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We reconsider in detail the pole model for baryonic B decays, first crudely estimated by Desh-
pande et al. We make a complete calculation on the basis of the quark model by an extensive eval-
uation of strong- and weak-interaction vertices. We also consider charmed decays, and the previ-
ously lacking JP= %' baryon poles that lead to large parity-violating amplitudes. The strong cou-

plings are calculated in absolute magnitude by our quark-pair-creation model in a crossed channel.
The effects of unequal quark masses are fully taken into account, correcting previous published re-
sults, and introducing a large set of new calculations for baryon couplings. We emphasize the selec-
tion rules and algebraic ratios of rates that follow from either color antisymmetry of the baryon
wave functions or from the pole model. We pay particular attention to the ratio of parity-
conserving to parity-violating rates, as it enters in tests of CP violation involving modes such as pp.
At the same time, we make a detailed discussion of the very principles of the pole model, which ex-
hibits a series of yet overlooked problems: ambiguity in the choice of relativistic couplings, extrapo-
lation of strong couplings to complex momentum transfer, and of weak baryon-baryon matrix ele-
ments to nonzero and large transfers. For both theoretical and experimental reasons, it is suggested
that decays with a A are largely overestimated because of a basic weakness of the pole model for
high spin. On the other hand, results with %“L baryons in the final state share several features of the
QCD-sum-rule calculation by Chernyak and Zhitnisky, while differing in detailed predictions that

must await experimental test.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the baryon-antibaryon decays of B mesons we are
in a new situation in hadronic transitions: for the first
time we have a stable meson heavy enough for these de-
cay modes to be allowed. Hence the theoretical interest
of such processes that are not, even for the hardest mode
PD, in a region where perturbative QCD can be applied.
One cannot avoid appealing to models, and the object of
this paper is to examine such decays, with charmed and
uncharmed final states, in a (relatively) simple pole mod-
el. As we will conclude, our work, although rather com-
plete in its goal within a definite model, leaves
unanswered questions and should be viewed as a tentative
to estimate these difficult new processes.

Another interest of exclusive decays of the type b—u
such as B —pp is to have an independent proof of a siz-
able value of the matrix element V,,, recently estimated
from the semileptonic spectrum.!

The general level of noncharmed B baryonic weak de-
cays is best displayed by comparison with a typical
mesonic one. Using a model of Bauer, Stech, and Wir-
bel,> we get

vo?

B(B'—rtr )~1073 | (1.1)
Vcb

We have wused the experimental measure of

B(B°D* 7t)~3X1073 and the theoretical ratio of
the two reactions.

A comparable rate comes out for B%—pp if one trusts
our present calculation:

Vu b

B(B°—pp)~0.7X107? (1.2)

cb

This is due to the fact that while baryonic decay suffers
stronger form-factor suppression than the mesonic one
(in analogy with the steeper falloff of baryonic form fac-
tors), the baryon-to-baryon weak transition matrix ele-
ment is, on the other hand, favored in absolute magni-
tude by the large baryon wave function at center, as es-
timated in potential models**

(8(r;,—r,))~10"2 GeV? (1.3)

compared to a mesonic very small factor for pion emis-
sion f .

B°—pp could be also interesting for CP violation, at
least if parity-violating (PV) and parity-conserving (PC)
waves sufficiently differ in magnitude.>® In fact, we find
the PV wave to be of the same order of magnitude as the
PC one, with a ratio submitted to large uncertainties.
The CP asymmetry is therefore not so large as in
B%— 7, which is purely parity violating. Nevertheless,
it may add complementary information, and it may be
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possible to open new possibilities with other baryonic de-
cays such as BY,BY—AA, ASA .% Polarization mea-
surements of charmed-baryon decays through their hype-
ron products could provide other interesting tests of P
and CP violation.”

But the main interest of baryonic B decays at present is
to test our ability to handle hadronic physics through the
quark model in a rather new and complex situation.
First, we are confronted here, as in the case of hyperon
nonleptonic decays,® or weak radiative decays,’ or in the
case of neutron electric dipole moment,'® with higher-
order processes, which pass through intermediate
baryonic states. This we handle through the pole model,
as first suggested by Deshpande, Soni and Trampetic.!!
Second, the B decays have the additional feature of
presenting large mass differences, corresponding to the
very unequal quark masses my,m.,m,. As a conse-
quence, we have to treat adequately the separation of
center-of-mass motion and the Pauli principle in the pres-
ence of unequal quark masses, a nontrivial but conceptu-
ally already resolved problem. But another consequence
is the presence of large momentum transfers, which has
required original treatments in the context of the pole
model, as we point out below. And finally, the situation
is new also because it requires, to apply the quark model,
a crossing procedure. On the whole, the interest of the
present study is to present a set of calculations of new ha-
dronic quantities, involving a large number of conceptual
problems.

It is already possible to test quantitatively our method
by considering the case of charmed-baryon decays, where
the Kobayashi-Maskawa (KM) parameter V,, is already
known; this fact allows us to make absolute predictions to
be compared to experimental rates. For noncharmed de-
cays, the matrix element ¥V, is now becoming known:
V., ~0.05; but the rates seem too small for present ex-
perimental accuracy. We show that we can already learn
something from the existing bounds.

A previous pole-model calculation has been made by
Deshpande, Soni, and Trampetic.]1 We therefore insist a
bit on the comparison between our works. Our work is
more extensive in that it treats also charmed-baryon de-
cays, which are crucial to test the model. But it differs
essentially in the treatment of the pole model itself.

(1) We take into account the JP=17 intermediate
states and not only the J? =%+, and this allows us to ac-
count for the parity-violating waves. This reveals to be
important for modes such as B — pp, since we find the PV
wave to be as large as the PC one in this case.

(2) We treat the strong vertex explicitly through the
quark model instead of using guesses to relate b-hyperon
couplings to nucleon couplings. We then make absolute
predictions for the strong-interaction coupling constants.
This is obtained by an original use of the *P, quark-pair-
creation (QPC) model,'? which is applied in the crossed
channel of the physical reaction and extrapolated to an
unphysical domain of momentum transfer. Indeed, we
show that to calculate the pole residue, negative square
transfers are involved at the strong vertex, which require
a careful discussion.

(3) We show that to calculate the pole residue, we must
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consider the baryon-to-baryon transition weak matrix
element at large momentum transfer, and we present the
results of the quark model for this matrix element at
nonzero momentum transfer, which are new (Appendix
D). We show that the large transfer results in a strong
depression of noncharm decays.

(4) We take into account systematically the inequality
of the masses of the various quarks u,c,b. We then
present results which are new for the 3P, model of
baryon decays and for the PV weak matrix elements, in-
cluding the b—c transition with three different masses.
We find that such quark mass effects are especially large
for the PV wave with b—u. We correct a result present-
ed previously for the PC case.’

All these ingredients being put together, we observe a
certain compatibility with the alternatlve QCD sum-rule
calculation of Chernyak and Zhitnisky!® (CZ) for the
charmed-baryon decays, in the 17T * case.

We reduce the gap concernmg the asymptotic m,,
power-counting behavior noted by these authors between
the pole model of Deshpande, Soni, and Trampetic!! and
the QCD asymptotic predictions, especially in the 173 *
case. Nevertheless, our numerical results happen to glve,
contrarily to CZ, very large branching ratio for the it
decays, which are almost excluded by the experimental
results. We ascribe this to an essential failure of the pole
model for high-spin particles. This should not spoil the
relevance of our results in the %+§ * case, and in this
latter case, our calculation may seem to have some ad-
vantage over CZ, as it is simpler and perhaps more trans-
parent.

We do not compute in this paper all possible baryon-
antibaryon decay modes of B mesons, but only a few,
significant ones from the theoretical or the experimental
point of view.

B mesons, composites of a b quark and a light quark,
B,(bu), BY(bd), and B9(b5), can give a variety of
baryon-antibaryon final states. The final states will de-
pend (1) on the weak transitions, and (2) on the strong
quark pair creation needed to have a baryon-antibaryon
pair. The weak transitions can be the following: (i)
Kobayashi-Maskawa, Cabibbo (C) allowed, i.e., b—c,
and u —d or ¢ —s; (i) KM-allowed, C-suppressed, b —c,
and u—s or c¢—d; (iii) KM-suppressed, C-allowed,
b—u, and u—d or c—ss; (iv) KM suppressed, C
suppressed, b —u, and u —s or ¢ —d. As for the needed
strong quark pair creation, we can have uil, dd, s5, cc.
All these combinations are possible, unless there is no
phase space allowing them, as in the case of three
charmed quarks in the final state. In our pole model, the
intermediate states will differ from one of these combina-
tions to another.

Notice that among the final baryons, only a few are
stable with respect to strong and electromagnetic interac-
tions. Among the cuu, cud baryons, only A} with flavor
wave function c (ud —du)/V'2 will be stable. Among the
Zs, 2 9=c(us —su)/V'2 and E%¥=c(ds—sd)/V2
are stable, the symmetric combinations Z)=c(us
+su)/V2 and E9¥=c(ds +sd)/V2 decaying by strong
or electromagnetlc interactions into the = ““” ones. Also,
Q(css) will be stable.



In this paper we only compute the rates for a few of
these decays. To be definite, we only make the full calcu-
lation of the decay rates for the transitions of B, (b&)
and B Y(bd) into KM-allowed, C-allowed decays without
strange quarks in the final state: B, —(cdu,ufii) or-
(cdd,uud ) and B §—(cdu,dui) or (cdd,diid) and KM-
suppressed, C-allowed decays of B, and B Y without
strange quarks in the final state: B, —(udu,a@i@i) or
(udd, utid ) and B §— (udu,duw ) or (udd,dud ).

Moreover, we only consider ground-state baryon final
states B—>X=_N, A_N or =.A,A,A and B NN or NA.
In our pole model, where baryon poles dominate, the
lowest-lying intermediate states will be, in both cases,
3,,A, and A},2f. The study of these modes will allow
us to account for the ground-state contrtbutton to be in-
clusive decay rates B —AS+ -, BY—>Al+ -+ and
B, —pp + pions, B 4 —PD +pions.

Although we only consider, for reasons of simplicity, a
few final states, many other modes are allowed. Let us
restrict to B, and B,. If a s§ or a cC pair is created, we
will have other stable strange or charmed particles in the
final state, and those will not contribute to B,
—AS+ - ;BI—>AS+ -+ and B, —pp+pions;
B 2—>p17 +pions. Among the rest of the decays into two
ground-state baryons, not computed in this paper, a few
can be easily obtained from Clebsch-Gordan coefficients,
such as, for instance, the KM-suppressed, C-allowed
mode B Y— AA, interesting for tests of CP violation.®
However, there are interesting modes for which our re-
sults cannot be applied easily, as they involve intermedi-
ate states with three quarks of widely different masses,
not considered here. One example is the KM-allowed,
C-suppressed mode B — A A }, also interesting in tests
of CP violation.® In these modes we will have as inter-
mediate states =,. baryons, composites of a light u or d
and b,c quarks, three quarks with very different masses.
There is no difficulty of principle in treating these cases,
although the formalism would be heavier, as it needs the
diagonalization of the Hamiltonian (A6) for three un-
equal masses. However, as we discuss in the text, and we
have argued,® the effect of the quark mass differences on
the weak and strong couplings is not very large, a factor
less than one order of magnitude in rate.

Our paper is organized as follows. Section II is devot-
ed to a rather long discussion of the various aspects of the
model: to define precisely what we mean by a pole model,
to discuss other competing mechanisms, and to analyze
the subtleties of this nonstandard application of the
quark model. In Sec. III we define the couplings, decay
amplitudes in the pole model, and give the rates. In Sec.
IV we give the final quark model expressions of the cou-
plings and discuss its ingredients and symmetry proper-
ties. In Sec. V we give the numerical results and in Sec.
VI we make a discussion of the different effects. Finally,
in Sec. VII we conclude. We postpone all heavy calcula-
tions to the Appendixes. In Appendix A we give the had-
ron wave functions in the harmonic-oscillator model with
unequal masses. In Appendix B we compute the weak-
interaction matrix elements at zero-momentum transfer,
and in Appendix C we compute the strong couplings with
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the QPC model. Finally, in Appendix D we compute the
weak matrix elements at nonzero-momentum transfer.

II. GENERAL DISCUSSION OF THE MODEL
A. Diagrams contributing to B baryonic decays

The pole model we are considering here corresponds to
the process B — 8,8, with the general configuration de-
scribed by the diagram of Fig. 1, treated in the particular
way pictured in Fig. 2, with low-lying b-flavored baryon
intermediate states B,.

The first question to answer is why one chooses the
configuration of Fig. 1 rather than many others which are
possible. For noncharm decays, we can draw five of them
according to Fig. 3.

The first one [Fig. 3(a)] can be neglected with respect
to Fig. 1 for the well-known reason that it is the annihila-
tion into a light-quark pair. The matrix element can be
factorized into

M~ fpq,(H|j*0) , @2.1)

where g* is the B momentum, and H is the hadronic final
state, produced through the current j¥, which is a light-
quark current (u,d). Formula (2.1) then implies the
divergence of this current d,,j* and M contains as a factor
the very small current masses m,,my; fp is also small
(100-200 MeV). In addition, one could observe that ex-
clusive decays of the type H=pN*, for instance, will be
suppressed by form factors of the current matrix element
taken at the very large transfer g>~25 GeV2. It must be
recalled however that similar suppressions occur in the
diagram of Fig. 1, as calculated by the pole model: a
denominator corresponding to the propagator of the =,
intermediate state at small momentum p?=m$, and an
additional weak vertex form factor taken also at large vir-
tuality (See Secs. IIB and IIC). Therefore the form-
factor suppression is not effective if we want to compare
to Fig. 1.

It must be noticed that Paver and Riazuddin!* found
very large values for B § — pp through annihilation, while
according to our argument, annihilation should be very
small. Their result comes from the pion-pole contribu-
tion. However, it must be observed that the pion contri-
bution by itself does not satisfy the PCAC (partial conser-
vation of axial-vector current) requirement that
ayﬂwm +m,. To satlsfy this requirement, one must
take into account the y*y> contribution, which almost
cancels the pion-pole contribution.

Figures 3(b) and 3(e) are characterized by the fact that

FIG. 1. B decay into baryon-antibaryon pair with weak in-
teraction within a baryon. B; and B, are both made of light
quarks.
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B

u
FIG. 2. Low-lying intermediate baryons in the pole model
contributing to the diagram of Fig. 1.

one pion is emitted directly through the weak interaction.
They are not relevant, of course, for pp decay. But they
are relevant as a background to decay with additional
pions coming from direct production of N* resonances
such as the A, the process that we consider. Moreover,
one can see that the direct meson production is small

3,

N

\<< 3 (e)

FIG. 3. Other diagrams contributing to noncharmed final
states. (a) Meson annihilation into baryon-antibaryon pair.
(b)—(c) Pion emission by the weak interaction. (d)—(e) Penguin-
diagram contributions to B decay int a baryon-antibaryon pair.
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with respect to what we calculate: indeed, we find at the
end of our calculation that our rates greatly exceed the
ones calculated in Ref. 15.

Figures 3(d) and 3(e), penguin diagrams, are expected
to be small because the enhancement of L-R densities
with respect to the usual (V' — A4)X(V — A) interactions
is overcompensated by the smallness of the coefficient ob-
tained for the effective operator. In the same vein, we
think that the coefficients obtained through the QCD ra-
diative corrections for the (V' — 4)X(V — A4) operators
will not change qualitatively our picture (see the similar
discussion of hyperon nonleptonic decays in our book?).

A general remark is now in order. The dominance of
baryon internal W exchange (Figs. 1 and 2) for the decay
to pp +’s depends on the particular evaluation we have
made of Fig. 1. If the CZ evaluation were valid,'> then it
would be so small that the processes of Figs. 3(b) and 3(c)
(Ref. 15) could dominate.

