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Cabibbo-allowed nonleptonic weak decays of charmed baryons AJ, 294, £+ 4, and Q? into an octet
baryon and a pseudoscalar meson are analyzed. The nonfactorizable contributions are evaluated under
the pole approximation, and it turns out that the s-wave amplitudes are dominated by the low-lying 1~
resonances, while p-wave ones are governed by the ground state %* poles. The MIT bag model is em-
ployed to calculate the coupling constants, form factors, and baryon matrix elements. Our conclusions
are the following: (i) s waves are no longer dominated by commutator terms; the current-algebra method
is not applicable to parity-violating amplitudes. (ii) Nonfactorizable W-exchange effects are generally
important; they can be comparable to and sometimes even dominate over factorizable contributions, de-
pending on the decay modes under consideration. (iii) The large-N, approximation for factorizable am-
plitudes also works in the heavy baryon sector and it accounts for the color nonsuppression of A —pK 0
relative to AT —A7*. (iv) A measurement of the decay rate and the sign of the a asymmetry parameter
of certain proposed decay modes will help discern various models. (v) p waves are the dominant contri-
butions to the decays A} —Z°K " and Z24—3TK 7, but they are subject to a large cancellation; this
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renders present theoretical predictions on these two channels unreliable.

PACS number(s): 13.30.Eg, 11.40.Ha, 12.40.Aa, 14.20.Kp

I. INTRODUCTION

With more and more data of charmed baryon decays
becoming available at ARGUS, CLEO, CERN, and Fer-
milab, it reaches the point that a systematical serious
theoretical study of the underlying mechanism for non-
leptonic decays of charmed baryons is called for [1]. The
experimental progress in this area is best summarized in
the recent concluding remark by Butler [2]. “Our
knowledge of the charmed baryons has taken another
leap forward. This is a field whose time has finally ar-
rived.” Indeed, in the past few years, new and high-
statistics measurements of the nonleptonic A decays
have been carried out, and new decay modes of E(C”’ and
Q. also have been seen recently.

Theoretically, all nonleptonic weak decays of mesons
and baryons can be classified in terms of the following
quark diagrams! [3]: the external W-emission diagram,
the internal W-emission diagram, the W-exchange dia-
gram, the W-annihilation diagram, and the W-loop dia-
gram. The external and internal W-emission diagrams
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IThe W-annihilation diagram is absent in the baryon decay.
The W-loop diagram does not contribute to the Cabibbo-
allowed weak decays of hadrons.
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are usually referred to as factorizable contributions.? It is
known for meson nonleptonic decays that the factoriz-
able contribution dominates over the nonfactorizable
ones such as W exchange and W annihilation. For
baryon decays, a priori the nonfactorizable contribution
can be as important as the factorizable one since W ex-
change, contrary to the meson case, is no longer subject
to helicity and color suppression.

How do we handle the W-exchange contribution in the
baryon decay? In principle the W-exchange amplitude
can be expressed as a sum of all possible intermediate ha-
dronic states. In practice, one assumes pole approxima-
tion, namely, that only one-particle intermediate states
are kept; that is, the W-exchange contribution is assumed
to be approximately saturated by pole intermediate
states. Among all possible pole contributions, including
resonances and continuum states, one usually concen-
trates on the most important poles such as the low-lying
Jr =%+,%V states. In general, nonfactorizable s- and p-
wave amplitudes are dominated by 1~ low-lying baryon

resonances and %“L ground-state baryon poles, respective-

2In general, there are two distinct internal W-emission dia-
grams and three W-exchange diagrams for the nonleptonic
baryon decay [4]. However, only the internal W-emission dia-
gram with the meson formed along the parent quark which de-
cays weakly is factorizable. At the hadron level, the factoriz-
able internal W-emission graph corresponds to a meson-pole
contribution.
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ly. Evidently, the estimate of the s-wave terms is a
difficult and nontrivial task since it involves weak baryon
matrix elements and strong-coupling constants of 1~
baryon states, which we know very little. Nevertheless,
there is one exceptional case: For hyperon nonleptonic
decays, the evaluation of s waves is no more difficult than
the p-wave amplitudes. This comes from the fact that the
emitted pion in this case is soft. As a result, the parity-
violating pole amplitude of the hyperon decay is reduced,
in the soft-pion limit, to the familiar equal-time commu-
tator terms. The magic feature with this current algebra
approach is that the s-wave amplitude can now be mani-
pulated without appealing to any information of the
cumbersome 1~ poles.

Traditionally, the two-body nonleptonic weak decays
of charmed baryons is studied by utilizing the same tech-
nique of current algebra as in the case of hyperon decays
[5-13]. However, the use of the soft-meson theorem
makes sense only if the emitted meson is of the pseudo-
scalar type and its momentum is soft enough. Obviously,
the pseudoscalar-meson final state in charmed baryon de-
cay is far from being “soft.” Therefore, it is not ap-
propriate to make the soft-meson limit. Moreover, since
the charmed baryon is much heavier than the hyperon, it
will have decay modes involving a vector meson; this is
certainly beyond the realm of current algebra. Because of
these two reasons, it is no longer justified to apply current
algebra to heavy-baryon weak decays, especially for s-
wave amplitudes. Thus, one has to go back to the origi-
nal pole model,® which is nevertheless reduced to current
algebra in the soft pseudoscalar-meson limit, to deal with
nonfactorizable contributions. The merit of the pole
model is obvious: Its use is very general and is not limit-
ed to the soft-meson limit and to the pseudoscalar-meson
final state. Of course, the price we have to pay is that it
requires the knowledge of the negative-parity baryon
poles for the parity-violating transition. This also ex-
plains why the theoretical study of nonleptonic decays of
heavy baryons is much more difficult than the hyperon
and heavy meson decays.

Recently, a calculation of the nonfactorizable s- and p-
wave amplitudes of charmed baryon decays through the
pole contributions from the low-lying 1~ resonances and
ground-state 1 baryons has been presented by us [14]
and by Xu and Kamal [15]. We use the MIT bag model
to tackle both 1~ and %* baryon poles. By comparing
the pole-model and current-algebra results for the s waves
of B.—B+P, we reach an important conclusion: the
parity-violating amplitude of charmed baryon decays is
no longer dominated by the commutator terms. That is
to say, away from the soft-meson limit the correction to
the commutator terms is very important. This correction
will affect the magnitude and sometimes even the sign of
the asymmetry parameter a. Needless to say, the pole
model also allows us to treat the weak decays,

31t is a “model” because of the assumption of pole approxima-
tion: The nonfactorizable contribution is approximately sa-
turated by one-particle intermediate states.
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B.—-B+V(1™
decays.

In a previous publication [14] we have applied the pole
model to some selected decay modes, namely,
AS—>pKYUAK*"), Ant(p™), %7 (pT), =T 7%p°%. The
main purpose of the present paper is to complete the
pole-model analysis for all two-body Cabibbo-allowed
weak decays of the antitriplet charmed baryons A,
14, 294 and the sextet charmed baryon Q0. Owing to
large theoretical uncertainties associated with the
vector-meson case, as elaborated on in detail in Ref. [14],
we will confine ourselves to the decay modes B, —B +P.

The present paper is organized as follows. The general
framework of the pole model is recapitulated in Sec. II.
Numerical results of the decay rate and the asymmetry
parameter a for Cabibbo-allowed two-body nonleptonic
decays of charmed baryons are presented in Sec. III with
some model details given in Appendices A-D. In Sec.
IV, we then compare our results with current algebra as
well as recent theoretical calculation [15,16] and then
draw conclusions.

