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alous” diagrams makes no difference to our general
argument, ) i

Bror any time-ordered single-particle electroproduc-
tion diagram, the leading power of g, ~! in the g, — =
limit can be checked following the general power-count-
ing method described in Sec. IV in connection with elas-
tic ep scattering. The only subtlety in the present case
is the proper identification of each of the intermediate
states that contributes a factor o« ¢, ~! to the diagram
from its energy denominator. Any intermediate state
that appears after the interaction of the virtual photon
and before the absorption of the last wee parton has to
be included independent of whether it contains a wee
particle or not. In the energy denominator of such a
state the terms proportional to ¢, % cancel out because

of over-all energy conservation, but the terms propor-
tional to ¢, persist. See the particular example in
Appendix C.

20This buttresses our claim made towards the beginning
of Sec. V that the external spin factors do not affect the
leading q, dependence.

UThese examples are not expected to give the correct
q, dependences for the corresponding physical process-
es. Only their general feature is being used to propose
a relation between W, and [F]2,

2T, D, Lee, Am. Phys. (N.Y.) (to be published).

23y, Frishman, V. Rittenberg, H. R. Rubinstein, and
S. Yankielowicz, Phys. Rev. Letters 26, 798 (1971).
See also V. F. Miiller and W. Ruhl, Nucl. Phys. B30,
513 (1971).
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The problem of the quadratic dependence on momentum transfer of the form factors in K;,
decay is analyzed. Assuming that the (3, 3% + (3%,3) model provides a reasonable description
of approximate SU(3) x SU(3) symmetry, several new sum rules have been written down which
involve form factors defined at different momentum transfers. A solution of the various K;;

parameters is obtained and discussed.
1. INTRODUCTION

There has been a great deal of discussion re-
cently® on the validity of the soft-pion theorem? in
K,, decays. The difficulty arises because the soft-
pion theorem relates form factors evaluated at the
momentum transfer {=m,* which lies far beyond
the physical region m,? <t<(my —m,)?. . Thus in
order to test such a relation, one necessarily runs
into the problem of momentum dependence of the
form factors in the unphysical region. It has been
customary to assume a linear ¢ dependence of the
form factors and indeed such a linear dependence
seems to be consistent with the present experimen-
tal data.' However, if this linear relationship is
extrapolated to the unphysical region, the experi-
mental results seem to contradict the soft-pion
theorem. A possible way out is that the form fac-
tors as a function of / may have nonlinear terms,
which may be relatively unimportant in the physical
region, but may become sizable in the extrapolated
region near t~m,®. This paper deals with an in-
vestigation of this possibility.

Theoretically, one can study the momentum de-
pendence of the form factors through the use of
dispersion theory. In this case, inevitably, two
problems arise. The first problem has to do with
the number of subtractions to be used in the dis-
persion relations, or the knowledge of the asymp-

totic behavior of the form factors, about which very
little is known. The second problem arises in eval-
uating the absorptive part of the form factors, for
which one usually assumes pole dominance. Since
the K* and « poles are rather far removed from
the K,; decay region of interest, it is not quite
clear how good this assumption is.®

In this paper, we avoid dispersion theory and in-
stead parametrize the ¢ dependence of the form
factors, retaining, however, the quadratic terms
in ¢2, which are generally ignored. The K, prob-
lem is then studied solely within the framework of
chiral SU(3)xSU(3) symmetry. Such an investiga-
tion has many advantages, and in particular it
serves to sharpen the experimental confrontation
of our ideas regarding chiral SU(3)xSU(3) symme-
try and its breaking. Our attitude in this paper
will be to start with the idea that SU(3)xSU(3) sym-
metry realized through an octet of pseudoscalar
Goldstone bosons, is indeed a reasonable approxi-
mate description of nature. Based on this descrip-
tion, two sum rules relevant to K;; decays are well \
known: the usual soft-pion SU(2)xSU(2) theorem?
and the Dashen-Weinstein relation.* A third soft-
pion SU(3)xSU(3) sum rule has also been obtained
by us® recently. To investigate the quadratic de-
pendence on momentum transfer of the form fac-
tors, clearly more information is required. In
this paper we derive what we believe is a maximal



5 SU(3) xSU(3) SYMMETRY AND K,, DECAYS 247

set of SU(3)xSU(3) sum rules relevant to K;; de-
cays. Specifically, these sum rules are derived on
the basis of the (3, 3%)+(3*, 3) model of SU(3)xSU(3)
symmetry breaking, using a technique discussed
recently in the literature,® and summarized in Sec.
II. These sum rules are not obtained by using per-
turbation theory around the SU(3)xSU(3) limit, but
are expected to be good if the (3, 3*)+ (3%, 3) model
provides a reasonable description of an approxi-
mately SU(3)xSU(3)-invariant world. The precise
sense in which we define approximate SU(3)xSU(3)
symmetry is also discussed in Sec. II.

