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The construction of baryon states with good spin and isospin is studied in a chiral model. This is
a linear o model, describing quarks interacting with pions and o mesons. It has previously been in-
vestigated in the mean-field approximation (MFA), using the hedgehog ansatz. The ansatz corre-
sponds to a mixture of spin-isospin eigenstates. A coherent state is used to provide a quantum
description for the mesonic part of the wave function. The hedgehog baryon is projected onto states
with good spin and isospin. The Peierls-Yoccoz projection is used, in analogy with the treatment of
deformed nuclei. Aswellas Nand A,aJ=T= % baryon state is obtained. The wave functions are

varied after projection. For the N and A, the resulting field distributions are fairly similar to those
from the MFA. Various nucleon properties are calculated. These include proton and neutron
charge radii, for which reasonable agreement with experiment is obtained. Results for other proper-
ties are similar to those obtained with an approximate projection method, and indicate the need to
extend the present approach to include vector mesons and the effects of vacuum polarization. Com-
parisons are made with wave functions used in the cloudy bag and Skyrme models.

I. INTRODUCTION

Although quantum chromodynamics' (QCD) is now be-
lieved to be the underlying theory of the strong interac-
tion, its long-distance, nonperturbative regime has so far
defied solution. Lattice gauge calculations? have provided
some information on this regime. However, the restric-
tions imposed by available computers make this approach
best suited to calculating bulk properties of the QCD vac-
uum and phase transitions. The best hope of relating ha-
dronic properties and interactions to QCD continues to be
the use of models or effective theories containing degrees
of freedom appropriate to the long-distance regime. Such
degrees of freedom include “constituent quarks,” meson,
and “glueball” fields. Eventually, one would like to deter-
mine the parameters of these models from first principles,
for example, from lattice gauge calculations. For the mo-
ment, these parameters must be fixed phenomenologically.

Recently there has been much interest in so-called soli-
ton models.> Many of these models are similar in spirit to
the Lee-Wick model of abnormal nuclear matter.* The
solitons are stabilized by coupling to fermion fields. They
consist of quarks interacting with various phenomenologi-
cal boson fields which are introduced to describe the long-
and intermediate-range properties of QCD (Refs. 5—12).

An alternative type of soliton model, first proposed by
Skyrme,!? is based on the nonlinear o model and does not
include explicit quark degrees of freedom.'*~!6 Instead
the model has a conserved topological winding number
which is interpreted as the baryon number. Stability is
achieved with higher-order derivative interactions'>'* or
by coupling to vector mesons.'®

Most existing calculations in these models use the semi-
classical or mean-field approximation (MFA). This treats
the boson fields as classical and neglects the effects of
quantum fluctuations. In models with quarks, only
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valence quarks are included, but these are treated quan-
tum mechanically. This approximation is, in many
respects, similar to the Hartree-Fock approximation used
in nuclear and atomic physics.

The static, localized solutions to the resulting nonlinear
field equations are referred to as solitons.!”!® Since they
are localized, these solutions break the translational sym-
metry of the corresponding field theories. Models with
chiral symmetry are generally studied using the
“hedgehog” ansatz.!® This violates the rotational and iso-
spin symmetries of the model as well as the translational.

The symmetries of the model which are broken by the
semiclassical solution correspond to degeneracies of the
soliton. Each degeneracy gives rise to a spurious zero-
energy state in the excitation spectrum built on the soli-
ton. These “zero modes” give rise to infrared divergences
in the loop diagrams used to evaluate fluctuations about
the mean field. Analogous problems with sgurious states
occur in Hartree-Fock calculations of nuclei.*°

Another way of seeing the problem is to consider the
generators of the symmetries broken by the soliton. For
example, in a hedgehog state the expectation value of the
total angular momentum vanishes:

(H|J|H)=0. (1.1)

The quarks, if present, are in states which contain an
equal mixture of spin up and down (see Sec. II for details)
and there is no contribution to (1.1) from the static mean
pion field. Since the hedgehog is not an eigenstate of total
angular momentum, both quarks and pions can contribute
to the expectation value of J? via quantum fluctuations.
Hence we have

(H|J?|H)>0. (1.2)

Similar results hold for the linear momentum because a
localized soliton breaks translational invariance.?!
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Ideally, one would like to separate the collective degrees
of freedom (conjugate variables to the generators of the
broken symmetries) from those describing the intrinsic
motion. However, even in many-body systems, such a
separation is by no means trivial, and is often not very
useful since the collective and intrinsic motions remain
strongly coupled.?? Various similar approaches have been
used to describe soliton motions in quantum field theories
but, even for simple one-dimensional models, these
methods become very complicated.?

The most practical way to handle collective motions
(both in many-body and field theories) seems to be the use
of generator coordinates.?* As applied to the construction
of states with the correct symmetries this is usually
known as the Peierls-Yoccoz projection.?® It involves tak-
ing linear combinations of all the degenerate, broken-
symmetry states obtained from the MFA:

W)= [daf(a)|®@),

where the | ®(a)) are the degenerate states, labeled by a
set of continuous ‘“generator coordinates” a. With an ap-
propriate choice of the weight function f(a) the state
| W) will be an eigenstate of the generators of the sym-
metries which are broken in the soliton states | ®(a)).

In order to use the generator-coordinate method we
need a complete wave function describing the soliton
state. But the MFA provides only classical field configu-
rations for the boson fields; these are interpreted as the ex-
pectation values in the state of interest. The simplest
choice of wave function which reproduces many of the
features of the MFA is the coherent state.*~% This is
essentially a Gaussian wave packet in the function space
of the quantum field theory, and is peaked at the field
configuration which corresponds to the classical mean
field. The detailed form of such a state is described in
Sec. IL.

This method (construction of a coherent state and pro-
jection) has previously been used’®2! to obtain eigenstates
of linear momentum in the soliton bag model.*!* Here I
apply it to the construction of states with good spin and
isospin in a chiral soliton model®® (with quarks). Recent-
ly, two groups have made similar calculations®! in the
cloudy bag model.*?

It should be noted that this method can only be applied
to models in which the boson fields are canonically quan-
tizable. Hence it cannot be used in the Skyrme
model.’3 =16 The nonlinear constraint on the pion fields in
this model means that it is defined over a curved function
space.’® Thus it cannot be quantized in the usual canoni-
cal way, except in the linearized approximation used in
the cloudy bag model.?> The evaluation of loop dia-
grams** is much more complicated than in the linear o
model and, of course, the model is nonrenormalizable.
The projection technique described here introduces into
the wave function large amplitude fluctuations associated
with the rotational degeneracy of the soliton. In a non-
linear model it would be essential to take account of the
curvature of the function space. The simple Gaussian
coherent state, which could be used to describe small am-
plitude fluctuations in the linear approximation, is thus
not an appropriate starting point for projection in this

(1.3)
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model. In the absence of a suitable wave function, Adkins
et al.'* assume that the hedgehog can be regarded as the
intrinsic state of a rigid rotor and they treat quantum
mechanically only the rotational motion. This approach
will be discussed again in Sec. VIIL.

The model®® which I use here is based on the linear o
model of Gell-Mann and Lévy.® It describes an isospin
doublet of quarks interacting with pions and scalar, iso-
scalar mesons. The quark-meson coupling maintains the
(approximate) SU(2)XSU(2) chiral symmetry of the
underlying theory, QCD. The self-interactions of the
mesons are chosen so that the chiral symmetry is realized
in the hidden mode (also known as the spontaneously bro-
ken or Nambu-Goldstone mode). The o field has a
nonzero vacuum expectation value, which gives the
quarks a large dynamical mass, while the pions are mass-
less Goldstone bosons (or are light if the symmetry is only
approximate).

The motivation for this model is described in Ref. 8. It
is based on the idea of a separation of roles between the
forces which bind quarks into hadrons and those which
lead to confinement.’* 3% The running coupling constant
in QCD is expected to be strong enough on length scales
~0.2—1 fm to produce strong binding between quarks
and to lead to dynamically hidden chiral symmetry. The
confining forces are expected to operate on scales >1 fm
and so have little effect on low-lying bound states. The o
meson and pions are introduced to describe the bound
states in the channels in which the gluonic forces between
quarks and antiquarks are most attractive, as well as the
resulting hidden symmetry.

