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We have studied D— PP and D — VP decays in a dispersion approach. We have explicitly includ-
ed the flavor-annihilation process and investigated the circumstances where its contribution could
become large. Data point to a substantial flavor-annihilation term in all these decays. We also esti-
mate the branching ratios for D°—X %), D°-K %', D°—->K °$, and D°—K %.

I. INTRODUCTION

Extensive data on two-body Cabibbo-angle-favored de-
cays now exist' =3 for the channels D—PP and D— VP.
The data confirm that D°—K °7° is not color suppressed
and that there is evidence of perhaps a larger degree of
color suppression in the modes D°—K%° and
D°K *°7°% The relevant ratios are' —3

R =0(D°-K °#°)/T(D°->K~7*)
=0.35+0.07+0.07 ,
R{I=I(D°»K~7*)/T(D*—K rt)
=3.741.0+0.08 ; (1
R§ =T(D°-K %°) /T(D°—~K p+)
=0.09+0.03+0.02 ,
RE =r(D°-Kp*)/T(Dt—K%™)
=2.6740.92+0.64 ; %)
RE "=D(D°—K *°7% /T(D°—-K*~7*)
=0.30+0.14+0.08 ,
RE"=T(D°-K*~7*)/T(D*—K *°r+)
=5.45+3.61+3.25 . 3)

In arriving at the above numbers we have used

TD+/TD0=2.5tO.6 (statistical only). The wuse of*

TD+/TD0=2.3f8jif8j} makes very little difference to our

analysis. A model-independent analysis® of the D—Km
data has shown that (i) complex amplitudes are needed to
fit the data and (ii) nonspectator processes play an impor-
tant role. With the latter point in mind the problem of
D—Km decay was investigated® in a vector-pole model
constrained by current algebra. A near fit to the data was
obtained with real amplitudes. After unitarization of the
amplitudes through final-state interactions the authors of
Ref. 6 obtained a fit to the data. In contrast with the
quality of D—Km data® which necessitate’ the use of
complex amplitudes, the errors in the D— VP data®? are
large enough that a real-amplitude analysis suffices. The
data, as we shall see later, already point to a significant
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flavor-annihilation contribution, as do the D — K data.

In the present paper we have studied the two-body
Cabibbo-angle-favored D— PP and D — VP decays from a
dispersion viewpoint, including the flavor-annihilation
( W-exchange process) which is usually argued to be heli-
city suppressed. We investigate the role of these channels
and the circumstances under which the annihilation chan-
nel could become important. The reader is referred to
earlier investigations, similar in spirit, by Fakirov and
Stech,” Milosevic, Tadi¢, and Trampetié,® and Riickl.’

Section II of this paper deals with D— PP decays. In
Sec. IT A, dealing with D— K7 decays, it is pointed out
that if the hadronic matrix element of the divergence of
the weak current satisfies a once-subtracted dispersion re-
lation then the flavor-annihilation amplitude could be-
come large. This, then, lifts color suppression of
D°— K °#° giving a near fit to the data with real ampli-
tudes. Sections IIB and IIC deal with D°—K % and
D° K%' decays, respectively. In Sec. IID we unitarize
D — K decay amplitudes through final-state interactions
and obtain a fit to the data. The prescription for unitari-
zation used here is the simplest one can think of.

D — VP decays are discussed in Sec. III. In Sec. III A
we study D—Kp decays and argue that a significant
flavor-annihilation contribution is needed. We show that
a naive application of PCAC (partial conservation of
axial-vector current) in the region g’~mp? leads to a
suppression of the flavor-annihilation terms by factors of
order sz/mDZ. PCAC, however, is sure to fail in the
annihilation region (g2~mp?) since one would need to ex-
trapolate the amplitude through a region known to be
populated by resonances. We show that PCAC requires a
fine-tuning among the parameters, which include the pa-
rameters entering the decay Q,(1270)—Kp. We argue
that at g2 ~mp? this fine-tuning may not occur. If so, the
flavor-annihilation terms could become larger. With one
parameter describing the flavor-annihilation contribution,
we fit D—Kp data. In Sec. IIIB we study D—K *7 de-
cays. We show that these data can also be understood us-
ing an annihilation term of the same size as that needed to
understand D—Kp decays. In Secs. IIIC and IIID we
study D°—K % and D°—K % decays, respectively.

D— VP decays have also been studied in the past by
several authors.”%!® In all these studies RXf and RE'™
of (1) were found to be strongly suppressed. The analysis
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of the present work is more detailed and, in particular, in-
cludes the flavor-annihilation contribution. We conclude
with a discussion of our results in Sec. IV.

II. D—PPDECAYS

A. DK~

The hard-gluon-corrected Hamiltonian for the
Cabibbo-angle-favored charm decay is

Hy= 29.[+(C, +C_)ud)(5c)

= 7;008
+3(C, —C_)ic)5d)] , )

where (iid), etc., represent the left-handed hadronic
current, OC is the Cabibbo angle, and C, and C_ are tak-
en to be’

C, =069, C_=2.09, C,’C_=1. (5)

Sandwiching the Hamiltonian (4) between the initial and
the final states and linking up the quark lines in all color-
singlet combinations, one obtains the decay amplitudes in
the factorization approximation (details are provided for
D°—K 7t channel only),

A(D°—K~7t)
=C{m* |(@d)|0){K~|(5c)| D°)
+Cy{m*K~|(5d)|0){0| (izc)| D°) , (6)
where
C;=302C,+C_), C,=5(2C,—-C_). )

The first term in (6) is the usual spectator (and color-
suppressed spectator) term while the second term is the
flavor-annihilation term.

To proceed further we use

(0| (@c) | D°Y=ivV2fpph ,

(7 |(@d) |0) = —iV2f,ph ,
and
(P | VJHIPk>=ifijk[(pk+piy‘f+(q2)
+pe—p Pf _(gP], )

where i,j,k are the SU(4) indices and ¢*=(p;—p; /.
f+(0)=1 in the SU(4) limit.