After some preliminaries in Sec. III, we obtain
in Secs. IV and V various soft-pion SU(2)xSU(2)
and soft-kaon chimeral” SU(3) sum rules. Aside
from the usual soft-pion and -kaon sum rules, we
obtain two extra relations using the extrapolation
technique outlined in Sec. II. Sections VI and VII
are devoted to obtaining what we call the “physical”
sum rules. Numerical results of our investigation
are presented in Sec. VIII, which are discussed in
Sec. IX.

II. DESCRIPTION OF APPROXIMATE
SU(3)XSU(3)

The (3, 3*)+(3*, 3) model of Gell-Mann, Oakes,
and Renner® and of Glashow and Weinberg® can be
described by the Hamiltonian density

(2.1)

where S, (@=0,1, ..., 8) is a nonet of scalar den-
sities which, together with a suitable nonet of
pseudoscalar densities, transforms as the (3, 3*)
+(3*, 3) representation of SU(3)xSU(3). Also in
Eq. (2.1), €, and ¢, are the symmetry-breaking
parameters. It will be profitable if instead we
choose these parameters to be ¢, and a, where®”?

H=H, +€,S, +€,5,,

e (2.2)
H, describes an SU(3)xSU(3)~-invariant world real-
ized through the zero-mass octet (7, K, ) of pseu~

doscalar mesons.

It is well known® and simple to check that the
Hamiltonian density (2.1) would be SU(2)XSU(2)-
invariant for a=-1. In this limit the pions are
massless but K and 7 acquire masses. Also at
a=0, one realizes the usual SU(3) symmetry and
at ¢=2, H is invariant under chimeral” SU(3) sym-
metry realized by massless K but massive 7 and 7.
Note that these subgroups of SU(3)xSU(3) are real-
ized for arbitrary €,. Also, in the SU(3)xSU(3)
limit, ¢, -0, € —0, and since the way in which ¢,
and €, go to zero is not important, a can take any
arbitrary value. Thus if the matrix elements are
well defined in the SU(3)xSU(3) limit, they cannot

depend on a in this limit. If now SU(3)XSU(3) sym-
metry is broken, dependence on a would develop,
but if the symmetry provides a reasonably ap-
proximate description, we do not expect any drastic
dependence on a. To be precise, we shall take ap-
proximate SU(3) xSU(3) symmetry to mean that the
matrix elements are as smooth functions of a as
possible consistent with various subgroups con-
straints. Thus, if a matrix element M is known
in the SU(2)xSU(2), SU(3) and chimeral SU(3) lim-
its, and if SU(3)xSU(3) is an approximate symme-
try, the matrix element may be written by at most
a quadratic function of a:

M = My(e,) + aM,(€,) + a® M, (e,). (2.3)
Note, in the SU(3)xSU(3)-symmetric limit, we
must have M, (e, =0)=M,(e, =0)=0. Since, we shall
not discuss in the following the exact SU(3)xSU(3)
limit, the ¢, dependence can be ignored. Stated
otherwise we may fix ¢, to be equal to its “physical”
value. Since the various subgroup symmetries are
realized at a=-1, 0, and 2 irrespective of the value
of ¢,, there is no loss of generality in fixing €, as
far as considerations of these subgroups symme-
tries are concerned. The physical value of a,
where the pion and kaon acquire the experimentally
known masses, is given by the well-known formula®

m'"'z - sz

a= —5——5 =~ =0.89.
my® +tm,®

(2.4)

Thus knowning M in the various subgroup limits,
the smooth or gentle a dependence in Eq. (2.3),
allows us to obtain the physical value of M for a
given by Eq. (2.4).

An alternative but related way to look at the
smoothness assumption is to argue as follows:
The usual hypothesis of partially conserved axial-
vector current (PCAC) for pions implies gentleness
in the extrapolation from the physical point to
a=-1, while the kaon PCAC hypothesis implies a
similar gentle behavior when extrapolated to a=2.
Furthermore, near a=0, the gentle behavior such
as (2.3) can be viewed as a perturbation expansion
about the SU(3)-symmetric limit. The combined
success of the pion PCAC hypothesis, SU(3) per-
turbation theory, as well as the fact that the kaon
PCAC hypothesis is not inconsistent with experi-
ments suggests strongly that the assumption of
gentleness in the whole region -1 <a<2 may indeed
be quite reasonable. It is worth emphasizing that
statements of smoothness such as (2.3), which are
valid for all ¢ in the region -1 < a<2, are not con-
sequences of a perturbation theory in the variable
a.
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IIl. THE K;; PROBLEM: DEFINITIONS