The Lagrangian density for the model is

L(x)=9P(x){iy-0+glo(x)+iT-¢(x)ys]}¥(x)
+50,0(x)3#0(x) + 5 3,4(x)-F#(x)

2
—%[a'(x)2+¢(x)2-—v2]2—F,,m,,20(x) . (1.4)

The coupling between the quarks and mesons is chirally
symmetric, as is the quartic “Mexican hat” potential for
the mesons. The classical minimum of this potential
occurs for a nonzero value of the o field, —F,, where
F,=93 MeV is the pion decay constant. The final term
in (1.4) is introduced to explicitly break the symmetry and
give the pions their observed mass, m,=139.6 MeV.

In this model the quarks have a finite dynamical mass,
M =gF,. This is ausibly identified with the
constituent-quark mass,>®~3® which is believed to be about
300—500 MeV. Since the model has no confining force,
free-quark states can appear. This should not be a prob-
lem for the ground-state baryon, which is strongly bound
in this model. However, the model cannot be used in its
present form to describe excited states.

The other adjustable parameter is the o-meson mass,
m,=(2A*F,>+m_*!2 On the basis of the Nambu—
Jona-Lasinio (NJL) model,*® m, is expected to be of the
order of twice M,. In the MFA to the chiral model,®
reasonable agreement with observed nucleon properties
was obtained for M, =500 MeV and m,=1200 MeV.
This value for m, is consistent with the observed €(1300)
resonance, which is plausibly identified with the o meson
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of the model.

In Sec. II the definition and basic properties of a
coherent state are reviewed. The wave function for the
hedgehog state is introduced in Sec. III, and its relation to
the MFA is displayed. The projection onto spin-isospin
eigenstates is given in Sec. IV. Details of the evaluation
of matrix elements between these states can be found in
the Appendix. Variation of the projected wave functions
is described in Sec. V and the resulting nucleon properties
are presented in Sec. VI. In Sec. VII the results are com-
pared with the cloudy bag and Skyrme models. Section
VIII contains a brief summary and outlines possible im-
provements on the present calculations.

II. THE COHERENT STATE

Before presenting the full hedgehog baryon state, I re-
view the definition and basic properties of the coherent
state?""26=2 for a single real scalar field. Such states are
used here for the parts of the baryon wave function
describing the o field and each of the components of the
pion field. In the general discussion, the generic scalar
field will be denoted by o.

The approximations to be used here are most easily ob-
tained in the Hamiltonian formulation of the field theory.
All operators are in the Schrodinger picture and so are
time independent.

A general Fock-space representation of the field theory
is obtained by expanding o and its conjugate momentum
as

a(r)=2‘/;_m_(a,,+a,f)¢,,(r), @.1)
n n
® 172
m)=—i3 || (@n—a])u(r), 2.2)
n

where, for the moment, the ¢,(r) are any complete set of
normalized real functions and the frequencies, ,, are ar-
bitrary, nonzero numbers. The “vacuum” state for this
basis is defined by

a,|0)=0 foralln, (2.3)

and can be regarded as an infinite-dimensional Gaussian
wave packet whose principal axes are specified by the
functions ¢,(r), and whose widths are inversely propor-
tional to the corresponding v/ @,.

A coherent state is defined by translating this wave
packet in function space, so that it is centered on some
nonzero field configuration, say, F(r):

| F)=N exp (2.4)

—i fd3rF(r)1r(r)l|0) .

The expectation value of o(r) in this state is just F(r). It
is convenient to work with an un-normalized state, and to
rewrite (2.4) in the more familiar form

|Fy=e4'|0), 2.5)

where the (un-normalized) creation operator Al is defined
by
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faal, (2.6)

n

A= [921

and the f, are the expansion coefficients of F(r) in terms
of the ¢, (r).

The generator-coordinate method leads to states which
are linear combinations of coherent states centered on dif-
ferent field configurations. To evaluate expectation values
in the projected states, we need overlaps and matrix ele-
ments between different coherent states. The overlap of
two such states, | F) and | G), is

(F|G)=exp 2.7

> %f,.g..

Matrix elements of normal-ordered products of field
operators can be written as

(F|:0o(n)™|G)=5(r)"™F|G), (2.82)
(F| (0™ |G)=mr)™F|G), (2.8b)

where
a(r)=ﬂ5)—3;—ﬂ'—) ) (2.92)
(2.9b)

FHo)=—i3 “’7"(&. —f)ba(r) .

So far, the basis used to expand the field operators (2.2)
and (2.3) has been left unspecified. In principle, if one
were to solve a field theory exactly, the results would not
depend on the choice of basis. However, in the coherent-
state approximation, the basis defines the fluctuation
structure of the trial state, via (2.5) and (2.6). Hence re-
sults will be basis dependent.

The simplest choice of basis is the one which diagonal-
izes the noninteracting part of the Hamiltonian for small
oscillations about the classical vacuum field configura-
tion. In the MFA, the classical vacuum is assumed to ap-
proximate the expectation values of the fields in the true
vacuum. Hence the basis for small fluctuations about this
approximate vacuum seems to be the most appropriate, if
one sticks closely to the spirit of the MFA; it will be used
in the present work. In this basis, normal ordering a
product of field operators corresponds to subtracting off
its expectation value in the physical vacuum.

The creation operators for the o field will be denoted by
al(k), those for the pion field by a)(k), @=1,2,3. The
corresponding frequencies in the free-field basis are
0ok =My + k%)% and g =(m 2+ k)2

The use of the plane-wave basis means that the vacuum
is both translationally and rotationally invariant. The
translational invariance is unimportant for the present
calculations but it will lead to substantial simplifications
in the projection onto momentum eigenstates and the cal-
culation of center-of-mass corrections, as in Ref. 21(a).
The evaluation of matrix elements and overlaps in the
projected states is simplified by the invariance of the basis
under spatial and isospin rotations.

It is possible to improve on this approximation and still
use a coherent state. For example, the one-loop* and
Hartree approximations®! treat the fluctuations as in-
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dependent modes, and so lead to Gaussian trial wave
functions. In the one-loop case, the fields are expanded in
terms of the normal modes for small oscillations about the
soliton, rather than about the vacuum. The Hartree ap-
proximation corresponds to the use of the most general
Gaussian trial function:*! both the modes and the corre-
sponding frequencies are determined variationally. Both
of these approaches are considerably more involved than
the calculations presented here. They require renormali-
zation and lead to highly nonlocal integral equations for
the mean fields in solitons. In addition, the projection
procedure will be complicated by the need to evaluate
overlaps between “vacuum” states defined for the expan-
sion bases about differently oriented solitons. Some steps
toward extending this method to include distortion effects
can be found in Ref. 21(b).

The quark field is expanded in a basis which includes
distortion of the orbitals. The corresponding vacuum is
thus not rotationally invariant. However, as in the MFA,
the effects of this are neglected. This is consistent with
the neglect of contributions of the distorted quark sea to
the energy (full one-loop diagrams). For more discussion
of one-loop effects, see the end of Sec. III.