In evaluating the matrix elements in (6) one encounters
the hadronic matrix element of the divergence of the vec-
tor current

4, (P; | V| P =ifacl(m—mA)f (P +¢%f _(gP)]
=ififolq?) . (10)

The scalar form factor f;(g?) is normalized such that
fo(@)=(m?2—m)f . (0). (11
fo(q?) appearing in the first term in (6) gets contribution

from a 0% state with flavor content 3c, i.e., F;, while the
second term gets contribution from a 0% state with flavor
content §d, i.e., k (Ref. 11).

The final result for the D— K7 decay amplitudes, up
to an overall constant is®

A(D°—»K‘1r+)=[le,,fo’(m,,z)—szDfS(mDZ)] ,
_ C
A(D°—>K°1r°)=—V—ZEUng’(mKZ)+foS(mD2)], (12)

- F, D

AD* K7 H)=[C1fof0’ (m})+Cofxfo' (mgH)] .

Note that the A/=1 isospin sum rule

AD°K~7t)+vV24(D°-K°7°)=A4(D* K °n*)
(13)

is identically satisfied.
The nawe—spectator-model results are obtained from

(12) in the limit f,=fk, fo (mg3)= fo (mg?), and the
neglect of terms proportional to f§(mp?), the flavor-
annihilation channel contribution.

Let us next assume that f(g?) satisfies an unsubtracted
dispersion relation, which would require f_(g?) to decay
faster than 1/g2 asymptotically, then

F f+(0)mp2—mg?)
‘(g)= (14)
fo'la 1—q%/mg?
and
FemD = f o (0)Nmpi—mg?) . (15)
Similarly,
(0)mp2—m,?)
£omty= LX) 0)mp? )
1—mg /mDS
(16)
and
f+(0)mg2—m,?)
K 2y __
Solmp®)= 1—mp2/m,?
~—1.1f,(0)(mg>—m,?) (17)

with ' m,=1.35 GeV.
The factor (mg2—m,?) in (17) signals helicity suppres-
swn Clearly f§(mp?) is helicity suppressed relative to

fo (m,2) or fo'(mg?). Hence, if we assume an unsub-
tracted dispersion relation for f,(g?), and further assume
that it is dominated by a single-particle pole, then helicity
suppression is not lifted and the nonspectator processes
are not important.

It is clear from (10) that in an exact SU(4) limit,
f_(g»H=0, helicity suppression will always operate.
However, SU4) symmetry is broken and since f§(g?) is
required at ¢’=mp? it is quite possible
that f +(mp?) and f_(mp?) are comparable 12 Since
f_(g*) appears multiplied by mp? in f§(g?), it is also
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quite possible that mp’f_(mp?) would dominate over
(mg?—m,)f (mp?). We have just shown, however,
that as long as fo(q?) satisfies an unsubtracted dispersion
relation helicity suppression is unlikely to be lifted.

Let us assume, next, that f_(g2) decays no faster than
1/q* asymptotically. fo(g?) then satisfies a subtracted
dispersion relation. Let us assume further, that f,(g?)
satisfies a once-subtracted dispersion relation such that

F: 2
Forg=F 4 (O mp?—my?) 4 —— L (8)
q " —mp,
and
F5 mD=f 4 (0)mp?—mg?) (19)

unless, of course, )»F’ is unusually large. Notice that (19)
has not changed from the unsubtracted value (15).
Similarly,

D; »
fg’(q2)=f+(0)(mpz—m,,2)+——2&—g—-2— (20)
g —mp,
and
FEmgd~f 4 (0Nmp*—m,?) 1)
which is also the same as in (16).
However,
2
F5@) =1 + (O mg?—m, )+ —2— 22)
q - —m,
and
Amp?
Fimp)=f  (O)mg?—m )+ ——— . (23)
mp-—m,

If we look for solutions with the condition [A stands for
any A in (18), (20), or (22})]

A mpszJZ
f4+(0) = mK2

then (19) and (21) will remain unaltered; however, for (23)

(24)

mg? <<

TABLEI R4 and R('f: without final-state interactions.

A/f4+(0)

fp/f, (GeVZ) Rm Ro+
1 5 0.15 4.96
1 6 0.17 5.78
5 0.16 5.36

6 0.18 6.30

1.2 5 0.17 5.78
1.2 6 0.19 6.84
1.3 4 0.16 5.12
1.3 5 0.18 6.21
1.4 4 0.16 5.44
1.4 5 0.19 6.66

we will obtain

Amp?
f5(m,,2)z;7_—_2——7 . (25)
D m,

It is now possible to lift the helicity suppression of the
annihilation process. The decay amplitudes are then

AD°—K~7t)=|Cif of (0)Nmp*—mg?)

)\.mDZ

—Cofp

2

mDZ_mK

_ c
A (D"-»K°w°>=—i2

V3 fo+(0)(mD2_mwz)

)&sz

+fD ’ (26)

mpz—m,(
AD+-K°rH)=[C\fof +(0)mp*—mg?)

+Cofkf +(0)mp>—m, )] .

Note that in the limit fe=fx and
mp2—m2~mp*—mg?~mp? and the neglect of flavor-
annihilation terms, signaled by the parameter A, the usual
color suppression occurs,

(DK %% /T(D°—K ~7+)=+(C,/C P= = .

However, A>0 raises both A(D°-K%° and
A(D°>Krt). The percentage rise in 4 (D°—K °7°) is
larger since the two terms appear with equal weights. In
contrast, the annihilation term in 4 (D°—K ~7%) is pro-
portional to C, while the s?ectator term is proportional to
C,. Since C,/C,=~—=, the percentage rise in
A(D°K~7t) is smaller.

In Table I we have compiled the ratios R&" and RET
as functions of fp/f, and A/f,(0). Clearly, though one
does not expect to fit both the ratios RA™ and Rg}_’ with
real amplitudes, one comes close to fitting the data. The
important point being that helicity suppression of the
flavor-annihilation process is lifted. In turn, this lifts the
color suppression of D°—K °7° decay.