) on the same footing as B,—B+P(07)

II. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

Since the general framework for treating the nonlep-
tonic weak decays of charmed baryons is already dis-
cussed in Ref. [14], here we will emphasize some main
points which are not thoroughly discussed in a previous
publication. The QCD-corrected effective weak Hamil-
tonian responsible for the Cabibbo-allowed charmed-
baryon decays has the form

Hw=

V. Vulc,O,+c_0_), 2.1)

2\/

with O, =(5c)(u#d )+(sd)(iic), where (g,9,)=g,7,(1
—7s)q,, and V;; are the quark mixing matrix elements.
The Wilson coefficients are evaluated at the charm mass
scale to be ¢, =0.73 and c_ =1.90. In general, the de-
cay amplitude of the baryon decay B;—B,+P can be
written in terms a sum over intermediate hadronic states.
As far as the vacuum intermediate state is concerned, the
amplitude will be factorized if the pseudoscalar meson P
can be created from the quark currents of O, . (For a re-
view of factorization and the large N, approach, see, e.g.,
Ref. [17].) Schematically,

M(B;—B;+P)=M(B;,—B;+P)*
+M(B;,—B;+P)" (2.2)

where the superscript nf stands for nonfactorization. It is
clear from the expression of O that factorization occurs
if the final-state meson is 7+ or K°. Explicitly,

M(B;—B;+a )k

(m*l(ud)|0){B,|(5¢)|B;) ,
(2.3)
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where N, is the number of quark color degrees of free-
dom, and

cp=tcey+el), c;=cy—c_). (2.4)
In quark-diagram language, the ¢, (c,) term of the fac-
torizable B,—~B,+m" (B,—B;+K°) amplitude comes
from the external (internal) W-emission diagram. The
W-exchange diagram is, of course, nonfactorizable.

In the content of meson nonleptonic decay, it is cus-
tomary to make a further assumption, namely, the factor-
ization (or vacuum-saturation) approximation, in which
one only keeps the factorizable contributions and drops
the nonfactorizable ones. This approximation can be
justified in the large-N_ limit [18] since the nonfactoriz-
able amplitudes are suppressed, as far as the color factor
is concerned, by powers of 1/N,. However, in the
N_— oo limit, one should also drop the 1/N,-suppressed
factorizable contribution [see, e.g., Eq. (2.3)]. The large-
N, version of factorization is thus different from the
naive factorization approximation in that the Fierz-
transformed terms are taken into account in the latter ap-
proach. Nowadays we have learned from the nonleptonic
decays of charmed and bottom mesons that the naive fac-
torization method fails to account for the bulk of data,
especially for those decay modes which are naively ex-
pected to be color suppressed. The discrepancy between
theory and experiment gets much improved in the 1/N,
expansion method. Does this scenario also work for the
baryon sector? This issue is settled down by the experi-
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mental measurement of the Cabibbo-suppressed mode
A} —p¢, which receives contributions only from the fac-
torizable diagrams. We have shown in Ref. [14] that the
large-N, predicted rate is in good agreement with the
measured value. By contrast, its decay rate predicted by
the naive factorization approximation is too small by a
factor of 15. Therefore, we should take the 1/N, ap-
proach for the factorizable amplitude of B, — B+ P.

We next turn to the nonfactorizable contribution. It is
here we see a significant disparity between meson and
baryon decays. Contrary to the meson case, the nonfac-
torizable amplitudes of baryon nonleptonic decays are
not necessarily color suppressed in the N, — o limit [16].
Although the W-exchange diagram, for example, is down
by a factor of 1/N, relative to the external W-emission
diagram, this seeming suppression is compensated by the
fact that the baryon contains N, quarks in the limit of
large N, thus allowing N, different possibilities for W ex-
change between heavy and light quarks. This leads to the
well-known statement that W exchange in baryon decay
is subject to neither color nor helicity suppression. Using
the reduction formula, the nonfactorizable amplitude can
be recast to

M[B;—B,+Pg)]"
— : . 2.2 4 iq-x a
= lim i(m3—g? [ d*x e*(B,|T¢?x)7,(0)|B,)

q ﬂmP

M[B;,—B;+P%g@)]"'= lim 2i(m,%—qz)f d*x e |3 0(x°)(B,|¢%(x)|n ) {n|#y(0)|B;)

2
q -—>mP

where ¢“ is the interpolating field for P¢. Conventionally
one considers pole approximation so that only one-
baryon intermediate states are kept. Under the pole ap-
proximation, the nonfactorizable amplitude is nothing
but the contribution arising from two distinct pole dia-

(2.5)
or
J
+3 60(—x")(B/|Hp(0)|n){nl¢*x)|B;) | , (2.6)
n
f
ngBn*bn*i bf,,*an*BiP
Anf=— 2 + + .- ,
prLo) [T M T
(2.8)
88,8, P

grams. This can be seen from the identity

1
(B;|¢%0)|B,)=——=(B/|J%0)|B,) ,
f m}z,—-q2 f

ngBnPa_ ' -
= ~Url u, . .
m}z’ qz f Ysiy

Hence, for example, the first term on the right-hand side
(RHS) of (2.6) represents the pole diagram in which a
weak transition B; —B, is followed by a strong emission
of the P? Note that since the baryon-color wave func-
tion is totally antisymmetric, only the operator O _ con-
tributes to the baryon-baryon transition matrix element
as it is antisymmetric in color indices. As shown in Ref.
[14], at least for hyperon and charmed-baryon decays, the
s-wave amplitude is dominated by the low-lying 1~ reso-
nances and the p-wave one governed by the ground-state
1% poles. As a result, it follows from Eq. (2.6) that [14]

anz_
BE mi_mn

n

8B, B,P
+ +
m f -_m,
where A and B are s- and p-wave amplitudes, respective-
ly, ellipses in Eq. (2.8) denote other pole contributions

which are negligible for our purposes, and a;; as well as
bl.*j are the baryon-baryon matrix elements defined by

(B,|7‘[W|B]>=17,(a,1—bu)/5)uj N

(B3 INHY By =ibw iu;

(2.9)

with bﬁ*= —bi*j. It should be stressed that Eq. (2.8) is
derived only under the assumption of pole approxima-
tion, and it is valid also for vector-meson emission.
Evidently, the calculation of s-wave amplitudes is gen-
erally more difficult than the p wave owing to the trouble-
some negative-parity baryon resonances. Nevertheless, a
simplification happens for hyperon nonleptonic decays
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where the final-state pion is approximately soft. Using
the Goldberger-Treiman (GT) relation (C2) for the cou-
pling constants gggp and the generalized GT relation (C8)
couplings (both relations being valid in the

for 8p*pp
soft-pion limit), Eq. (2.6) leads to [14]
3
qgca=Y2 (B/I[Q¢,HW1IB;) (2.10)
Pa
and
1/5 mf+mn
CA—__ "~ = 4 S ",
B S pa B2 85,8, m;—my i
m;+m
+afnmlgé‘:lgn . (2.11)
n

Traditionally, the current-algebra results* (2.10) and
(2.11) are derived from Eq. (2.6) together with the PCAC
(partial conservation of axial-vector current) relation

V3
~mp

and the Ward identity

a4 —=

A4y (2.12)

i [ d*x e T A%(x)Hy(0)=g* [ d*x TAL(x)Hy(0)
_fd4xeiq-x8(x0)

X[ A&(x), H (O] .

(2.13)

Note that B can actually be read off directly from Eq.
(2.8) by substituting the GT relation for strong-coupling
constants. Therefore, the parity-violating amplitude is
reduced in the soft-pion limit to a simple commutator re-
lation and is related to parity-conserving baryon-baryon
matrix elements. In other words, no information of 1~
poles is required for evaluating the s-wave amplitudes.
However, as explained in the Introduction, such
simplification is no longer applicable to heavy-baryon
weak decays for the meson there is far from being soft;
for example, the pion’s momentum in the decay A} — A
is 863 MeV, which is much larger than its own mass.
Writing

A=ACA+(4— A4, (2.14)

it has been demonstrated in Refs. [14,15] that the on-shell
correction (4 — A°*) is very important for charmed-
baryon decays, and this clearly indicates that the s-wave
amplitude is not dominated by the commutator term.