To be specific we shall consider K;; decay. The
form factors are defined through the matrix ele-
ment

(m(@)| Vi) K (B

— ‘/_ W[(p+q)uf+(t)+(p AWAGI
(3.1)

where t=—(p — g)?. Note that in the SU(3) limit
f4{0)=1and f(#)=0. For the physical decay m,”
<t<(my—=m,)% We shall use the metric such that
the scalar product of two four-vectors is given by
a-b=3-b+ab,=3+b-ash,. For later convenience,
we shall define the divergence of the matrix ele-
ment (1) as

Ve i5 + = — —_...1
TEOIK W= 75 Gpg v

(3.2)

(r°()lg, vV

so that
d(t) = (my? = m 2 flt) + L LD). (3.3)
We shall parametrize fi(t) as follows:
t2
'm—;>, 0<t<m?

m

£AO=FO) (L, 41
(3.4)
and define, as usual,
£=£(0)/f,0).. (3.5)
From Egs. (3.3)-(3.5), we may express

A =d0)+d Q)+ " O +am @) L, 6.6)
where
d(0) = (my® = m,?) £.(0), 3.7)
O =70t + ZE=F ), (3.8)
20)= 2f+(0)( m— my? x'+>, (3.9)
an(0)= L9 +(°) A (3.10)

For later use, we shall also define the 7, K, and «
leptonic decay constants f, fg, and f, through the
matrix elements

(0].43(0) 7°(g)= (—zq—’ﬁ,— I=q,, (3.11)
(0] 45(0)|K *(p)= (‘z‘;TZW Febor (3.12)
V=)D = 5 P.)?/)l S« Dy (3.13)

In the SU(3)-symmetry limit, note that f, =f, and
f. =0.

IV. SOFT-PION RELATIONS

We have shown elsewhere® that in the soft-pion
limit, besides the usual soft-pion theorem?®

f+(m1{2)+f_(m1{2)=fx/fm (4.1)

one can obtain another result,

Filmg®) = fAmy®) = 5——@f* = 2+ ). (4.2)

Zf S
Note that the relation (4.1) is strictly valid in the
SU(2)xSU(2)-symmetric world, irrespective of
how good chiral SU(3)xSU(3) symmetry is. The
validity of the relation (4.2), however, requires
the stronger assumption that SU(3)xSU(3) symme-
try is also a good approximation. To see how this
arises and for completeness, we shall briefly
sketch the derivation of (4.2) here.

Consider the matrix element

My, =i [ dtxe” R O|THAYR) VESODIK B,

(4.3)
which from general invariance arguments can be
written as

M, - @n V)l s (Ap,a, + Bb,4g, + Coub,+ Dq,q,+ED,),
(4.4)

where the invariant amplitudes, A, B,..., E are
functions of ¢2 and f=-(p-¢)2. In order to derive
the soft-pion results, we start with exact SU(2)
XSU(2) symmetry, realized through a zero-mass
pion. From Eq. (4.3), and using the definition
(3.12), we then obtain the Ward identity,

1

i
un;“; =—-2- W.fl{puy (4.5)

so that from Eq. (4.4), we get

PA+pr qC=5fy, (4.8)
p* qB+¢*D+E=0. (4.7)

The relations (4.6) and (4.7) are valid in an SU(2)
xSU(2)-invariant world for all ¢* and {. Letting
now g% -0, only the zero-mass-pion poles in A and
D will contribute, the residues being related to the
K, form factors defined in Eq. (3.1). Thus for the
massless pion, we get

FAt)+7 D)= fl[fx —(t=m)C@?=0,8)],  (4.8)
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fdt)y=-f(t)= —-[2E(q =0, )+ (£ = mg*)B(g* =0, 1)].
(4.9)

In the soft-pion limit (¢~ 0, -~ m,?), since the in-
variant amplitudes have no poles at ¢{=m,% Eq.
(4.8) reduces to the well-known soft-pion theorem
(4.1). In this limit Eq. (4.9) becomes