B. Do—*KOT)
We assume that 7 is a pure SU(3) octet, i.e.,
-1
"=Ve
in SU(4). In factorization approximation
AD°-K)=C,[(K°|(5d)|0){n | (7c)D°)
+(K°|(3d)|0)(0] (@c)|D°)] .

27

Relating (7| (iic) | D°) to (#°|(@c)|D°) through the
SU(4) rotation (9), one obtains, up to an overall constant,
G,

A(D°—>I?°17)=‘—/_—6—[f,(f§’(mK2)—3fo5(mDZ)]. 28)

It is worth noting that the flavor-annihilation term is

(uil +dd —255)=P; ,



33 CABIBBO-ANGLE-FAVORED D—PP AND D—VP DECAYS: A...

larger than in D°—K %7° by a factor of \/3 This is due
to the fact that 7 has a s§ component while 7° does not.

However, the flavor-annihilation term may not be signi-
ficant for two reasons. First, one expects that it is harder
to excite a s5 pair from the vacuum'® and second, the
does not appear to couple to K7 channel.'* If the latter
statement is taken seriously then one does not expect the «
structure in f5(g?) appearing in (28). f#(g?) will be essen-
tiazllly structure-free and approximated by its value at
q°=0,

f5(@) =f§0)=f, (0)mg*—m,?) . (29)

Notice that, because of the closeness of the K mass to
the n mass, the mass suppression is rather strong.

This argument will apply regardless of whether s5 paxr
is excited or not so long as the x does not couple to K %.
If the arguments made here apply then flavor annihilation
will not contribute significantly to D°—K %) and one will
obtain

0__ 7O G 2 2
A(D°—->K n)g-‘—fzfxf+(0)(mp —my°) . (30
Since A(D*—K°*) does not depend on the flavor-
annihilation amplitude either, one can calculate

B(D°-K%)/B(D*—>K°%*)=0.7x10"%, (31

where we have used 7, ,/70=2.5 and fx/f,=12. In

the naive spectator model one expects the ratio of (31) to
be 2.2 10~2. The difference is due to f,5fx and the in-
clusion of the pseudoscalar masses.

On the other hand, if the flavor-annihilation term in
(28) is not suppr&ssed and « couples to K % through
SU(3), then the ratio in (31) could be larger by as much as
2 orders of magnitude. A measurement of B(D°—Kn)
will be quite a sensitive test of nonspectator contribution
to D°->K%. In Table II we have tabulated
B(D°>K%)/B(D*—K°*) as a function of fp/f,

TABLE II. B(D°-K%)/B(D*—K°*) as a function of
fp/f+and A/f . (0). Larger values of A/f,(0) are used in an-
ticipation of the results of Sec. II D.

A/f4(0)
B(D°—K °p)
/fa (GeV?) SR =A )
Io/f B(D*—K°7*)
1 6 0.10
8 0.20
10 0.33
12 0.51
1.2 6 0.15
8 0.30
10 0.51
12 0.76
1.4 6 0.22
8 0.43
10 0.71
12 1.06
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and A/f,(0). In anticipation of the results of Sec. IID
we have allowed A/f 4+ (0) to be of order 10 GeV2. We no-
tice from this table that B(D°—K %)~ 1—2 % signals a
large flavor-annihilation contribution. The reader is re-
minded that B(D+ —K %7*) is 2—3 %.

C. D°-K %%

We assume 7' to be an SU(3) singlet,
n'=-‘/l—§(ui¢‘+d3+s§)=%(\/§P0+P15) ,

in SU(4). We obtain, in a fashion analogous to the
analysis of the last section,

A(D°—K%')=C,[{K°|(5d)|0){n']|(u@c)| D)

+(K%'|(5d)]|0)(0|(@c) | D°)]

G 2 2
=73fxf+(0)(mp —my©). (32)

The flavor-annihilation term vanishes due to the vanish-
ing of the SU(4) structure function fij, as one would ex-
pect from the appearance of dd and s5 with equal weights
in the %’. However, the same reasons which allow us to
argue away the flavor-annihilation terms in D’ K%
conspire to resurrect the flavor-annihilation term in
D°—K%'. For example, if a s5 pair could not be excited
from the vacuum with the same probability as the dd pair
then the cancellation of the flavor-annihilation term
would not be complete.

In the approximation that the s§ pair is not excited
from the vacuum and the x does not couple to the closed

channel X %', such that f§(g%)~f§(0), one obtains
0. G
A(D°—K % )=~‘/—§~[fxf+(0)(m,,2—m,,r2)
+fof +(0)Nmy?—mgH)] . (33)

This leads to (with fx=fp)
B(D°-»K%")/B(D*—-K%+)=0.93%x10"%. (34)

On the other hand, if flavor annihilation is absent in
A(D°—K %), that is, the amplitude is given by (32),
then one obtains (using fp = fx)

B(D°—K%')/B(D*—K°r*)=0.58x10"2. (35)

Thus this ratio is not a very sensitive test of the pres-
ence of an annihilation term, unless it can be measured
very accurately.

D. Final-state interactions

Rescattering in the final state endows the weak decay
amplitudes with phases. A number of authors!’ have
studied the problem of final-state interactions in D—Km
decays.

Let us introduce the decay amplitudes 4; and A4; for
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decays into I = % and % states and their phases 8; and &;

as
A(D°-—>K‘1r+)—‘/-(A3e % _v34,e™),
A(D°—E °ﬂ°)=%3(\/5A3ei5’+A1ei8') , (36)

AD* K %) =V34,e™

If the scattering in the final state is elastic then the
phase of the weak decay amplitude is the scattering phase
shift in the relevant two-body channel. The effect is to
generate a complex amplitude (i=1,3)

6;(s’)ds’
(s'—so)s'—s +i€)

i8; (s —s9)
A;(s)e 8'(s) =A;(s¢)exp il f
o

(37

through the solution of the Muskhelishvili-Omnes integral
equation.!s s, is a normalization point and, in our case,
we eventually set s =mp2.