In the case of decays to baryons with a single charmed
quark, the discussion is quite analogous. We draw the di-
agrams Figs. 4 and 5 (see discussion by Avery'®). Figure
4 is the configuration that we retain, with the W ex-
changed within one baryon. Figures 5(b)—5(d) are analo-
gous to the diagrams considered in Ref. 15 for pp +’s.
There is direct production of one meson by the weak in-
teraction. If we stick to decays through direct produc-
tion of baryon resonances only, we can disregard them.
In addition in Figs. 5(b) and 5(d), a charmed meson is
necessarily produced, and therefore it corresponds to a
distinct process, since a charmed meson could not come
from the secondary decay of one low-lying charmed
baryon (unless through virtual propagation). As to Fig.
5(c), it can reasonably be expected to be small as the simi-
lar process Fig. 3(c). The annihilation diagram, Fig. 5(a),
on the contrary, does not have the very strong suppres-
sion factor of the corresponding Fig. 3(a), because small
quark masses are replaced by the charm-quark mass
m,~2 GeV. Still there is the small factor f;. Evaluat-
ing the process B—A_p through the annihilation mech-
anism, and retaining only y* and y*y°p — A, transition
currents (disregarding other form factors), we find

B(B°—A_p)~10"* 2.2)

without the baryon form factors. These form factors tak-
en at g2~25 GeV? will still lower the result by several or-
ders of magnitude, so that we can neglect it safely by

b,

.
FIG. 4. B decay into a baryon-antibaryon pair with weak in-

teraction within a baryon. B, is a charmed baryon and B, is
made of light quarks.
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(d)

—

FIG. 5. Other diagrams contributing to charmed final states.
(a) Meson annihilation into a charmed-baryon and an anti-

baryon. (c) Pion emission and charmed-baryon production.
(b)—(d) Charmed-meson emission by the weak interaction.

comparison to our estimate of Fig. 4:

B(B°>A_p)~1073, (2.3)

B. General discussion of the pole model

We now proceed to the discussion of the specific
method we use to calculate Fig. 1, i.e., the pole model.
We think that there are two distinct levels in this idea of
using a “pole model.” There is first a quite general idea
which consists in saying that the process under con-
sideration passes through certain hadronic intermediate
states, and that it can be decomposed into two steps: pro-
duction of these intermediate states in the strong process
B —B,8,, where B, is the accompanying baryon, and
B, the intermediate baryon which then undergoes a weak
transition to the baryon ;.

This is the general idea of the pole model. In fact, it
includes the specific pole-model method that we adopt
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here, as well as other approaches, such as the use of
second-order Hamiltonian perturbation theory, which
will also intervene in the subsequent discussion.

By itself, this general idea can be contrasted with vari-
ous alternative approaches. For instance, an alternative
evaluation would be possible by connecting directly the
quarks inside the initial and final states through free
quark propagators, as pictured in Fig. 6. This approach
has been followed for a variety of processes.!” Another
possible evaluation is through perturbative QCD, and in-
volves, in addition to free-quark lines, gluon exchange
(Fig. 7). And finally, there is the QCD-sum-rule ap-
proach, which cannot be pictured so easily.!?

The advantage of our two-step approach with a selec-
tion of a few intermediate baryonic states is that it is
especially fitted for quark-model calculations. The latter
will yield easily the respective amplitudes for each step,
which correspond to ‘“‘basic processes” in the sense de-
scribed in our book.!® Such basic processes are calculable
as matrix elements of a simple transition operator be-
tween hadron states, represented by their wave functions.
Moreover, one can use harmonic-oscillator wave func-
tions which lead to simple calculations.

Now, at a second level, the pole model is something
much more precise than the above two-step general idea;
it involves the appeal to pure pole terms, a notion that we
shall define with some detail below. We will distinguish it
from, for instance, the above-mentioned Hamiltonian
perturbation approach.

For the sake of clarity, we first present the technical
formulation of our pole model, and thereafter discuss the
physical background behind the technique. The calcula-
tion consists in calculating Fig. 2 as a Feynman diagram
with certain given couplings at the strong vertex BB, 5,
and at the weak one B,8B,, which shall be subsequently
determined by the quark model. The final states B,,5,
that we consider will be only 1" and 2% baryons. The
intermediate states B, will be only L% and 1~ baryons
and moreover only B; with 17 will be produced at the
weak vertex. This selection of states results from general
principles (forbidding higher-spin intermediate states),
and from quark-model selection rules at the weak vertex
(to be discussed later), as well as from our choice,
motivated by simplicity, to evaluate only the decay to
ground state (L =0) baryons. The relativistic couplings
are chosen to be the minimal ones, i.e., Yukawa for
1+1%0” and 1*1707 strong vertices, the standard

derivative coupling for 271707 and 2170 strong ver-
2 2 2 2

$,

3

FIG. 6. Diagram contributing to B decay into a baryon-
antibaryon pair through free-quark intermediate states.
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ﬁ)l

‘—\ £2
FIG. 7. The perturbative QCD picture of B decay into a

baryon-antibaryon pair. The wavy line is a W, the curled one a
gluon.

tices, and for the weak part, bilinear vertices of the form
P for both 1*1% and 1*1~ transitions (respectively,
parity-conserving and parity-violating).

The result of this choice of couplings can be displayed
on the particular case B—pp. The decay amplitude
writes (for definiteness, we choose B, to be a baryon, and

B, to be the antibaryon)

M=u(p)(A+By>w(p,), (2.4)

where 4 and B are Lorentz invariants corresponding, re-
spectively, to the parity-violating (PV) and parity-
conserving (PC) weak interactions. Then 4 and B are
simply given by the products of the strong and weak cou-
pling constants for each intermediate state «, divided by
the mass difference m,—mg . For instance

p__ 83

m,—m,

’ (2.5)

where g and a are the strong and PC weak couplings.
This is what one would like to call a pure “pole term,”
but for this expression to make sense, we have to make
precise what is the function which is equal to a pole term,
since, up to now, in a two-body decay, everything is fixed
by the masses. In general, to introduce a function which
really presents such poles, we must extrapolate the ampli-
tude in some way. The quark model is defined in Hamil-
tonian formalism, and the simplest way to define such an
extrapolation is to maintain the external particles BB,8,
on their mass shell, and to relax only the energy-
momentum conservation by allowing a transfer k at the
weak vertex (Fig. 8) pp=p,+p,+k. The amplitude is
still defined by
M=27)(B,B,|#,(0)B) . (2.6)

We can now look at the amplitude as representing a
three-body decay B —B,8B,0, where o is a “spurion”, i.e.,
a fictitious particle carrying momentum k* and the quan-

B(q) (S

By
5 )

FIG. 8. The three-body decay amplitude B —B,B,0, where
o a “‘spurion,” a fictitious particle carrying momentum k.

tum numbers of #, (J'=0F). This three-body decay
amplitude can be analyzed in a manner entirely similar to
a two-body scattering amplitude. There will be three
Mandelstam variables s, ¢, u:

s=(pp—py)*=(p,+k),

t:(pB_k)ZZ(pl_'_pz)z ) (27)

u=(pp—p)’=(p+k).

At the physical point k, =0 (corresponding to the de-
cay under study), s =m?3, t=m}, u =m?3. Since we want
to study the point & » =0, we can maintain k2=0, while
varying freely s,t,u, subject only to the condition

s+t+u=mi+mi+m} . (2.8)

We meet singularities whenever s,¢,u, reach the mass
squared of some intermediate state: baryons for s and u,
mesons for . We note that there is in fact no u-channel
baryon due to the b quantum numbers. The singularities
in ¢ are those of ordinary mesons 7,p, ... In fact, the
quark configuration corresponding to the singularities in
the ¢ channel is exactly that of Fig. 3(a), i.e., annihilation
of B into light quarks.

If we furthermore maintain ¢ at its physical value
t=m§, M is then a function of the single variable s,
which has singularities for s =m?, a being a b-flavored
baryon. More precisely, we have with our choice of cou-
plings for the PC amplitude of B —pp,

(m,+m,)—¥k
M~gau ﬂﬁ#v_

2 2N
s—my

(2.9)

In fact, we have twice the number of invariants we had
in the two-body decay:

M=u[A+ A'K+y> (B+B'K)v (2.10)

but 4’ and B’ will not contribute to the real decay. The
four invariants are given by pure pole terms in the s vari-
able, corresponding to the %“L and 1~ discrete intermedi-
ate states, i.e., a constant divided by s —m i

Our assumption is then that even at low s Zm%, ie.,
very far from the pole position (which begins at mzzb ~25

GeV?), the actual amplitude is given by a few such pole
terms corresponding to the lowest-lying baryonic b-
flavored intermediate states.

This assumption amounts to two distinct statements.

(i) There are appreciable pole contributions from only a
few discrete intermediate states.

(i1) There is no polynomial background 7(s) as would
be generated by couplings with higher-order derivatives,
or t-channel-exchange couplings, or contact terms, . ...
For instance, we reject the s dependence which would be
introduced by a %J“ intermediate state with derivative
strong coupling f that would give the contribution
M~faiy ml+2m,m,+s—(m,+m,)K .

’ 2—m? P

(2.11)

We have little to say in defense of these assumptions.
In the analogous case of nonleptonic hyperon decays, one
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uses Regge arguments to determine the high-energy be-
havior of the fictitious two-body scattering amplitude,’
and from this one deduces the well-known fact that the
PC wave (P wave) obeys an unsubtracted dispersion rela-
tion without arbitrary constant, while the PV wave (S
wave) requires a subtraction; then in turn this justifies the
pure pole model for P waves, while the remaining arbi-
trary constant in S waves is given by the commutator.

Nothing similar is available for our case. The Regge
analysis was formulated for small ¢, and is therefore
justified for the hyperon decays where t=m?2, but cer-
tainly not for our case where t=m§. Moreover, in the
case of hyperon decays, the selection of a small number
of baryon poles could be justified by proximity argu-
ments, while here we are very far from any of the poles.

In the absence of any definite argument, we formulate
only some remarks.

(i) It is usual to assume that all the scattering is as-
signed to discrete intermediate states and that no addi-
tional continuum contribution is needed. This is the old
duality idea. It may be that in addition the residues of
the poles are rapidly decreasing above the lowest-lying b-
baryon states, giving on the whole a contribution that is
not too large. That this happens at least for radial excita-
tions is suggested by the somewhat analogous case of the
pion form factor, where the p pole residue seems to be by
far the largest, and also by the decrease of electromagnet-
ic couplings of the radial excitations of ¢ and Y.

(ii) The most serious problem we have to face is the
possibility of a polynomial background. We can say that
the contribution of r-channel exchanges at t=mj3 is
small, since it corresponds to the B annihilation dia-
grams, whose magnitude has been shown to be small in
Sec. IIA. But we have reasons to expect that the s-
channel poles have to be multiplied by factors varying
rapidly with s, generating a polynomial background.

Indeed, the quark model suggests something of this
sort. One could imagine the four-point amplitude to be
calculated in second-order Hamiltonian perturbation
theory, with the weak Hamiltonian and the strong-

interaction pair-creation Hamiltonian or transition
operator as interaction Hamiltonians:
<$1 |7{w |“‘Bb ) <$bﬁ2|H5trong |B )
M~ (2.12)
3, Ep—Eg —E,

The matrix element will depend on s, which is
equivalent, in the rest frame of the intermediate baryon
By, to a dependence on k?, the momentum of the two
other particles at the vertex B—B,B,,8,—B,0. In
fact, using, for example, harmonic-oscillator wave func-
tions, the nonrelativistic quark-model calculation will al-
ways yield, in addition to centrifugal-barrier factors |k|,
an exponential factor exp(—k?R?), where R{ is some ra-
dius squared related to the wave functions, and also a po-
lynomial in k?R? for orbital and radial excitations, all
varying rapidly with s.

We will not use this method to calculate the decay am-
plitude at the physical point because while the weak ver-
tex B, —B; is then taken at zero transfer pg =p;, the

strong-interaction vertex must be considered at
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|p,l ~mp /2 in the B rest frame, therefore at very large
transfer |p2|2~6 GeV2, outside the scope of the quark
model, especially in the channel B— 8,8, which re-
quires two pair creations (Fig. 9). We prefer to use a pure
pole model, where only the calculations of residues is re-
quired, more accessible to the quark model as explained
below.

Nevertheless, from these quark-model considerations,
we suspect that the contribution of each intermediate
state is a priori, apart from the pole factor 1/(s —m?2),
affected by a rapidly varying numerator. Then, in order
that pure pole terms dominate, higher powers in s must
cancel, either by cancellations between poles, or with
some contact term, . . ., or a new regime must hold when
one passes to very large transfers not accessible to the
quark model. The analogy with the pion form factor and
the p dominance shows that such things can effectively
happen.

In any case, it must be emphasized that the effective
“minimal” couplings we introduce to define the pole
terms should make sense only to define the residues of the
poles, and not to describe the couplings away from these
poles; they should not be expected to fit the above-
mentioned variations of couplings implied by the quark
model in Hamiltonian formalism.

Under these assumptions, what we have to predict is
the strong and weak couplings at the corresponding pole.
For that purpose, we have to make precise the kinemati-
cal situation under which these couplings must be calcu-
lated. At the pole, Feynman and Hamiltonian formal-
isms coincide in that (i) every particle at the vertex, either
external or intermediate, is on shell, and (ii) energy-
momentum is conserved. This is not always possible with
real momentum.

As to the weak vertex, this corresponds to the energeti-
cally allowed, although quite fictitious, process B,
— B, +o or to the matrix element of the weak density at
k?>=0. The momentum transfer |k| in the B, rest frame
is

me

m
|k|= (2.13)

ijBb 2

As explained below, |k|*~6 GeV? is in principle outside
the scope of the quark model, but we can dispose of it
reasonably well. _

For the strong vertex, the process B—8B, +8, is, of
course, not allowed, since B is stable, and either of course

FIG. 9. The decay of a B meson into baryon-antibaryon pair
according to the quark model, that involves two quark pair
creations.
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is B,— B, B which requires bb creation. The only possi-
ble real process would be B, — B +B,, but this is still for-
bidden by phase space for the lowest-lying excitations in
which we are interested. It may be just possible for the
2,({7) with B,=nucleon.

Then, the couplings at the pole for the strong vertex
are just like the YKN couplings (Y=A,Z). They can be
defined only by analytic continuation. After having
defined the amplitude as a function of s by introducing
the spurion momentum k,,, we can define the residue of a
pole at s =m%b independently of any interpretation of

the vertex as a real process. We can also relate it to
Hamiltonian matrix elements (disregarding any con-
sideration of the mathematical problems of continuation)
in the following way. The pole residues shall be the same
as found in the Hamiltonian perturbation theory contri-
bution of the B, intermediate state (2.12):

o BT By) By B Horong | B)
E, +k°—E;3b

» (2.14)

where the energy denominator E, +k°—E73b =Epg
—Eﬂb _E2'
We have assumed a global energy conservation and we

have assumed that the Z graphs which would also con-
tribute to the pole s=m§gb are negligible. The pole at

s =m§gb can be reached by choosing the spurion momen-

tum (k #) in the weak matrix element so that
E, +k°=E$b , which corresponds to (2.13). On the other

hand, EB:EBb + E, implies that to reach the pole, we

have to choose complex momenta at the strong-
interaction vertex.

As already indicated, the strong-interaction matrix ele-
ment in (2.14) requires two quark pair creations (Fig. 9),
and there is no standard calculation of this in the quark
model. One can bypass this additional difficulty by con-
sidering, instead of the decay B — 8,8,, the amplitude in
the channel B,B —B,0. It shall have the same invariant
amplitudes, i.e., there shall be the same functions of s, ¢, 4,
with the same poles and residues. Therefore we can alter-
natively identify the residues we are looking for on the
new Hamiltonian perturbation-theory formula:

M <$1|7{w|$b><3b|Hstrong|-Z§ZB)
E,+Epy—Eg

(2.15)

instead of (2.14). The pole at s Zm%b will be reached this

time by choosing complex momenta to ensure
E,+Ep=Eg in the calculation of the new matrix ele-

ment

<$b|Hstrong|$2B > (216)

which has the advantage of involving a one-pair-creation
process, which is well studied. In addition, we have now
an extrapolation to complex momenta which is more
moderate than in B—28,%,. In the rest frame of B,, we
reach the pole by setting the B, and B momenta to
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Vimg, —(mB—}—mz)z\/m%b —(mp—m,)*

2m$b

lql=

(2.17)

As we shall see, with (2.17) we can handle (2.16) reason-
ably well by the quark model, with some adaptation.

To avoid confusion, it must be emphasized again that
we have rejected direct use of the standard Hamiltonian
perturbation theory to calculate the process B —B,85,.
We have used it several times in the discussion, but only
as an auxiliary mean to discuss the pole model. In partic-
ular, in the last steps, to correlate the pole residues with
Hamiltonian matrix elements which are more accessible
to the quark model. We do not mean either that the stan-
dard Hamiltonian perturbation theory is incorrect: we
simply cannot use it to calculate the physical process
with large transfers and two quark pair creations. More-
over it may be that more intermediate states are required
in Hamiltonian perturbation theory than in the pole mod-
el.