III. THE HEDGEHOG BARYON

I now turn to the construction of the trial wave func-
tion for the hedgehog baryon. In principle, one would like
to avoid the use of this ansatz and work directly with
eigenstates of spin and isospin. The isovector, pseudosca-
lar nature of the pion makes this difficult. For example, a

possible generalization of the coherent state is*
2 AliTaJi I 34) ’
a,i

| N)=exp 3.1

where the AL,- are creation operators for the nine com-
ponents of an isovector, p-wave mode of the pion field,
and T and J are the total quark isospin and angular
momentum operators, respectively. If the bare three-
quark state | 3¢ ) is a spin-isospin eigenstate then so is the
state | N). However, as noted by Bolsterli,* the algebra
associated with states of the form (3.1) is exceedingly
complicated. An alternative approach is to neglect com-
ponents in the wave function with two or more pions. In
the one-pion approximation it is then simple to ensure
that states are coupled to good spin and isospin.**

Here 1 will follow the approach used in the MFA and
introduce the hedgehog ansatz. The coherent state con-
structed with this ansatz provides a quantum description
of the mesonic part of the baryon wave function. It in-
cludes multipion components in a tractable way. It also
tests earlier calculations, based on the MFA, which used
an approximate projection method.®

The full hedgehog trial state is of the form

4t

b
|HY=e“?e“blbib} |0) . (32

]
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The bPs create three quarks in the same space-spin-
isospin state. They have different color quantum numbers
in order to satisfy the Pauli principle. The quark state is
a nodeless s-wave valence orbital:

1 u(r)Xy,
q(r)’_'*\/—ﬁ ioctv(r)Xy |’ (3:3)
where the spin and isospin are correlated in the spinor
Xn == X, —XX,) (3.4)
This spinor satisfies the condition
(0+71)Xy=0. (3.5)

The pion coherent state is constructed using a p-wave
creation operator with a similar correlation:

172
Af=i [ d% f’;—"] hkk-a') . (3.6)

An s-wave coherent state is used for the o wave function.
This is constructed with the creation operator
172

Flk)alx) . (3.7)

t_ 3, | Lok
Al=[d% 3

The correlations in (3.5) and (3.6) mean that the
hedgehog baryon is a mixture of states with equal total
spin and isospin:

|HY= 3 (=1*MCi8y,_p, | IMMr) ,
JMM 1

where |JMM7) denotes an eigenstate with T =J. The
hedgehog is analogous to the deformed states obtained in
Hartree-Fock calculations for nuclei.?® It should be a use-
ful ansatz to the extent that the energy differences be-
tween the states in (3.8) (mainly N and A) can be regarded
as small compared with single-particle excitation energies.
Fiolhais, Urbano, and Goeke, have shown that the
hedgehog configuration minimizes the energy of a system
of quarks and non-self-interacting pions in the mean-field
(or coherent-state) approximation. This correlation be-
tween spin and isospin also occurs in the intrinsic wave
functions of static-source models with strong cou-
pling. 446

The expectation values of the o and pion fields in the
state (3.2) are

(H|o(r)|H) =—F,+F(r)=oyr),

(3.8)

= (3.9)
(H<H‘|2)H) —2h(r), (3.10)

where the radial functions F(r) and h(r) are the inverse
Fourier transforms of the functions used to define the
modes (3.6) and (3.7).

The model Hamiltonian, corresponding to (1.4), is

H= [ & |40 —ia-V—gBlom+ir-$yslp(n) + Flmo(eP+ | Vo) |24+ | a() | >+ | V(r) |

2
+ L ot 4 40— P+ Fym 200 Us |

(3.11)
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where the constant

m oyt

e
ensures that the energy density vanishes in the vacuum.
With the approximations described above, the energy of
the hedgehog baryon is just the expectation value of the
normal-ordered Hamiltonian in (3.2). This can be evaluat-
ed with the help of the coherent-state properties to give

d 9 2

v_,0u 2w

“57_”ar r

Uy= +F,*m> (3.12)

3
— 2 —
E—.Mrfrdr[4

—gog(u*—v?)—2ghuv

2
80'0

or

3h
ar

L1
2

2
+ %(002-1“}12—*1’2)2'{‘17"”1,,20’0— UQ

P2
+——h2]

r2

(3.13)

where u(r) and v(r) are the components of the quark
function (3.3), o¢(r) and h(r) are the mean fields defined
in (3.9) and (3.10). The expression (3.13) is identical to the
energy of the MFA (Refs. 8 and 9). Variation with
respect to u(r), v(r), F(r), and h(r) yields the same
dynamical equations as the semiclassical approximation to
the Euler-Lagrange equations obtained from (1.4). Nor-
mal ordering subtracts off the (divergent) energy of the
vacuum, |0), in the coherent-state approximation. Since
the quantum fluctuations in the state (3.2) are the same as
those in the vacuum, this leaves an energy which depends
only on the mean fields in the soliton and not on the fluc-
tuations about them.

The fact that the coherent state provides a complete
wave function means that it is now possible to calculate
quantities which were unobtainable in the MFA. In par-
ticular, the average numbers of o mesons and pions are
given by

N,=27 [ k0, F(kydk
No=27 [ Koqh(dk .

(3.14)
(3.15)

These numbers can be calculated from the MFA solutions
obtained in Ref. 8. The results, for the parameters
m,=1200 MeV and M, =500 MeV, are N,=1.85 and
N,=1.18.

Note that the MFA is not a zero-quantum approxima-
tion, as it is sometimes described. Fluctuations about the
mean field must be present, by the uncertainty principle.
The approximation is to neglect the effects of these on the
dynamics of the system (loop diagrams). The fluctuations
still can give nonzero expectation values to the meson
number operators, as well as contributing to the total
momentum and angular momentum [cf. Eq. (1.2)]. Note
that these properties (3.14) and (3.15) depend on the func-
tions and frequencies used in the expansion of the field

operators, as well as on the mean fields. Hence they can-
not be calculated in the MFA without additional assump-
tions about the normal modes of the system.

The projection method used to calculate nucleon prop-
erties in Ref. 8 assumed that the pions did not contribute
to the total spin and isospin; hence it cannot be exact. In
the present work, I use a projection method based on the
coherent state. This takes into account the angular
momentum and isospin of the pion quanta.

The MFA also neglects contributions to the energy
from the quark Dirac sea of negative-energy orbitals. The
nodeless s-wave orbitals (3.3) can, for certain values of the
model parameters, become bound to negative energies.®*
It is still convenient to classify these orbitals as valence
orbitals, since the occupation of these levels by quarks
gives the system its baryon number of one. Also, as the
parameters are varied, there is no discontinuous change in
the properties of the baryon state at the point where these
orbitals pass through zero energy.*® If M R is large
enough (where R is the soliton radius) then “vacuum po-
larization” of the negative-energy continuum leads to a
baryon-number density which is more diffuse than that
obtained from the orbitals (3.3) alone.’ In the limit
MR >>1 (in practice *’ for M R >2.5) the method of
Goldstone and Wilczek* can be used to calculate this
density in terms of derivatives of the pion fields. This ap-
proach leads to an expression for the baryon-number den-
sity which is identical to the topological charge density in
the Skyrme model.!* The solitons studied here and in
Ref. 8 have M R ~1—2, and so vacuum polarization ef-
fects are likely to be significant, although the calculations
of Ripka and Kahana*’*®* indicate that the qualitative
features of the soliton should not be affected.

IV. PROJECTION

The hedgehog baryon defined in the previous section is
not an eigenstate of spin or momentum. Eigenstates are
obtained from it using Peierls-Yoccoz projection,® by
analogy with the treatment of deformed nuclei.?® The
projected states are constructed in the “collective sub-
space” spanned by all states of the form R(Q)|H),
where R(Q) is a spatial rotation through Euler angles (2
(Ref. 51). The appropriate weight functions for angular
momentum projection are the D functions; the spin-
isospin eigenstates are thus

| IMM7) =Ny, [ d*QDjy_p (Q)*R(Q)|H) . 4D

The third component of the isospin, My, plays a role
analogous to the band quantum number in a deformed nu-
1 0
cleus.
The correlations in the hedgehog mean that it is invari-
ant under combined spin and isospin rotations:

(J+T)|H)=0. 4.2)

Hence separate projections for spin and isospin are not
necessary. Other authors’* have suggested the use of
more general coherent states without this property. These
would include admixtures of states with T£J. Since
T=~J resonances generally lie well above the nucleon in
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energy, such admixtures are likely to be small in intrinsic
states corresponding to the N and A.

It is simplest to work only with states for which
M = — M, since these can be obtained from the hedgehog
with the projection operators

2J+1
8 2

Py = [ 4°Q D (Q)*R(Q) . 4.3)

These have the basic properties of projection operators,
namely,
(4.42)

(4.4b)

(Pp) =Py ,
(Ppg)*=Pyy .