If one parametrizes the partial-wave scattering ampli-
tude in the N/D form,'” then the Muskhelishvili-Omnes
function, the exponential in (37), is proportional to

D~!(s). A real decay amplitude 4;°(s) may then be uni-
tarized by final-state interactions through

i8,(5) D;(so)

A i _A(O) .
i(s)e (s )D( ) (38)

We choose s, the normahzatlon point, to be the 7K
threshold so=(mg+m,)? such that the phase vamshes
at this point, as it indeed should, and 4;(sq)=A4;"(s).

We begin by sw1tchmg off the final-state mteractlons

and evaluate 4;"(s) using (12) and (36) with 8;=0. We
obtain (eventually we set s =mp?)

AP $)=— (DN EC o f o (5,m )
D
—1Cofxfo’ (s,mg?)
—Cofpfissm )],
39)
©) 1 Fs 2 D.l 2
AL )= —=[C1f of ' (5m4")+Cof kS0’ (s,me)]
where

Fes,m) =1, (0)s —mg?) ,

For(s,mgd)=F , (O)s —m,?) (40)
fols,m )= As 5.
s—m,

We make a simplifying assumption for D;(s). We as-
sume that there is very little rescattering in the non-
resonant I =3 channel. Thus 8;(s)=0 and D;(s)=1.
I =+, 0% channel, on the other hand, resonates."* The
simplest way to unitarize 4 " (s) would be by the prescrip-
tion (38) where D,(s) is chosen to have a resonance struc-

ture. The unitarized form of (39) is then

A(s)e™® = AV (s)so—m,2) @l
! (s —m2+ivk) ’

As(s)e = APs) , (42)

where y is the reduced width of the x and k, the three-
momentum in the 7K center of mass. We have chosen the
subtraction point to be the 7K threshold, so=(mg +m,)?
and

i83(s)

D(s)=(s —m > +iyk) . (43)
& and RET are then calculated by using
142r24+2V2r cosd
Ry = (44)
® T 24122V rcosh
Roy=— [1+2— Nic s8 (45)
9 r?

where §=8,—063=345, (in our case) and r =A43/A4,.

The results are summarized in Table III. We choose
rather a broad x, y=1.4 GeV, to generate §;=144° at
s =mp>. m, was chosen to be!! 1.35 GeV. We get a fit
to the data with A/f ,(0) in the vicinity of 10 GeV?, well
within the limits of (24).

A word about the effect of final-state interaction of
D°— K% and D°—K %' is in order. Since these decays
involve only one isospin amplitude and thus only one
overall phase, their rates are unaffected by final-state in-
teractions. Further, since D—K %% also depends on a
single 1sosgm amplitude, the ratios B(D°—K %)/
B(D*—K%%*) and B(D°—-K%')/B(D*—K’*) as
also B(D°—K °;)/B(D°—K % ) are insensitive to the
details of final-state interactions.

III. D—VPDECAYS

A. D>Kp

Using the Hamiltonian (4) in the factorization approxi-
mation one can write the decay amplitude for D°—K ~p*

TABLE III. R&" and R&T without final-state interactions.
Parameters used: m,=1.35 GeV, y=1.4 GeV (§;=144°).

A/f+(0)
fo/f= (GeV? Ry Ry,
1.0 7 0.18 3.38
8 0.19 3.85
9 0.20 4.34
10 0.21 4.86
1.2 7 0.19 4.04
8 0.21 4.65
9 0.22 5.30
10 0.23 6.00
1.4 7 0.21 4.75
8 0.23 5.53
9 0.24 6.36
10 0.25 7.25
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mode as
A(D°—K~p*)
=C{p* |(ud)| )(K~|(5c)| D°)
+Cy{p*tK~|(5d)|0)(0|(@c)| D), (46)

where C, and C, are defined in (7).
We next use the following ingredients:

(O] V#| Vj>=8ing€;4 ) (47)

where V} is the vector current and ¥; a member of the
vector SU(4) 15-plet. i and j are SU(4) indices. gy is re-
lated to f,, the leptonic decay constant of the p meson, by
gy=mp2/fp with fp2/417'=2.0. The matrix element of a
vector current between two pseudoscalar states is given by
(9). Using (9) and (47) the first term in (46), the spectator
term, is reduced to

(p* |(ud)|0)(K~ | (3¢)| D°)
=2V2e-kgyf (m,?) . (48)

k is the kaon four-momentum. f (g?) gets contribution
from a vector particle with flavor content Sc¢, F*, and
may be written in a single-particle-saturated form as
[f+(0)=1 in SU4) limit]

@) =1/1—g*/m %) . (49)

f—(g?) in (9) does not contribute to the process due to the
gauge condition €-¢=0.

The flavor-annihilation form in (46) is needed at
g’=mp%.  An extrapolation of the matrix element
through PCAC will almost certainly fail since the energy
region 1—2 GeV is populated by resonances. First, we
demonstrate the consequences of using a naive PCAC ex-
trapolation to g*=mp>.

By using (8) and the PCAC relation

F Ay =my PO (50)
we obtain
(p*K~|(3d)|0){0]| (a@c)|D°)
mKZ

mDZ—mKZ

=2V2(e-k) fxSfpgver , (51)

where we have introduced the V;—P;P; coupling con-
stant via the vertex

8ijk =ifijx€ (pj —pi)8vpp - (52)
If we use gypp’/4m~3 from p—mm decay width,
fx=Sfp=0.12 GeV and f,*/47~2.0 from p—e*e ™ de-
cay width, we obtain the following ratio of the flavor-

annihilation (51) to the spectator term (48) in
A(D°SK—p*):

flavor-annihilation | C2 mk’ fx/pgver
spectator T | Ci mp? gy

~0.01. (53)

Note that C,/C;=—+ has helped to pull this ratio
down. Thus a naive extrapolation of the flavor-
annihilation amplitude to g>=mp? using PCAC leads to
a highly suppressed flavor-annihilation amplitude. If this
were indeed true then D—Kp decays would occur by the
spectator groc&sses only and, as we shall confirm later,
D°— K %° would be more strongly suppressed than it is
observed to be.