To summarize, the dynamics of heavy-baryon decays is
more complicated than the meson decay because of the

4As stressed in Ref. [14], the current-algebra expression for the
parity-conserving wave should read

. V72 V2
BA=1im B"—iY2qrT, |+iL2grT,
9= fPa fPa

which can be shown to be equivalent to Eq. (2.11).

importance of nonfactorizable contributions, and is more
difficult to treat than the hyperon decay owing to the
presence of 1~ poles for s waves. In short, Eq. (2.8) is the
starting point for handling the nonfactorization ampli-
tudes of heavy-baryon decays.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We employ the MIT bag model [20] to evaluate the
form factors appearing in factorizable amplitudes and the
strong-coupling constants and baryon transition matrix
elements relevant to nonfactorizable contributions. Some
model details are given in Appendixes A—D. In this sec-
tion we will first discuss the evaluation of the aforemen-
tioned ingredients and then present the results of decay
rates and the a asymmetry parameter for Cabibbo-
allowed nonleptonic weak decays of charmed baryons.

A. Baryon-Baryon transition matrix elements

Among the two four-quark operators O, given in Eq.
(2.1), O, is symmetric in color indices where O _ is an-
tisymmetric. Therefore, the operator O, does not con-
tribute to baryon transition matrix elements since the
baryon-color wave function is totally antisymmetric. The
parity-conserving (PC) matrix elements a;; and the
parity-violating (PV) ones bi*j have the expression

h
a;==75 (BilO™|B))c
, (3.1)
__ - PV
by =—im = (B(1/27)|0%|B;)c_,

with h=GpV,V,4. Note that b +=—b.. With the
bag  integrals X, =—3.58X10"% GeV® and
X,=1.74X10"* GeV? [14], the PC transitions are (in
units of ¢ _h GeV?)

aE+A:- ———aE(C)A(): —3.76 X 10—3 ’
aEOAEo=—3.81X10‘3 N (3.2)
02:24. = _azgz():aE?SEo: —6.58X 10_3 N

where the superscripts 4 and S denote antitriplet and
sextet charmed baryons, respectively.

In the bag model the low-lying negative-parity baryon
states are made of two quarks in the ground 1S, ,, eigen-
state and one quark excited to 1P,,, or 1P;,,. Conse-
quently, the evaluation of the 3~ ~%+ baryon matrix ele-
ments b+, becomes much more involved owing to the

presence of 1P,,, and 1P;,, bag states. Assuming that
the 1~ resonances are dominated by the low-lying
negative-parity states, we have four (70, L =1) states
8, 2 *81,2 210y, '1,,, (see Appendix A for notation)
for uncharmed baryons and two states %6, ,,, 23,,, for
charmed baryons. With the bag integrals given by Eq.
(3.7) of Ref. [14], it follows from Egs. (3.1), (A3),
(B2)-(BS), and Eq. (A7) of Ref. [14] that [note that the

PV matrix elements bzf A’ bz:‘z presented in Ref. [14] are

for wrong SU(3) presentation (see also the footnote in Ap-
pendix A); they are corrected here in Eq. (3.3)]
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=- -3 =— -3 = -4
bz*(zs)Aj_ 1.76 X 10 ’bzﬂ“smj 4.21X10 ,b2+(210)A: 1.47X107%,

b50(28)50A=4-77X 1077, on(48)EoA=—1.72X 1073, b50(210)50A=_1-41X10_3 ,

b 024,205 =3-55X1077 , b _g44)20s=7.02X107°, b =2.48X107*%, (3.3)

2109)=08
(210)29

=—1.46X10"7,

26 A0 — __ —4 = -3
bz(c)( 6)A"=—7.97X107", b22(26)20—1.46><10 , b

sFest

bopgzo=1.46X107> | b_ooz 0= —2.55X107°,

=1.46X10"3, b

_ -3
b22(26)):°— 1.46 X107,

SFEzt T

expressed in units of ¢ _ 4 GeV?>.

B. Form factors and strong-coupling constants

Using the bag parameters given in Ref. [14], we obtain the following values for the overlap bag integrals appearing in
Eq. (D4):

f d3r(ugu,+v,v,)=0.95 ,fd3r(uuuc+vuvc)=0.88 ,
(3.4)
3 1 — 3 1 =
f d r(usuc—gvsvc)—0.86 ,fd r(uuuc—gvuvc)——0.77.

The form factors f, and g, [see Eq. (D1)] at g°=g2,,, =(m;—m)* can then be determined directly from Eq. (D4) and
extrapolated to the desired ¢ using Eq. (D3).

In current algebra, strong-coupling constants are related to the axial-vector form factors at g?>=0 via the
Goldberger-Treiman (GT) relations given by (C2) and (C8). With the bag integrals

Z,=0.052, Z,=0.056, (3.5)

the numerical values for the form factors g4 and g;, p can be read off immediately from Egs. (C4) and (C6). Note that
unlike the form factor g (i.e., g;), the g* dependence of g4'p and g;, p 18 quite weak because of smallness of g% In

what follows we list the coupling constants g B'B,P calculated in this way:
8zt az0s,+ = 14.3, 8204505,0= 10.3, gszjE": 12.5,
gA:rzgﬁ+=19.0 , gE:AE:E(,:lZ.é , (3.6)
o 12.6, 8 AF oSk + =12.4, gngng‘): 17.8 , gs‘c"n‘c’l?": —18.7,
gESSQQE":ZZ‘ 3 804kt =0.
The gg.gp coupling computed by the method of Ref. [21] are summarized in (C1). The reader may check that the
current-algebra predictions for gg zp are smaller than those in (C1) by roughly a factor of V2.

The coupling constants g, are obtained from Eq. (D9) of Ref. [14] together with the generalized GT relation
(C8). Taking the masses’

*Bp

m2(28)=1620 MeV , m2(48)=1750 MeV , m2(210)21700 MeV , mE(28)21720 MeV ,

mE(48)21900 MeV , m_

10y~ 1800 MeV , my o =2750 MeV , m_s =2770 MeV

for low-lying 1~ resonances with Z} denoting Z,(%6) or Z,(*3), we obtain

5The mass of 3(?8) and 2(*8) is taken from the Particle Data Group [22]. In Ref. [14] we took m
be the mass of the lowest-lying (70,210) state.

s210) ~2 GeV, which is unlikely to



48 CABIBBO-ALLOWED NONLEPTONIC WEAK DECAYS OF . .. 4193

8s+gpr0 092 gz+(48)p1?°=2'49 s Bs+iopr® 0-81 . 8s+gz0p+ = —0.47,
8s+iagzox+ —0-33 5 8s+gzop+ = 7015, Byrpgyp0+ = 7063, 8ysag 0+ =159,
Es+ion0et = L1l grgyso + =155, gyt iagy50,+ =081, g2y 0= —0.59, 5.8
800300 = 0-57 5 8z0iag)300=0-39 , &o2pg)50g0= 7017 Laozgz—,+ =041, .
8ozt 238 820210+ =049, 82025)20,00.29 , 804200 =1.68
82021012070 =0-35 5 82026450 =0-57 5 8004, g0=0-74 5 802 pg0 = —0-32,

for couplings g .+ 5p,, and
82:(26)52AK+=0-13 ’ g):j(zs)sjf‘z?":o‘n ’ gz‘g(zs)EEAEO:O'lS ’ gEQ(Z&EjAv—:_O'lS ’
Gooimzsay- =026, 8oo06z040=011, 8zoipz0a0=0.18 , gooigx-=0.23 (3.9)
8=0omark— " 0395 85006+, T 7072, 80260050 =0-01 5 025050 = —0.17 ,

[
coupling constants, where use has been made cay asymmetry parameter a are given in Ref. [14].) In
order to have a feeling for the size of the branching ratio,
we also calculate this quantity using the lifetimes (except

for gB,*B P

of the bag integrals

¥,=0.056 , ¥{=0.058, ¥Y,,=0.051, (3.10)  for Q)
and Eq. (A7) of Ref. [14], and ¥\ = [ r2dr(ii,u, —0,v,). (AJ)=1.9%10"1
(E24)=1.0X10" 5 s 3.11)

C. Decay rate and asymmetry parameter

) (2} 1)=4.1X10"
Armed with all the necessary ingredients we are in a
position to compute the PC and PV amplitudes from Eq.  where 7(A_") is taken from the Particle Data Group [22],
(2.8) and Eq. (2.8) of Ref. [14] for all Cabibbo-allowed 7(E;5 ) and 7(Z ““) from the central values of recent
nonleptonic  decays B,—B+P with B,=A], E687 measurements® [23] Experlmental results for the
204 2+4,00. The calculated results are summarized in  decay rates of A —pK°’,A7", 3%+, Z°%K " (see Table

Table 1. (The formulas for the decay rate I" and the de- III) are from Refs. [22,24].