SAm?) =1 ) == FE(@? =0, t=mg?).  (4.10)
In order to obtain an expression for E(g?, ?) in
the soft-pion limit, we follow the procedure dis-
cussed in Sec. II. Accordingly, we first obtain
expressions for E in the exact-SU(3) and chimeral-
SU(3) limits. If SU(3)xSU(3) is an approximate
symmetry in the sense of Sec. II, we would then
extrapolate our results to obtain E in the SU(2)

xSU(2) limit. First note that in the limit of exact
SU(3) symmetry, 8,V/57*°=0, so that from Egs.
(4.3) and (3.12) we obtain the Ward identiy

i
k!l Mpy = 5 Wpry, (4.11)
where
k=p—q and ¢=-k2, (4.12)

Letting 2 -0 and using (4.4), we obtain from Eq.
(4.11)

E(k =0, p2=q?)==1f, [SUG)L. (4.13)

In the soft-kaon limit, the matrix element (4.3) can
be expressed in terms of the two-point functions for
vector and axial-vector currents. . Using the Leh-
mann-Killén spectral representation (o, 8=1, 2,
v.e., 8)

oB 2 o3 2

; mige 8 _ pfP(m3, v psB(m?, V) psP(m?, V)

Zf dxe™ "(OIT(V,‘}(x)V,,(O))|O>~GuyfW——-dm2+quqy mdm -0 (3”4[ _mz—~'dmz
(4.14)

and a similar one for axial-vector currents, we get
w 83(,..2 — n34(,2
E(k?=¢, p?=0)= lf pL (e, ‘42) p; (e, V)dm2 [chimeral SU(3)], (4.15)
fx Jo g +m

where p, is the spin-one spectral function, and p,=p, +p, p, being the spin-zero spectral function.

We now obtain E in the soft-pion limit from the information (4.13) and (4.15) which are valid in the limits
of exact SU(3) and chimeral SU(3) symmetry, respectively. Following the ideas outlined in Sec. II, it is
now profitable to consider the following function of « for fixed €:

=(my® = my®)(2m® — ma®) 2 _
2m® +m 2

y(@) =E<k2 -

From Egs. (4.13) and (4.15), we observe that
x(a=0)=x(a=2)=0.

Note that the various masses and couplings in Eq.
(4.16) are also in general functions of a. If now
SU(3)xSU(3) is a good symmetry in nature, the
discussion in Sec. II leads us to expect that x(a) is
a reasonably smooth continuous function of a in
the region -1 < as 2 so that we may express y(a)
by a linear function of «. Equation (4.17) then im-
plies x(a)=0 for all a in this region, and in par-
ticular

x(a=-1)=0.
Evaluating (4.16) at a=~1, we then get

(4.17)

(4.18)

E(kz == mKZ’pZ == szs q2:0)

33(,,,2 (2
P (m?, A)mépl (m?, V)dm2

= '%fx -
(4.19)

2 _ 2
D ==Mgt, 4" ==

“Ha-2)f - § L [ EHRAZEER V),

(4.16)

r
Now using Weinberg’s first sum rule,!°

33(,,,2 — 133(5;,2 33(.,.2
f P1 (m ) A) gpl (m ] V) dmz = _f Po (m2) A) dmz’
m m

(4.20)

and the asymptotic SU(3) sum rule,*!

33(,,,2 (2
J‘p m? V) p1 (m?, V)dmz=_f£_°_(_7m”2’_vldm2,

(4.21)
we get

f pi*(m?, A);szi"‘(mz, V)

n—flngq(mzy V) dmz.

_ f pd*(m?, A)
(4.22)

Using 7 and « dominance'? to evaluate the integrals
over spin-zero spectral functions in Eq. (4.22), we
obtain on substitution in Eq. (4.19),
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E(k? = =my2, p? ——mK,q2 0)

-t -0 - 12 sv@sue.
(4.23)
Substituting Eq. (4.23) in Eq. (4.10), one obtains
the soft-pion sum rule (4.2).
V. SOFT-KAON RELATIONS

Proceeding in a fashion analogous to Sec. IV, we
now obtain the following two soft-kaon results:

f+(m7r2) _f_(m'/rz)=§l 3 (5-1)
K

f+(m1rz) +f_ m'nz) :fﬂlf

-2 2+273). (5.2)

The relation (5.1) is the analog of Eq. (4.1), and as
before the soft-kaon result (5.2) is valid only if
SU(3)XSU(3) symmetry is a good symmetry. In
order to derive these results, we consider now
the following matrix element:

Tuv =i_[ d4x eip-x@o(q)l T*(A‘}j”(x) Vﬁ—is(o»l 0>,
(5.3)

which may be written in terms of invariant ampli-
tudes

-7 ,
T,= GV (A'ba,+ B'b,ay+ C'py b, + D'qq, +E’S,,).