C. Discussion of the nonrelativistic
quark-model calculations
of the pole couplings

As we have said, the main motivation for the pole
model is that we are able to calculate through standard
quark-model methods the “basic processes™ correspond-
ing, respectively, to the strong and weak vertices, as ma-
trix elements of simple transition operators. In particu-
lar, this has been rendered possible for the strong vertex
by crossing the vertex, so as to reduce it to the form
(2.16), which implies only one pair creation.

Yet, we have also to ask whether we are really under
conditions which allow us to apply the standard quark-
model calculations at the vertices. Indeed, we are using a
nonrelativistic model under conditions which may seem
a priori completely outside the scope of such an ap-
proach. And even after having answered the objection,
we will have to cut off the ambiguities which are unavoid-
ably present in applying the model to a relativistic situa-
tion.

Let us recall first that, from experience of more than
twenty years, the quark model seems to be able to de-
scribe soft vertices and transitions rather than only strict-
ly nonrelativistic situations. Soft vertices could be
defined as the ones not involving momentum transfers
greater than 1 GeV. By contrast, large momentum
transfers would require perturbative QCD methods. It
must be emphasized that such a definition applies far out-
side a true nonrelativistic situation. Internal velocities
are always of the order v /c ~1 wherever light quarks are
involved. And, if the momentum transfer is 1 GeV?, a
light hadron will also have a relativistic center-of-mass
motion.

Here we deal with light-quark hadrons (8, and possi-
bly B,) and with hadrons composite of light and heavy
quarks (B and possibly B;). The fact that v /c remains
~ 1 for the light quarks has striking consequences: terms
of order v/c in the nonrelativistic calculation are not
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suppressed with respect to order (v /c)’. Indeed, the PV
weak and the strong transitions of 1~ intermediate states,
which formally contain such a v /¢ factor (see the detailed
calculations in Sec. IV), are as large as the PC contribu-
tion of %+ states, whence the possibility of a large ratio
PV/PC.

It is known that in spite of the large values of v /c, the
nonrelativistic quark-model calculations do rather well in
related processes such as hyperon decays® or weak radia-
tive decays’. In these cases, the contribution of 17 inter-
mediate states, as calculated by the naive quark model, is
crucial in solving the problems of S /P wave ratios or the
large =+ —py asymmetry. On the other hand, we would
not a priori trust calculations at large transfer, as is illus-
trated by pion and nucleon form factors. From the dis-
cussion of Sec. II B, we know that the strong- and weak-
interaction vertices are in very different situations with
regards to momentum transfer, and we discuss them sep-
arately.

(i) Strong vertex. As we recall, we have to calculate
883,%, by continuation of the transition matrix element

B, —>B,B. Considered in the rest frame pz,=0,p;
=—q,pp = 1+q, the condition Eg =E,+Ep implies

22~ e Y2
Q" =qo=~(mg, my) —mp .

(2.18)

We have used (2.17) and exploited the fact that m, is
very large to simplify the equation.

For low-lying excitations, q3 <0 since mg —mp~m,
while m,~3m,. Using calculations of Isgur,® we find
A, at 5.64 GeV, =, at 5.82 GeV, and =, and A, ($7) at
6.25 and 6.4 GeV, respectively. These are naive-quark-
model predictions. The I~ masses can serve as upper
bounds for 4, relevant to our problem, which we locate
in the band 6-6.2 GeV. From this we conclude, for %+
states and the B, =nucleon,

@i=~—1 GeV? (2.19)
and, for 17,
@3~ —0.5 to 0.0 GeV? . (2.20)

In absolute magnitude, these momenta are in a range
allowing for a quark-model approach; we think however
that a specific problem arises for complex momenta
around the value (2.19), as will be commented below. As
to precise values, we observe that the ones corresponding
to 17 states are very sensitive to the state considered and
to the uncertainties in the spectroscopic model. We
therefore expect large uncertainties in the PV wave.

The quark-pair-creation model (Fig. 10) tells us how to
calculate the M matrix for the transition B, —5,B,
which in the case of a real decay, is related to the S ma-
trix by

S=1—2mi8(E,—E;)8(p;,—p;)M . (2.21)

But M is in fact defined when E fsﬁE,» as well, since it
depends only on the momenta. We can interpret it, in
this case, as the effective Hamiltonian matrix element
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e

FIG. 10. The strong vertex B,8B,B according to the quark-
pair-creation model.

[such as (2.16)] with 8(p,—p,) factorized. Therefore, we
can get the coupling at the pole we are looking for by set-
ting q*=q3 <0 in the general expression M(q), and iden-
tifying with the relativistic expression for the amplitude
in terms of the coupling constant.

In fact, this identification is subjected a priori to ambi-
guities. In the quark-pair-creation model, Mqpc is
defined with the standard nonrelativistic normalization of
states with a 8(p—p’). However, given that the transi-
tion is really relativistic while the calculation of M is non-
relativistic, it would be also logical to identify it with the
relativistic M matrix, defined with an invariant normali-
zation (E/m)8(p—p’), or with the noninvariant
8(p—p’). In the same vein, instead of the expression
(2.17) for |qo|, one could have used to calculate M gpc any
other expression having the same limit as |qo| —O0.

In our papers,4 we have understood the calculation
rules for M as giving the M matrix for noninvariant nor-
malization 8% (p—p’) with q fixed at its relativistic value
(2.17), all calculations being made in the rest frame of the
initial particle. For a real decay, this would give

EyEp

=82 [M(qy)l* . (2.22)

me

This prescription has been tested over a very large set
of data, with an overall agreement obtained?! with a
value for the light-quark pair-creation constant y =3.
However, when we apply it to the present problem, this
prescription would raise serious difficulties. One would
write, for a 1 "1*07 vertex, the equation

1/2

’

(2.23)

m
(27)3(B2B]Hstrong [$b>: 2 : ! [ :

772 (2Ep)\2 _E;

— 5 —
835,8,8%5,7 4= ~Mapc -

The values (2.19) or (2.20) allow us to set safely Eg ~mp.
On the contrary, Eg ~mg —mp is very variable accord-
ing to the preceding remarks, and then the factors
(E,)"? or E,+m, in the left-hand side (LHS) of (2.23)
will lead to physically improbable variations of the cou-
pling constant expressed in terms of M gpc, whose varia-
tion is much smoother. In fact one readily sees that our
identification contradicts ideas about analyticity around
q®>=~0. Nonrelativistic approximations of amplitudes
such as B,B—B;0 will have analytical properties
(smooth function with poles), which, in the relativistic
treatment, are presented by the invariant amplitudes
(with normalization and spinor factors dropped). The
normalization and spinor factors generate in addition the
so-called ‘’kinematical” singularities, which precisely
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bother us in the present problem. To avoid this contrad-
iction, we simply set everywhere E, =m,.

Suppose now that we use the harmonic-oscillator wave
functions to calculate Mgpc. From (2.23) or similar
equations, we see that the coupling constant as calculated
from Mgpc will present a simple form: |qol|’ centrifugal
barrier factors cancel between each side, and the coupling
constant equals a polynomial in g3, times a Gaussian fac-
tor exp(—q3A4?%) where A% depends only on radii and
quark masses, times hadron mass factors, and in particu-
lar the factor (2mB)1/ 2 which will always spoil the as-
sumption of flavor symmetry for the coupling constants.

In our calculations we have taken fully into account
the effect of unequal quark masses, but we have found
that the result is qualitatively similar for M (q,) as if one
had set m,=m,,.

We find then for the couplings 1" 1*0™ expressions of
the form (cf. Sec. IV)

8s,NB \/2m32mp§ exp(—q34 ?), (2.24)
where B and A are combinations of the wave function ra-
dii of the usual light-quark hadrons. The factor leads to
rather large values of g2 /41 as compared with the corre-
sponding gsykx. For the analogous g, yx (Which is better
known than gsg») we find, in the QPC model,

g iNK
41

~20 (2.25)

which is very encouraging since we have no fitted param-
eter. For the sake of completing the discussion, let us re-
call that the corresponding result for g2y, /4 is predict-
ed too small in the QPC model due to the factor
(2m)'/2. However, we cannot believe such a crude
model in this case due to the exceptional smallness of the
pion mass related to its quasi-Goldstone character.

In the case of the 1*170~ S-wave couplings, there is
in the expression of Mgpc (cf. Sec. IV) a rapidly varying
polynomial (1—Aq3) with A>0 and large magnitude
(~2). For q350, the sign is safely determined, but the
absolute magnitude can be very much enhanced accord-
ing to the precise mass difference B, —B. This is one
serious source of uncertainty concerning the magnitude
of PV waves.

In the PC case (%* intermediate state), we encounter a
much deeper problem. Although the absolute value of q
seems to allow for the use of the quark model, it can be
seen that something very unphysical happens at @3~ —1
GeV? when we use the quark model. This is most clearly
seen by using Coulomb wave functions fitting the same
radii which we have determined by the standard phenom-
enology. Then, calculating the QPC matrix element, one
finds a strong maximum near q*~—1 GeV?2 This max-
imum is seen to be related to the pole of the Coulomb
wave function at negative q°>. That such an enhancement
must not be considered as physical is clearly seen by con-
sidering the corresponding form factor, which gets a pole
for the same reason. When one considers instead a
confining potential, there is not a maximum, but a very
steep increase of the matrix element. The softer the
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confining potential is, the steeper the increase near
q?>=—1 GeV2 We must therefore consider that this in-
crease is unphysical, because it corresponds to an un-
physical enhancement in the form factor. In fact, we al-
ready observe this increase in the harmonic-oscillator
case. We cut off this unphysical effect by relying on a
smoothness assumption: we assume that the matrix ele-
ment remains a linear function of qz, with coefficients
fixed around q®=0, a region in which we trust the quark
model.
(ii) Weak vertex. We have to calculate

(273 (B, —ky)| #,(0)| B, (p=0)) . (2.26)

The three-momentum transfer k(z) is very large in con-
trast with the one at the strong vertex q3. According to
(2.13), k§~6-9 GeV?2 This is of course due to the fact
that, through the weak interaction, we have a decay with
a very large change of the quark mass b —c or b —u.

In principle, we cannot claim to make a direct quark-
model calculation of such a hard process. We follow the
line of Altomari and Wolfenstein??> in the B—D,D*
semileptonic decays. We calculate the couplings with the
quark model at k~0 and we extrapolate at k3 by using
polelike form factors. For orientation, it is nevertheless
useful to discuss first the k? dependence predicted by the
quark model. It also appears that finally the nonrelativis-
tic calculation would not be too bad for the b — ¢ transi-
tion.

The quark model for the matrix element (2.26) is visu-
alized in Fig. 12, with a wavy line for the spurion. This
calculation is new, since usually one calculates only at
k=0. Also, we have made a complete calculation of the
effect of unequal quark masses m,*m_ #m,, B, being
possibly a charmed baryon. This calculation is especially
nontrivial for the complicated PV weak operator, and the
effect of unequal masses is especially important in that
case.

As to k? dependence, one would find none for a
meson-meson transition, since it is a pointlike interaction.
A form factor is generated for baryon transitions by the
presence of the spectator quark. In fact, the baryon
problem is analogous to the one of a current density ma-
trix element between meson states, since the baryon can
be viewed as a quark-diquark composite, with a spectator
quark and the diquark having a point interaction analo-
gous to the photon coupling for a quark. Using
harmonic-oscillator wave functions, we find (Appendix
D) the usual exponential factor, with a smaller slope:
exp(—k2R 2/24) in the equal quark mass case, instead of
exp(—k?R?/6) for a current interaction. In the case of
the decay of an orbital excitation B, (3 ), one would ex-
pect, just like in the case of radiative decays, a further po-

=
A

P b

FIG. 11. The weak vertex B,8B, where B, can be a charmed
or a light baryon.

1




43 POLE MODEL OF B-MESON DECAYS...

lynomial dependence on k2. It is found indeed, although
it disappears in the equal-mass limit.

The effect of unequal quark masses is especially impor-
tant on the exponential factor, which becomes

2

P4

3m

2
2

P 2.27

2m +m‘11 k ( )

where g, =c or u. For a ¢ quark, it depresses consider-
ably the slope, just as in the case of a b —>c¢ semileptonic
decay??, while for ¢ =u, one still obtains exp( —k?R 2/24)
(the dissymmetry between the final and the initial state is
due to the choice of frame: the B, rest frame). Therefore,
with k?’~6 GeV?, we would find a large suppression (a
factor ~0.07) for the B, — N transition and a moderate
one (~0.7) for B, —A..

Let us now pass to the polelike form factors which ap-
pear more reasonable, at least for the B, — N transition.
We write

1—(mg —m)/mj

F(k*)=
1—k*/m}

(2.28)

B is the mediating hadron with quantum numbers of B
for flavor and 0 for J7 (as #,, is a scalar or pseudoscalar
operator). The form factor is normalized at kK =0. We
make the quark-model calculation at k2=(m3b —m )

and we extrapolate at the spurion mass?, k?=0. There-
fore, one ends with a reduction factor
(me —m, )2

F(0)=1— (2.29)

mp

From the above analogy with a current density matrix
element, and with the emitting quark substituted by a di-
quark (emitting a spurion), we expect that B is a
diquark-antidiquark system (Fig. 12). To be simple, we
evaluate the masses very crudely: myg =m;,+2m,

m1=mql+2m, mg=m, +mql+2m, whence

(m,,—mq‘)2 0.8 for q,=c ,

F0)=1— 5=
(m, +mq1+2m)

(2.30)

0.4 for q,=u .

We find therefore the same trend as for the quark-
model form factor: although k? is nearly equal for the
two cases, the decay to wu-quark baryons is more

o (k)
B, b, (a)

e (k)

3, g, (b)

FIG. 12. The weak vertex 8,8, at nonzero-momentum
transfer k, carried by the spurion o.
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suppressed than the decay to charmed baryons, although
the effect is much more moderate. We assume for simpli-
city that the same form factor applies to PC and PV ma-
trix elements, although we could expect a more compli-
cated behavior in the latter case.

To sum up, we have found that, at the strong vertex, it
was possible to apply the standard 3P, quark-pair-
creation approach under reasonable conditions. On the
other hand, at the weak vertex, the large momentum
transfer would a priori prevent a quark-model approach.
Nevertheless, we can rely on the analogy with semilep-
tonic b —u,c weak decays of mesons to make reasonable
assumptions. This is to be contrasted with what the situ-
ation would have been if one had tried to apply directly
the method of second order perturbation theory (2.12):
the weak vertex would have been calculated at k=0, a
certain improvement indeed, but the strong vertex would
have required two pair creations and large transfers a
rather uncontrollable situation at present, whence the ad-
vantage of the pole model, which would not occur in
hyperon nonleptonic decays, where any transfer is small,
and where the analogue of (2.12) presents definite advan-
tages.

As a last remark, we note that, at zero-momentum
transfer, the conservation of J implies that the spins of
B, and B, should be equal. Therefore one finds the re-
sult, used in our papers on nonleptonic® and weak radia-
tive decays,” and on the neutron electric dipole mo-
ment,'” that with B, of JP=1% (1% are forbidden®), we
have the contributions of intermediate states B, of
JPZ%’L or 1+~ for PC and PV waves, respectively. This
is no longer true if k0, and one should include other in-
termediate states, for example, %“L for the PV wave and
47 for the PC wave. For simplicity, we have not tried to
evaluate such contributions.

For the evaluation of the quark-model matrix elements
at k=0, we have to know the wave functions. We still
use the harmonic-oscillator wave functions, but we are
conscious that here the only argument is one of simplici-
ty. In contrast with the strong vertex, the weak interac-
tion is not a peripheral one, it implies essentially short
distances, specially in the 1 * — 1% transition, and this re-
quires an accurate knowledge of the wave function. The
harmonic oscillator is in gross error for the crucial quan-
tity determining the 1™ — 1% matrix element, it gives, for
purely light-quark masses,**

(1ol 8(r;—1,)[1hg) ~4X 1073 GeV3 (2.31)

while a realistic estimate would be rather 0.8—1X 10?2
GeV3. The estimate 10”2 GeV? is confirmed by a recent
calculation of Gignoux and Silvestre-Brac.> On the other
hand, we have no simple way to estimate the effect of un-
equal quark masses or the 1™ orbital excitation transi-
tions except by using harmonic-oscillator wave functions.
A possible attitude is then to rely on the harmonic oscil-
lator to estimate ratios of PV/PC or unequal/equal quark
masses matrix elements, but to calibrate the absolute
magnitudes by the estimate for the case of purely light-
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quark baryons:

(Pol8(r,—1,)|1hy) ~ 1072 GeV?> . (2.32)

D. QCD asymptotic behavior and the pole model

Quite apart from the QCD-sum-rule calculation by
CZ,"* we think that their discussion,?” based on QCD
asymptotics of a previous pole model calculation!! is very
interesting, and we can answer some of their objections
or comments.