It is now known® (see Sec. II also) that in order to lift
the color suppression of D°—K °7° mode one needs to
enhance the flavor-annihilation amplitude. The same is
true of D°—K %° amplitude (as we shall see later) also.
In the following we carry out a careful analysis of the
flavor-annihilation term and study the conspiracy among
the various parameters that is required to give the naive
PCAC result.

Let us study (K (k)| 4°""|p~(p)). The flavor-
annihilation matrix element (p*tK™~ |Af“'7 |0) is ob-
tained by the substitution, p*— —p*.

In general,'®

(Pi(k) | A | Vi(p)) =fi[€“K 1(g®) +€-k (p +k)PK,(q?)
+ek(p —kPFK;(gD)] . (54)

In the flavor-annihilation term in (46) one needs to con-
tract (54) with ¢* and evaluate it at g’=mp% PCAC
made the detailed knowledge of K;(g?) in (54) unnecessary
since the divergence of the axial-vector current was re-
placed by the pseudoscalar field (in this case, K meson).
On the other hand one can evaluate K;(¢?) in the approxi-
mation that they are determined by 0~ (K meson) and 1+
[ ©,(1270)] mesons. Note that Q,(1270) has about a 50%
branching ratio'! into Kp channel while Q,(1400) appears
to decay almost entirely'! into K *7 channel. We assume
after Das, Mathur, and Okubo'® that K,(g?) and K;(g?)
satisfy unsubtracted dispersion relations but K(g?2) satis-
fies a once-subtracted dispersion relation. The subtraction
point is chosen to be the soft-kaon limit where the matrix
element of (54) is determined entirely by K,(g?); the
kinematic factors before K,(g?) and K;(g?) ensure that
they do not contribute in the soft limit. Evaluating
K;(g?) much in the fashion of Ref. 18 we obtain

144 V2g8,Gs ‘12“'";:2

Ki(g)=="+
: fx lez——m,,2 qz—mQI2
1 84Gp
K g=———, (55)
V2 qz—le2
2
K3(q2)= {KgVPPz
q -—mg
V2g Gp
s A . GS+_2_(mp2__mK2)
le (q —-—I’nQ1 )
Here g, is defined analogously to gy in (47) by
(0] 4f| 4;)=8;84¢" . (56)

Gs and Gp are the S- and D-wave decay parameters in-
troduced in the Q9 —K ~p* decay amplitude,

A4(Q)—K -P+)=Gsé(Q)'e(P)+GD€(Q)'P5(P)‘Q ,  (57)
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where eLQ’ and e;{’ ) are the polarization vectors of Q; and
p mesons and ¢ and p their respective momenta. PCAC
now requires

—K (@) +(m—mgdK,(g?) +9°K;(q?)
mK2
=2fx—5——8wpp . (58)
q —mg

Using K;(g?) from (55) one finds that PCAC demands a
conspiracy among the parameters introduced in (55) such
that

8v ‘/58,4 mp2
2fk8vpp— 5 — 7 |Gs 3 )
fK mQ| mQ] —mP
G
— —m, —m?) |=0.  (59)

The analogous relation for 47 —p*7° discussed in Ref.
18 is (note that our f, and gy 4 are related to F, and
Gy, 4 of Ref. 18 through V2f,=F, and \/igy,,,=Gy,A
and our Gg is opposite in sign to their Gs due to the
metric used in Ref. 18)

2f wBpmn— £
e f mAlz SmAlz_mpz
G
——ZD*(mpz——m,,.z) =0. (60
If G5 and G, are related by
Gp
Gsz—z—(mAlz—mpz) . (61)

(This is equivalent to §=0 in Ref. 18.) Then PCAC re-
quires

2
8y m,

o = A A f

If, in addition, we use f, =g, for the correct normaliza-
tion of the pion form factor, we recover the
Kawarabayashi-Suzuki-Riazuddin-Fayyazuddin'® (KSRF)
relation

(62)

2
P

of 2 (63)
which is approximately correct. Note also that from what
we know of the 4, width!! the calculation of Ref. 18 was
not particularly successful.

Returning to our problem, note that the individual
terms on the left-hand side of (58) are of order 2fxgypp
while the right-hand side is of order 2fxgyppmg?/mp*.
Since mg?/mp?~0.07, a fine-tuning among the parame-
ters of (60) is required to give us the naive PCAC result at
g?=mp% In addition, in the case of Q;—Kp, the final-
state three-momentum is only 45 MeV, the mass of Q,
being very close to the Kp threshold. As a consequence

£

the decay rate I'(Q, —Kp) is insensitive to the size of Gp
which could become rather large. It is conceivable that
the fine-tuning required by (60) does not occur and that
the left-hand side of (58) is comparable to the individual
terms. In this scenario the flavor-annihilation amplitude
could be considerably enhanced over its naive PCAC
value.

Using (8) and (54) we can write the flavor-annihilation
term in (46) in the form

(p*K~|(3d)|0)(0|(@ic) | D°) =V 2(e-k)fpK (mp?) (64)
where

K(mDZ)=K1(mDZ)—(mPZ—mKZ)KZ(mDZ)
—mp*K5(mp?) . (65)

In our calculations we use K(mp?) as a free parameter.
Finally combining (48) and (64) we get

A(D°K ~p*)=(e-k)V2[2C1gyf (m,?)