TABLE I. Numerical values of the predicted s- and p-wave amplitudes of B,— B + P decays in the
pole model in units of GV, V,, X 1072 GeV2 The predicted @ asymmetry parameter, decay rates (in
units of 10'! s7!), and branching ratios (in percent) are given in the last three columns. Lifetimes of
charmed baryons are taken from Eq. (3.11). As discussed in Sec. IV C, no reliable predictions can be
made for the decays A} —Z°K * and E%4 31K,

Reaction A fac A pole A tot B fac B pole B tot a r (Br)theory
Af —pK° —5.73 391 —1.82 14.33 3.23 17.56 —0.49 0.63 1.20
AF— ATt —5.40 2.10 —3.30 18.09 —4.87 1322 —0.95 044 0.84
AF 3207+ 0 2.20 2.20 0 14.63 14.63 0.78 0.36 0.68
AF >0 0 —2.20 —2.20 0 —14.63 —14.63 0.78 0.36 0.68
A ERKT 0 0.10 0.10 0 4.26 426
=H4 L3R’ =375 0.01 —3.74 1299 —12.50 049 —0.09 0.19 0.78
—+ 4 —D‘IT+ 6.99 —0.06 6.93 —24.90 1424 —10.66 —0.77 0.89 3.65
"'OA——>AK 1.34 0.31 1.64 —4.72 —6.04 —10.76 —0.73 0.24 0.24
=04 3K’ 2.65 0.12 2.77 —9.19 6.39 —2.80 —0.59 0.12 0.12
=0A——>2+K7 0 0.16 0.16 0 3.53 3.53
=04, =050 0 1.13 1.13 0 —12.76 —12.76 —0.54 0.25 0.25
70”—>:*ﬂ'+ —7.18 1.55 —5.63 25.10 —3.80 21.30  —0.99 1.12 1.12
Q0 =%’ 1.72 —0.06 1.66 275 —10.20 —7.45 —0.93 0.13

6The average value of 7(E}4)=(3.0%42)X 107" s cited by the Particle Data Group [22] is pulled low by the old NA-32 result
TEF1)=(0.20%32)) ps.
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It is clear from Table III that the pole-model predic-
tions are in good agreement with experiment except for
the decay A —-E°K™*. In Sec. IV C we will argue that
presently we cannot make reliable predictions for the de-
cay modes A} —>E°K "t and E91 >3 K. A detailed
discussion of our results and a comparison with other
works will be presented in Sec. IV.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Before drawing conclusions and implications from our
predictions for charmed-baryon nonleptonic decays, it is
pertinent to compare our results with the traditional ap-
proach (pre-1992), namely, current algebra, and the most
recent theoretical calculation (post-1992) presented in
Refs. [15,16].

A. Comparison with current algebra

Except for Refs. [5,10] most previous studies on the dy-
namics of charmed-baryon two-body weak decays are
based on the current-algebra technique. The predictions
are shown in Table II. The factorizable amplitudes are
the same as Table I. As for nonfactorizable contribu-
tions, the s-wave amplitudes are calculated by using the
commutator terms [Egs. (E3) and (E4)], while the p-wave
one by Eq. (2.11).

Although the current-algebra and PCAC methods
were widely employed before for the study of B.—B + P,
several important improvements are made in the present
current-algebra calculation.

(1) As discussed in Sec. II, the large-N_, approximation

J

CA( A+ =0+ 1 4 st Tma
B (AC —="K ):-— gz-{—:o aZ+A+ +a:0:.0,4
fK = mA+—m2+ c = =c
c

Since g Z.,+ =0 [see Eq. (C7)], only the first and third

terms in (4.1) contribute to the current-algebra PC ampli-
tude. From Eqgs. (3.2), (C4), and (C6) we find a large can-
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rather than the naive factorization approximation, the
former being supported by the experimental measure-
ment of A;L —p¢ decay, is utilized for describing the fac-
torizable amplitudes. This has an important consequence
that the factorizable amplitude of B, — B + K, which is
naively expected to be color suppressed, is no longer sub-
ject to color suppression and has an equal weight as the
factorizable amplitude of B, —~B+7". This helps ex-
plain why the observed ratio of T(AY—A#7")/
(A} —pK?°) is smaller than unity.

(2) Form factors f; and g, evaluated by the static bag
or quark model, for example, Egs. (C3) and (D2), are in-
terpreted as the predictions obtained at maximum g?
since static bag- or quark-model wave functions best
resemble the hadron state at g2>=(m; —m f)2 where both
baryons are static. As a result, form factors at g>=0 be-
come smaller than previously estimated. The decay rate
of A] —Aw*, which was overestimated before by an or-
der of magnitude or so (see Table III of Ref. [14]), is now
significantly reduced.

(3) Strong-coupling constants and baryon matrix ele-
ments are calculated using the bag model so that their
relative signs are fixed. The relative signs are important
when different pole contributions are combined. In many
earlier publications, couplings and hadron matrix ele-
ments are often related to each other through SU(3) sym-
metry. Sometimes this will result in a wrong relative sign
if care is not taken. A prominent example is the decay
A —E°K*, which receives very little contribution for
its s waves (see Table ITI) and has the p-wave amplitude
given by

mEOA+mA+ m50s+mA+
- - gg‘c"‘Aj +a5°525 -

A
8 Zosp+
m_o—M_o4 =c ¢
= “c

m_o—mM_os
= “c

4.1)

I
(4) The PC amplitude derived from the pole contribu-

tion of iV'2g*/fp has the familiar expression [19]

cellation between these two pole terms. By contrast, a v3 g 1;; B, %ni 48 B’: B,
large constructive interference was found in Ref. [6] ow-  B=——=(m;+m,) 3 (4.2)
ing to wrong relative signs. Ir B, [Mi— My, mp—m,
TABLE II. Same as Table I except that predictions are made by current algebra.
Reaction Afee Acom A Bfe Brote Bt a T (Br)meory
A:r—>p1?o —5.73 —4.44 —10.17 14.33 2.10 1643 —0.90 1.82 3.46
Af A7t —5.40 0 —5.40 18.09 —4.14 1395 —0.99 0.73 1.39
Af 307" 0 —7.66 —17.66 0 6.42 6.42 —0.49 0.88 1.67
A >3tq0 0 7.66 7.66 0 —6.42 —6.42 —049 0.88 1.67
AFEKT 0 —0.06 —0.06 0 —2.98 —2.98
=t 4,3VK° =375 4.47 0.72 12.99 —12.50 0.49 043 0.01 0.03
=4 L =20t 6.99 —35.48 1.51 —24.90 1424 —10.66 —0.77 0.19 0.78
E?AaAI?O 1.34 5.55 6.89 —4.72 —6.78 —11.50 —0.88 0.89 0.89
=04_, 50K° 265 —320 —055 —9.19 6.13  —3.06 0.85 0.02 0.02
Z04_L,3YK ™ 0 0.06 0.06 0 —0.92 —0.92
=04, 2050 0 7.76 7.76 0 —12.20 —1220 —0.78 1.12 1.12
2,27t —7.18 549  —1.69 25.10 —2.74 2236 —0.47 0.74 0.74
O.?——»EOI?O 172 —11.05 —9.33 2.75 —9.54 —6.79 0.44 098
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As discussed in_footnote 4, the contribution due to
lim,_o[B™—i(V'2/fp)q"T,] should be taken into ac-
count and it leads to Eq. (2.11) when combined with (4.2).
This correction is important for the decay modes
A; 3% % 2%k * and E943°K°, 3K 7, AK°.