If the projected states are normalized to unity, then
(4.1)—(4.4) can be used to obtain an expression for the
N JMT:

Nj_um?

2J+1
872

2
l((H|Pm|H))"‘

2’“ [fd3nDMM(n)(H|R(Q)-‘|H>

(4.5)
The coefficients C; in the expansion (3.8) are given by
C/*=(H |Pmy |H)

2J +1 .
= s:'* fd3QD1{4,M(Q)(H]R(Q)_1|H). (4.6)

The probability of finding a state of spin J in the

|

2J +1
8 =

PiVimPim=

(IM1m |IM) 3, (IMim'|IM') [ d*Q Dl y(QR(Q)™Vy, .

hedgehog is related to C; by

(27 +1C,?
e 4.7)
’T (H|H)
where
(H|Hy=e"o*" (4.8)

The expectation value of a scalar operator S in one of
the projected states is

(JM—M |S |JM —-M)

2
8
Y Ny_y*(H | PSPy |H) . (4.9

This can be simplified, since S commutes with the rota-
tion operators, and hence with Pj,. Using this, along
with (4.3) and (4.5), the matrix element can be written as a
ratio of two angular integrals:

(JIM—M |S |IM—M)
J @*QDiy(Q)(H |RQ)"'S |H)
[ d*Q Dl y(Q)(H [ R@) | H)

(4.10)

Similar manipulations can be performed on the matrix
elements of vector operators. These operators transform
under rotations as

R(Q)" W, R Q)= 3D} (Q)*V e (4.11)
o
and so do not commute with Pj,. Using (4.11), the defi-
nition (4.3), and recoupling the D functions gives

(4.12)

Hence the expectation value of V; in the state | JM —M ) can be written as

(IM—M | V3 |IM—-M)=(IM10|JM) 3 (JMim |IM')
M'm

[ @*Q D} p(Q(H | RV, | H)
[aapi o H|RQH)

(4.13)

The Appendix contains details of the evaluation of (4.11) and (4.13) for various operators corresponding to terms in
the energies and other properties of baryons. It is straightforward to generalize these results to include transition matrix
elements between states of different J, although I have not done so here.

The energy of the projected state with spin J is
EJ=<JMMT t :H: lJMMT)

_ 2y | 3 |, 00 Ou 2w
—41rfrdr{41r “ar v3r+
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This differs from the unprojected energy (3.13) because of
the projection coefficients C;(J;N,). These depend on
the spin of the state and on the average number of pions
in the unprojected state (3.15). Their full forms are given
in the Appendix.

Since the o mesons are isoscalar and in s waves, their
average number is unchanged by projection. The number
of pions in the projected state is related to N, by

(N,);=N,Co(J;N,) . (4.15)

Table I gives the energies and average numbers of pions
for projected states obtained from the MFA field distribu-
tions® for the parameters m,=1200 MeV and M, =500
MeV. Also listed are the probabilities of finding each of
the states with good spin in the unprojected hedgehog.
The largest probabilities are those for states with J < 5.
The A lies ~120 MeV above the nucleon, and a J=% is
~300 MeV higher still. However, these energies should
not be taken too seriously, since they have been obtained
by variation before projection. In the next section I dis-
cuss the better procedure of variation after projection.
The average number of pions increases with J; at least one
pion is needed to form a state with J =3, at least two for
J= -;—, etc.

The energies of the states with J> % increase rapidly
with J. These states are very small components of the
unprojected wave function and so should be regarded as
artifacts of the approximations.

Finally, the numbers of Table I provide several numeri-
cal checks on the calculations: the probabilities P; add up
to one, as they should; the averages of the E; and the
(N,);, weighted with these probabilities, reproduce the
energy (1119 MeV) and number of pions (1.18) for the
unprojected state.

V. VARIATION AFTER PROJECTION

The numbers presented in Table I are obtained by vary-
ing the field functions to obtain a stationary value for the
energy of the hedgehog, (3.13), and then projecting. A
better procedure is to look for stationary values of the en-
ergies of the projected states, (4.14), since it is these states

TABLE 1. Decomposition of the hedgehog wave function in
terms of eigenstates of spin and isospin. The wave function is
constructed with the fields obtained from a MFA calculation,
for the parameters M, =500 MeV and m,=1200 MeV.

J P, E; (MeV) (Nz);
5 0.293 924 0.70
3 0.452 1041 1.02
3 0.200 1355 1.80
7 0.047 1839 2.69

<0.01

\%
N

that are to be treated as approximate eigenstates of the
Hamiltonian. Note that the spectrum of the Dirac equa-
tion is unbounded from below, and so the “best” value for
the energy is only a stationary point, not a minimum with
respect to all variations.

Variations of (4.14) with respect to u (r), v(r), and o(r)

lead to the coupled equations
%;u—+(e—gao)v +ghu =0, (5.1a)
v
™ + r —(e+goo)u —ghv=0, (5.1b)
3%, 2 3o, s 2 2
—_ arz —-T-a—r-—-g(u —V )+)\, (G'O—VZ)O'()
+ Fom 24+ A200h*Cy(J;N,)=0, (5.1¢)

where € is the Lagrange multiplier for the quark normali-
zation condition:

[ ru?+vddr=1. (5.2)

These nonlinear differential equations are similar in form
to the MFA equations, except for the presence of the pro-
jection coefficients. Through their dependence on N,
these coefficients are functions of the pion field h(r).
Their appearance in (4.14) leads to a nonlinear integrodif-
ferential equation when the energy is varied with respect
to h(r):

|
Sh_28h 2, o o N ) A A o= FyRCoT N )+ A IC TN ) — —Sgu + by (1) 22
_a,-Z”—rar+r2 +m, o(J;N)+AN oo " —F, 2(J3N )+ +(J; ,,~4vguv+ ,,,(r)aﬁﬂ=0,
(5.3)
where
JE, 1 [an]* 2 dCoJ;N,) 32 dCyJ;N,) A2 ,dCyJ;N,)
—— =47 | r¥dr{— -— < p2 2p2 ._:_L.._"_ A2 payg2lT2VWettal AT 4O 4N
A, S [2 o | Tk M, e e et B
(5.4
T
and h,(r)is deﬁned_by boundary conditions, for r — «,
1 ON, 1 2 172
= (r)~— —(M, =], (5.6a)
h,(r) 2mr? Sh(r) ulr ’_e"P[1 q ]
172 —m_r
- (r)+F, ~— o, 5.6b
= |21 [ Kamhthj ik (5.5) 0t +1” re (5.60)
—m"r
The solutions to these equations should satisfy the h(r)~—r-e ’ (3.6c)
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as in the MFA.

Fortunately, the final term in (5.3) is relatively small
for the range of parameters studied here. A simple itera-
tive procedure is thus sufficient to solve the coupled equa-
tions (5.1) and (5.3). Initial forms are guessed for the
functions u(r), v(r), oy(r), and h(r)—the MFA results?
provide a suitable starting point. These are used to calcu-
late the C;(J;N,), h,(r), and 3E;/dN,,, which are then
kept fixed. The resulting coupled, nonlinear, differential
equations are then solved using the package COLSYS (Ref.
52). The quark eigenvalue € is iterated on until (5.2) is
satisfied. The new field functions are then used to recal-
culate the C;(J;N,), h,(r), and 3E; /0N, and the pro-
cedure is repeated until adequate convergence is achieved.
The whole process takes ~20—25 min on a VAX 11/780.
This time could be reduced by combining the iteration on
€ with the main iteration, or by using the method of
Koppel and Harvey,>® which determines the coupling g at
the end of the calculation.

