. Oakes'? as-
sumed an initial Hamiltonian of the form H=H,

+ ail + Hy(0), so the strong interaction was
SU(2)xSU(2) invariant. Upon rotation H- U HU; ™!
and throwing away a large strangeness-violating
U, term Oakes obtains (18) and (15). Although this
procedure is not justified, it suggests the relations
among the various small parameters given by (18)
and (15). Similar results are obtained in the pro-
grams of Cabibbo and Maiani'® and Gatto, Sartori,
and Tonin.!* These approaches find the origin of
the weak angle in the dynamics of higher-order
weak interactions (which have no explicit part in
our approach).

Our results are a consequence of our choice (6)
of the Hamiltonian H and the invariance group of
the physical ground state. H appears to violate
strangeness because of the large 5(X91 + NA) term.
Since the physical ground state is strangeness-
conserving up to order G, the vacuum-stability
condition requires that we rotate away the b term.
Then the strong interaction is strangeness-con-
serving but the weak interactions are not. The
rotation angle, in our example, is completely
specified in terms of symmetry-breaking param-
eters €, 4 5 that appear in the diagonalized Hamil-
tonian A’ that satisfies all vacuum-stability con-
ditions. As these parameters are connected to
experimental numbers we may calculate 6¢.

We may consider a more general example than
(6). LetHg; conserve @, P, CP and have |Al]<3.
Then the Hamiltonian is uniquely specified as

H=Hy+ aXX + b(XI + JA) + c(@® + NIN) + Hy(0) .
(19)

Application of theorem 3 yields as a solution to the
vacuum-stability problem the Hamiltonian (14) with

me—mg | _ 2¢,
my-mg| |V3eg—¢e,

tanf, = , (20)

so that 6, is related to the n— 37 rate. Using (16)
and (17) one finds from (20) 6.~ 15°. Of course,
there are large uncertainties in this estimate.

Suppose we relax the condition |AI|< 3} for the
Hamiltonian given by (19). Then we can add a
term d(®® - 39) to (19). Going through the vacuum
stability exercise one finds 6. specified in terms
of the unknown parameters a, b, ¢, d of H but it is
not given purely in terms of the known parameters
€0.5.3 Of A’. So the angle 6. is fixed and nontrivial
if b# 0, but it is not computable in terms of

parameters we can control.

It is just this problem that prevents a calcula-
tion of 6. in gauge models.’ In gauge models of
the weak interactions, with the strong interactions
included, which are renormalizable and natural
(in the technical sense) the vacuum-stability
conditions can fix 6.. However, typically, 6.
is specified and nontrivially given in terms of
Lagrangian parameters that are not known ex-
perimentally. As is well known, parameters
abound if we allow all couplings consistent with
gauge invariance, renormalizability, and continu-
ous and discrete symmetries, and one typically
finds in the effective Hamiltonian a term like :N
that prohibits a calculation of 6. Within the con-
text of a satisfactory renormalizable field theory
the problem of computing and getting the observed
answer for §, (rather than simply fixing the angle
in terms of unknown parameters) is completely
unsolved. However, should such a field theory
yield the effective Hamiltonian (19), then the pro-
blem is solved utilizing vacuum stability.

B. Spontaneous violation of strangeness

The Hamiltonian H given in (6) can be the con-
sequence of spontaneous violation of “strangeness”.
This is accomplished by writing

H=H,+a\+b(XN¢+ H.c.)+ Hy(0) + H($, W,,),
(21)

where ¢ is a complex scalar field with “S” =1 so
that (21) is “strangeness”-conserving. H(¢,W,) is
the Hamiltonian for the ¢ field and W, is a gauge
vector field introduced as a compensating field
for the local transformations A - e'%®),

¢ ~e'%¢. H(¢,W,) is arranged so that (¢),# 0.
Then W, acquires a mass by the Higgs mechanism.
The remaining real fields ¢’ and W, can be made
massive, so (21) with the displaced field ¢’

= ¢ - (), has the same effective structure as (6).
We return this example when we consider CP
violation.

This example is completely unrealistic and is
given for illustrative purposes only. It is not
difficult to construct realistic renormalizable
gauge models of the weak interactions which im-
plement spontaneous strangeness violation (in-
cluding charm). However, all such realistic,
renormalizable, and natural models known to the
author at most fix 6. and do not allow a computa-
tion in terms of known parameters.