Recall that the predicted ratio of I'(Anw™)/I'(pK°) in
earlier attempts is considerably larger than unity, ranging
from 2.3 to 13 (see Table III of Ref. [14]), while experi-
mentally it is only 0.36%£0.20 [21]. The improved
current-algebra computation yields a value of 0.40 for
this ratio and a smaller absolute decay rate for
A} — An™, both being in the right ballpark.

We now compare our work with current algebra. To
compute the PC amplitudes from Eq. (2.8) we actually
apply the GT relation for the ch, p p couplings and Eq.

(C1) for the coupling constants gg.pp. The difference be-
tween Tables I and II for the nonfactorizable p waves
thus comes from the difference between ggp.pp and
V2mp+mp)gip/fp. Itis clear that PC amplitudes in
Tables I and II are generally the same except for the
channels A} -3, 3% 7%, 2%k * and 294 ="K . In
both approaches, the nonfactorizable W-exchange effects
are not negligible; they are as important as the factoriz-
able ones in the decays £} 1 >3 1K =0, 204, 30K
and even dominate in the reactions Z04—AK° and
Q,—E%K°.

The crucial difference between current algebra and the
pole model lies in the PV sector. By comparing Table I
with Table II, it is evident that (i) the s-wave amplitudes
are no longer dominated by the commutator terms, that
is, the on-shell correction (4 — 4 %) is quite important
and has a sign opposite to that of 4 [14,15]; (ii) the
sign of the nonfactorizable PV amplitudes is opposite to
that predicted by current algebra for the decays
Af —>pK° 3% %, 2 4% indicating that |A4— ACA|
> | A“A] in these cases; and (iii) for £} 4 and 294 decays,
the commutator terms are of the same equal weight as
factorizable contributions, whereas nonfactorizable s
waves are always suppressed in the pole model.

The current-algebra method for s waves is drastically
simple as it does not require the knowledge of excited ™~
resonances. However, we see that such a simplification is
certainly not applicable for describing the PV amplitudes
of charmed-baryon weak decays as the pseudoscalar
meson is no longer soft. We also see that the predicted
signs of the total s-wave amplitudes of A} —=%71,2 %79,
=24, 30K° and Q%—=K° relative to the correspond-
ing p waves are different in the pole model and current
algebra. Hence, even a measurement of the sign of the a
symmetry parameter in above-mentioned decays would
provide a very useful test on various models. Experimen-
talists are thus urged to perform such measurements.

B. Comparison with most recent theoretical calculation

There are two recent works [15,16] in which a com-
plete analysis of B, — B + P is performed and factorizable
amplitudes are evaluated under the large-N, approxima-
tion. Among these two works, the framework adopted by
Xu and Kamal (XK) [15] is most close to ours, while
Korner and Kramer (KK) [16] chose to use the covariant
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quark model to tackle the three-body transition ampli-
tudes (instead of two-body transitions) directly. In this
section, a comparison of our work with Refs. [15,16] will
be made in order.

Though XK employ the current-algebra expression Eq.
(4.2) to evaluate the nonfactorizable p-wave amplitudes,
they do consider the 1~ pole contributions to the s
waves. Their s-wave pole formula Eq. (14) is identical to
our Eq. (2.8) after applying the generalized GT relation
(C8) for the couplings g« ,, and gBC*BCP. XK used SU(3)

and SU(4) symmetries to relate the form factors gl zp and
g;: B,P to the SU(3) parameters F and D, which are in
turn determined from a fit to hyperon semileptonic de-
cays, and the diquark model to calculate the PC baryon
matrix elements. It is the s-wave sector where the XK’s
work deviates mostly from ours. XK argued that the
product of form factors and PV matrix elements for
17 —1% transitions can be related to PC baryon matrix
elements. Moreover, under the assumption that
(FT+D7)/(F~—D )=0, with F~ and D~ being the
analogous of the F and D parameters for 1~ — 1% transi-
tion form factors, they claimed that the s-wave pole con-
tributions are completely determined from the commuta-
tor terms of the masses of 1~ resonances without intro-
ducing further new parameters. In our analysis, we have
applied the MIT bag model to compute all the form fac-
tors and baryon-baryon matrix elements involving 1~ in-
termediate states.

A comparison of Table I with Tables I and II of Ref.
[15] shows that we are more or less in agreement with
XK on the AP amplitude in A} decays except for
A —pK°® but our AP for =04 =*4 decays are
dramatically different from those of XK not only in sign
but also in magnitude: ours being smaller by roughly an
order of magnitude. It is not clear to us what is the
source of discrepancy.” Since XK has a larger 4P° for
A —pK°, which dominates over 4%, their a is opposite
to ours in sign (see Table III). Hence, a measurement of
the sign of a(A —pK°) will furnish a useful test on the
importance of on-shell corrections to the s-wave ampli-
tude. Finally, we note that in spite of the disparity on the
a parameter, the predicted decay rates by XK are never-
theless in accordance with ours within a factor of 2.

We next switch to the work of KK. Instead of decom-
posing the decay amplitude into products of strong cou-
plings and two-body weak transitions, KK analyze the
nonleptonic weak processes using the spin-flavor struc-
ture of the effective Hamiltonian and the wave functions
of baryons and mesons described by the covariant quark
model. The nonfactorizable amplitudes are then obtained
in terms of two wave-function overlap parameters H, and
H ;, which are, in turn, determined by fitting to the exper-

7A possibility is that the PV %* - %+ baryon matrix elements
b;; [cf. Eq. (2.9)] are important for £} 4, 294, 02 decays. It has
been shown [8,9] that b; are in general small for A} — B + P de-
cays, but they have not yet been examined for other antitriplet
charmed baryon decays.
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TABLE III. The predicted decay rates (in units of 10!! s™!) and the a asymmetry parameter (in parentheses) for B.— B + P decays

in various models.

Reaction Current algebra Pole model Xu and Kamal Korner and Kramer Experiment
(This work) (This work) [15] [16] [22,24]

Aj—»pI_('O 1.82(—0.90) 0.63(—0.49) 0.60(0.51) input (—1.0) 0.84+0.21
Af—>Ant 0.73(—0.99) 0.44(—0.95) 0.81(—0.67) input (—0.70) 0.30+0.08(—1.03+0.29)
AY 3207t 0.88(—0.49) 0.36(0.78) 0.17(0.92) 0.16(0.70) 0.29+0.14
Af—>3*q° 0.88(—0.49) 0.36(0.78) 0.17(0.92) 0.16(0.70)
AF—>EKT 0.05(0) 0.13(0) 0.13+0.04
E:”’—>2+I?o 0.01(0.43) 0.19(—0.09) 0.10(0.24) 1.46(—1.0)
EFALE0%7T 0.19(—0.77) 0.89(—0.77) 0.76(—0.81) 0.80(—0.78)
E‘j"—»AI?O 0.89(—0.88) 0.24(—0.73) 0.33(1.0) 0.11(—0.76)
ESA——»EOK-O 0.02(0.85) 0.12(—0.59) 0.09(—0.99) 1.05(—0.96)
=LK™ 0.11(0) 0.11(0)
=04, 5040 1.12(—0.78) 0.25(—0.54) 0.50(0.92) 0.03(0.92)
20 LZ gt 0.74(—0.47) 1.12(—0.99) 1.55(—0.38) 0.93(—0.38)
08»501?0 0.98(0.44) 0.13(—0.93) 1.75(0.51)
imental data of A} —pK° and A} —A#n™, respectively. 85t mog+ Ayt

Despite the absence of first-principles calculation of the
parameters H, and H,, this quark-model approach has
fruitful predictions for not only B,—B +P, but also
B,—B+V, B*(3")+P, and B*(3T)+V decays.
Another advantage of this analysis is that each amplitude
has one-to-one quark-diagram interpretation.