(5.4)

Working in the exact chimeral-SU(3) lirﬁit, real-
ized through massless kaons, one obtains the
Ward identity

»T uv @;‘7{/—)175 \'/fICIp (5.5)

using the definition (3.11). From Egs. (5.4) and

pit(m?, V) - pi"‘(m A i

5

(5.5), we get
P2B' +pqD’ = f_i (5.6)
pqA +p*C'+E’'=0. (5.7)

In the limit p? -0, only the massless-kaon pole
contributes to B’ and C’, and we obtain, using the
definition (3.1),

f+(t) f_(t) __' __—_—(t— ﬂZ)DI(pZ = 0’ t): (5-8)

FAD+ £ =-§3[E'<p2 20, 1) + (= m DA =0, 1),
K
(5.9)

Since D' and A’ do not have poles at {=m,? in the
soft-kaon limit (p -0, - m,?), Eq. (5.8) reduces
to the result (5.1), and Eq. (5.9) becomes
2 ‘/‘ l 2
flm )+ f (m, )— E'(p*=0,t=m,%). (5.10)
As before, in order to evaluate E’(p?, {) in the

soft-kaon limit, we first discuss its value in the
SU(3) and SU(2) XSU(2) limits. In the SU(3) limit,
we get from Eq. (5.3) the Ward identity

k T (zq V)l/z T__'qw k=p=-q. (511)
On letting 2—0, one obtains
{12 2 _ _ f’!r
E'(K =0, p* =¢*)= 5 [SUB)]. (5.12)

In the soft-pion limit the matrix element (5.3) can
be expressed in terms of the two-point functions as
before. Using Eq. (4.14) and a similar definition
for the case of axial-vector currents, we get

’ 2 __ 52 2 — ﬁ
E'(R? =p% ¢ —0)-f—ﬂ P [su(2)xsu@)]. (5.13)
We now define
x'(a)=E'<kz (mq? —27";;( )(3:11: - Mk ), Pz____sz’ @=-m 2)
pit(m?, V) pi“(m A g
—(a+1) r f,, f o —m, (5.14)

Equations (5.12) and (5.13) imply x'(a=0)=x’(a=-1)=0. Assuming, as before, that x(a) is a linear function
of a, we see that x(a) must vanish also in the chimeral-SU(3) limit, so that

, 3
E (k2 =_'Wths P2=0, q2:_mﬂ2)=.——

V2l f

Using Weinberg’s first sum rule in the form®°

22 [t V)=l A)

po-: (5.15)
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f pi(m?, V) _2’)‘114(m2’ A)dm2=f p&(m?, A)—234(m2, V) dngl(fxz_sz)’ (5.16)
m m 2
we obtain
3 V2, ., L, . .
E'(R?==m2 p%=0, ¢*==m,?)= _\/'—:?.rf" - f—(fK - f2) [chimeral SU(3)]. (5.17)
™

From Egs. (5.17) and (5.10) we obtain Eq. (5.2).

VI. “PHYSICAL” SUM RULES
Introducing the notation

fK sz (6.1)

2= =y =

fﬂ » fow =Y,

we have shown that in the SU(2)xSU(2) limit, i.e.,
at a=-1,

Ffilmy®) + f (my?) = x, (6.2)
Filmg®) = f(my®)=5Bx=1/x+), (6.3)
and in the chimeral-SU(3) limit, i.e., at a=2,
filmy®) = f_(m,?)=1/x, (6.4)
fimy®)+ f(m,?)=3/x - 2x+2y. (6.5)

Our purpose now is to use Egs. (6.2)—=(6.5) and the
information in the usual SU(3) limit as boundary
conditions to extrapolate and obtain information
for all a (=1 < a<2), and thence at the “physical”
value of a given by Eq. (2.4). Obviously the ex-
trapolation is not unique, but as discussed in Sec.
I we shall be guided by requirements of minimal
a dependence, in accordance with the expectation
that SU(3)xSU(3) is a reasonably good symmetry.

At first sight it appears that the smoothest and
the most obvious extrapolation is

f+(A) + f—(A) =X,
flA) = f(A)=3(B8x=1/x+9),

fAa) = fAA)=1/x, (6.6)
FAAY+ F(A)=3/x =25+ 2y,

where
A=m® at a==1, A=0 at a=0, 6.7

A=m,? at a=2, A’=0 at a=0.