If one counts powers of m, for m;, — c as predicted by
QCD, one finds, according to CZ

I(B—B,8,)=0(1/m}) ,
I'(B—NA)/T'(B—NN)=0(1) .

(2.33)
(2.34)

None of these relations is satisfied by the pole model of
Deshpande, Soni, and Trampetic'! who would find, as
pointed out by CZ

I'(B—NA)=0(m}),
I'(B—-NN)=0(1/m,)

(2.35)
(2.36)

and neither by our results, which are however closer to
the ones of CZ. We find, without the weak form factor
F(0) [formula (2.30)],

N(B—NA)=0(m}), 2.37)

I'(B—NN)=0(1) (2.38)
and including this factor we find

I"(B—>NA)=0(1), (2.39)

I['(B—NN)=0(1/m}) (2.40)

[the intermediate results (2.37) and (2.38) are given only
to clarify the discussion].

Having these types of behavior in mind, we can
proceed to the discussion. First, we must emphasize that
the full predictions of QCD asymptotic behavior are not
expected to prevail in principle except for very large
transfers or equivalently for very large m,. Even in the
weaker form advocated by CZ, with nonasymptotic wave
functions, they have been controversial.?® And finally, in
the case under concern, CZ themselves recognize that the
asymptotic contribution is anomalously small.

These objections must be balanced with the fact that
the power counting works in the case of form factors at
rather small Q2; then it could well be indicative for the
mass behavior at moderate m,. At least, it is in this sense
that CZ are invoking QCD asymptotic behavior in their
report?® and it is within this context that we discuss the
power behavior of our own model. The use of asymptotic
behavior will be the following in short: if the falloff of the
pole model is slower than predicted by QCD, we take it
as an indication that it probably overestimates the rate at
large m,, although we cannot say at what precise value of
m, it must fail. In addition, we suspect that the bigger
the discrepancy in power behavior, the more we expect
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the rate to be overestimated. These conclusions, al-
though rather naive, seem confirmed by the failure of the
predictions for the modes with a A.

Our pole prediction, without the form factor for the
weak transition, could be compared to a calculation of
mesonic decays (e.g., B-—mm) through a B*-pole-
dominated form factor (Fig. 13)

S p*8p%p,
2 (pB +p172)'p1rl ’
mp

M~f, (2.41)

The power behavior of g« _is found with help of the
QPC model, or, more safely, through PCAC and the
quark-model estimate for the axial-vector B* — B current
coupling: g+, =O(m,). The behavior of f,+ is deter-
mined by the wave function at origin of the B*, which
depends only on the reduced mass f,+=0(m,’?). Final-

ly

(B —mm)=0(m}), (2.42)

This disagrees with the CZ asymptotic prediction
I'(B —mm)~1, but less than (2.37) and (2.38) do with the
similar CZ prediction (2.34). This difference is under-
standable from the discussion below on the further
suppression of baryonic decays.

For baryons, somewhat similar to the electromagnetic
nucleon form factors, CZ expect a steeper falloff, which is
attributed to the necessity to create an additional ¢g pair
out of the vacuum. This additional effect also explains
the difference between charmed and noncharmed decays
according to CZ, because the momentum of the created
quarks is constrained to be different according to the final
baryon wave functions: it is hard in a proton, and much
softer for a A,. In pp, this would explain the additional
factor 1/m; for baryons.

It is remarkable that our weak form factor includes
qualitatively the same effect. As we have observed in the
preceding paragraphs, in our method the strong-
interaction vertex is soft, and it is the weak vertex which
is hard. Nevertheless, the effect is essentially the same:
the weak form factor implies a further depression of
baryonic decay (relative to the meson decay) due to the
spectator quark. In the weak transition B* —1 such a
weak form factor is indeed not present (due to factoriza-
tion or, equivalently, to the point character of the in-
teraction). Moreover, this effect differentiates between a
A, and a N at the weak vertex.

As one can easily show, the marked difference in the
form factors as calculated in the quark model is essential-
ly due to the fact that in a system with a very heavy
quark, this one carries almost all the momentum. There-
fore the spectator is soft, while if all quarks are light the
momentum is shared between all quarks, and the specta-

T
*
B B T

FIG. 13. Pole model for B-meson decay into a pair of light
mesons. The intermediate state B* isa 1~ meson.
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tor is harder. We note that the spectator quark is pre-
cisely the same as the one coming from the created pair
in the CZ scheme.

This weak form factor introduces an additional 1/m}
factor in the power counting. But since the strong-
interaction coupling has an additional power m,’?, in our
quark-model calculation for B—pp we find in the rate
only one power less than Deshpande, Soni, and Trampet-
ic [compare (2.36) and (2.40)]. The case of NA will be
discussed below.

The remaining differences with QCD asymptotics are
that (i) our effect is apparently much weaker, especially
when we substitute, as it seems logical, the Gaussian form
factors by pole-dominated ones, and (ii) the additional
power introduced by our weak form factor is only l/mb2
in rate, which is not sufficient to get (2.33).

Concerning the ratio NA /NN, we also observe an im-
provement over Deshpande et al: we get O(m}?) instead
of O(my). This is due to our more homogeneous treat-
ment of strong coupling constants by the quark model in-
stead of flavor-symmetry arguments. Indeed, while they
assume

8s,8a/88,8N 1 (2.43)
(equality to couplings for light quarks), we find, through
the 3Po model,

ngBA/ngBNZO(l/mb). (2.44)
It is in order here to support our prediction (2.44) to
note that in the case of a coupling constant such as

84 g ,» our prediction through the 3P, model is in agree-
bbb

ment with the power counting deduced from PCAC and
the axial-vector current coupling B, —B,,.

We note that an important contribution to the relative
enhancement of B®—pp is due to the introduction of the
PV wave. We are then in agreement with the qualitative
arguments of CZ.!3%’

Nevertheless, we do not get, as far as m, dependence is
concerned, I'(B—NA)/T(B—NN)~1 as seems implied
by QCD.'*?5 We can trace the difference back to the be-
havior of the Rarita-Schwinger spinors as compared to
ordinary Dirac spinors. Indeed, on passing from the ver-
tex B, —>B®B, to the reaction B— B,B,, one observes
that, leaving aside factors with identical m, power behav-
ior, spinor factors #u or #y>u with soft momenta are sub-
stituted by @v or 7y’v with hard momenta in the case
B,=1%, while in the case B,=3", we have utu, or
@y’u, (0 component of the Rarita-Schwinger spinor u )
substituted by #v, or #y°v, with hard momenta. While
we have

i ~ayv=0(my) (2.45)
we get
vy ~ay’vy=0(m}) (2.46)

due to the factor eg=0(m,). We do not know at present
whether this difference has any physical significance. It
can be seen to be general in pole models, necessarily at
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odds with QCD power counting when a high spin is
present.

Take, for instance, the 7 — w electromagnetic transition
form factors, as compared to the pion form factor F_(q?).
QCD predicts, according to CZ, F,,(q*)~1/q* while a
p pole model of course gives F,(g*)~1/¢>, just as for
F_(g?). Indeed, while the » spin implies a w-7 coupling
with more derivatives than for the w7 coupling, the
power counting finds a smaller algebraic power of g2 for
the matrix element involving the spin-one particle (the
power decreases with helicity change). We do not know
how to cure this defect of pole models. From the above
argument, we can simply expect that for very large m,,
the NA rate will be overestimated by the pole model as
compared to the NN rate, but we do not know how large
m, must be.

Similar considerations would explain the different
power-counting rules of mesons (2.42) as compared to
B — NN without the weak form factor (2.38). It can be
ascribed to the fact that in B—wm the B* requires
derivatives, not present in the spin-1 spinor couplings:
the scalar product in (2.41) grows more rapidly with m,
than the spinor factor #Zv when the soft momenta of the
quark-model calculation of residues are substituted by
the large momenta ( ~ m, ) of the overall reaction.

Then, an important comment is in order: the remaining
discrepancies between our calculation and the QCD
asymptotic behavior must be attributed to principles in-
herent to the pole model itself, and not to the quark-model
calculation of residues which seems always in agreement
with more general approaches. For instance, f,+ is in

agreement with asymptotic counting, and our estimate of
strong coupling constants, when a 7 is involved, is in
agreement with the PCAC estimate (with the rather safe
power counting of the axial-vector current of the quark
model, also adopted by the QCD-sum-rule people).

In summary, we have done the best that we can do to
estimate the residues of the pole model, and the question
is whether experiment will confirm or invalidate the use
of the pole model at the physical value of the bottom-
quark mass.

III. COUPLINGS AND DECAY RATES
IN THE POLE MODEL

Once we have discussed the basis for our pole model,
we will now write the following.

(i) The expressions of the partial decay rates of the
different processes B —%B,B, in terms of the couplings
B#B,B,. We restrict ourselves to ground-state 1+, 3+
baryons. B;,8, can also be charmed baryons or N, A.

(i) The expressions of the effective couplings BB,8,
(parity conserving and parity violating) in terms of strong
(BB, B, and BB;B,) and weak B, B, (parity-conserving)
and B;B, (parity-violating) couplings. B, and Bf
denote, respectively, a %Jr,%", b-composed baryon.

(iii) Finally, we will obtain the quark-model expres-
sions for the total effective couplings in terms of the
strong and weak couplings calculated by the quark model
in the Appendixes.
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A. Effective couplings and decay rates

CP invariance constrains the total B8,8, couplings to
be (neglecting possible derivative couplings)

i4 (JBZ¢31¢B _Jﬁld’ﬁz‘ﬁ;) )

iB(Yg, Y s b5+ U5 7 Yp d5)

for B,,8, 1 baryons and

c - _
M—(%L'zz#‘}’sllfﬁlau‘ﬁ; _¢z;17’5¢:32#au¢3) ,

s (3.2)
E(lﬁzm’%la#(ﬁ; T¥g Y5, 0.5)

for B, ;¥ and B, 3" baryons. ¥, denotes the corre-
sponding Rarita-Schwinger field and the factor My ! is
introduced to ensure that C,D are dimensionless. A,C
are parity-violating and B,D, parity-conserving cou-
plings. Notice that we have changed the notation rela-
tively to Ref. 6. We do not consider two 2 baryons in
the final state due to the selection rule of our model that
forbids the process® B—1"Z ™ due to the vanishing of
the matrix elements (B, or B} |#,|3" ), as discussed in
Sec. 1I.

After some algebra, we find the following decay rates
in the B center of mass:

(Mp+m,+m,)*k?
(E\+mEy+m,)M}
E +m (E,+m,)+k?)?
(E\+m NE,+m,) M}

Z oy Kk 2
(B —B,8B,) ypn | 4]

(
P

(3.3)

for B,,8B, 1* baryons with masses and energies
my,my,EE,.

For the case of B, 1 and B, 2* baryons we find, in-
stead,
F(B—hglﬁz)
_k LE +m)Ey+m,y)+k*]

—— |IC]

67 m? (E+m NEy+m, M}
(Mg+m,+m,)>2k?
(E\+m Ey+m,)M3

+|D|? , (3.4)

where m,,E, are the mass and energy of the spin 2
baryon. Both in (3.3) or (3.4), B, is a %“L baryon,
charmed (A, 3,) or a nucleon.

Notice that in (3.3), (3.4) the powers of k correspond to
the expected behavior for the allowed partial waves:

+T +

B— , 1=0 for parity conserving ,

)=

1

2
[=1 for parity violating ,

B—1%3%  |=2 for parity conserving ,

=1 for parity violating .
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B. Effective couplings in terms of weak
and strong couplings of intermediate states

In our pole model, the intermediate states are %“L(B,,)
and 17(B}) baryons containing a single b quark. We
now write down the couplings involving these intermedi-
ate states.

The weak couplings are

ag, 5, (bg V5 +¥5¥s,) ,
) _ _ (3.5
le:B1(¢%Z¢B1_¢B1¢BZ‘) ’

respectively, for parity-conserving and parity-violtating
amplitudes, and the strong couplings will be
And the strong couplings will be

ig8p5,3, (V5,7 V5,05 + U5y V5 65)

_ _ .\ (3.6)
83323:(¢3:¢22¢B + 1/’1321/’773;@3 )
if B, is a 1™ baryon, and
hpz,z, _ _ N
M, (¥3,Y3,0.95 + ¥z, ¥5,3,05) »
(3.7
) hBBZBZ‘

1 MB (17033;‘751/}32#8#(#3 +¢$2#y5¢3;‘ap¢;) >
if B,is a 2" baryon.

From (3.5)-(3.7) we will obtain the effective total cou-
plings (3.1), (3.2) by the corresponding Feynman dia-
grams. Remember that the s-channel meson intermediate
states give a negligible contribution, as discussed in Sec.
II. We obtain

833, 5055
A ——3 2By By by
BB B, — ’
m m _ x
B 1 B,
8B3,8,98, 8,
Bpg s, =3 ——— (3.8)
B, M1~ Mg,
if B,is a 11 baryon, and
2 2 y
thzza;‘bys;'Bl
Cop3,=— 2 — - ,
BT
(3.9)
hpz,5,93, 5,
Dpg5,=2 —— ,
%, 1 B,

; g 3T
if B,isa 2™ baryon.

IV. QUARK-MODEL EXPRESSIONS
OF THE COUPLINGS

We need now to identify the Lorentz-invariant weak
(3.5), and strong couplings (3.6), (3.7) with their corre-
sponding expressions in the nonrelativistic quark model,
computed, respectively, in Appendixes B and C. Once
these expressions are obtained, we must sum over the in-



termediate states following (3.8), (3.9). For example, for a
transition such as B~ —np we must sum over the inter-
mediate b-flavored baryons 22,Ab%+ for the PC ampli-
tude, and 39*, A} L~ for the PV amplitude. For
B;—»A;LZ ++, for example, we must consider 3; and
3,

We will first give the final results for the transitions

1
oY My —my

B =j—=
BNN 11/2 u

— 4
V' My 7§ﬂ1/4mNIOR 32, (a,By Ay ) *Byexp(—C, R %k?) X
b
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computed in this paper, and we will at the end comment
on the factors entering in the expressions.

A. B — NN transitions

We find for parity-conserving couplings, from (3.8),
(B13), (B14), (C8), (C10),

—1, EO—>pﬁ ,

and for the parity-violating ones, from (3.8), (B34), (B35), (C15), (C18)

G 1 ~ Iy R#37
Apyy=i—= My 2V3 7!/ —
BNN ’\/2 ub?’mN_ ﬁZ‘\/ B ™ MR R

X (B, Ap)*"*[3—B,D,(k*R?*)]exp(—C,R?*k?)X

Notice that we have assumed degeneracy of the inter-
mediate states, allowing factorization of the energy
denominators. The factor I, comes from the wave func-
tion at a zero interquark distance (B11). The factor M}"?
comes from the relativistic expressions of the strong cou-
plings in the Lorentz-invariant couplings, that involve a
factor 1/M}’?, that must be identified to the quark-model
results.'”” The mass-dependent factors c,,c;’,a;,,B,, Ay,
B,,C,,D, are given in Appendixes B and C and k? is the
momentum squared entering in the quark-model strong
couplings. We will discuss its actual value in the next
section.

Equations (4.1) and (4.2) satisfy separately the isospin
relations

G
D =i—=V,
BAN — 1 V2 oY m my,

and from (3.9), (B34), (B35), (C16), (C19),

Cpan=0,

maV Myw' IR ¢, (a, By Ay ) /*Bexp(— Cy R 2k?) X

rn_3/2
b Xp

1, §0—>pp ’
1, B™ —np, (4.2)
0, B°>nm .