The N and A energies and average numbers of pions are
shown in Table II, for three values of M,, all with
m,=1200 MeV. The energies decrease with increasing
M, because of the increase in the attractive quark-pion in-
teraction. The dependence on m, is much weaker: the
nucleon energy ranges from 828 to 919 MeV as m, is
changed from 600 to 2000 MeV (with M, =500 MeV).
This is similar to the results in the MFA (Ref. 8). Both
the unprojected and projected wave functions are dom-
inated by field configurations in which o(r)?4¢(r)? is
close to F,2 This can be seen from Fig. 1, which shows
the functions oy(r) and h(r). These field configurations
correspond to the peak, in function space, of the
coherent-state wave packet. Since the fields lie close to
the circular minimum of the Mexican hat potential [see
(1.4)], the energy of the system is relatively insensitive to
m,, which determines the curvature of the potential at
the minimum. In general, the differences between varia-
tion before and after projection are relatively small, as can
be seen from Figs. 1 and 2.

The N-A mass splitting is, in all cases, about half the
observed 300 MeV. This may, in part, be due to the
hedgehog ansatz, and the restrictions it imposes on the tri-
al states used in variation after projection. It is also likely
that additional spin-dependent interactions between the
quarks are needed. These would correspond to residual
gluonic interactions, which are not included in the collec-
tive effects modeled by the pions and o meson. Similar
interactions are needed in the cloudy bag model,*? in order
to fit the N-A splitting.

The parameter set M, =450 MeV, m,=1200 MeV

TABLE II. Dependence of M, of the N and A energies ob-
tained by variation after projection. Also shown are the average
numbers of pions in these states. The o mass was 1200 MeV in
all cases. All energies and masses are in MeV.

M, Ey (N.)n E, (N )a
400 1108 0.82 1238 1.12
450 1000 0.89 1141 1.23
500 871 0.93 1023 1.31
550 726 0.96 891 1.37

(fm™")

0 15 20 25
r (fm)

FIG. 1. Meson field distributions obtained by variation after
projection. The solid lines are oy(r) and h(r) for the nucleon;
the long-dashed lines are for the A. For comparison, the unpro-
jected MFA results (Ref. 8) are also shown, by the short-dashed
lines.

gives an average of the N and A masses which is in good
agreement with its experimental value, 1080 MeV. This
set will be used in the rest of this work.

The average numbers of pions in the N and A wave
functions are close to one, while the average numbers of o
mesons are 1.7 and 1.9, respectively. Table III lists the
probabilities P(nw) of finding n pions in the projected
baryon wave functions. These probabilities are calculated
using matrix elements of the appropriate projection opera-
tors in (4.11). They show that the N and A wave func-
tions contain significant two-pion components, in addition
to those with zero and one pion.

As well as the N and A states, a baryon state with
J=T=13 is obtained by variation after projection. For
the parameters M, =500 MeV, m,=1200 MeV, this state
lies at 390 MeV above the nucleon. No such state has
been observed, although it would be experimentally diffi-
cult to detect, due to its isospin of —:— The pionic content
of this state is much larger than that in the N or A: its
average number of pions is 2.4. Although this state is a
significant component of the unprojected hedgehog (cf.
Table 1), it still may be an artifact of the approximations,
and not a feature of the model. It lies above the N7m

|
. !
o 05 10

1.5 20 25
r (fm)

FIG. 2. Quark wave-function components, u (r) and v (r), ob-
tained by variation after projection. For notation see Fig. 1.
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TABLE III. Probabilities of finding n pions in the N and A
wave functions. The results are for the parameters M, =450
MeV, m,=1200 MeV.

n Py(nw) Py(nm)

0 0.445 0.270

1 0.323 0.391

2 0.157 0.220

3 0.055 0.086

4 0.015 0.026
>5 <0.01 <0.01

threshold, and so it is possible that coupling to the contin-
uum would be so strong as to give no clear resonance.

VI. NUCLEON PROPERTIES

The wave functions can be used to calculate a variety of
baryon properties, in addition to their energies. In this
section, results for nucleon electromagnetic properties, ax-
ial coupling, and 7-N coupling are presented. Also, I
compare these results with those obtained in Ref. 8 by an
approximate projection method.

Electromagnetic properties, such as magnetic moments
and charge radii, are calculated by taking the appropriate
moments of matrix elements of the electromagnetic
current:

T =015 + 5730+ 3050”9 - 6.1)

The axial coupling constant, measured in neutron 3 decay,
is a matrix element of the space part of the isovector
axial-vector current:

A¥= Pty s+ odhd— ko . (6.2)

The 7- N coupling constant can be calculated in two ways:
as a matrix element either of the pion field ¢ or of the
pion-source current

Jr=0+m,"¢
=igPysh—AHo?+¢*—F, 2 . 6.3)

Finally, the o0 commutator, extracted from s-wave 7-N
scattering,’*>° is given by the matrix element of the expli-
cit symmetry-breaking term in the Hamiltonian (3.11):

Hy=F,m. [ d’r[o(r)+F,]. (6.4)

These properties should be evaluated by taking matrix
elements between nucleon momentum eigenstates. In a
coherent-state treatment, such states can be constructed
from the localized soliton by using Peierls-Yoccoz projec-
tion.?* This procedure has been carried out in Ref. 21 for
the soliton bag model. It will be more complicated in the
model studied here, due to the need for projection onto
eigenstates of both angular and linear momentum. In the
present work, I follow the approach used in bag models®®
(and in Ref. 8) and interpret the localized state as a nu-
cleon wave packet. Nucleon properties are then evaluated
assuming that the momenta in the packet are small
enough to be treated as nonrelativistic.

With the above assumptions, the proton magnetic mo-

ment is given by

#p=§(pr | [ @rirxTemto, pT), (6.5

and its mean-square charge radius by

rp2=<pT | [ dr rsdy(n) Ipr) . (6.6)
The axial coupling is

gA=2<pT ‘ f d’r A5(r) lpT) . (6.7)
As a matrix element of the pion field, the 7 N coupling is

8aNN

—'21‘—4-_—_-m,2<n1 l f d3rz¢s(r) \nt) , (6.8)

while the alternative expression, in terms of the pion-
source current, is

ganN =<n1 | fd3rzj,,3(r)ln1>. 6.9)

2M
The o commutator is defined by
a,,,,,=<pr | [ d*rlo(n)+F,] pT> .

Details of the evaluations of these matrix elements can
be found in the Appendix. The numerical results are
displayed in Table IV. In general, the agreement with ex-
periment is reasonable. The major differences are for
g4/8v and o,y, but Broniowski and Banerjee'® have
shown that the extension of this model to include vector
mesons leads to a significant improvement in these num-
bers. The 7-N coupling is also significantly larger than
its observed value. However, this is not an entirely in-
dependent quantity since, in a self-consistent solution to
the model, g,yy and g, are related by the Goldberger-
Treiman relation.

As noted in Ref. 8, g, and o,y are the only observables
which depend directly on the o field. The large meson
piece of g, in this model is due to the large deviation of
the mean o field from its vacuum value, —F,, (see Fig. 1).
In the cloudy bag model,*? there is no such mesonic con-
tribution, at least to lowest order, since the o field is
essentially fixed to its vacuum value. The model of Ref.
10 uses a smaller value for the quark-scalar-meson cou-
pling g. This leads to a mean o field with a radius ~0.4
fm, as compared to ~0.6 fm in the model without vector
mesons. The meson pieces of g, and o,y are correspond-
ingly less. The smaller value for g also leads to a smaller
gaNN> as required by the Goldberger-Treiman relation. It
should be noted that the inclusion of vacuum polarization
effects may also tend to reduce the o radius, and weaken
the effective quark-pion coupling.®®

For comparison, Table IV also contains the results of
Ref. 8. The quark pieces of these were calculated neglect-
ing the meson contributions to the total spin and isospin
of the nucleon. The meson pieces were obtained in a
coherent-state-type approximation, which is identical to
the present method for operators linear in the pion field
(see the Appendix). In general, the present results are
somewhat smaller than those of Ref. 8. There is little
difference in the meson pieces, but the quark pieces are re-

(6.10)
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TABLE IV. Nucleon properties. Those shown are the proton and neutron magnetic moments (in nu-
clear magnetons n.m.) and mean-square charge radii, the axial-vector coupling and its mean-square ra-
dius, the 7- N coupling constant, calculated using Eqgs. (6.8) and (6.9), and the mean-square radius of the
pion source, the 0 commutator, and the mean-square radius of the quark density. Where relevant,
quark and meson contributions to the properties have been separated. The parameter set used is
M, =450 MeV, m,=1200 MeV. The numbers in parentheses are the results of the MFA calculations
of Ref. 8 (with numerical errors corrected as in Ref. 10), for M, =500 MeV.