Note in the SU(3) limit x=1 and y =0(¢,%). However,
from Eqgs. (6.6) one readily obtains

fA)=f(A)=3x-1/x) = 2y. (6.8)
Note that the right-hand side of Eq. (6.8) has first-
order SU(3)-breaking terms. This can be seen ex-
plicitly if we write

K
x====1+¢, 6.9
7 (6.9)

s

where € is a first-order SU(3)-breaking term, then
correct to this order x—1/x=2¢, so that the right-
hand side of Eq. (6.8) has O(¢,) terms. The left-
hand side of Eq. (6.8), on the other hand, is at
least O(eg?). This is because f(A) - f(A')
=(A=A")f'(0)++-, and the leading terms itself
is at least O(g,?) if A — A’ =0(g;), since f2(0)=O(e,)
in the SU(3) limit. Furthermore, if we make the
obvious choice A=—A’=m,?~m,? which is con-
sistent with Eq. (6.7), then it is easy to check by
adding all the equations in (6.6) that one violates
the Ademollo-Gatto theorem.'® Clearly then the
set (6.6) is unacceptable.

The next step is to try the following extrapola-
tion:

fA)+ f(A)==ax+(1+a)F(x),

fda) - f(A)==3a(8x=1/x+3) +(1+a)G(x),
. (6.10)
fla) - f(a")= éﬁx +<1 «S—)H(x),

faN+f(a)= g(% -2x+ 2y>+<1 - §>I(x),

with the condition
F(0)= G(O)=H(0)=‘I(0)= 1. (6.11)

At this stage, it is worthwhile to point out that x
itself depends implicitly on a. However, it is
evident that x would be a rather insensitive function
of a. Note, for instance, that at =0, x=1, where-
as at the physical value a~ -0.89, one knows that
Sfx/fr is not too different from unity. Indeed in the
model (2.1) x is given by®

~L1z\1/2
x5%=(11+2b) , (6.12)
where
_ 1 {0]S[0)
b= LR (6.13)

It has been argued® that |b| <1 for all @, -1<as2
so that the vacuum state is nearly invariant under
SU(3).% In terms of the parameter ¢ introduced in
Eq. (6.9), we then have |¢/ « 1 for a in the range
-1<a<2, so that we may to a good approximation
express the functions F(x), G(x), H(x), and I(x) in
Eq. (6.10) by expanding them in powers of ¢, and
neglecting for the present quadratic and higher

b
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terms. We shall return to a discussion of the
quadratic terms later. Now the k parameter y de-
fined in Eq. (6.1) also represents a second-order
SU(3)-breaking constant. Also at the physical
value (2.4) of a, most estimates show that y is
small compared to unity. Thus it seems plausible
that y = f,.2/f,fx =0(€?). Indeed in the model (2.1),
it has been shown that'*

K

s
y_f‘ler
9
4

b2
=10 2(1+b) /2
2

= 0(e?). (6.14)

Dropping all O(e?) and higher terms, we obtain
from Eqgs. (6.10) and (6.11)

FAA)+ f(A)==ax+(1+a)(1+ ae)

=1+ae+(a-1)a, (6.15)
fia) = f(8)==3a(8x~1/x)+(1+a)(1 +Be)
=1+ + (8- 2)ae, (6.16)
Flan == 5= +<1 - §>(1 7€)
=14ye =Ll +1)ac, (6.17)
rianyeran=2(2 29 +(1-2)a+s0
=1+06e—1(5+5)ac, (6.18)

where @, B, 7, and 0 are constants.

It is important to note that although we have
neglected O(e?) terms, we do not neglect terms
proportional to ae, since we do not consider a to
be a perturbation parameter. In the SU(3) limit,
i.e., near a~0, of course the ac term is O(eg%);
however, for large values of ¢, and in particular
near the physical value of a, the ae term is only
O(¢). Note, as also emphasized in Sec. II, the
linear structure in a on the right-hand side of Egs.
(6.15)—(6.18) is a consequence of our smoothness
assumption. Perturbation expansion is made only
for the parameter ¢ defined in Eq. (6.9) or equiva-
lently for the parameter b in Eq. (6.13).

We now turn our attention to the constants a, B,
v, and 6 appearing in the sum rules (6.15)~(6.18).
Note, hitherto A and A’ satisfy the conditions (6.7).
How A and A’ go to zero in the SU(3) limit is, how-
ever, not specified in Eq. (6.7). Also unspecified
is the information on what A is at =2, or-A’at

==1, For the moment, leaving unspecified how
A or A’ go to zero in the SU(3) limit, we will first
show that in the special case when A=A’ at a=-1,
0, and 2, the constants ¢, B, y, and 0 can be de-

termined uniquely. In this case, comparing Eqs.
(6.15) and (6.18) at a=~1 and at a=2, we get

(6.19)

Also comparing Eqgs. (6.16) and (6.17) at these
values of a, we obtain

B:y:l, (6'20)