+C,fpK(mpH].  (66)

Next we evaluate 4 (D°—K °p°), which in the factoriza-
tion approximation is written as

A(DO—J?OpO)
=C,[(K°|(5d)]0)(p°| (@c) | D°)

+(K%°|(3d)|0){0|(@c)| D°)]. (67)
To reduce the first term, the spectator term, in (67) we use
(K°|(3d)|0)=—iV2 fxP§ . (68)

Further, the D meson being the lightest 0~ particle with
flavor content %c, we write

AT 0= fpmp?PoHI0 (69)

The VPP vertex p°—D°D° is written using (52). One fi-
nally obtains

(K°|(sd)|0){p°| (iwc) | D°)

mD2
sz—sz

=2(e-k)fpfp8vep (70)

The flavor-annihilation term in (67) is —1/V/2 times the
flavor-annihilation term in D°—K ~p*, by an SU(4) rota-
tion. Finally one obtains

A(D°—K %%

mD2 2
2foD8VPP7n—‘{_‘_7—fDK(mD )

D —mMmg

=(€'k)C2

(71

By the same techniques one can also obtain D*—K %+
decay amplitude as
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A(D*—>EK%*)

=(e-k)2V?2 C,gyf'r(mpz)
mD2
+Cofkfp8ver —5——5
mp "—mg

(72)

The spectator-model result is obtained by ignoring the
flavor-annihilation term K (mp?) in (66) and (71). One
then gets?°

0700 0 g—p+ __1 El
where
ngKngVPP/[gii‘(mpz)] . (74)

If we use gypp’/4m=3, gy=m,*/f,, f,*/4w=2, and*
mgs=2.1 GeV, we get £=0.87.

In Table IV we have listed R&f and R&? as functions
of the parameter K (mp?) for two different values of
fo/fx. From (71) it is clear that |K(mp?)|
~2fx8vpp~1.6 GeV implies an annihilation term as
large as the spectator term in 4 (D°—K %°). From Table
I we see that a fit to Kp data can be obtained with
K(mp?)~—2.0 to —9.0 GeV. A larger value of fp,/fx
requires a smaller value of K(mp?) since fp scales
K(mp?) in A(D°->K~p*)and 4(D°—K %°).

B. D>K*n

In the factorization approximation, as in (4), the decay
amplitude for D°—K*~ 7 is given by

AD—sK*—7t)
=C,{(m* |(ad)|0)(K* | (5c)| D°)
+Cy{mTK*~|(3d)|0){0]| (&c) | D°) . (75)

The first term in (75), the spectator term, is manipulated

TABLE IV. R& and R&? as functions of K(mp?) and
fo/fk.

K(mp?)

fo/fx (GeV) RY RE®
1.0 —20 0.036 1.80
-30 0.051 2.08

—40 0.066 2.39

—-5.0 0.081 2.71

—6.0 0.095 3.06

-7.0 0.110 3.42

—8.0 0.122 3.81

-9.0 0.135 4.22

1.2 —20 0.049 2.04
—3.0 0.067 2.41

—40 0.086 2.82

—5.0 0.103 3.27

—6.0 0.120 3.74

-170 0.135 4.24

by using (8) and PCAC for the (5c) axial-vector current (F
meson is the lightest 0~ particle with flavor content 5c)

ayAll‘3+il4=mF2fFPl3+“4 (76)

together with the SU(4) VPP vertex defined in (52) for
K*-D-F vertex. We obtain [note that my does not appear
in this expression since mg2/(mp?—m ) ~1]

(7 | (ad) |[0)(K*~ | (5¢)| D°) =2V 2e-k)f rfrgvp -
an

The flavor-annihilation term in (75) can be handled the
same way as in D—Kp decays. We use (8) and (54) to ob-
tain

(m+K*~ | (5d)|0){0 | (&Zc) | D°) =V 2(e-k)fp K (mp?) ,

(78)
where K(m p?) is defined analogously to (65),
R(mp) =K (mp?)—(m 2 —m DK, (mp?)
—mp?R;(mp?) (79)
with
~ v2g,G (qz_m )
Rugn=tr 287~ xt
fﬂ’ (sz My ) (q _sz )
5 1 gAGD
Ky g)=—F—5"—"—, (80)
s 5. 2fx8vep V2g,
K3(g)=— 2 2,2 2
qt—mg mg,“(g°—mg *)
A G
X Gs+—D(mK.2——m,,2)

2

In (80) we are using Q,(1400) which appears to have a
large branching ratio!! (~100%) into the K* channel
instead of Q,(1270) which appears not to decay into this
channel. @s and @D are the decay parameters for
Q,°>K*~ 7+, defined analogously to (57) for
Q7—K p*. There are a few other subtle differences be-
tween K;(mp?) of (55) and K;(mp?) of (80). Notice, for
example, the appearance of f, in K (mp?) instead of fx,
the masses mo, and mes instead of mo, and m,, and
(:nK.Z—m,,Z) instead of (m,’—mg?). We expect that
K(mp?), due to symmetry breaking, will be different from
K(mp?). We shall treat ) 4 (mp?) as a parameter, but, as
will be shown later, a fit to D—K*r data requires
K(mp?) in the same range as K (mp?).
Putting (77) and (78) in (75) we get

AD°SK*~7t)=V2ek)[2Cf nfr8vpp
+CyofpK(mp)].  (81)

The amplitude for D°—K *°#° decay, in the factoriza-
tion approximation, is
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A(D°—K*%7%)
=C,[(K*°| (3d)|0)(#°| (@c)| D°)
+(K*°7°| (3d)|0){0| (@) | D°)] . (82)

The second term, the flavor-annihilation term, is simply
—1/v2  of the flavor-annihilation term in
A(D°K*~7+), Eq. (81). We exploit (8) and

(K*°|(3d)|0)=V"2gye, (83)

to recast the spectator term in (82). The decay amplitude,
then, is given by

A(D° K *°r®) =(e-k)Cy[ 28y % (mys?)— foR(mp))] .
(84)
Finally,
A(D*—>K*'zt)
=C{m* |(ad)|0)(K *°|(5c)| D)
+C,(K*°|(5d)|0) (7™ |(c)|D*)
=2V2(e-k)[C1fuf rgrpp +Cagr Sy (meo] . (85)

In the absence of flavor-annihilation terms in (81) and (84)
one obtains

A(D°-K *°7°) 1 |C . »
=—=|=|1/¢, (86)
AD°—K*~7t) V2 |C, s
where
A *
E=fofrgver/ I8V (mKtz)] . (87)

Note that £ of (74) and £ of (87) would be equal in SU(4)
limit. In Ref. 20 they are treated as equal.