C. Charm

If one assumes that the weak charges belonging
to SU(3) obey an SU(2) algebra, as is required if
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we are to have a gauge theory, and that they have
both strangeness-violating and strangeness-con-
serving components, then the semileptonic currents
have [AS[=1 neutral components. This is associ-
ated with the fact that SU(3) does not have two com-
muting SU(2) subgroups. If one goes to SU(4), there
are two commuting SU(2) subgroups and by ar-
ranging these properly one avoids neutral |aAS|=1
currents while retaining the desired currents.
This Glashow-Iliopoulos-Maiani mechanism
offers symptomatic relief for the problem of no
observed |AS|= 1 neutral, semileptonic currents
comparable to |AS|=1 charged currents. If it is
really the solution for this problem, then we will
see charmed states.'”

To include charm we introduce the SU(2) doub-
lets

(0 5-0)

where ®, 9, X are as before and ®’, the charmed
quark, is a strange partner of the ®. The ®’ mass
should be larger than the masses of the other
quarks but not too large.'® The weak current is

F, = NEGT Ny + NGy, Ny + 1. Gyl (23)
and the effective weak Hamiltonian
Hy(0)= (GNV2)J, - J,+ He.). (24)

There is, of course, an additional U(1) current
required to construct the electromagnetic current.
Our discussion remains unaffected by its inclu~
sion.

There are now two rotations U,(6y) and Ug:(64'):

A =~ X cosf, =N sinb, ,

N —-N coshy + Asinb, ,

®’ -~ @®'cosby —® sinfy , 25)
® - ® cosbp: + ®’'sinby: .
The effective Hamiltonian is assumed to be
H=H,+ag®'®’ +axx
+b(@'® + AN+ H.c.) +Hy(0) (26)

with H, SU(4)xSU(4) invariant and a, # a, positive
constants.
If one minimizes the vacuum energy

F(e)\, 0@1)2 <VaC|U\U@’HU01-1U)\-‘|VaC> (27)

with respect to 6, and 6y, carrying out the same
exercise as for our previous example, one obtains
for the Hamiltonian that satisfies vacuum stability

H=H,+m(@'® + tan?6y P®)

+my (AN + tan26, AN) + Hy(6c) , (28)

1217
where the charged current in Hy(6.) is
Jy = @y, Ry cosbe + Py, A, sinbe
+ ®fy A, cosbe = PLy, N, sinf., (29)
with
0= 6 — O - (30)

It is important that the » and @’ not be degenerate

in (26) with ap- = a,. If this is the case, 6.

= 0y — 6+ = 0 and there is no strangeness violation.
From (28) we have

tan0p = me/me:, tan?o, =mg/my . (31)

Since we have assumed equal ®’® and A9 mixing
in (26) we obtain an additional relation,

myme(l —mg/m,f = mymg(l —me/me: . (32)

Assuming that the strange quarks are more mas-
sive than the nonstrange, n%l/mx <1 and
me/me:<<1, and (32) implies

m,/me: =me/mg. (33)

Since the charmed quark is the most massive
me >m,, and (33) implies mg>my. This means
that the nonelectromagnetic isospin-violating term
€,U,; has the correct sign to agree with observed
Al=1 mass shifts. These inequalities also imply
My/my>mg /mer, so (31)implies|tand,|>[tandy|.
Assuming, consistent with the above and existing
spectroscopy, mg>me, me >my, (31) implies
[6x|> |66 |, so that 6. =6,. Using this, one has

my _ Sfrbhy® (1 V3¢, )

tan?6p ~— -
€ my 2fpy’ V2e,+ €

With the crude estimate from n — 37, —V3e,
~ (0.7)(V2 ¢, + €,) as in (19), one obtains

tan®6 = (0.8) xun®/fbx® - (35)

So the result for the Cabibbo angle remains essen-
tially intact.

If we allow unequal mixings of ®'® and AN, then
(32) and (33) are lost but (31) is retained. If we
include terms like ¢XN or dP® in H, then (31) is
lost and we cannot relate the angle 6, to experi-
mental numbers.

(34)

III. SUPERWEAK CP VIOLATION AS A ROTATION

Phenomenologically, * the only observed |[AS|=2
weak effect is of order G? in the K -Kg mass
difference. So such a |AS|= 2 term should be
present in the effective Hamiltonian. We write

H=H+H g+ Hy(0)+H .\ +Hgy , (36)
where

Hg, = fG*(UsUs-U,U,) (317)
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is |[AS|=2 and f is a constant ~1. For Hg, we
take, as in (21),

Hg =aXx+b(\J¢p + H.c.) (38)

with a and b real constants and ¢ a scalar field.
As in Lee’s discussion of CP violation'® we allow
the vacuum value of ¢ to be complex,

(o= pe'”. (39)

Assuming ¢ to have large mass the net effect of
(39) is to have for the effective H g5 the following:

Hgy = aXx + bp(cosy(X + T A) + i siny(XN = J)).
(40)

We could also have simply taken (40) as our start-
ing point.