Quark Meson Total Experiment
U, (nm.) 1.38 1.20 2.58 (2.87) 2.79
in (n.m.) —1.03 —1.20 —2.23 (—2.29) —1.91
rep? (fm?) 0.39 0.16 0.55 0.70
rea® (fm?) 0.09 —0.16 —0.07 —0.12
84/8v 0.98 0.81 1.78 (1.86) 1.26
rsd (fm?) 0.20 0.21 0.41 (0.42) 0.52+0.17
mq
—Z gy (6.8 0.93 (1.06) 1.00
o S (6.8)
Sargeny (69) 0.87 0.41 1.28 (1.53)
ry? (fm?) 0.54 0.39 0.93 (0.85)
oey (MeV) 86 92) 35410
ry? (fm?) 0.48 0.47)

duced by ~15—20%. The reduction in the quark pieces
is due to the quantum treatment of the pions. This allows
mixing of various quark spin-isospin states into the nu-
cleon wave function. For example, a spin-up proton is
sometimes three quarks with the quantum numbers of a
spin-down proton (or a neutron or a A) plus one or more
pions. In the perturbative language of the cloudy bag
model,’? the reduction of the quark piece would be
described as a combination of wave-function and vertex
renormalizations.

Another consequence of the quantum treatment of the
pions is that they can carry electric charge, and hence
they can contribute to the nucleon charge radii. The cal-
culated values for these radii are in reasonable agreement
with experiment.

Although the calculated proton magnetic moment is in
good agreement with experiment, the ratio of proton and
neutron moments is rather poor. The present results give
Kp/pn=—1.16. The experimental value is —1.46, close
to the pure quark model result of —1.5. This suggests
that the pionic component of the wave function obtained
here is too large to be realistic. As well as contributing
directly to the isovector moment, the pions reduce the
quark pieces of the moments as described above. Both ef-
fects reduce the isoscalar moment relative to the isovector,
and so bring p, /., closer to —1. Another constraint on
the number of pions in the nucleon wave function is pro-
vided by the ratio of strange to nonstrange sea quarks ob-
served in deep-inelastic scattering. Thomas®’ has used the
results of deep-inelastic neutrino and antineutrino scatter-
ing to obtain an upper bound of about 0.5 pions per nu-
cleon, although the uncertainties are rather large. On the
other hand, the number of pions cannot be too small, as it
is then difficult to get agreement with the nucleon charge
radii.

The two calculations of the 7-N coupling, (6.10) and
(6.11), differ by about 35%. The difference between them
corresponds to a virial theorem of the kind discussed in

Ref. 21. These virial theorems are time derivatives of ex-
pectation values of various operators. They should vanish
for an exact eigenstate of the Hamiltonian. In the
Schrodinger picture they can be evaluated in the form

. d
zz(0>=<[O,H]) . 6.11)

The extent to which an approximate solution satisfies
these virial theorems provides a test of the approximations
used. Of course, their satisfaction is only a necessary, not
sufficient, condition for an approximate solution to be a
good one.

In the present case, the difference between (6.8) and
(6.9) is the time derivative of the expectation value of

0= [ d’zmyr), (6.12)

where m3(r) is the conjugate momentum to ¢;(r). The
corresponding Eq. (6.11) is an integral of the Euler-
Lagrange equation for the pion field. The analogous viri-
al theorem for the o field is automatically satisfied, since
it is a consequence of the variational equation (5.1c).
Another useful virial theorem is provided by the
Goldberger-Treiman relation. This is obtained by consid-
ering
O= f d?rzA(r) .

From the PCAC (partial conservation of axial-vector
current) equation

3, AF=F,m,*$ , (6.14)

the vanishing of (6.9) in an exact eigenstate leads to the
usual relation

Fq
g4= Il_g"NN ’

(6.13)

(6.15)

where the couplings are both evaluated at zero three-
momentum transfer, (6.7)—(6.9). The values for g, calcu-
lated using (6.15) and the results of Eqgs. (6.8) and (6.9) are
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1.24 and 1.70, respectively. These are to be compared
with the directly calculated value 1.78. The agreement be-
tween the number from (6.9) and g, is very satisfactory.
However, the 35% discrepancy between (6.8) and (6.9) is
disturbing and suggests that the present calculations need
to be improved on.

The experimental value of g,y is obtained not at zero
three-momentum transfer but at q>=—m,2 For small
q’ the difference between g,yv(q®) and g,yn(0) can be
estimated from??

gann(Q2) =g n(0)(1—¢7,7q7) , (6.16)

2

where 7.’ is the mean-square radius of the pion-source

current:

(6.17)

a1 3,2 } >
" gann(0) (1] @ raito) o).
where g, yn(0) is given by (6.9). The calculated r,* corre-
sponds to a value for g,yy(—m,?) which is 5% larger
than g,yn(0). This is comparable with the ~7%
discrepancy in the Goldberger-Treiman relation for the
experimentally observed values of g, and g yn.

VII. COMPARISONS WITH OTHER MODELS

It is interesting to compare the nucleon wave function
obtained in the present approach with those used in other
models. Here I consider two models which also include
pionic degrees of freedom and (approximate) chiral sym-
metry: the cloudy bag model and the Skyrme model.

The cloudy bag model®* describes hadrons in terms of
massless quarks confined inside a bag. To maintain
axial-vector-current conservation, the quarks are coupled
to the pion field at the surface of the bag (or through an
equivalent pseudovector coupling in the bag interior). The
pion field is described by a nonlinear o model. For large
bag radii (>0.8 fm) the quark-pion coupling is weak
enough for a perturbative treatment to be justified. The
pion field can thus be quantized using the linearized ap-
proximation for small oscillations about the vacuum.
This is in contrast with models with small bag radii,®
where the pion coupling is too strong for perturbative
methods to work.*

Despite the differences in their physical motivations,
the linear o model studied here and the cloudy bag model
lead to surprisingly similar nucleon wave functions. Both
are in good agreement with observed nucleon electromag-
netic quantities and both give quark wave functions with
rms radii ~0.7 fm. If the pions are treated to first order
in the cloudy bag model, the average number of pions in
the nucleon wave function is between 0.3 and 0.5, for bag
radii between 1.0 and 0.8 fm. When components with
more than one pion are included, an upper bound of 0.9
pions is obtained, for a bag radius of 0.8 fm. This is com-
parable to the average number of pions per nucleon ob-
tained in the present work, which includes multipion com-
ponents via the coherent state. Deep-inelastic scattering
results’’ suggest that a smaller number of pions may be
more realistic, corresponding to bag radii of about 0.9 fm
or larger.

Another approach, which has received much attention
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recently, is the Skyrme model.!*~!¢ By contrast with the
model studied here and the cloudy bag, this model does
not include explicit quark degrees of freedom. Instead it
is based on a nonlinear 0 model with a fourth-order
derivative interaction (or coupling to vector mesons'®) to
produce stable solitons. These are known as “Skyrmions.”
The solitons with a winding number of one are identified
with baryons, since topological arguments show that they
can be quantized as fermions.’>® The hedgehog ansatz is
used, and the field distributions in the resulting solitons
are qualitatively similar to those shown in Fig. 1, except
that they satisfy the nonlinear constraint o> +¢*=F,2. In
fact, a Lagrangian very similar to the one proposed by
Skyrme can be obtained from the present model by in-
tegrating out the quark degrees of freedom. In the limit
where the quark-meson coupling is large, the resulting ef-
fective Lagrangian can be expanded in powers of deriva-
tives of the pion field and the leading terms include the
Skyrme fourth-order interaction.®’ In this large-g limit,
the identification of the topological winding number with
baryon number*”* can be understood in terms of the
deeply bound quark orbitals discussed in Sec. III.