M(B°—pp)—M(B°—>n)=M(B~ —np) (4.3)

that follow from the AI=1 rule, a consequence of the
color antisymmetry of the baryon wave functions and the
fact that we consider only weak interactions between
quarks within a baryon.?®

B. B — NA transitions

We find, from (3.9), (B13), (B14), (C9), (C10) for the
parity-conserving couplings:

V3, B~ —pA*tT,

—1, B~ —np,
1, B°>pA™* 4.4
1, §°—>nK°,

(4.5)

i.e., the B— NA transitions turn out to be purely parity conserving. These couplings satisfy the AI = isospin relations

M(B~—pA*+):M(B~—nK"):M(B°—pK *):M(B°—>nK%)=—V3:—1:1:1 . 4.6)

C. B —B_N transitions

B, is now a ground-state 1 charmed baryon. We obtain, from (3.8), (B44), (B45), (C8), (C10), for the parity-

2
conserving couplings,
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—2v'6, B~ —3% ,

_ —v3 RO +

. 1 ~ 2V2 4y nian 32 2.2 V3 BP-3p,
BBNﬁc:’ﬁ cb?’m\/MBmNTT’ ToR " “cp.(ayBy Ap)*""Byexp(—C, Rk ") X —~1, B°>3p,

b
V6, §°—>22ﬁ ,

4.7)

and, from (3.8), (B56), (B57), (C15), (C18) for the parity-violating ones,

A :i-GTV 7,_1*_‘/7 — 2_ 1/4 1o R'3/2a3/2([3’ A4,)%[3—B,D (R%*?)]exp(—C,R %k?)
BNB, 5 Veb My —m g B 36 mR R b ‘P o b
b
0 232 B —~2ep,
B ] B°—>3]p,
X |epe 3‘/3 +dbc ___\/3 , for BO ATE (4.8)

c >
V2 -2 B0,

where the mass-dependent factors c¢,., cy., dj. are given in Appendix B. These amplitudes satisfy the

AI=1 (b—c,u—d) isospin relations

M(B°-=20)+M(B~—3%)=v2M(B°-3}p) . (4.9)

D. B —B_A transitions

Finally, we obtain, from (3.9), (B44), (B45), (C9), (C10), the parity-conserving couplings,

. G 1 YA 4 145 pin 32
=T M = I,R Ay)
Dpas, =i = Very P— V' Mym, ve™ o che(@pBy Ay
1, B°SAYA™,

—V3, BT HAJATT,

\/3, EOQB_—)E:‘KWL*- ,

— 2k 2 — 4.1
X B, exp(—C,R*k*)X 3, B 3FRT, (4.10)

V6, BO30K0,
V6, B~ 3K ",

and, from (3.9), (B56), (B57), (C16), (C19), for the parity-violtating couplings,

1 ~—8V2 1,4 5 Lo
Chas, V2 ”b?/mg —m B3 T MAhR
c b

RR 13/2ag/2(ﬁb Ab )5/2BbDbexp( _CbR 2k2)

—Vv3, B°SAJAT,

3, B->AJATH,

1, B°S3FA*,

Xdj X V3, B-3FEYE, @.11)
v2, B°->30A°,

—v2, B~ 30" .

Now the PV amplitudes do not vanish, being proportional, through d;. to m,—m. Equations (4.10) and (4.11) satisfy
the AI =1 isospin relations
MB°>AfAY)/M(B™ AR ) =—1/V3,
- _ — _ _ — — 4.12)
M(B°>3 A T)M(B~ -3 A " ):M(B°>3A%):M(B~ >34 *)=1:—V3V2:—Vv2 .
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TABLE 1. Numerical results for the branching ratios and I'*Y /T'FC for the different charmed- and
uncharmed-baryon-antibaryon final states. We have taken the values V_,=0.046, V,, =0.005, and
75 =10""2sec.

Branching Branching

Mode ratio ey /ree Mode ratio rrv,rrec
B°pp 0.74x107° 0.79 B —pAT*t 0.32X1073 0
B —np 0.17x10™* 0 B —>nA" 0.11x1073 0
B%—nn 0.74X107° 0.79 B°pA Tt 0.11x107? 0
B 3% 0.15x107! 0.5X107* B°>nA® 0.11x1073 0

B°3}p 0.29Xx 1072 0.52 B°SAFAT 0.12x107! 0.63Xx 107!

B°3% 0.58x 1072 0.54 B —AYATT 0.36Xx107! 0.63X107!

B AMp 0.11Xx1072 0.59 BO>3FAT 029107 0.65X1072

B >3fATT 0.86X107! 0.65X1072

B°30A° 0.57Xx 107! 0.65X 1072

B 30A" 0.57x107! 0.65X1072

Let us now give the numerical results. of, respectively, J*=1%,17. Moreover we take R*=6

GeV~ 2 and R'>=10 GeV 2 for the light baryon and
meson square radii, and I,={t|8(r;—r,)|¢y)=1072
GeV? for the light baryon wave function at zero inter-
quark distance squared. We have discussed all these pa-

We give first the final results for the different modes,  Tameters in the preceding sections. Mg{gover , we take
the branching ratios and the ratio between the parity-  Ye» —0.046 and ¥, =0.005 and 75 =10 - sec.
violating and the parity-conserving rates (Table I). These In these results we have many effects involved (quark

results take into account all of the effects: (i) quark mass ~ mass differences, form factors, etc.). It is necessary to
differences (m, =4.950 GeV, m,=2.0 GeV, and make a discussion of how these different effects enter in

m =0.33 GeV for the light quarks); (i) strong-coupling the final .reSl:lltS. To this aim, we ha've selected a few tran-
form factors Fs(kz ) with linear extrapolation, keeping sxtiqns, significant of the dltferept snuat';ions. For our dis-
only the order k’R? in the expansion of the exponential; ~ CUSSIOn wgcselect the branching ratios and the ratio
(iii) weak form factors F, (k2). The rest of the mass pa- * =1 /I~ between the parity-violating and the parity-
rameters are M, =2.284 GeV, M5 =2.455 GeV, %ofserv%l Ia%so forAzi few gags,ltml}ff%i}h as“l,? —:pﬁ’

_ ¢ . ¢ . —p , — A,/ p, an — A, . e select
Mp=35.278 GeV, and My =5.640 GeV, MfB,’," =6.040 also some weak and strong couplings: the weak couplings
GeV, where B, and B} are the intermediate b baryons, a(3,/p), a(3/=') (parity  conserving)  and

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

TABLE II. A few significant branching ratios, ratios » =TV /I'*C, weak and strong couplings to show the sensitivity of the results
to the different effects: (1) includes all the effects (quark mass differences between m,, m., m, weak and strong form factors) with
linear approximation for the strong form factor; in (2) we show all the effects plus the full exponential of the strong form factor; in (3)
we set the strong form factor F,(k2)=F,(0); in (4) we keep the strong form factor with the linear extrapolation but we set the weak
form factor F,(k?)=1; in (5) we set both F,(k?)=F,(0) and F,(k?)=1; in (6) we take the limit m.—m =0.33 GeV together with
F,(k*)=F,(0) and F,(k?)=1,; finally in (7) we take the limits m,,m.—m =0.33 GeV together with F,(k?)=F,(0) and F,(k*)=1.

(1) 2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 7)
B(B°—pp) 0.7X10°° 0.1x107* 0.2Xx10°° 0.4x10* 0.1x107* 0.1x10™* 03x107*
B(B~—pA™™) 0.3%x107? 0.2X1072 0.4x107* 0.2X1072 0.3Xx107? 0.3x107? 0.5x1073
B(B°>A}p) 1073 0.2X1072 02x1073 0.1X1072 0.3x1073 0.2x107? 0.5x1073
B(B~—AJATH 0.4X107! 0.17 0.4x1072 0.5x107! 0.6X1072 0.4x1072 0.8x1072
r(B°—pp) 0.79 0.48 0.76 0.78 0.77 0.77 1.15
r(B~—pA™T) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
r(B°—>Ap) 0.59 0.36 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.56 0.86
B~ —>AFATT) 0.6X107! 0.2x107! 107! 0.6x107! 107! 0 0
a(Zip) 0.1x10°¢% 0.1X107% 0.1x10°% 03x10°¢ 0.3X10°% 0.3x10°% 0.2X107%
a(ZFz=h) 02X%x1077 0.2x1077 0.2x1077 0.3x1077 0.3x1077 0.2x1077 0.2X1077
bZF*('x')p) —04X107° —04X10"° —04X10"° —0.1X10"% —0.1X10"% —0.1Xx107% —0.1%x10"®
b(Z * (P )Z}) 0.6x107% 0.6x107% 0.6x107% 0.8x107% 0.8x107% 0.7X 1078 1078
g(ZfpB°) —0.1X10? —0.2X10? —0.6X10 —0.1X10? —0.6X 10 —0.6X10 —0.1X10?
h(ZFATTB™) —0.7X10? —0.2X%10° —0.2X 10? —0.7X 10? —0.2X10? —0.2X10? —0.5X 10?
g(Z*(¢y'x" )pB°) —0.4X10 —0.4X10 —0.2X10 —0.4X10 —0.2X10 —0.2X10 —0.2X10

R(ZF*(PY)ATTBT)  —0.3X10° —0.4X%x10° —0.1X10° —0.3X10° —0.1x10° —0.1x10° —0.2X%x10°
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b(Z*('x' )p), b(ZF*(¢'x")=}) (parity violating) and
the strong couplings g(Z/pB%), h(ZFAY*B™),
g(Z *('x' )pB°), h(Zf*(¥x')ATTB™) involving N
and A and B, and Bj baryons, respectively. These cou-
plings are dimensionless, defined in Egs. (3.5)-(3.7). In
Table II we give the numerical results for these couplings
in the different interesting limits.

In column (1) we plot the results taking into account
all the effects: the large mass differences between m,, m,,
and m, the strong from factors F,(k?) keeping only the
linear terms in k2R ?, and the weak form factors F,(k?).
In column (2) we plot what we would obtain in the same
conditions but if we had kept the full exponential form
factor of the QPC model. Of course, then the strong cou-
plings would increase enormously. In column (3) we take
into account the quark mass differences and the weak
form factor F,(k?), but we set F,(k*)=F,(0). The
strong couplings decrease. In column (4) we take into ac-
count the quark mass differences and the strong form fac-
tor F,(k?) (with the linear terms), but we set F,(k?)=1
for all transitions. The weak couplings increase. In
column (5) we take into account all the quark mass
differences and we set both F,(k?)=F,(0) and
F,(k*)=1. In column (6) we keep F,(k*)=F,(0) and
F,(k?*)=1 and moreover we set m,—m =0.33 GeV to
see the effect of the charmed-quark mass; in particular we
see that the parity-violating waves involving a charmed
baryon and a A vanish in this limit. Finally, keeping
F,(k*)=F,(0) and F,(k?)=1, we make m,,m,—m
=0.33 GeV to see the effect of the large quark masses
relatively to the light-equal-mass case.

We will comment on these results in the following sec-
tion.

VI. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

As already emphasized, there are really two indepen-
dent ingredients in the calculation of B—8,8,. One is
the pole model; the other is the quark model prediction
for the pole residues. Although experiment shall test
only their combination, the latter have to be discussed
first by themselves, because the coupling constants of
strong and weak vertices have their own physical
significance. Indeed, they could be measured separately
in other processes (although we do not have presently
these processes at our disposal), and the predictions of
the quark model for them could be valid even if the pole
model was ruled out. In addition, it is the pole-model
idea which includes the most doubtful assumptions in the
present context, although it has been successful else-
where.

A. Predictions of coupling constants and branching ratios

The predictions for ‘“coupling constants” (generic
denomination for the strong- and weak-interaction ver-
tices) depend on a series of parameters which have been
discussed in our book.* These include quark masses, the
light-quark meson and baryon radii R? and
R'?, the squared baryon wave function at
r; =1, {Y|8(r;—1,)|¢, ) =|¥(0)|?, and the quark-pair-
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creation constant ¥. Quark masses and wave functions
can be determined in principle from spectroscopy alone.
R? and R'? are safely fixed by the quark masses and the
orbital splitting, rather independently of the potential.
[1(0)|*> depends on more refined and more disputable
knowledge of the potential, but it exceeds certainly the
harmonic-oscillator estimate. For the strong vertex, y
has been chosen to fit decay widths once radii have been
determined.

We warn the reader that quite different values are en-
countered in the literature. We do not want to discuss
here the various reasons leading to such discrepancies.
But one must be aware that they would lead to
significantly different predictions, especially for the weak
matrix element. The best we can say is that our choice of
parameters results in an overall satisfactory picture of ra-
diative decay widths, Okubo-Zweig-lizuka-allowed
strong decay widths, and baryon nonleptonic decays.*
This gives us confidence in the extension of such predic-
tions to heavy quarks. However, this extension itself re-
quires new assumptions which have been discussed in de-
tail in Sec. II, and which lack experimental support.
Some are motivated only by calculational simplicity and
could be tested by numerical computations. These in-
clude the use of the harmonic oscillator to treat the un-
equal quark mass effects. For strong vertices, the rough
success of the analogous calculation of OZI-allowed char-
monium decays gives encouragement. Others are really
new physical assumptions and would deserve independent
confirmation. These include the weak “nonleptonic form
factor,” and the extrapolation of the strong vertices form
factors to negative q2. The latter is supported only weak-
ly by our estimate of ggy, (2.25), since there q° is small
and therefore the form factor effect is moderate.

Let us then just quote the trend and magnitude of the
new effects we have considered.

First, we observe that, by mere definition of the relativ-
istic coupling constants, our treatment leads to a factor
(2Mp)'? in their quark-model expression [note that in
the %+ case, this is true with our own definition of the
coupling, that includes a factor My, in analogy with M,
to make the coupling dimensionless; otherwise, one gets a
factor (2Mp)~'/?]. This results systematically in larger
couplings for heavy flavors, and rules out from the begin-
ning any prescription of algebraic symmetry with usual
hadron couplings.

Now, we have two main specific effects in our quark
model: (i) the effect of unequal quark masses on the ex-
pression of the matrix elements in terms of internal wave
functions, and on the internal functions themselves
(modifications of the radii); (ii) the effect of the large
transfers both at strong (q*<0) and weak (k*>0) ver-
tices. These we label, respectively, as ‘“unequal-quark-
mass effects,” and ‘“form-factor effects.” We emphasize
them by comparing them to a “systematic” calculation,
where the quark masses would be all equal to m, the
light-quark mass, and where the transfer is negligible.

The numerical results that justify the following discus-
sion are given in Table II. Let us first describe this table,
and then comment on it. The comparison of columns (1)
(strong form factors with linear extrapolation) and (2)
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(strong form factors with the full exponential) shows
stronger departures for the A (a factor ~2) than for the
N couplings (a factor close to 1) since the value of |k?R ?|
is bigger for the former. The comparison of columns (3)
and (1) shows the effect of the strong-coupling extrapola-
tion from k=0 to k% <0; this effect increases the N cou-
plings by a factor ~2, and the A ones by a factor ~3.
The comparison of columns (4) and (1) shows the effect of
the weak form factor; its effect is to decrease the weak
couplings: a factor ~0.5 for the B, — N transitions, and a
factor closer to 1 for the B, —B, ones. The comparison
of columns (5) and (1) shows the combined effects of the
strong and weak form factors. Their overall effect is to
decrease the NN rates by a factor ~0.7, the NA ones by a
smaller factor. On the contrary, the BCJV rates increase
by a factor ~3 and the B.A increase by a factor ~7.
This different behavior results from the fact that the
weak B, —N transitions have a larger weak form-factor
suppression than the B, —3B, ones. The comparison of
columns (6) and (5) allows us to appreciate the effect of
the m,—m mass difference (neglecting the weak and
strong form-factor extrapolations). The parity-violating
B.A waves go to zero in the limit m_,—m, but the other
results are rather stable: the rates B.N and B,A decrease
by a factor ~1.5 to 2 in this limit. Finally the compar-
ison of columns (7) and (6) allows us to see the effect of
the large m, mass in the weak and strong couplings: all
couplings remain about the same magnitude within a fac-
tor 2. For the ground state, the weak couplings increase
relatively to the m, —m limit, since the wave function at
small distances is larger for a heavier quark; but this pat-
tern is reversed for the excited states. On the contrary,
the strong couplings decrease relatively to the m,—>m
limit. Note that the I'*Y/I'PC ratio for the N transitions
is stable in all the limits considered, except somewhat for
the situations of columns (2) and (7).

Let us first discuss the noncharmed vertices. Unequal-
quark-mass effects result in an important depression (fac-
tor ~2) of 1*1% strong vertices, and a weaker depres-
sion of %‘%* ones. As to the weak vertex, they enhance
moderately the 1+ 17 ones, and they depress the 171+
ones. The strong vertices 3% are markedly depressed.
Form-factor effects are simpler: strong couplings are
enhanced by a factor ~2-3, and weak couplings are di-
vided by a factor ~2.5. Combining the two effects, one
sees finally that strong vertices 171" are roughly equal
to their symmetric, while 1~ 1%, 1%3% and 1737 are
somewhat enhanced. Weak vertices, on the other hand,
are suppressed, through the combined effects, by a factor
~2 and 4, respectively, for 1* (PC) and 1~ (PV).
Charmed decays differ only by the weak vertex. At the
weak vertex, the effects of unequal quark masses and
form factors are much smaller than in the noncharmed
case, and the values are close to the symmetric case.