Note that, adding Eqs. (6.15) and (6.16), we now
obtain f,(A)=1- $ae. Around the SU(3)-symmetry
limit, since the ac term-is O(e,?), expansion
around the SU(3) value A=0, and the use of the
Ademollo-Gatto theorem f,(0) =1+ O(e;?), then im-
plies that A must go to zero in the SU(3) limit at
least as O(gg?). Thus, if we take A=A =A”, where

a=0=-1,

A"=m? at a=-1,

A"=m,? at a=2, (6.21)

A"=0(g?) at a=0,

the various symmetry constraints on the set of
Eqgs. (6.15)—(6.18) are satisfied if we choose a, 8,
v, and & given by Egs. (6.19) and (6.20). At a=0,
we have chosen A” as O(g;?), although in principle
a faster approach to zero is also consistent. There
is no ambiguity, however, if we confine ourselves
to the philosophy of minimal a dependence. Indeed
a minimal variation with respect to a, consistent
with the conditions (6.21), yields'®

_ (mg® = mq®)?(4mg® + mq®)
- (2m 2 +m,2)® :

For the momentum transfer (6.22), Eqs. (6.15)
—~(6.20) then yield the following sum rules'®:

fAA")+ f(A")=1-€—2ae,
f+(A”) “f_(A") =1+e-ae.

A ”

(6.22)

(6.23)

For the physical masses and the coupling ratio
Sfx/fr and with a given by Eq. (2.4), Egs. (6.23)
constitute the “physical” sum rules valid for the
squared momentum transfer A” given by Eq. (6.22).
Numerically, A”=0.8m,% This is still in the un-
physical K;;~decay region, but is somewhat closer
to the physical region than the corresponding value
of the momentum transfer that appears in the soft-
pion result Eq. (4.1).

If we make the usual assumption that f,(¢) is
given by a linear function of ¢ in the region m,?<¢
<A”, the sum rules (6.23) can be solved to obtain

M2 3
A= m[l - £40) - 3ae].

For f/f,=1.28, f(0)=1, as an illustration, we
obtain the result

2, =0.036.

(6.24)

(6.25)



5 SU(3) xSU(3) SYMMETRY AND K,; DECAYS 253

If we further assume that d(¢) defined in Eq. (3.3)
is a linear function of ¢ for m,*<t¢<A”, which for

a linear f,(¢), implies a constant f_, we obtain for
the parameter £ defined in Eq. (3.5) the correspon-
ding numerical result

=-0.16. (6.26)

The results (6.25) and (6.26) are numerically close
to the corresponding solutions® of the soft-pion re-
sults (4.1) and (4.2) obtained under similar as-
sumptions of linearity. In order to go beyond the
linearity assumption, clearly more information is
required. In Sec. VII we show that more relations
at different momentum transfer can indeed be de-
rived starting from the results (6.15)-(6.18).

Before we conclude this section, we would like
to point out that the sum rules (6.23) have been de-
rived by neglecting terms of order €. We can,
however, go to the next approximation and retain
terms of order €2. It would be interesting to see
how the results (6.25) and (6.26) change. For the
squared momentum transfer A” defined in Eq.
(6.21), and using the technique that leads to the
sum rules (6.23), one can easily show that correct
to O(e?), the sum rules are

A"+ f(A")==ax+(1+a)/x+3(1+a)y, 6.27)
FAAT) = F (A" = (1= a/2)x+ a/2+ B(1 = Saly,

where x and y are defined in Eq. (6.1). We may now
estimate A, and £ from Eq. (6.27) assuming linear
expansions for f.(f) and d(¢), as before. There are
various estimates for y in the literature. Using
Egs. (6.12) and (6.14) for small b, y~4(1 = x)?.

Then for x=1.28, f,(0)=1, we get
A, =0.044,  £=-0.20. (6.28)

Alternatively, we may use the formula of Glashow
and Weinberg®

27 0)=x+1/x~9, (6.29)
so that for x=1.28, f.(0)=1, we obtain
A, =0.037, £=-0.15. (6.30)

VII. MORE “PHYSICAL” SUM RULES

Recall that the results (6.23) were derived for a
special value of the squared momentum transfer
A" [see Eq. (6.21)] which in the SU(3) limit is of
order €;7. What about the case when A and A’ are
nonvanishing up to first order in SU(3) breaking.

In this case, the arguments of Sec. VI show that we
cannot have A=A’. This section is devoted to a
discussion when A and A’ have the following prop-
erties:

A=mg® at a=-1, A=0() at a=0,

A'=0(e,) at a=0.