As originally described, the Skyrmion is a hedgehog ob-
ject. Before its properties can be compared with those of
a real nucleon, some way must be found to quantize it and
project out spin-isospin eigenstates. However, as noted in
Sec. I, the nonlinear constraint on this model means that
it cannot be quantized in the usual canonical way. Hence,
for example, the methods of the present work cannot be
applied to it. At present, there is no way to quantize all
the model’s degrees of freedom in a manner which can
handle large-amplitude fluctuations, such as collective ro-
tations of a Skyrmion. (Numerous authors®? have used
linearized approximations for small-amplitude oscilla-
tions, to study vibrational excitations and 7-N scattering
in the Skyrme model.)

In lieu of a complete quantization, Adkins, Nappi, and
Witten have proposed a semiclassical approach.'* This
quantizes only the collective coordinates associated with
rotations of the Skyrmion, treating it as a rigid rotor. It
leads to a Hamiltonian which has a local dependence on
the collective coordinates [the Euler angles describing the
relative orientation of the spin and isospin axes in the
hedgehog, cf. Eq. (4.1)]. Hence this approach implicitly
assumes that the overlap between rotated and unrotated
hedgehog states is essentially a & function of the Euler an-
gles:

(H|RQ)™|H)<8(Q).

Such an assumption should be good in a situation where
the nucleon wave function contains a large number of
quanta. This would be the case in the limit where the
number of colors is large® (a limit often used in motiva-
tion for the Skyrme model®) or if the nucleon were a
strongly coupled source for the pion field.** Neither of
these cases corresponds to the real world with three colors
and, at most, about one pion per nucleon. This is illus-
trated in Fig. 3, which shows the dependence of the over-
lap [see Eq. (A3)] on one of the Euler angles, for various
numbers of quarks and pions. For the soliton studied
here, the overlap has a width ~/3, which is not much

(7.1)
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FIG. 3. Dependence of the overlap (H | R(Q)~'| H) on the
Euler ® {cos®/2=cos(B/2)cos[(a+7¥)/2]}. The solid line
corresponds to the soliton studied here, with N.=3 quarks and
N.~1.5 pions in the unprojected hedgehog. The long-dashed
lines show the results for N.=1, 11, and 101, all with N,=1.
The short-dashed lines are for N, =0 and 10, both with N, =3.

smaller than for a bare three-quark hedgehog.

Because of its assumption of a large number of quanta,
this method predicts an infinite rotational band of J =T
baryon states. No such states have been observed for spin
% or greater. Also, it is difficult to obtain a better than
qualitative description of nucleon properties in this ap-
proach. In particular, rather poor agreement with experi-
ment is obtained when F, is fixed to its measured value.
A further problem is that the semiclassical quantization is
not a projection method (such as the one used in this
work). Hence “variation after projection” is dangerous:
Braaten and Ralston®® have shown that the Skyrmion
tends to collapse if such a procedure is attempted. This is
due to the fact that the semiclassical rotor can radiate
pion waves unless the pion mass is larger than the fre-
quency of rotation.

VIII. SUMMARY

The coherent state’~%° provides a full quantum

description for the bosonic parts of soliton wave func-
tions. It has many features of the mean-field approxima-
tion for localized states which break the translational, and
other, symmetries of field theoretic models. It can be
used for projection?’ of these states onto eigenstates of the
appropriate symmetries, and it can also provide a starting
point for descriptions of the scattering of solitons.%¢ The
generator-coordinate method,?* which has been widely
used in nuclear physics,? is thus an attractive alternative
to collective coordinate approaches in field theories. In
some cases, the collective methods become very compli-
cated; in others they rely on semiclassical assumptions
which may not be justified.

Here I have applied this method to a chiral model®® of
the nucleon and A. A coherent state is used to describe a
hedgehog baryon, and this is projected onto spin-isospin
eigenstates. The N and A wave functions are varied after
projection. The resulting N-A splitting is about half the
observed value, suggesting the need for residual, spin-
dependent gluonic interactions. The calculated nucleon
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properties are in reasonable agreement with experiment,
and are similar to those obtained in earlier MFA calcula-
tions.? The quantum treatment of the pions means that
their contributions to charge radii can be calculated in the
present approach. The model nucleon wave function con-
tains about one pion on average; this is comparable to the
cloudy bag model.3? Because of the small numbers of
quanta in realistic nucleon wave functions, semiclassical
methods, such as used in the Skyrme model,'*~ !¢ are ex-
pected to yield poor results.

The coherent state can also be projected onto eigen-
states of linear momentum. This needs to be done, since
there may be significant center-of-mass corrections to nu-
cleon properties. (Such calculations have already been
made in the soliton bag model.2!) One should also explore
more general trial functions,® which do not rely on the
hedgehog ansatz. The present calculations need to be ex-
tended to include vector mesons, since these have been
shown to have imPortant effects on some nucleon proper-
ties in this model.®

Finally, the effects of vacuum polarization needed to be
studied. The work of Ripka and Kahana*"*® has shown
that inclusion of the Dirac sea can significantly change
the detailed forms of the quark density distributions and
contributions to the total energy in this type of soliton.
Also, the noninteracting basis used here to expand the
meson fields needs to be improved on: a one-loop calcula-
tion should be done to investigate the effects of distortion
of the meson vacuum.
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APPENDIX

In this appendix I give details of the calculation of ex-
pectation values of various operators in the projected
states, using the formulas (4.10) and (4.13).

The normalization integral in those expressions is

A= [ d*QDj,(Q(H|R@Q)'|H) . (A1)
The overlap between the rotated and unrotated hedgehog

states can be calculated using (2.7), the definition (3.2),
and the overlap between rotated hedgehog spinors:

XI,I?(Q)‘W;. =cos£cos—q——'t1 .

2 2 (A2)

This gives
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(H|R@Q)~"'|H)
3

= cosﬁcosg—tl
2 2
- N
X exp Na+——3—" 4c052g0052‘_7‘;;:2’__1 l }, (A3)

MICHAEL C. BIRSE 33

where a, B, and y are the usual Euler angl&s.51 The D
function has the form?!

D ;(Q)=e Y@+ (cosB/2) , (A4)

and so the integrand in (A1) does not depend on a—vy.
Hence the integration over a—v is trivial. The integral
over B can be done analytically, and leads to

— — 2 —

N y=4mwexp(N,—+N,) fo " da cos(2Ja@)cos’a I 2";3 ;%N,coszii , (AS)
where

" g|" B|_ dm [e-1
g)=1 - B 2B | _ -
I(n;a)=5 fo dBsinf cos2 exp |a cos 5 o 2 (A6)
I
The integral over @ must be done numerically. In the  where the total quark spin is
present calculations 20 points were used, equally spaced
between zero and 7/2 (due to the symmetry of the in- oS—+ f d’ryloy, (A12)
tegral). )
Using the form of the quark single-particle wave func- and the “Gamow-Teller” operator is

tions (3.3), the quark pieces of the mean-square charge ra- O _ L 3.t
dii can be written Gy=1 [ drylory. (A13)

(JMMT‘ [ dirr gy |JMMT>
= f rédr(u?+v2)(+ + (JMMy | 9T5 | JMMr)) ,
(A7)

where 275 is the third component of the total quark iso-
spin operator:

oTy=1 [dry'rw.