It is clear from Table III that the predicted decay rates
of EFf453%K° =04,3%° Q,—=%%° by KK are
larger than ours and that of XK by an order of magni-
tude, whereas the decay Z°4->E"#T is strongly
suppressed in the scheme of KK. Therefore, a measure-
ment of the ratios

NEf4->37K%

NEM—

R,=
1 — ’
207")

Ry= B BT *.3)
2 nEMLE )] '

r(294-3°K°)

— p— >
NEMSE"7t)

R3=

which are predicted to be, respectively, 0.21, 0.22, 0.11 in
the pole model, and 1.83, 0.03, 1.13 in the covariant
quark model, will be quite helpful to test those two
schemes.

C. A} >E°K* and 294 >3tk ~

The decays A} —EZ°K " and E24 31K ~ share some
common features that they do not receive factorizable
contributions and that their s-wave amplitudes are very
small and p-wave ones are subject to a large cancellation.
More explicitly,

BPOle(A:——)EOK+)= —
mA+ _m2+

c

m_o—M_o4
“c

BPOIC(ESA_)2+K—) (44)

805 +g~Fg04z0  A3t5+8z0d5tg -

—_—m

m_osa—Mm_o ms
E) =

=’

[The first line of Eq. (4.4) is identical to Eq. (4.1) after the
use of the GT relations.] A substitution of Egs. (Cl),
(3.2), and (3.6) into Eq. (4.4) clearly indicates a large des-
tructive interference in the p-wave amplitudes, resulting
in rather small decay rates for both modes. The fact that
the naive prediction T(A} —Z°K *)=1.1X10° s ! is too
small compared to the recent CLEO measurement [24]
(1.340.4) X 10'% s ! shows that our predictions for those
two decay modes are unreliable. The situation becomes
even worse in the framework of current algebra® (see
Table II).

The CLEO data thus suggest that the destructive in-
terference in the p wave of AT —Z°K " is not as severe as
originally expected. There are several possibilities for al-
lowing the alleviation of large cancellation. For example,
the Goldberger-Treiman relation for the coupling

8The discrepancy is improved in Ref. [15], but the prediction
there is still too small by a factor of 3 (see Table III). As noted
in passing, the p-wave formula used in Ref. [15] is that of Eq.
(4.2).
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— may not work well, or the — couplin,
8 pArz0sk+ y ’ Eatr=0ag+ pling

constant is not strictly zero, or the %“L resonances may
make important contributions to the PC amplitudes or it
requires the combination of above mechanisms. This is-
sue should be seriously concerned in future study.

It is worth mentioning that the predicted
(A} —-E°K*) by KK is in remarkable agreement with
experiment. In the scheme of KK, the decay modes
AJ —>E°K* and E24—3TK ™ receive contributions only
from the quark diagrams ITa and III (see Ref. [16] for no-
tation). KK observed that the effect of diagram III is
strongly suppressed relative to IIa. In other words, these
two decay modes proceed essentially through diagram
IIa; strong cancellation occurs only in diagram III.

In the pole model, diagram Ila corresponds to the pole
diagram in which a weak transition is followed by a
strong emission of a meson, while diagram III contributes
to both different pole diagrams. Unfortunately, we do
not know how to separate diagram IIa from diagram III
in pole language. At any rate, our goal is to understand
the suppression of diagram III in the pole model in order
to resolve the aforementioned problem.

D. Conclusion

We now draw some conclusions from our analysis of
nonleptonic weak decays of charmed baryons into an oc-
tet baryon and a pseudoscalar meson.

(i) The large-N, approximation for factorizable ampli-
tudes, which works well in the charmed- and bottom-
meson sector, is also effective in the heavy baryon sector
as borne out by the experimental measurement of
A} —p¢. This accounts for the color nonsuppression of
the decay A —pK° relative to A} —An™.

(ii) Nonfactorizable contributions are evaluated under
pole approximation so that they are saturated by one-
particle intermediate states. It turns out that s-wave am-
plitudes are dominated by the excited %' resonances, and
p-wave ones by the ground-state %+ poles. In the soft
pseudoscalar-meson limit, the parity-violating amplitude
is reduced to the current-algebra commutator term. We
find that s waves in charmed-baryon decays are no longer
dominated by commutator terms; this is not surprising
since the meson is far from being soft. The important
on-shell correction (4 — A4*) will affect the a asym-
metry parameter and changes its sign for the decays
A >307F,3%4° 294, 39K°, and Q. —~E°K°. Hence,
even a measurement of the sign of a in these decay modes
will be helpful to discern current-algebra and other
theoretical models.

(iii) Nonfactorizable W-exchange effects are not negli-
gible; they are comparable to the factorizable ones in the
decays = 437K %", 294, 3°K°, and even dom-
inate in the reactions £24—AK° and Q, —EZ°K°.

(iv) Form factors f, and g, evaluated by the static bag
or quark model are interpreted as the predictions ob-
tained at maximum g2 where both baryons are static.
Consequently, form factors become smaller at g>=0 than
previously expected. The decay rate of A —An",
which was largely overestimated before, is now
significantly reduced.
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(v) The decays A} —E°K " and E%4>31K ™ receive
dominant contributions from nonfactorizable p waves.
Owing to a large cancellation in the pole amplitude, we
cannot make reliable predictions on their decay rates and
asymmetry parameters. An effort to resolve this problem
is urgently needed.

Note added. After the paper was submitted for publi-
cation, we learned that the decay asymmetry parameter a
in the decay A} —="7° has been measured by CLEO
and a result of a=—0.43+0.2310.20 was reported [28].
At first glance, this experimental result seems to agree
with the prediction of current algebra, but is in disagree-
ment in sign and magnitude with most recent theoretical
calculations (see Table III). However, a more detailed
analysis gives a different theoretical implication. Using
the CLEO result for the decay rate [29]

[(AS —>=*7%)=(0.33+0.08+0.07) X 10" s~ (N1)

together with the measured value of a, we find two solu-
tions for s and p waves (only central values are quoted):

(i) 4=1.06, B=—15.21,
(ii) A=4.73, B=—3.42,

in units of GV, V,;1072 GeV?, where the relative sign is
fixed by a. For a comparison, theoretical predictions are
given by (see Tables I and II)

A=-2.20,
A=7.66,

(N2)

B=-—14.63,
B=—6.42 .

It is evident that the current-algebra prediction is incon-
sistent with both of the experimental values given in (N2)
since it predicts a large decay rate
[(A} —>2%7°)=0.88X10'' s7!. In order to pin down
which solution of (N2) is chosen by nature, experimental-
ly one has to measure another asymmetry parameter:
_(E;+Mp)|AP—(E,—M,)|B|? N
VB A M AP (E,~MpIBE
where E, (M) is the energy (mass) of the daughter
baryon in the rest frame of the charmed baryon. Unfor-
tunately, a measurement of y, which characterizes the
transverse polarization of the daughter baryon, is difficult
at present since it requires the charmed baryon be polar-
ized. Theoretically, we believe that the real experimental
value is that of the first set in (N2). Clearly, the p-wave
amplitude predicted by the pole model is in excellent
agreement with “experiment.” In the pole model, the s-
wave amplitude receives important on-shell corrections
as the pion is no longer soft [see Eq. (2.14)]. The on-shell
effect is calculated in the MIT bag model to be
Ape— Aca=—2.20—7.66=9.86. The experimental
value of 4 =1.06, when compared to the soft-pion pre-
diction A4, =7.66, clearly indicates that on-shell effects
are indeed destructive but not large enough to change the
sign of the PV amplitudes. We conclude that (i) the
agreement of current algebra with experiment for the de-
cay asymmetry parameter « is somewhat an accident be-
cause its predicted decay rate is too large, and (ii) if the
first set of (N2) is proved in the future to be the true ex-
perimental result, this will imply that the pole model is

pole model :
(N3)
current algebra :
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indeed in the right ballpark for both s and p waves. A
large and destructive on-shell effect is inevitable for un-
derstanding the PV amplitudes. The moral we learned
from the above analysis is that the present bag-model cal-
culation seems to overestimate the on-shell corrections.
In retrospect, this is perhaps not surprising since it is
known that the bag model is not successful in reproduc-
ing the quantitative features of the observed spectrum of
low-lying negative-parity 1~ baryon resonances [26].
Therefore, a better understanding of the 1™ states, which
are responsible for s waves, is called for.
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APPENDIX A: BARYON WAVE FUNCTION