Now the “CP” violating term in (40) is propor-
tional to bpsiny, and this need not be particularly
small. But the vacuum-stability conditions,
assuming the physical vacuum has only an ex-
tremely small CP violation which can be dropped

—J
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in evaluating the vacuum energy, will take care of
this.

The solution to the vacuum-stability problem is
achieved by the rotation

V=U,U:U,, (41)

where U, and U, are as before and U, = ¢*932%cp,
with @, the generator of rotations about the third
component of isospin. Minimizing the vacuum
energy

F(6c, 6cp) = (vac|VHV™!|vac)

with respect to the angles 6. and 6.p one obtains,
as before,

2

tantg, = 2 Lrbbe 42

¢ my fxuxz ¢ (42)
and

Ocp=7- (43)

The Hamiltonian satisfying the vacuum-stability
conditions is

H= VHV™'=Hy+m\(A\ + tan?6, N ) + Hy (8 ) + Hgy + Hsw (8¢, Ocp) (44)

with

Hg, (8¢, Ocp) = fG¥(c0s200p[(cos®0; + sin®6c (V. = V¥) = 3 sin®(20: )(V,* + vl
+ 8in20p 08204 (VV, + V, V) + 2 8in26cp 5in26, V[2(3)2 Uy = (1/V3 ) Uy = U,
+ c0820p 5in20[2(2)2 U, = (1 /V3)U, - U, K2 cos26, V, + sin?6.[2(3)2 U, - (1/V3)U, - U1} ,

where V, = iqyA*q, U, = q\%q.

Accordingly, one has real CP violation that is
[oS|=2 and |AS|=1 of order G®. The new super-
weak [AS|=1 piece, proportional toG? sin26psin26g,
has no presently observable consequences. What
remains is Wolfenstein’ s superweak model?® with
the mixing mass determined from (45):

0K 2 cos20
OKis 1
K2 -Kg® - 2820 7T o005,

~+tan26p . (46)

As is well known, this model is in agreement with
all observed CP-violating effects.?’ From the ob-
served K; — 27 rate one obtains from (46)

fgp=~ 3 x1073. @n

We see that superweak CPviolation is a small
rotation about @, as strangeness violation is a
rotation about @,. The fundamental angle of this
rotation, f.p, is not determined in this approach,
unlike the angle 6.. Our point is that whatever is

(45)

r

responsible for CP violation, if its primary effect
is to induce a term (A — JI) in the effective
Hamiltonian, then this corresponds to the super-
weak model,?° provided there is a |AS|=2 CP-con-
serving term in H. In a fundamental theory one
would want to determine tan6 p, which is just the
relative strength of the (X9t — 1) “CP” -violating
term to the (XN +JTA) “strangeness”-violating term
in H. This suggests that CP and strangeness viola-
tion may have the same origin. Perhaps such terms
are induced as a quantum effect®® due to weak and
electromagnetic interactions and the conjecture?
6cp~ a /7 is realized. One may include charm in
this picture of CP violation, but it does not modify
these ideas in an essential way.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

What this work shows is that the principle of
vacuum stability expressed in theorems 1, 2, and
3 can determine the weak-interaction angle. Some
elementary phenomenological examples yield real-
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istic results. What this work leaves unanswered
is the origin of strangeness and CP violations as
we have expressed it in our effective Hamiltonians.
Granted that these symmetries can be broken
spontaneously, but why are they broken at all? In
gauge theories of the weak interaction the structure
of spontaneous breaking in the tree approximation
is assumed from the beginning; so there are no
surprises. This problem is quite unsolved.
Possibly it would be instructive to examine vacu-
um stability on the quantum (loop) level and
strangeness violation as well as CP violation as a
quantum effect.

There may be other possible applications of
these ideas. One that comes to mind is constrain-
ing the Weinberg angle®* 6,. It could be that this
angle is fixed by embedding the SU, (2) xU(1) group
into a larger simple or semisimple group,?® which
is an alternative to these ideas of vacuum stability.
A fanciful example of another application is worked
out in the Appendix.
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APPENDIX

Consider a pseudoscalar octet I1° interacting
with a baryon octet N,. The SU(3)-invariant in-
teraction is

I= grabcﬁaiysancv Cape = @dgpe + i1 —a W gpe -

To lowest order in g2 the vacuum energy is given
as a function of o according to

V(a )ocgzrabcr*abc = gz[azdabcdabc +(1 - )zfabcfabc]
= 8g2%c? + 3(1-ay] .

V(e) has a minimum at & = &= % x 2~ 0.64, which
is the experimental value. Smce there is no rea-
son to believe terms of O(g*) and higher will not
completely change this result, it is probably for-
tuitous. However, this serves as an example of
how variational principles might determine param-
eters, such as the f/d ratio.

*Visitor, September—October, 1974.
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