The quark pieces of the expectation values of various
vector operators are

<JMMT| fd3r F(r X pm),

(A8)

JMMT>

=% [ rdruv(JMMr| 95,4+ 9G5 |IMMr) ,  (A9)
<JMMT‘ [ d*reas JMMT>
= [ rldr(u*—$v)(IMM7 | %G5 | IMM;) ,  (A10)
<JMMT‘ [ d’rz9, JMMT>
= —g% [ rdruv(JMM|9G |JMM1) ,  (A1D)

]
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(JIM—M |9S;|JM —M)=

3 |37+
28y 2

uJ' M

2
S Mg —p | M1 [J

X [ d*Q D p(Q)

From the definition of the hedgehog spinor (3.4), one
finds that

X;ﬁ(ﬂ)'lrﬂh=—isina—;}’—cos—§— , (A14)
and so the total quark isospin is found to be
(JM—M |9T; |JM —M)
=—i2/’3/1 J 0D 0nantEL
X(H|R@Q)"'|H) . (A15)

The integral over Euler angles can be done in a similar
manner to the normalization integral.
The total quark spin can be calculated using

A V3
XIR(Q)“‘al,,.X;.=—-2—3 3 (tulm | tp)DL2(Q)*
wp

(A16)

in (4.13). After recoupling the D functions, one obtains

1

-
P

<
S

(H|RQ)~'|H) '

cosgcos%l

(A17)
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The expectation value of the Gamow-Teller operator can be evaluated similarly, using
A 1/-
HRO 017t =2 3 (— 14 Sulm | 1u)) DY) . (A18)
Hop

This leads to an expression for (JM —M | 2G% |JM —M ) which is almost identical to (A16), differing only by a factor
of (—1)!/2=# in the sum over y.

In calculating the energy of a projected state, it is convenient to group the pionic terms into the free pion Hamiltonian,
a second-order, and a fourth-order interaction. Terms which do not involve the pion field (such as the quark and o ki-
netic energies) are not affected by projection. The pionic terms can be evaluated using the analogues of (2.8) and (2.9) for
rotated and unrotated hedgehog states:

(H|RQ)"'¢(r) |H)=1[2+0Q)~" % (r){H |R(Q)"'|H) , (A19)
(H|R(Q)"'n(r) |H) = —i$[£+0(Q)"%)h,(r){H | R(Q)"'|H) , (A20)

along with similar expressions f\or higher powers of the field operators. Here h,(r) is defined by (5.5), and O(Q) is the
SO(3) matrix representation of R ().
The quark-pion coupling term involves

(H|R(Q)~'|H) .

(H|R(Q)™Nid(r)r-¢(r)ysir) | H) = —%u (P (P (PXER(Q)™1(R-0) 3 [£+0(Q)~ %] 7X,

COS%COSE%-‘Z‘
" (A21)
Using (3.5) and the analogous relation for R(Q)X,,
[0(Q)~lo+7]R(Q)X, =0, (A22)
(A21) can be written as
(H | R(Q)™ ()T ¢(r)ysp(r) IH)::%u(r)v(r)h(r)(H |IR(Q)"'|H) . (A23)

This shows that the quark-pion term also is unaffected by projection, as noted in Ref. 67.

Since the o part of the wave function is unaffected by projection, the o field can be treated as a c-number function.
Using (A 19), the second-order interaction term can be written

(JJ—J [ drio(r(rr ]JJ—J)::}/— [ & oor?h(r? [ d*Q D], Q)L [1+7-0QRI(H | R(Q)~ | H)
J
=Cy(J;N 4w [ ridroo(r?h(r)?, (A24)
where the projection coefficient is defined by
2
C2(J;1V,,)E3—/lt—/— fd3QDJJJ(Q) 1+2 cosgcosg—_ztx l(H}I?(Q)‘WH). (A25)
J
The fourth-order interaction term can be evaluated similarly to get
<JJ—J' [ d*rgo®, ‘JJ—J>=C4(J;N,,)41T [ rdrnn®, (A26)
where
2 4
Noy=—L 30 D7 B 2ty B .oty 50 0y)—1
CoIsN =157 [ a*apj,Q)|3+4 cos-cos = } +8 | cos -cos % (H|R(Q)'|H) . (A27)

The noninteracting term is most easily evaluated by using the fact that it is diagonal in the basis used to expand the
pion field:

Hy= [ dk oga’(k)-ak) . (A28)

This term in the energy can be written

2
<JJ—Ji [ d*r:Hy ,JJ_J>=CO(J;N,,)41rfr2dr[ l%’ri +;27h2+m,,2h2} , (A29)
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where

= 1
CO(J;N")EVJ fd3QDj’,J(Q) 4

cos g Ccos ‘(%L

2
_1]<H1§<9)—1]H> . (A30)

The pion number operator has the same form as (A28) (without the factor of w,x). Hence the average number of pions
in the projected state, Eq. (4.15), is also multiplied by Co(J;N ).
The pionic contribution to the charge density operator [the time-component of (6.1)] is

M=o x5 . (A31)

Hence, from (2.19) and (2.20), the meson contribution to the mean-square charge radius is

. 1 - A as _
<JM~—M’ [ drr2Msg, lJM——M):zMJ [ d r2h(Dhy(r) [ d°Q Dl y(QRXOQ)~%(H | R(Q)~! | H)
—CalT,=M;N )= [ rhdr h(Dhy(r), (A32)
where
2
Cch(J,—M;N,,)E—-ijVL fd3QD1{,,M(Q)sin-a—;icosa—-;l cosg (HIR@Q)'|H) . (A33)
J

The simplest vector operators to consider are ones which are linear in the pion field. These are of the form
V= [ dr2f(rgsyn), (A34)

where f(r) is either a spherically symmetric c-number function, or depends only on the ¢ field. In evaluating matrix ele-
ments of vector operators, it is convenient to rewrite (A19) in spherical notation:

h(r)

(Hlﬁ(ﬂ)_1¢1m(r)|H)=~;— Fim+ 3 rimDhym(@) | = (H RO H) (A35)
2

Hence the matrix element of V between rotated and unrotated hedgehogs is

(H|§(Q)*‘V,,,,|H>=—23i r2dr f (PR (P)[8mo+(—1)"DL,, o QNH |R(Q)-|H) . (A36)

Using this in (4.13) and recoupling the D functions, one finds that both terms of (A36) give the same contribution.
Hence the expectation value of V; in an eigenstate is

(IM=—M |V, lJM—M)=(JMlO|JM>24T7T [ rdr fh(r) . (A37)

This is the form used for the calculation of mesonic pieces of vector operators in Ref. 8 [see Eq. (3.13) of that paper].
The axial-vector coupling constant can be calculated using f(r)=230,/3dr in (A37). The pion coupling (6.8) is ob-
tained for f(r)=r, and the first-order piece of (6.9) for f(r)= —A%0y*—F,?).
The calculation of g,y from (6.9) also involves a term which is third-order in the pion field. This can be evaluated
from (4.13) and

h(r)

r

(Hlﬁ(n)—lfd3rrl,,,¢(r)3 ’H):% [ a*

3
Tim {r2+ S riuD e (O(—=1Fr
mp

X

ro+ 3 rinDyo(Q) ](Hlﬁ(ﬂ)“ |H)

s
15

f ridrh(r) { 68m0+6(—1)"DL, (Q)

+8m0 S DL, (Q)+(=1)"DL, o(2) 3 DL . (Q)
© p

+ Dy (D) + (=" I DL, ,(2)D, (D) | . (A38)
I
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After recoupling, and using the fact that f d*Q DI{,, m(Q)(H | R)-! | H) is independent of M, one obtains

(v —mt| [ @*r2ge |10t - )

=(IM10|IM YT [ Pdrh(r? (1243

2 '+ o
1 HEer+n

111]
Ny % J J 1

Finally, the meson pieces of the magnetic moments are obtained from

_<H|§(m—1 J & exagbal /X V)imr) | H)

=27 [ Vb~
3 wp', v,y

Inserting this into (4.13), and recoupling, gives

1
| [ driexii,

JM—-M>

=—(JM10] JM)2—231 [ ridrh(r?

X 1+——3-—2(2J’+1)

N <

S (plp' | 1m){vy [ 10)[ 8, _ By, _y+8, DL, (Q)

x [ d*QD] (Q)H|R@Q)|H) (A39)

+8y,_yDL, (Q)+D', (Q)DL . ,(Q)]. (A40)
11 1)

’J 7 J,’ [ a*api (Q(H|RQ)H)|. (A4
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