To fix the relative sign of the coupling constants, form
factors, parity-conserving, and parity-violating matrix
elements, it is very important to employ the baryon wave
functions consistently. In the present paper, we use the
isospin baryon-pseudoscalar coupling convention given in
Ref. [25] (see Appendix C) to fix the sign of the ground-
state 17 octet baryon wave functions. In the following,

we list those wave functions relevant to our purposes:

=L uudy, +(13)+ 23],

P=3

>t= —————[uusxs

V3
—_[ (uds +dus )y, +(13)+(23)],

(13)+(23)],

A°=—T/——[(uds dus)y 4+(13)+(23)],

=0 _—

= ‘/3 [ssux,+(13)+(23)],

z-—_ L

2= g lssdx, +(13)+ 23],

Aj=——‘7_—[(udc—duc))(,; +(13)+(23)],
(A1)

3F= 7[(udc+duc)xs+(13)+(23]

50— T/I—[ddcxs+(13)+ 23)],

04— _1 _

=9 ‘/E[(dsc sde )y 4 +(13)+(23)],

ESS— [(dsc+sdc) L +H(13)4+(23)],

':+A:_ __
g, \/_6[(usc suc)y 4 +(13)+(23)],

':+S:_l_

=] Ve [(usc +suc)y,+(13)+(23)],
0:—“

=3 [sscx, +(13)+(23)],
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where abex,=Qa'b'c‘—a'blc'—a'b'c")/V6 and
abcy 4=(a Tblc —a'b'e’)/V2, and the superscripts A4

and S indicate antitriplet and sextet charmed baryons, re-
spectively.

The low-lying negative-parity -+~ noncharmed baryons
belong to the (70,L = 1) multiplet in the flavor-spin SU(6)
basis, which can be decomposed into SU(3) multiplets as

|70,L =1)=|70,8, ,)®|70,*8, ,,)

®|70,%10, ,)®170,%1, ,,) , (A2)

where the superscript and subscript denote the quantum
numbers 2S +1 and J, respectively. In the MIT bag
model these states are made of two quarks in the ground
1S,,, state and one quark excited to 1P;, or 1P;,.
That is, the SU(6) (70,L =1) states can be constructed
from the |8,P,,,),, I8,P1,,)4, |18,P3,,), [10,P,,}, and
[10,P,,,) configurations [26], where
P,,=(1S,,)*1P, 5, P;,,=(1S,,,)*1P;,,. The explicit
wave functions for the 1™ resonances of 37 are given by
Eq. (A8) of Ref. [14]. The wave functions for the low-
lying negative-parity states of the octet baryons can be
easily obtained from that of 2+ ) by an appropriate
replacement of quarks. For example, the = 0(‘ ) wave
functions may be obtained from 2+( ~) wave functlons
by the substitution u <«»s.

As for the charmed baryons, the charmed quark in the
low-lying 1~ state does not get excited, while the two
light quarks of the charmed baryons are either in the
symmetric sextet or antisymmetric antitriplet state in the

SU(3) flavor space.” The wave function of the 17 sextet
charmed baryon, say E(C)(%_ ), is simply given by
_ V'3
1261/2,7 ):—'—3_|6,P3/2>_%‘6,P1/2> ) (A3)
3%6,P, ,)=1{2(d@'d " +dd ) —d d !
_a‘Tchl__dT"iTcl_leTcT
+(13)+(23)} ,
(A4)

50(6,P, ,,)=1{v3(d‘dTct+dTdlct)—d'd ¢!

_dlchT+del T_deTcl
—dldlc"+d'd e +(13)+(23)} ,

where the 1P, ,, (1P;,,) quark is denoted by a tilde (un-
dertilde), the s, =3 quark state is remarked by ¢ T, and
(ij) means permutatlon for the quark in place i with the
quark in place j. The Iow-lymg z resonance of the anti-

triplet charmed baryon, e.g., = ._c (% ) has the form

9The SU(3) representation of charmed baryons given in Ref.
[14] is erroneous.



48 CABIBBO-ALLOWED NONLEPTONIC WEAK DECAYS OF . .. 4199
58(251/2;%_ )252(3_,%¥,P1/2 )
=—2L8— dlsTel—alsle +d ste —d sTet—sTd e b +std e —sTd e T+5Td e (13)+(23) | . (AS)
[
The explicit spatial wave functions of the quark states for E0(L _)—"OA transitions,
1S, ,,, 1Py, and 1P;, are given in Appendix A of Ref.
[14]. (E%8,P, ), |10 |E%)
4 - o - -
=ji—(4r)(i+X,—3X,—1X,—3X,),
APPENDIX B: PARITY-CONSERVING g UMK T3, Tk, T3
AND -VIOLATING MATRIX ELEMENTS 4 _ ~ _
(E%8,P, ), |0 |ES) =i—=(4m)(1X, —3X,+2X},),
Since the evaluation of the parity-conserving (PC) and V6
parity-violating (PV) matrix elements in the MIT bag (E°(10,P, ,,)|OPY|=%5) (B3)
model is already elaborated on in detail in Appendix B of ¢
Ref. [14], here we just summarize the matri.x elements Zi‘i—“(‘*”)('}il _3)?2__%)?154_31\725) ,
relevant to the present paper. The PC matrix elements V6
are found to be!”
4 (E%8,P; )0 |EX) = 9\/ 2m(—2X,— X)) »
(2+|0",C|Ac+>=(A°10‘1C|22)=—7:(X1+3X2)(47) ,
6 (E%10,P, ,)|OPY |E®) =i—=V4n(—X,+X,,)
(3+]0%C|3F ) =—(3%0%C|50) T e 9V3 shoERT
v =0(L- _-—os ,
_2V2 (—X,+9X,)(4m) , B1) for %3 transitions
( ':O|OPC |':OA ) = i(X —3X )(477.) <Eg(6:Pl/2)|O}:V |AO) =i2\/§(417')(-;-)?’| +X; ),
= — I=c \/—6 1 2 ’ _
4 (Z2(6,P3,,) 0% |A°) = —4%\/2}(—1(;) ,
=0l0%*¢|2%) = ~ 35 K1 HoX ),
(22(6,P, )0 |20) =i2(4m)(1 X, —3X,), (B4)
where X; and X, are the four-quark overlap bag integrals 8 —
defined by Eq. (B3) of Ref. [14]. (22(6,P3/2)|0‘l"|2°>=z;\/27r( -X1),
The evaluation of the parity-violating matrix elements
for 17— transitions is much more involved because (X270 |=T)y=—(=21/27)|0%|2°),
the physu:al ~ baryon states are linear combinations of
(S1,2)*P, and (S1,,)?P;,, quark eigenstates. Conse- for 22(37)—A’and =.(; )—Z2 transitions, and
quently, the number of the related bag overlap integrals is
largely increased. The relevant PV matrix elements for  (22(6,P,,,)|0% |E°) =i2(4m)(LX| —3%,) ,
our purposes are
<-:0(8 P1/2) |OPV|';OA> (E?(6,P3/2)|0]:V|EO>:l§‘/2_7_T(’_lel) N (BS)
- 4 a —c
=i2V204m)(1X, +X,+1%, —X,), (E23,P ;)0 |2%)=i2v34m)(LX|—X3),

(2%8,P, ), |0 |204) =i2V2(4m)(LX | + X, —2X ;) ,

(2°%10,P, ,)|OFY|E21) (B2)
=i2V2(4m)(L1X, + X, +1X  +X,,) ,

(E%8, P, ,)|0PY |04 i%x/_ZTT(Z)~(1+)~(IS),

(=9 10,P3/2)|0*1V[.=_2A>=i§x/1}<)~(l X,

"Note that there is a sign misprint in Eq. (B4) of Ref. [14]
which is corrected here in Eq. (B1).

for 224 7)—E° transmons, where the bag integrals X, X,,
X, X, X1, Xiss X/, X/ are defined in Appendix B of Ref.
[14]. The PV matrix elements for £*(17)—A} transi-
tions can be found in Appendix C of Ref. [14].