For the noncharmed decays, the final result of the two
effects on the branching ratios is roughly the same as the
one of unequal quark masses, since the effect of form fac-
tors nearly cancel between the weak and the strong ver-
tex. The parity-conserving wave in 1*1% and 1+3+
which is pure PC is a bit suppressed (1/3 in width), while
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the 1*1% PV wave is more markedly suppressed (1/5 in
width) with respect to the symmetric value. Since
charmed decays are only slightly affected at the weak ver-
tex, the effects in that case are controlled by the strong
vertex. According to the discussion made above, the re-
sulting effect is a small enhancement for 1 1% decays,
and a strong enhancement for %*%*. On the whole, al-
though each factor may seem appreciable, the general
picture obtained is not too different from what is given by
the “symmetric” values. Indeed, we must expect very
large uncertainties of all origins in such a calculation, and
factors of ~3-5, for instance, must therefore not be con-
sidered as very significant.

The result of our predictions for the branching ratios
can be appreciated only in comparison with parallel cal-
culations, or other models, or experiment. This we do
separately in the next paragraphs. Let us only emphasize
two main typical features of our predictions. First, the
ratio (B~ —pA 1) /T(B °—pp) is very large. This is
due to large algebraic factors at the strong vertex, which
are also present, for instance, in the ratio ggs/ggns, and
this is not affected by the above effects of unequal quark
masses and form factors. One ends with a ratio ~50. A
similar ratio is found for B~ —AJA*%)/I(B°
—AJp), since it depends on the same strong vertices.
Second, the ratio I'*V/I'FC in pp is close to one. This
does not result from algebraic factors, because, in the
nonrelativistic limit, the ratio would be suppressed, in
width, by (v/c)*. Tt reflects the fact that, in the quark
model, whenever light quarks are present, there are large
internal velocities. On the other hand, the ratio 'tV /I'FC
is zero for the A decays in the symmetric m,=m limit,
and it remains small after introducing quark mass
differences. This could be a striking feature to be tested,
especially since it can be expected to survive the
difficulties of the pole model for the A, which we have un-
derlined.

Let us now compare our calculation with previous
theoretical work. We will limit ourselves to the discus-
sion of the pole model of Deshpande, Soni, and Trampet-
ic and the QCD-sum-rule calculation of Chernyak and
Zhitnitsky.'*?* For completeness, let us quote other
theoretical works. Li and Wu?’ have studied flavor-
symmetry predictions for charmed baryon-antibaryon de-
cays. Motivated by the old ARGUS data?® on the modes
ppmt and ppm 7™, Gronau and other Rosner develop a
statistical model of multipion production in B decays.?’

B. Comparison with Deshpande, Soni, and Trampetic

The work of Deshpande, Soni, and Trampetic!! only
aimed at giving an order-of-magnitude estimate of
baryon-antibaryon decay rates in a crude approach to the
pole model. The comparison with this work seems, how-
ever, necessary, because their results have been discussed
in the report by Chernyak and Zhitnitsky at the Munich
Conference,” and their work could be considered as
representing the pole model. We must emphasize that
while their final results are numerically close to ours, this
is due to a numerical accident.

We note first that their phase space contains factors
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which we are not able to understand (of course, we disre-
gard factors due to a different definition of the %J’ strong
coupling constant). But it happens that such factors
seem harmless in the limit M >> light hadron masses.

Of deeper physical significance is the difference in the
calculation of the weak transitions. Their treatment of
the unequal quark masses, borrowed from Ref. 30, does
not take into account the full Pauli antisymmetry of the
wave function. They symmetrize independently the space
wave function, thus leading to spurious overlaps between
permuted terms, which should disappear in a correct cal-
culation because they should be associated with orthogo-
nal spin-isospin wave functions (if the quark b is first
chosen in the position 3, then by permutation it comes to
position 2, and the associated flavor wave function is au-
tomatically orthogonal to the previous one). Another
mistake we noticed is that, after having taken into ac-
count the mass of the b quark, they borrow the radius
R o (R in our notation), which should be the unbroken
one, from a B-meson calculation,’! which already takes
into account the effect of the b-quark mass. Moreover,
even with equal masses, there is no direct relation be-
tween the meson and baryon radii, since their definition is
different, and since the effective potential is different. In-
stead, one should simply take R, to be the same as in the
nucleon case. Quite accidentally, the combination of all
that results in something not too far from the harmonic-
oscillator result in the symmetric case.

As to the strong couplings, Deshpande, Soni, and
Trampetic write certain equalities between heavy quark
and nonstrange coupling constants, which have simply no
reason to hold [their equation (12)]; indeed, at least some
SU(6) algebraic coefficients should be present, identical to
those which relate the usual £ couplings to the non-
strange couplings. In addition, our analysis finds several
other factors which differenciate =, couplings from usual
3 couplings; one is the kinematical factor (2M)!/?, the
others are the unequal-quark-masses and form-factor
effects (see Sec. VI A). All these factors, some of which
are large, but act in opposite directions, result quite ac-
cidentally in a rough equality of the couplings.

All in all, we see that our calculation is at odds with
the one of Deshpande, Soni, and Trampetic, although
there is a rough similarity of the final numerical results.
The differences, which touch the analytical expression,
may be illustrated by the different asymptotic powers of
m,, found in the two calculations (see Sec. II D).

C. Comparison with the work of Chernyak and Zhitnitsky

The comparison with the work of CZ!'*?° has quite a
different meaning. It is a comparison with a really
different method not relying on the pole model, but on a
direct evaluation of the process as a whole. Of course, no
comparison is then possible for the separate strong and
weak couplings constants, which are not calculated by
CZ. We take it as an assumption, based on our
confidence in the quark-model estimate of the latter, that
the differences in the prediction of the branching ratios
by the two approaches are to be attributed mainly to the
difference of the two general methods of pole model and
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QCD sum rules, rather than to some incorrect treatment
of the coupling constants.

The main observation is that, on the one hand, there is
a very strong discordance for %+§ * decays, which we
find much larger, while, on the other hand, the 1 "I %
predictions grossly agree; yet we find them larger than
CZ, the discrepancy in the latter case does not exceed the
large uncertainties expected from both models. One
notes the encouraging fact that for 1*T % decays, the
best agreement is for charmed decays, where the quark
model is expected to be safer, and maybe QCD sum rules
too. Another encouraging fact is that quite different
methods lead to a rather similar T'*Y /T'FC ratio, close to
one, in the B °—pp mode. A careful comparison shows
that the agreement extends to the sign of the amplitude
ratio.

The direction of the discrepancies seems to parallel the
one observed in Sec. III D for the asymptotic power of
my: the 1737 pole-model prediction exceeds the QCD
prediction by four powers of m, in width, while the
difference is two powers only for 171 *. We think that
from the very general point of view of the quark model,
which considers the N and A as entirely similar particles,
this result is unsatisfactory, because it means that, in con-
trast with QCD asymptotics, N and A are behaving
differently. We are tempted to put the blame on the pole
model; at least with ususal couplings, it tends to overesti-
mate amplitudes for high-spin particles. We are now also
tempted to explain in the same way the very large numer-
ical discrepancy with CZ in the %+§ * case. Although
we know that the CZ contribution does not follow the
QCD asymptotic behavior, we may suspect that they give
a similar behavior in m, to £*I ¥ and 1*3* branching
ratios, in contrast with the pole model.

D. Comparison with experiment

It must be stressed that the evaluation of the overall
process in our model shall suffer from many large uncer-
tainties, inherent to almost all stages of the calculation,
which cannot be quantified a priori. Therefore, disagree-
ment with experiment should not be interpreted too has-
tily, even with large discrepancies. Yet, the data seem to
confirm our doubts about decays involving a A.

Although there is yet no direct measurement of any of
the predicted processes, we can still learn something from
two sources: (i) the inclusive branching ratio B(B
—A}YX)~7%, well known;*? (ii) the upper bounds on
noncharmed decays B — pp + pions. 3

The prediction for charmed decays with A™* and a
A} clearly exceeds the experimental inclusive value
B(B—>AX)~7%. Summing AJA"" and 3 ,A""
leads to more than 50% (of course, these percentages are
a way of expressing the partial computed rates, normal-
ized by 7, !). Since the inclusive rate must be a generous
upper bound for A*T decays, we find a very large
discrepancy with experiment, exceeding the allowed un-
certainties.

Let us recall that some years ago, the ARGUS Colla-
boration claimed to have seen?® the modes ppmt and
ppm 7. Now the CLEO Collaboration®? gives only an
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upper bounds for these processes:
B(pprt)<1.4X107%,

6.1)
B(pprTm)<2.9X107%.

These bounds do not favor our prediction for
BT SpATT~3X107% 1t is true that V,, is not yet
safely known, and that, once more, there are large uncer-
tainties within out hadronic model. Therefore, the
difficulty is not conclusive by itself, but points to the
same direction as previous observations: the predictions
for decays involving A are anomalously large. As to the
1*+T ™ final states, there is nothing to say, except that
they are compatible with the present bounds
B(B—>AX)~7% and B(B—pp)<0.4X107* (Ref. 34).
We must wait for more precise data.

VII. CONCLUSION

Having carefully discussed the pole model as regards
many of its aspects, ranging from general principles to
detailed quark-model calculations of the relevant hadron-
ic quantities, we have obtained a large set of predictions
which converge with the alternative QCD-sum-rule ap-
proach!®»? towards certain similar conclusions, including
a very rough order of magnitude, for the 1™ ¥ final
states. This is not true for the 1*3 ¥ branching ratios,
which are much larger in our case. Since we have found
a rationale concluding to the failure of the 1 ™3 * predic-
tions, namely, that the pole model is badly behaved for
high-spin particles, we think that this rough convergence
is encouraging for both approaches which have each their
own merit.

On the other hand, our calculation cannot be con-
sidered as a firm prediction, since it relies on many prob-
lematic assumptions: a certain type of coupling, selection
of a few intermediate states, crossing of the strong vertex,
extrapolation to complex or large momentum transfer.
Neither is the QCD-sum-rule approach to be considered
as more trustable, in view of the complexity of the treat-
ment and of the many assumptions which it also includes.
In fact, there is not a detailed critical discussion available
in the CZ papers. Therefore, only experience will tell us
whether the assumptions on both sides are correct, and
which succeeds the best. It seems to us that if it is
correct, the pole approach would have the advantage of a
relative simplicity. It should also be suggested that even
if the pole model would reveal quantitatively unsatisfac-
tory, some results could be of more general validity: e.g.,
the ratio of PV to PC waves or the algebraic relations
that correspond to the AI =1 rule.

2
Pz 1 1 1 ],.1[1
H= +— +— |pt4+— | —+
2¥m; 3 |mit+tm, my Pity [ml m,
i
mi+m? — | my,—
+K 3242 |1+ ——2 |p?+2V3 | —
(my+m,) my+m,
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APPENDIX A: WAVE FUNCTION
OF HEAVY-FLAVOR HADRONS

1. Baryons

Let us consider the harmonic-oscillator Hamiltonian
2

o
H= +K —r;)?
and the relative coordinates
T
gm, ' 2 12 m T+ m,r,
R=—7F—, A= |= —r3 |,
>m; 3 m,+m,
' (A2)
1
P_T/'—z‘(ﬁ r;)
or
3 1/2 m
3 2
=R+ | = AEV2 s
1.2 2 m; m1+m2p
' (A3)
. 3 1/2m1+m2
" 2 > m;

and from dy= 3, (3¢ /0r,,)dr,, (¢ =Xx,y,z) we can read
relative momenta:

PrR=PitP.+P;,

=y 2 g (A4)
Py m1+m2p1 m1+m2p2’
1/2 1/2
_ 13 3 (p+D1) 3 m,+m,
P 2 S m, Pi TPz ) - E“mi P3 >
i
or
172
_ M 4 2 mi2
pl,Z zml Pr 3 m1+m2 Pa ‘/pr
' L (A5)
mjy 2
P3 S m, Pr 3 Pa
i
In terms of these variables we can write therefore
P,
]p~l} . (A6)
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Note that, in the case m,5m,7m;, the Hamiltonian is
not diagonal in the base A,p. However, we will limit our-
selves here to the case m; =m,=mm;. We obtain, in
this case,
2
Pk Px

2

Pp 2492
==k 4 +—L 43K (p*+A A7
H=0m " om, 2m, (p™ A7) (A7)

with
3mm;,

M=2m+m3, m":2m—+m3’ mPZm . (AB)

We will consider transitions involving only the
ground-state and L =1 baryons, whose wave functions
will be given by

)\'2 2

(p,A)=Ngex +-L— 1,
P A et
(p, A ) =N, Y7 exp | — , (A9)
Yilp 171 Rp p 2R i 2R ,2)
W =N,y A exp | — A’ __i
1 P’ 1 R N 2R i 2R 2
The Schrodinger equation gives
2m +m;,
R 4 — R 4 R 4 =R 4
A 3m3 > P ’ (Alo)
where R is the radius in the equal-mass limit
6mK=R"*. (A11)
We normalize the wave functions according to
[ IIdrs Er ]W Diz=1. (A12)
i
Performing the change of variables, we find the Jacobian
a(ry,r,,13) _
— |=3V3, A
A(R,A,p) (A13)
i.e., the same value as for equal masses. We obtain the
normalizations
) 8 172
No=-—x , Ni= =X | N, (Al4
* BVEARRIAHV2 T |3 o (ALY

with R, R, given by (A10).
We will need also the internal wave functions in
momentum space, Y(p;, p,, P3), normalized according to

[ TLdpd (S |IdtipP=1. (A15)

The expressions are

2p2 2p2
7 N PR} PR, R,
Yo(prPp) =Noexp - 5 )
2p2 2p2
&b — N m p)LRA Py R
P 1(Pp,) =No YT (p,R, Jexp B H ,
2p2 2p2
" A PiRY PR,
¥i(pap,) = NoYT(p, R, Jexp 2 2 ”
(A16)
with
- 3V3R’R; N ar |7
0= ‘______3_9__}‘ , = T N, . (A17)
™ 3

Notice that all the dependence on the large mass m; is
contained in R .

To construct now the total wave functions for baryons
with one heavy quark, containing space, spin, flavor, and
color degrees of freedom, we have to take into account
the Pauli principle. In the spatial wave functions written
above we have singled out the quark labeled 3 as the
heavy quark. Let us call these spatial wave functions
Yoc123) Yi(123) and ¥ ,3), where the ordering 123 singles
out the last quark 3 as the heavy quark. Let us now con-
struct the total wave functions. We will be interested in
the lowest-lying heavy baryons, namely, those made out
of u, d and a heavy quark Q that could be ¢ or b. We are
then restricted to consider A or X type baryons and their
L =1 excitations.

To construct the wave functions for unequal masses it
will be convenient first to write down the equal-mass limit
wave function, in a particular way. Consider the octet
and decuplet ground states in the well-known notation

‘1’(56’5:‘%,8>=¢S\%—2<¢’X’+¢”X") ,

b X’

(A18)
W(56,5=1,10)=

where the ¢ and y are the flavor and spin wave functions
given in Chapter 1 of our book.*
Using the relations

" \/3 ’ 1A 0
X312 TX123_7X123 >
" — ’\/3 ’ 1 "
X231= — 2 X123 7X123 »
_ (A19)
' — ‘/3 " 1A,
X312‘”TX123_7X123 >
’ — Vg " 1A,
X231_'_2 X123~ 7X123

we can rewrite the flavor-spin parts of the wave functions
(A18) in the form
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1
+ "y — __ R
‘/2 (¢sx’ +osx") ‘_“‘/3 P(1223)¢123X123

1 ’ ) A ’
— ! + == — —"‘: ) A20
V> (ax'+dxx"") V3 P%3)¢123X123 ( )

sps=—L

where the sum extends over circular permutations of
(123) and ¢35, ¢f; are the flavor wave functions sym-
metric or antisymmetric under the exchange 1<>2:

¢123 uuQ, (du +ud)Q,ddQ ,

(A21)
= _\7;2—(du —ud)Q
that single out the quark 3 as the heavy quark.