In Table V we have compiled R{,‘o‘" and Rg: 7 as func-
tions of K(mp?) which we have varied in approximately

TABLE V. RK'"™ and R{,‘:" as functions of R(mp?) and
fe/fp.

k( sz)
Fe/fp (GeV) RE'" RE'"
1.0 —2.0 0.163 5.42
—-3.0 0.192 6.92
—4.0 0217 8.60
—50 0.239 10.47
—60 0.257 12.51
7.0 0.274 14.75
12 20 0.124 3.95
~30 0.150 4.90
—40 0.174 5.94
~50 0.195 7.09
—60 0.214 8.33
~70 0.230 9.68
—80 0.245 11.13
—9.0 0.259 12.68
—10.0 0271 14.33
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the same range as K(mp?) in Table IV. Note that since
fp scales the annihilation term K(m p?) in
A(D°>K*~7*) and A(D°—K *°7°), a larger value of
fr/fp necessitates a larger value of I?(mpz). We see
from Table V that a fit to D—K *7 data can be obtained
with the parameters in the same range as for D—Kp
data.

C. DK%

This decay proceeds only via the flavor-annihilation
term [in absence of Okubo-Zweig-lizuka-rule?? violation).
The decay amplitude is given by

A(D° K %)=C,(K%% |(sd)|0){0| (@) |D°), (88)
¢ (=s5) in SU4) is

—;—Po—\/2/3P8+ﬁP15 .

By a SU(4) rotation this amplitude can be related to the
flavor-annihilation term in 4 (D°—K~p*) in (46). One
finds, through the evaluation of the SU(4) structure func-
tion fy, that the annihilation terms in A (D°—XK %) and
A(D°—K ~p*) have the same size and sign as one might
naively expect by drawing the exchange diagram. One,
then, gets

A(D°>K%)=v2(e-k)CofpK (mp?) . (89)

K (mp?) in (89) is not exactly the same as in (64) and (65)
due to SU(4) breaking. For example, m¢2 replaces m p2 in
the expressions in (55). For the present we ignore these
differences and allow K (mp?) to vary in the same range
as in D—Kp problem.

We can compute B(D°—K%)/B(D*—K%™), a ra-
tio that is not effected by the details of final-state interac-
tions since both decays involve only one isospin ampli-
tude. In Table VI we have compiled this ratio for
fp=fx=0.12 GeV and 7,,/70=25.  Since’
B(D*—K%*)=(14.1+4.1+2.7)%, our model calcula-
tion shows that B(D°—K %) of the order of 1% is quite
likely. Note that a branching ratio for D°—K % of order
1% has been estimated in the past.>?*

D. D°-K %

This decay, like D°—K %°, proceeds via the color-
suppressed spectator process as well as the flavor-
annihilation process. The decay amplitude is given by

A(D°—K %)
=C,[(K°|(5d)|0)(w|(7@c)| D°)
+(K% | (3d)|0)(0|(@c)| D°)]. (90)

In SU@), o [=(uii+dd)/V2] is 1/V2Py+1/V3 Py
+1/V/6P,s. An evaluation of the SU(4) structure func-
tion shows that the spectator term in (90) has the same
sign as the spectator term in 4 (D°—K %?); however, the
flavor-annihilation terms have the opposite signs. This is
intuitively expected since the uZ content of p° and o is the
same but the dd content has the opposite sign. One ob-
tains
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TABLE VL. B(D°-K%)/B(D*—K%™) in column 2 and
B(D°-+K°)/B(D*—K%*) in column 3 as functions of
K(mp?). Weuse fp=fx=0.12 GeV.

K(sz)
4] 0 0 0
(GeV) B(D°—K’¢) _B(D°-K %)
B(D*—K %) B(D*—K%*)
-2.0 0.0075 8.94x10~*
-3.0 0.017 0.010
—4.0 0.030 0.030
—5.0 0.047 0.061
—6.0 0.067 0.101
-7.0 0.092 0.153
—8.0 0.120 0.214
-9.0 0.152 0.286
A(D°-K %)

mDZ 2
=(€k)Cy 2fxfp8vrr————5 +/pK(mp?) | .
mp K
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Since @ and p are almost degenerate in mass, K (mp?) in
(91) is almost the same as in D°—K %° problem. For
K (mp*) ~ —1.6 GeV this rate is very strongly suppressed.
In Table VI we have tabulated B(D°—K %)/
B(D*—K%%) for fp=fx=0.12 GeV. We note that
for —10<K(mp?)<—3.0 GeV, B(D°—-K°%)>B(D°
—K%). Recalling that® B(D*—K%*)=(14.1+4.1
+2.7)% we find that B(D°—K °%©)~3—4% can be ob-
tained with a value of K (mp?) in the range required to fit
D—»Ké) and D—K *m data. For the same values of
K (mp?), B(D°—>K °)~1—2 % can be secured.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In Sec. II we studied the Cabibbo-angle-favored D — PP
decay. The D— K decay amplitudes were written down
in terms of the matrix elements of the hadronic weak
currents in a factorization approximation. Single-
particle-dominated dispersion relations were postulated
for these hadronic matrix elements. The naive-spectator-
model results are recovered from this analysis in the limits