APPENDIX C:
STRONG-COUPLING CONSTANTS

The octet baryon-pseudoscalar meson BBP coupling
constants can be reliably evaluated using the method of
Ref. [21] which employs the null result of Coleman and
Glashow for the tadpole-type symmetry breaking. In ad-
dition to (D1) of Ref. [14], the results related to the
present paper are
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g og0g0=—18.1,

8z0z—,+= 6.1,
(C1n
gEOAE°=5‘6 ’

8-0z0,0= —4.3,

where the sign of the coupling constants is fixed by the
isospin coupling convention given in Ref. [25]. As shown
in Ref. [21], the above g pp couplings are in good agree-
ment with experiment. The quantity of interest in the ap-
proach of current algebra is gz'p, the axial-vector form
factor at g2>=0, which is related to the BBP coupling
constant via the Goldberger-Treiman (GT) relation

— mp+mpg

T pe

where f pa is the decay constant of the pseudoscalar

meson P? (a=1,...,8) in the SU(3) representation.
Note that the axial-vector current corresponding to, for
example, P, is L(#y,ysu —dy,ysd). In the bag model
the axial form factor in static limit is given by

gB’BP" gBA'B b4 (CZ)
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gé"B=<B'T|b;r,quaz|BT) f d3r(uq1uq2——%vqlqu) ,
(C3)

where u (r) and v (r) are, respectively, the large and small
components of the wave function for the quark state
1P, ,,. We find

V2 A 4T
g§+p=%g§+go: ——5—g§050=‘/2/3g§vo=TZ; ,
1

g;os— =28 gozo = ‘7—gg§+Ao (C4)

__1 _ _ 47

B A R
where

Zl=f ridr(ul—1vl),
(CS)

Z,= f ridr(u,u,—L

TV, 05) .

As for charmed-baryon-pseudoscalar B.B_, P coupling,
we will rely on the GT relation (C2). The results are

|
1 1 4
AV R LIS S e ©9)
4 = A L4 V3 o4 __ 4T,
Bzrzr = T8s0asr T TEEIAF T 582000 T T 800 T T g 8eal T T 302
I
and (BplV,— A4,|B;) =t (p,)f1v,tif20,,8"+f34q,
giip, =0 for By=A[,E4ES 4. (e7) —81VuY5T 8204V s
—839,7s]u(p;) (D1)

Interestingly, Eq. (C7) is a rigorous and model-
independent statement in the infinite charmed-quark
mass limit. This comes from the fact that the light di-
quark in the 3 multiplet has spin parity 0% and that the
pseudoscalar meson is emitted solely from the light
quarks in the heavy-quark limit. Since the transition
0t —0*"+ P does not conserve parity, it leads to vanish-
ing B5 B3P coupling.

To evaluate the s-wave amplitudes we also need to

know the B*BP coupling constants (B*: 1~ resonance).
We shall use the generalized GT relation
m_«— mB
— B A
8prppa=V2———gh | (C8)
B*BP Fra B*B

to estimate the couplings gp«,,.. Note that
8pp*p=8p*pp» While g4 =—g/ . For an evaluation

of g+ 5, in the bag model, see Appendix D of Ref. [14].

APPENDIX D: FORM FACTORS

To evaluate the factorizable amplitudes of baryon weak
decays requires the information on the form factors f,;
and g, defined by

with g, =(p; —p;),. In the static limit f, and g, are de-
rived in the bag model to be

B.B.
Vo ‘=(BfT|b;1bq2|BiT) fd3r(uq1uqz+vq1qu)
(D2)

and Eq. (C3). However, contrary to the conventional in-
terpretation, (D2) and (C3) should be regarded as the
bag-model predictions obtained at maximum four-
momentum transfer squared, i.e., g>=(m; —m f )2. This is
because the static-bag wave functions best resemble ha-
dronic states in the frame where both baryons are static.
This can be achieved by choosing the Breit frame where
p; =Py =q/2=0.

For definiteness, we will assume a dipole g2 depen-
dence for the form factors

f1(0) g,(0)
(@)=————55, gi(gH)= , (D3
flq (l_qz/m%/)z g1lg (l_qz/mi)z )
where the pole masses are my(17)=2.01 GeV,

m 4(17)=2.42 GeV for the pole with the quark content
(cd) [22], and my(17)=2.11 GeV and m ,(17)=2.54
GeV for the pole with the (¢5) quark content. We find at
g>=ql.=(m; —m) that
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A+A EO AE— E+ AEO
Fret =@ e = =127 S = [ drugu,+o,)
a0=0 A );+ 20450 504y
flc _—:_(%)I/Zflcp %]/Zf fl __fd3 uu+vv)
(D4)
+ =04z~ =+ 4=0
g1 =V = — ()T = [ druu— o)
QO-—O A+ E] A2+ 2 —OAZO —OAA
—3gpe = —(2)2g e P = —(2)\2g =5 =% = [ d*r(u,u,—to,v,) .
With the overlap bag integrals given by Eq. (3.4) it is ACAAF &0 S| HPCIAS
straightforward to check that our numerical results for (A —p < | | x
form factors extrapolated to ¢>=0 are in agreement with CA/ A + _
Table VI of Ref. [27] for A} —A, EF41>E°% and ANAS > ATT)=
=94 =" transitions. Form factors induced by the ¢ —u ACAAF 30" )= — ACAAF >3+ 10)
current are not given in Ref. [27]. If (D2) and (C3) were _
interpreted as bag predictions at g2>=0, the calculated - V2 (=+|#HPC|AT)
branching ratio of the exclusive A —A decay would fa ¢
have been enhanced by a factor of 3.5, which is in violent 1
disagreement with experiment [14]. This is another indi- AMAF SEKR )= ———(ZTHCIAS)
cation that the static-bag calculation of form factors is K
indeed carried out at maximum g2 rather than at ¢>=0. 1 01 pPCI—04
+ — (=0 #FC|=04)
fx
APPENDIX E: ANEFA LB )= L (20 7FC|=04) |
CURRENT-ALGEBRA COMMUTATOR TERMS S
In current algebra the nonfactorizable s-wave ampli- AMEFTASITRY)=— ——(=T|#7C Al)
tude of the decay B,—B +P? in the soft-meson limit is f K
governed by the commutator term (E4)
4 =—Y2(Bl103, 7" ]B,) , (E1) ACA(EA 50K ) = —— (20|77 =04)
Spa ¢ V2fk
where f, =132 MeV and fx=1.22f_. As an example, AMEM ST T )=— f— (=0 #FC|=04)
K

consider the decay 294 AK?,
—_ = 1 —_
ACAE0 L AR = — —f——<A|QK°7{PCl=2A) . (E2)
K

From Eq. (A1) we obtain (AIQKO=(%)1/2<E°| and hence

ACA( AKO) (; 1/2 1 <—0|ﬂPCI—'OA . (E3)

fx

The remaining s-wave commutator terms are summarized
below:

A CA(E(C)A_)EO,”O)=

AMEM SE

A CA( Q -—OKO
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