From the forms (A20) and the spatial wave function
Yo(123) (A9) or (A16), that treats the quark 3 as heavy, we
have the total wave functions that obey the Pauli princi-
ple:

1 "
¥(56,5=1,8,2)= 3 > Yo 123)9123X 123 »
P(123)
1
V(56,5 =4,8,2)= ‘/—‘_ 2 Po123)B 23X - (A22)

P(123)

\I/(56,S=%,8,2)—\/§ S Yosbiaskia -
P

(123)

vY(70,L =1,5=1,8, 5=-—L S

For x° we do not need to specify the ordering as it is to-
tally symmetric. Note the difference in sign between the
first two wave functions in (A20) and (A22). We will
adopt this last more natural convention in all our calcula-
tions.

Let us now write down the wave functions for the
(70,L =1) states. Let us consider first the equal-mass
wave functions and transform them in a convenient way
to read the wave functions in the case of a heavy quark.

The total wave functions are

W70,L =1,5 =4, 8) =3 [([¥ix I+ [¥ix"1}¢'

+([¢'1XI]J —[¥x" 150"}

WH(70,L =1,5 =3,8)= ([%x ' + Y19
(A23)

wM(70,L =1,5 =1, 10)=\—/§([¢’1x']9’+[¢’1’x"]’}‘)¢’ ,

1 r ’ ’ " a
wM(70,L =1LS=3 1= ([¥/x Y=y 1¥)¢° ,

where the mixed symmetric wave functions ¥},97, ...
are, respectively, antisymmetric and symmetric relatively
to the exchange 1«<>2.

Using the same method as before we can write down
the equal-mass wave functions in the form

‘/3 »C33) ¢123 ‘/2 [¢1(123 X123 ¢1(123)X123 ]J ’

wH(70,L =1,5 =1,8,A)= >

‘/§ b = ‘/2 (P13 X 123+ Pii2s) X123]J ,

vM(70,L =1, =
P(123)

wM(70,L =1,5 = 1

(123)

wH(70,L =1,5=1,10,3)=

P( 123)

wM(70,L =1,S=1,1,A)=

(123)

3,8, 2)—*"“/‘? > ¢123[1/’1(123X123]

»

(A24)

3,8, A)—-—‘/—:;PE sl sl

1 ’ ’ n "
\/ 2 ¢123 ‘/5 [1/’”123))(123‘*'1/’1(123))(123 ].Iy >

‘/3 PE ¢123 ‘/i ¢1(123 X123 1/}1(123)X123]

Of course, SU(3) is not a good symmetry when we are dealing with hadrons composites of #,d quarks and a heavy
quark Q, and the states with the = (or A) quantum numbers will be substantially mixed. The eigenfunctions corre-
sponding to the variables p and A correspond to different eigenvalues. The correct wave functions in the unequal-mass
case will then be
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wi(70,L =1,§=1,3, )—W S dnalPiaaainl)

V3 pis)
wvM(70,L =1,§=1,3,)= ‘/3 S oha[YiiaX sl
P(123)
1
w(70,L =1,S=1,A,) =‘/—§ S ohalYiasXinl)
P(123)
1
WH(70,L =1,S=1,A;) =5 (223)45123 Vi sl
1
1
wM(70,L =1,S= 33)=— 3 IR AYRPTIY SPTY H
V'3 plas)
1
wM(70,L =1,S=3,A) =7§ S ¢tulYianxinly

P(123)

where a,b denote the two S=1 linearly independent
states. As in the case of the ground state, we will adopt
the conventions (A25) for the L =1 wave functions when
dealing with a heavy quark.

2. Mesons

We will need in some calculations the harmonic-
oscillator wave functions of mesons made out of quarks
of unequal masses.

Let us consider the Hamiltonian

2

H= E +C(r1—r2) (A26)
that, making the change of variables
m T, +m,r, 1 ( )
T omtm, P=ip TRt
(A27)
m,p;—m;p,
+ ) —\/2 )
PrR=P17 P2 Pp m,+m,
gives the expression
2 2
Pr pp 2
= +2C (A28)
2(m,+m,) 4dmm,/(m,+m,) P

Let us compare with the equal-mass limit. Assuming

flavor independence of the potential we have, for
m | =m,=m, the ground-state wave function
. r2 | _ pR”
II]O( pp)—" . exXp 4 >
(A29)
) 3/4 )
(p)= |—— exp | — 2
Yolp R P~ gn

HulfC:T/G— V3 7 vj (1—0,-0;)+H.c. ,

i#j

2

>

>

>
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(A25)

with

4mC=R'"*. (A30)

For m,;#m, we will have exactly the same form, but
with R"2->R ?, with
8m,m, P

(A31)
m;+m,

These equations will allow us to compare the equal mass

radius R’ to the case of unequal masses R. We will use

the flavor wave functions for B-mesons:

&BY)=bd, (B, )=—bu, $(B°)=bs. (A32)

APPENDIX B: WEAK MATRIX ELEMENTS

Let us now consider the matrix elements of H,
between baryons, of the type (N|HIC[A,),
(N|HEVIAE), (A, 1HPC|A,,) <A |HEVIAY), etc., where
Ay, A} are, respectlvely, or 17 states.

To compute these matrix elements we will have to con-
sider the wave functions for baryons containing a
different heavy quark in the initial and final state. To
have the general case, let us consider the Hamiltonian

l—yﬁ)ba]

1_75)u3]+H.C. ’

H

-G
©= V2

cb[Ean(
(B1)

where a,f3 are color indices and for b —u transitions we
must replace ¢, V,, —u,V,,. We will neglect for the mo-
ment all other operators that appear when taking into ac-
count QCD short-distance radiative corrections.

In the lowest order in a v/c expansion we have, in
first-quantization formalism and in momentum space (the
color overlap gives just 1),
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P +p; P, Pj
HPV: g . — . . J J
V2 o ,2; l @imo) ) | Tom 2m, 2m,
| | pi—pi P; P}
+ — — Xo;)+H.c. , B3
! 2m } 2m, 2m, (0;%0;) ¢ (B3)
I
where # u=d, vtV )b=c (or v'"b=u for b—u transi- a. Parity conserving matrix elements

tions).
To compute the matrix elements we will follow now
the same steps as in our paper on nonleptonic hyperon

We follow the same steps as in Ref. 8. From the total
symmetry of the wave functions (A18), (A22), (A25) we

decays.® We will first compute the A,,3,— N transitions, obtain, calling B, =A,,2,,
as they are simpler, and later the A,,2, —A_,Z, ones. (27)? (N|HEC|B,)
1. Ay, 2 N transitions G _
by &b =6—‘/§ Vi {Nl(1—0o;-0,)r Wit B,), (B4

Since, up to the V,, Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix ele-
ment and mass differences, these transitions are identical
to A, Z,— N, we will obtain, in the equal-mass limit, the
same ratios than for strange baryons.®

Q@) N|HEC|B, )= 6\/5

(($123X 123+ H123X 123 ){/;ol

where the overlap 1s taken in spxn ﬂavor and space
Moreover, since 7i 7 'v5T ), ,;( Bb =1V, (By) =
asin ¢, (B, ) the heavy quark is in p051t10n k:

B
—0,°0,)7T NP B12)8312X312) (BS)

where ¥ (£}, denotes the ground-state spatial wave function when 2 is the heavy quark and ¢, the spatial wave function

with all quarks degenerate. We have X;,=X3, for a Ay, and X3,=X32 or X3, for =,. Since
(1—0,°0,)|x1%) =0,(1—0,-0,)|X 237 =4|x13) we are only left with one term:
2m)N|HC|B, )= 6\/2 ub | Xalxsi ) (@il g™ |~flb2>1b ) (B6)
where I, is the space matrix element
I,= (2 v J 95 (01p5 P Pocsizi(Py P 2)3(pa ~PIT 4P dpid S, B (3, B))
= (old(r; =) ¥y (123)) » (B7)

where the independent integration on p,,p, and on p},p5
corresponds to the flatness in momentum space
[6(r;—r,) in configuration space] of the interaction. We
formulate the calculation in p space as it will be then
easier to compute the matrix elements of HY" (B3). The

To compute the spatial integral we must take into ac-
count the ordering y3,), that differs from the one in
(A16). A straightforward calculation gives

3/2
spin matrix elements are, from (A19), I = 1 8a,
V3 " @mRY | 1+7a) |
<X,123|X312)=_%’ <X'123,X§,12 =5 > 1/4 (B10)
2 2m +mb
/ (B8) ay= | ——— )
(X132 =0 3m,
The flavor matrix elements will be, from (B21), ) )
We recognize the matrix element in the equal-mass
V2Bl T 0g T 185h) = 1/2<¢mlr‘f (|62 limit
_ _ 1
=(¢,1%3|7'(1 }¢312 IO_(¢O|8(r1_r2)|¢b(312)>— (277')3/2R3 (B11)
=—-L (B9)  and the factor
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3/2
Sab 4

1+7a2

c (B12)

contains all the dependence on the heavy-quark mass,
c,—lasmy,—m.
We obtain finally the matrix elements

G
7 N|HEC|B,) =6\/—§

where F changes for the different transitions (note the
different sign for =* —p than in Ref. 8 due to the oppo-
site phase convention®):

F(3) —>p)=V2F(2)—n)=—V6F(Ay,—n)=6 .
(B14)

uchbIO 5 (B13)

I, is the spatial matrix element in the equal-mass limit,
and all the dependence in the unequal masses is given by
the m,-dependent factor in (B12).

It is instructive to point out that, for instance, the ratio
A, —nto A—n will be given by

<n|H£C|Ab> _ Vub
(n|HECIA)

B15
Sin@c € ( )

that contains the KM mixing parameters and a mass-

Qm){(N|HEV|BE)= 6 G

where Ogg is the spin-space part of (B3) for m,=m.

Now, Ogg is antisymmetric in spin and antisymmetric in space, in the indices (1,2).

x'', or x°. Using (A19) we obtain

ub ‘/3 (123X 123+ D123X 1230l Oss (1,2)74 ™

dependent factor, computable in the harmonic-oscillator
case. In this way we can relate the matrix elements
B,—N to the measured ones in nonleptonic strange
hyperon decays.

b. Parity-violating matrix elements

Let us now compute the matrix elements of HEV be-
tween 1~ and %* states. Calling any wave function of
the type (A25),

2

W1/2(70L-1 7 22

123 (Y1123 X123]1/2

(B16)

where ¢ can be ¢* or ¢, ¥ can be ¥}, or ¥’ and x can be
X' X", or x°.

As we will see in Appendix C, the only nonvanishing
strong couplings concern the states of the v type; the
states of the 3] type give zero strong couplings in the
spectator quark hypothesis of the QPC 3Po model of
strong decays. Therefore, although the weak couplings
involving excitations of ¥ and ¥}’ types are both nonvan-
ishing, we only give the results for the latter.

From the total symmetry of the wave functions we ob-
tain, calling B} a 4+~ b baryon:

B
v b3l it (B17)

On the other hand, y can be Y/,

’ ’ 12 " y — B ’
((@123X 123+ 123X 123 )¥0] Oss (1, 2)7'(1 v (2+ : |¢31b2[¢1(312))(312]11w/2)

V3 _
- 2 <¢'123|T1 )U(2+
—%<¢'1'23|T(17

’ ’ n " —_ B ’n
((@123X 123+ B123X 123 )| Oss 1>2)T(1 v (2+) |¢31b2[¢1(312)X312]11”/2)

B ' "
N3t ) Cxi23%0l Oss (1,2 [¥1312)X 123 1102)

B " ’
05 ¢35 ) (xiasiol Oss( LOI[$1:312X 123 115,) »
(B18)

— B " ’
(¢123|7'1 ) \¢31b2)<X123¢010ss( 1a2)l[¢1(312)X123]]1w/2>

, _ B ’ )
‘%(¢123|7’(1 57 1315 {X123%0l Oss(1,2)] (112X 12311020 s

’ ’ n rn —_ ‘ﬁ
( (6123X 123 T 123X 123 )%l Oss 1’2)7(1 v (2+) |¢311’2[¢1(312)X§12]11W/2)

We are left therefore with the spin-space matrix elements
Of23tol Oss (L2 [W1312)X 1231172
where x/=x' or X", X'=x",x* or x', and ¥, =} or ¥}.
ments.
We have two spatial combinations in (B3) (for m,=m):

P1EPp]
2m

P> ipz
2m, 2m

yr

= ¢’123|7'(1*)U(2

B , .
+) |¢31b2)(X123¢o|oss(1:2)1[¢1(312)X123]11W/2> .

(B19)

It will be convenient now to consider the spatial matrix ele-

(B20)
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The spatial integral to consider, analogous to (B7) will be now
172 /
_ 1 4 Tt _ivasm* p1p; |33 P2
Jpy= (27 3 f‘ﬁo(PpPz,Ps)yl m 2m, 2m ]¢1 312)(P1, P2, P3)
X8(p;—p3)[I dp:dp;d [ZP,- ]8 [Ep}] , (B21)
i j j
i

where ¥, =1] or ;. We obtain, for the case of interest, O V3 o, (B23)
¢}, independently of the =+ sign in (B20), ¥iio Y1z 2 Vs

" V—3 1
To=lo | = 3R |
(B22)
5/2
el = & 2 5+7_Ln._
b 1+7a} 12 my |’

where I is the equal-mass matrix element (B11) and the
factor ¢,’ contains all the dependence on the heavy mass
m, and is equal to 1 in the limit m, —m.

Taking into account that, in the equal-mass limit, we
have

Because of the total symmetry of the nucleon spatial
wave function ¢(p},p3 p3), the term (p;—p3)/2m that
appears in both terms of (B25) will not contribute and we

are left with an effective operator for each matrix element
(B19):

(X3390l Z-Ol[ Y1312 X 12311020 (B26)
where X is a spin operator
2=—(0,—0,)tilo;X0o,) (B27)
and O is an orbital part,
P P2
o=——-———, B28
2m  2m, (B28)

that enters in the estimation of the integral J (B21). In
(B26) X3 on the left can be X},; or X123 and on the right
X123> X123» OF X123-

Applying the Wigner-Eckart theorem, we obtain, after
some angular momentum algebra,

and we can check that we obtain the same result as in
Ref. 8, since the component ¥},; would not contribute
due to the antisymmetry of the spatial operator under the
exchange 1<»2. We obtain, as expected, in the equal-
mass limit,

V3 = V6 J(Ref. 8)
2mR"° 2mR
consistent with what we found, a factor V'3/2 coming
from (B23), and a factor V2 from a different definition of
the spatial integrals [(B21) here and (29) in Ref. 8].

We have computed the spatial matrix elements and we
are now left with the spin-space matrix elements (B19)
where Ogg(i, ) is given by

Jy= (B24)

PR - (U,Xaj)] (B25)
b
[
<X11‘g3¢0|2'0| 2% 312))((1%]11”/2)
(—1)S+ (m)x|,1(m)
T<X123”2“X123><%l0 [¥i512)
(B29)

where S denotes the total quark spin: 1 for x',x"’, for
x°. The spatial matrix element is just the integral J,
(B21) computed above,

(ol O™ * |91 ) =, (B30)
and the spin reduced matrix elements are given by
XsllZlxas? =0, (B31)

Xl ZIS) =V 2 Xl Zlx s ) =8
and we obtain finally, for the matrix elements (B19),

(X123%0l Oss 1’2)“1/’1(312))('1'23]11”/2) =
(X230l Oss 1»2)|[¢’1<312>X1123H4/2>:0 s
(X’123¢OIOSS( 1,2)| [1/’1<312)X§23]11‘§2 ) :4‘/5-71; ’

- 4Jb Py
(B32)
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where J, is J;' (B22) if ¢, is ¢]. Owing to the different
phase convention for ¥’,x"’ here* than in Ref. 8, we find
the opposite sign for the last matrix element in (B22).

We have to compute a few flavor matrix elements from
Egs. (B18) [using the wave functions of Ref. 4 and (A21)]:

o =) ()43 y — L
¢123|71 V) |¢312>_“ Vs’
1
’” =), (+) _—
<¢1 3|71 2] |¢312 Ve’
<¢123|71 Uz |¢312>*“‘_
(B33)
mnn ) _—
123‘71 Uz |¢312 2‘/3
A 1
123'71 +)|¢’31b >-‘E ,
g/ p—
123‘7'1 Uz |¢312> 2‘/3 .