fa=fx and foF’(m,Z):foD’(sz) and the neglect of the
flavor-annihilation term proportional to f§(mp?) in (12).
We showed that if f§(g2), which appears in the flavor-
annihilation channel only, satisfies an unsubtracted
dispersion relation then color suppression of D°—K %70 is
not lifted. On the other hand, if f§(g?) satisfies a once-
subtracted dispersion relation then it is possible to find a
value of the new parameter, A, introduced in (22) within
the range required by (24), such that color suppression of
D°— K %70 is lifted. Another way to see this result is that
in the flavor-annihilation channel f +(q2), introduced in
(10), appears multiplied by a mass-suppression factor of
(mg?—m,? while f_(q?) appears with a large factor of
mp*.  Thus if f_(mp?)~f,(mp?) then obviously
f&(mp?) will be large and the helicity suppression of the
flavor-annihilation process will be lifted. This, in turn,
lifts the color suppression of D°—K %7°. _
Experimentally, f_(g?) is not accessible in D—Klv

due to the small charged-lepton mass. However, theoreti-
cal model calculations®!! favor f_(mp?) comparable to
f4+(mp?). Thus the conjecture that mp>f_(mp?) might
dominate (mg?—m,*)f , (mp?) is very likely to be true.

We have also studied D°—K %) and D°—K %’ decays.
Theoretically these are, surprisingly, not very clean chan-
nels. For example, in D°—K %y a straightforward SU(4)
rotation applied to D— K= amplitudes generates a large
annihilation term. This is due to the additional s5 content
of 7. However, SU(3) breaking makes the excitation of a
5§ pair from the vacuum less likely!® than, say, a dd pair.
This alone would reduce the annihilation term by a factor
of 3._Further, since the k does not agpear“ to couple to
the K %y channel, one expects f§(g?) not to have any
structure. If so, then fg(qz)sz(O)z(m,(z—m,,z)f+(0),
which is vanishingly small due to the closeness of K-
meson and 7-meson masses. This uncertainty in handling
the annihilation term can give rise to an uncertainty of 2
orders of magnitude in the rate for (D°—K °y). The ra-
tio B(D°—>K %))/B(D*—K%*) will test the presence
of an annihilation term in A(D°-K%) since
A(D*—K%*) does not have an annihilation contribu-
tion. We have shown that with A/f (0) in the region of
10 GeV? one can generate B(D°—>K %)) ~1-2%. If ex-
periments would measure the branching ratio at this level,
it would be an indication of a large flavor-annihilation
contribution to D°—K %.

Similar uncertainties apply to the flavor-annihilation
term in 4(D°—K%'). However, in this channel one
would be surprised if B(D°—K%)/B(D*—K°r+)
turned out very different from ~10~2.

Finally we unitarized D—Km decay amplitudes
through final-state interactions and showed that it is pos-
sible to fit the data with the assumption of a broad «
meson on 0+, I =+ channel. The method of unitariza-
tion used here is the simplest one we can use (certainly not
the last word on final-state interactions) and shows that
once a mechanism for lifting color suppression is found, it
is possible to fit D— K data with final state interactions.

TABLE VII. R&7 and RET as functions of C,/C,. Final-
state interactions included. fp/f,=1.2 The x parameters are
as in Table III.

A/f(0)

C,/C, (GeV?) Ry Roy
-5 7 0.19 4.04
8 0.21 4.65
9 0.22 5.30
10 0.23 6.00
—4 5 0.20 4.30
6 0.22 5.17
7 0.24 6.13

-3 3 0.21 4.9

4 0.24 6.4
-2 0.5 0.23 5.60
0.6 0.23 5.96
0.7 0.24 6.34
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TABLE VIII. R& and R%? as functions of C,/C, and
K(sz). fp/fl(”—'—'l used.

K (mp2)
C,/C, (GeV) REP REe
-5 -2.0 0.036 1.80
—40 0.066 2.39
—6.0 0.095 3.06
—8.0 0.122 3.81
—10.0 0.146 4.65
—4 -2.0 0.052 2.10
—4.0 0.091 2.94
—6.0 0.126 3.93
—8.0 0.157 5.05
-3 -20 0.082 2.74
—40 0.133 4.14
—6.0 0.175 5.84

The approach employed in this paper to D— K decays
is complementary to that used in Ref. 6 but couched in
different, and hopefully more familiar, language. The ap-
proach of Ref. 6 was largely algebraic where current alge-
bra was used to constrain the decay amplitudes. The ap-
proach adopted in this paper is analytic in nature where
dispersion relations are invoked for the hadronic matrix
elements. The particles are always kept on mass shell.

Finally, we could treat C,/C, as a parameter. The
values of C, and C_ wused in this paper imply
C,/Cy~—5. If C_/C, is allowed to rise (“sextet domi-
nance”) then C,/C, moves toward — 1. The precise rela-
tionship between C_/C, and C,/C, is

C_ C/Cy—1

==y 92
C, "C/C+1 (52)

In Table VII we have listed R5" and R&T, computed with
final-state interactions (the x parameters as in Table III)
and fp/f,=12, as functions of C,/C,. It is evident
that the effect of lowering the magnitude of C,/C,
(equivalent to raising the ratio C_ /C ) is to simulate the
flavor-annihilation term, since less and less of it is needed
(A decreases) to fit the data.

In Sec. IIl D—Kp and D—K* =7 decays were analyzed
with particular attention paid to the flavor-annihilation
terms. As in the D—Km decay we find that substantial
flavor-annihilation contribution is indicated in D— VP
decays. Better statistics in future data will be of help in
the theoretical analysis. The quality of D— VP data at
present does not warrant the use of complex amplitudes
and the inclusion of final-state interactions.

We have also demonstrated that the size of the
annihilation term required to fit D—Kp and D—K*nr
data is consistent with B(D°->K%)=~1-2% and
B(D°>Kw)=3—4%.

Finally, as in the case of D— K7 decays, we could al-
low the ratio C_/C_ to vary also. In Table VIII we
show the effect of varying C,/C, on R& and R&P. As
C,/C, rises from —5 toward —1 data require less and
less of the annihilation term, i.e., K(mp?) decreases in
magnitude. In this sense raising C_/C, simulates the
annihilation process. D—K*m data show the same quali-
tative dependence on C,/C,.
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