Grouping all the terms in (B18) together with (B32)
and (B33) we obtain, for the different states (A25) with

’r

1+

, 1o

QY NIHEY|BE (X)) =6-S v, ey —%
mR

‘/2 ubFCl:

(B34)

where F changes according to the state. The spin-wave
function y can be x’, x”, x°, and B} can be =7, 30, A,.
Since ) is already made explicit we have to specify y
and the flavor state. Since we have ¢, then y must be y”’
or ¥’ for 2,, and x' for A,. We obtain

|

(8.1 1By ) =1 by5xa1al(1

—o-oy)r it

AL
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F(Zy (Yix")—p)=—3
3

F(ZY(/x")—>n)= 5

F(Z) (X" )—>p)=—6V2, (B35)
F(2)(/x*)—n)=—6,
F(Ab(tp'l’x’)—»n):—%:i .
It is instructive to compute the ratios
<n|HPV|A( ’" 1)) C“
TMLTL L SLAS e (B36)
(n|HFCIA,) ¢, | mR
CnHTA X)L Vi | (B37)
(n|HEC|A) sinf. ° | mR

We can thus know these matrix elements in terms of
the measured ones in strange hyperon decays and factors
dependent on the masses, calculable in the harmonic-
oscillator model.

2. 24,A, —> 2., A, transitions
a. Parity-conserving matrix elements

From (B2), we follow the same steps as in Appendix
Bla:

m)(B.|HC|B,)
G

6\/_ VB N(1—=a,-0,)7r vy |B,) (B38)
where B,=3,,A, and B,=3_.,A_,and v5")b=c.
From the wave functions (A22) we write
) f¢3w\’312> > (B39)

where x can be x’ or Y/, ¥* according to A, or 2,. Since (1 —0,0,)[x*)=0,the = 2 1 * has zero matrix elements. I,. in

(B39) is the spat1a1 integral

= Tt 1o T
I,= (zﬂﬁ S O6532(P1 P P T 12) (P12 P38

From (A 16) we obtain

I,=Iyce
3/2 (B41)
8a,a,

cp=|—0""07c
cb
ai +a§ +6aiag

with I, given by (B11) and « in (B10).
m,—m, and ¢, =1 when m, =m_=m.
We need also the spin matrix elements, from (A19),

Cpe —C, When

—0,°0,)|x5)
= _‘/§<X3121(1

and the flavor matrix elements

<X312

—0,°0,)|X5,) =3 (B42)

—py)[1 dp:dp;d [2 P, }5 [2 p}] : (B40)
i j J
[
- =0 _ =9
<¢3f2|7(1 v +)|¢312 _<¢31€2|7'(1 )U2+)|¢31b2>
0
={¢35,lm v +)|‘I5312
A~ bn 1
— {3517 )U(2+)|¢31b2>=\/—-2-
(B43)
From these expressions we find finally
3 PC -« G
Qm) (B |HE liSb)—6‘/—§ g I (B44)

with F for each particular transition:
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F(3f -2 =F3)-20)=Vv3FE—>A)) with c., containing all dependence on the heavy quark
=—V3F(A,—30)=3v3 .  masses, (B4l).
(B45)
We have the interesting ratio b. Parity-violating matrix elements
(ASHGCIZY) Ve '
= =— Cop (B46) From (B2) and the wave functions (A22) and (A25):
(n|HEC|IA) sinf¢
|
G Be| (— B
(27)3<3c,HwPV|$§>:67—2‘ e P e WP AR U X QY S G P D BT o +3 -0 [¥iBnxs]ih) (B47)
where
3,=—(0,—0,)ti(0,X0,) (B43)
and
PP P PP
=" 0. = - B49
Os 2m  2m, ¢ 2m 2m, (B4%)

2, is just the operator = (B27) and O, is (B28), but now we have to consider the matrix elements of O, and = _ since
we have unequal masses in this final-state charmed baryon.
We apply, as in (B29), the Wigner-Eckart theorem to the spin-space matrix element in (B47):

(—1)S+
<1/’§)f)312))(§{z'2+ ‘0, +2_-0O, ,[Iﬂ(ll(,;lz))(alz]jl”/z )= T <X312”2+“X(3% )< % 312)|01(:'")*|1/J(11(’§'1nz)>

Gl Z ) (i) O * [9ihm)) ] (B50)

where S denotes the total quark spin in the initial baryon. The spatial matrix elements are given by

Jcb Olgm)*
— ,¢(c) _Ip(b)m
K, 0(312) Oc(m)* 1(312)
) , / (m)*(pl’pZ) o
= 2m)? fHdp,-dp,-S [2 p; ]8 [2 P; ]5(133 P3 ¢0 (312) P3,P1’P2) (m>*(p1 py) ¥iG)(PsP1P2) » (BS1)
i j J )

where O'™ are the spherical components of the operator O. Note that J,,—J, (B21) and K,, —0 when m,=m. From
the wave functions (A 16) we obtain, if ¥, is ¥},

V73

Ui Kl =To 5oty dy) (Bs2)
where
y 8a,a, 2 [ m +my, 4a, 1 ay(1+3a?) 4 m +m,
ol = _ 2 -
| a} +ad+6aka 2m, 1+3a2 | 3 a2+a?+6aia? 1+3a2 | 2m,
3/2 (B53)
g 8a,a, (1 a,(1+3a2) 4 m+m,
b | a2 +at+6ada? Y a2 +a?+6ada? 1+3a2 | 2m,
[
It is clear that c¢;,—1, d;,—0 when s me—>m, and VYIS L=V "y
after some algebra one can check that c;, —c;' (B22), and Xios |2 -[ias Xisll= -+ X323
d;,—0 when m,—m. =Xl X =8,
The flavor matrix elements that we need in (B47) are (B54)
given by (B43). We still need the reduced matrix ele- ( X'123[|2_||x5>=<x’mHE—le’{23>

ments of 2,3 . Those of 2, =X are given by (B31),
and those of 2 _ are given by X2l Z 4 llx12s? =0 .
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Now, in terms of the ordering {x31,/|=+|[x553) in (B50)
we have, from (A19),

XllZ X)) = <X312“2-||X312 —3v2,
Kl Z 1632 ={GRlZ - lIxse? = =v2,
Gl Z ) = (GnlE - llxs,) = —Vve,
OGelZ e = (Gl 2 - xie) =Ve,
Kl 241Xy == V3l Xy =43,
XGnlZ- ) ={5nl2-Ix®) =0

We can now regroup all these terms to give the final re-
sult

Q)Y B, HYY | B (x)) =6—=

(B55)

G

‘/2 cb (Fcéé"'Gdéé) ’

(B56)
where F and G change according to the transition con-
sidered and the constants ¢;. and d;, contain all the in-

formation on the heavy-quark masses, given by (B53).
F,G are given by

(F;G XA, (P x)—>3Z0)=(13V3/v2;,—V3/V2),
(F;G)\(Zf (ix'" ) —AN)=(V3/v2;,—3vV3/v2)
(F;G)EF (i x") -2 =(3/V2;3/V2),
(F;G NSy (Yix")—Z0)=(3/V2;3/V2) ,
(F;G)/(ZF (x ) —AF)=(2v3;0)

(F;G )2y (¥ix)—3})=(6;0)
(F;GNZ(P x*)—20)=(6;0) .

(B57)

|

&, (NB;B,)

APPENDIX C: STRONG MATRIX ELEMENTS

We will now compute strong couplings of the form
B,BN, B,BA, and B} BN, BfBA where B, (By) is a b-
flavored baryon of JPC— 1* (17) and B=bd or —bi.
We will use the quark- pa1r -creation model, extensively

exposed in Ref. 12.

1. Ground-state baryons

We will first compute the couplings B,BN, B,BA.
After color factors and all contractions are taken into ac-
count, one ends with an expression (see Fig. 10)

(BNIT|B,) =375 (1,1;m,~ml0,0) &,

(cn

(@5(35)Dy(124)| @5 (123)D.,7(45)) &, (NB;B,) ,

where the ®’s are the spin-flavor wave functions; in par-
ticular, for the created pair out of the vacuum,

=XT "0 Bo= 13 ui +dd +55) (C2)

and &, is the spatial integral

= [ T1p:¥5(psP)P (D1, P2 P3) Y (Ds— P55, (D1, P2 P)

X8(py+ps)d(p;+p,+ps—ky)d(p;+p,—kp )8(P1+Pz+P3_ka) . (C3)

Note the important point that we are using, for B,, the
wave functions (A22) for which the third quark is the
heavy quark.

Using the harmonic-oscillator wave functions (A16)
and (A29) for baryons and mesons, we find, after some
algebra, in the B, rest frame,

Rr3/2
& (NB;By)=—8(kp+ky)Y7(ky) = 4
77'
X (apBy Ap )/ *Byexp(—C, R%k2) ,
(C4)

where R? and R '? are the baryon and meson squared ra-
dii, a,, is defined by (B10), and

f

o 6 Py B (143a3)
b 2B +3(1+a2) TP T 2pB 438 (14al)
c— pX4Bt —3)2+3a2(3p>+885) ©5)
b 2485[2p%8 +3(1+a2)]
1/4
=R g | MM =
R2 ’ b 2mb ’ b mb

In the equal-mass limit we find

_,__3R? _ R7?+4R?
b7 R243R27 TP R7243R? <6
5R"?+12R?
b— apsByspp—1

24(R"*+3R?)’
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so that we recover the equal-mass integral given in Refs.
4 and 12 (for example, formula 2.210 of our book?).

We need now to compute the matrix elements from
(B1):

H=(@NT(124)%(35)[%])1(123)4)9“(45)> (c7n

We obtain (remember B °=bd,B ~= —bii)

H(Z) —B%)=V2H(3)—B p)=V2H(3)—B ')

(C8)
1 3 1/2
H(Ab—+B_p)=—H(Ab—>EOn)=€ IE, .

We need also the B, — AB transitions

(BN|T|B,)=3y 3 {1,1;m,—m|0,0)

X{D5(35)0y(124)|d 5 (123)x5( 15 Pral(45))H

1629

H(Ef B A" )=—V3H(3} ->B°A™)

1/2
—— !%J H(39 B OA”)
172 .
= —3- 0 At =—_‘{£
lZJ H(Z)—B a%)=—2C,
(C9)

H(A,—BA)=0
To sum up, we have, for the matrix elements (C1),
(BN1T|B,t)=—yHd,
with & given by (C4) for m =0 and H by (C8), (C9).

(C10)

2. Excited baryons

Let us now compute the couplings BfBN, BrBA
where B is a b-flavored baryon 1~ excited state.

The equivalent of formula (C1) will now become [the
wave functions of B} are given by (A25)]

—(lSmM m'|iM)

(C11)

mm' >

where the flavor wave functions of b baryons ¢73b are given by (A21), S'is the total quark spin, and M is the J, of B}.
The spatial integrals can be either #,,,, or %, according to the spatial wave function ¢} or ¥} (B16). We find

’ p—
H opm

because of the antisymmetry (symmetry) of 1}(1) in the exchange 1<>2. We find, for the nonvanishing integral,

1 R

ﬁ:;;m _8(k3+kN) ey 32/2(abAb

where a,,8,, A,,B,,C, are given above, and

2+2p; 24 9R?
p,="F By R +§R (C14)
4B; 4R

when m, —m. _
After some algebra, we find, for the B} BN couplings,

n 1100 1 ’ ” "
(BN|T|Z, (4" )>=“m7’H( F1-1—Hoo)
(BNI|T|Z,(¢""x*))

2—‘—“‘7’H QA —He)

Cl15
3 (CI5)

(BNIT|Ay (X)) == 3 ——=vH'(2H" | —Fp)

\/6

and, for the B BA couplings,

(C12)
)>2[ByDy(kFR?)8,,08,00+(—1)"' 18, .lexp(—C,R%kE) (C13)
[
(BAIT|3, (")) = 3V67H(7{ )
(BA|T|Z,(4¢"x*))
:—6—‘/37/1‘1'( ot Hp) .,  (Cl6)
(BAIT|A,(¢'x")) =0,
where H' is a flavor matrix element
=(pn(124)$5(35)|pp (123)4,,.(45)) , (C17)

and similarly for the B} B A couplings.
We obtain, for the N transitions,

V2H'(2)—>B p)=V2H'(3)—B )
_V2
3 b

H'(Ay—B p)=—H'(A,—B °n)= %

H'((=}—B%)=

(C18)
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and, for the A ones,

H'()->B°A)=—H'(3) B A")
172
== 13 H'(Z}—->B AtTT)
_ _ v
=\/2H’(2g‘v~>B°A+)=TZ. (C19)
It is instructive to express 2%’ ,_,—Hy and

11 +H o that enter in both types of transitions. We
have

1 R®? )

2H 1 — #8(k3+kN) L (ay 4,)°"
X[3—B,D,(k3R?*)]exp(—C,Rk3) ,
(C20)
HL Ly H =8k Ty ) R; By a, 4,
XB,D,(k3R%)exp(—C,Rk3) . (C21)

We observe the typical isotropic behavior in (C20) (the
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factor 3 indicates that all polarizations contribute the
same amount) corresponding to the S-wave process

3 —BN. Also, we see the typical D-wave behavior ~k3
in (C21) as it corresponds to Bf —BA.

APPENDIX D: WEAK MATRIX ELEMENTS
AT NONZERO-MOMENTUM TRANSFER

In Appendix B we have computed the weak matrix ele-
ments assuming conservation of the spatial three-
momentum. For example, in estimating weak matrix ele-
ments such as (B, |HFC|B, ) we have assumed that both
B.(Ay,Z,) and B (AS,2,) are at rest. However, as we
have seen in the discussion of our pole model in Sec. II,
we need some extrapolation to go from these matrix ele-
ments where the momentum transfer is null, to the true
residues at the pole, where the momentum transfer is not
vanishing. Let us consider the general case of a b baryon
in the initial state and charmed baryon in the final state,
but assuming a nonzero-momentum transfer, i.e., a
spurion, as in Fig. 12, that has the function of carrying
the three-momentum k.

This calculation will amount to compute the spatial in-
tegrals (B40), (B51) for nonzero-momentum transfer, i.e.,

1 T ’ ’ T ’ ’ ’
Ly (k)= L 632,01 p5 PP B2 (P12 8P — P dpidp;8( S p)3( S p)— (D1)
i J J
and
JCb(k) Tt ’ ’ ’ )*(pl’pz) 5
K, (k) |~ 2 )y fH dp,dp;d EP, S(EP] k)3(p3—p3)¥0(312)(P3, P1,P2) O(m)*(p p) Py (PypLpy) ,  (D2)
where O™, 0™ are spherical components of the operators (B49).
We find, after some algebra
2 2 2
3m 8aga; R%k?
_ , (D3)
Loe@O=Lpe(Oexp |\ = 5 P | | v a2+ 6ata | 24

where 1,.(0) is equal to the expression (B41) and a,a, are defined in (B10). We obtain then, in the equal-mass limit,

21,2
To(k)=I,(0)exp | — BX | (D4)
24
where 1,(0) is given by (B11).
Let us now look at the matrix elements (D2). We obtain
JIm (k) =[J,.(0)8,,,, + Ly R K ™km)*]
ox m | 8aja; RK?
P 2m +m, al+a?+6ata? | 24 |’
K™ (k)=[K,,(0)8,,, +M, Rk ™*]
2 )
8a,a 2p 2
Xexp 4 — RL |, (D)
2m +m, ai+a2+6aza? | 24

where J;,.(0), K,.(0) are given by (B52), (B53), for the wave functions of interest ¥}, k'™ are the spherical components

of k and
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" 1/3 " " ‘/§ "
Lope=To7 meoes Mpe=Iom -0 foe » (D6)
where
. 8a,a, 2 a, 8a? 2 Im 214302 | 4 m+my
epn=— = — ,
be a2 +a? +6aka 18V2 | o} +a+6aia? | |2m+m, 4 1+3a} 2mb
o swa. | @ [ 3m B2
be a} +a2+6atal 3V2 [ 2m+m, || al+ad+6aia?
1 4 m+m, 3m 2a2(1+43a})
6 143a2 2mc 2m+m, | | al+al+6ala?
m-+m 4a? m,—m
_ c 1— c 3m _ c (D7)
2mc 1+3a2 2m +m, 2mc

We will emphasize two points in these formulas. The
factor [3m /(2m +m,)]? in the exponential in (D3), (D5),
shows a difference between light baryons and charmed
baryons in the final state: the former will be significantly
more suppressed than the latter.

On the other hand, the coefficients L,. vanish when

m,=m, and the coefficients M,. vanish when m,.=m.
We obtain therefore, in the equal-mass limit,

Rk?
24
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