(7.1)
A'=m,? at a=2,

It is simple to see now that the considerations used
in Sec. VI do not determine all the constants «a, B,
v, and 6 uniquely. Note first that the requirement
that A and A’ have minimal a dependence now leads
to the following values of the squared momentum
transfer:

(7.2)

Now, adding Egs. (6.15) and (6.17) and similarly
Eqgs. (6.16) and (6.18), and using Eq. (7.2) and the
SU(3) constraints, it is easy to check that

a+y=B8+6=0. : (7.3)

- - 2 2
A==A =M -y,

It is worth emphasizing that the constants «, 35, v,
and 6 as they appear in Egs. (6.15)—(6.18) are a
completely different set in the two cases defined by
the properties of A and A’ given by Egs. (6.21) in
the previous case and by Eq. (7.1) in the present
case. For economy, we shall, however, use the
same symbols. It is easy to check that Egs. (7.3)
are the only conditions we can derive in the pre-
sent case, so that two out of the four constants «,
B, v, and 0 cannot be fixed from the present con-
siderations.

We shall now show that one of the two unknown
constants can be fixed if we use the Dashen-
Weinstein® result. In our notation this result is

(mK2 - mnz)fﬂr(O) +f(0)= %(fK/fﬂ‘ - fﬂ'/f!{)
+second-order terms
in SU(3)xSU(3) breaking.
(7.4)

We would like to mention that the Dashen-Wein-
stein relation is a perturbative result and may not
be correct if the perturbation theory around SU(3)
x8U(3) limit breaks down. In contrast, we em-
phasize again that the relations (6.15)=(6.18) are
correct up to second-order perturbation only in €,
defined by Eq. (6.9). We shall show later that our
numerical results for A, and £ do not depend or do
not depend sensitively on the use of Eq. (7.4). Sub-
tracting Eq. (6.17) from Eq. (6.15) and using Egs.
(7.2) and (7.3) together with the definition (6.9), one
readily sees that Eq. (7.4) implies

a=1. (7.5)

Using the results (7.2) and (7.3) in Eqgs. (6.15)-
(6.18), we obtain the following relations:

flA)=1+(a+p)ze +(a+8~3)}ae, (7.6)
f=8)=1=(a+pB)ze +(a+p - 6)iac, (1.7
fLAa)=(a - B)ze + (@ — B+1)]ae, (7.8)
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f(=8)=(a-p)re~(a=B+4)iae (7.9)

where a =1 if we accept Eq. (7.4). Furthermore,
from Eq. (6.23), we have the extra relations!”

f{a")=1=3ae, (1.10)
f(a")==(1+3za). (7.11)

Now using the quadratic expansion (3.4), we may
solve Egs. (7.6), (7.7), and (7.10) to obtain a +3,
A,, and A% Note that since we are dropping terms
of order €2, we should for consistency put £.(0)=1.
This is because we expect the SU(3)-breaking
term in f,(0) to be proportional to €2 rather than ae
or a®. Indeed this follows if we use Eqgs. (6.29),
(6.14), and (6.12). From Egs. (7.6), (7.7), and
(7.10), we then get'®

3a A A2
“*ﬁ“‘mﬁ('“E)’ (7.12)
_ma’ (i a\e
Ay = N (1+4>2(oz+6), (7.13)
, _ mqg* 3ae
A= A% —8—(a+B—4). ‘ (7.14)

For the physical value of a given by Eq. (2.4), and
the experimental value of f,/f,, one can then ob-
tain A, and A, without requiring « and 3 separately
The results for A, and A} thus do not require the
special value of o obtained in Eq. (7.5). These
numerical results will be discussed in Sec. VIII.

Using the quadratic expansion (3.4) for f.(f), we
can further solve Egs. (7.8), (7.9), and (7.11) to
obtain &, A_, and AL, We get

€ a A” AIIZ
5=‘a“_m[1+z<2+3z- 7)

+(a—B)§—A-<3a+AT:(4+“)>]’

(7.15)
_3 me ac
r=g T Fla=pr2), (7.16)
4
)\'_=2nA"z[—£+(a—ﬁ)§+98£(a—3-2):|. (7.17)

For the numerical evaluation of £, A_, and AL we
now need the value of o — 3. This can be obtained
if we use Eq. (7.12) and the result (7.5) based on
the Dashen-Weinstein sum rule. Note, however,
that in the evaluation of £ from Eq. (7.15), the
multiplicative factor of « — 8 for physical ais so
small that unless «a — g3 is very large, § is sensi-
tively independent of the value of @ —3. In con-
trast, A- and A” do depend quite sensitively on
a-B.

|

VIII. NUMERICAL RESULTS

From Eqgs. (7.12)—=(7.14), we evaluate 1, and A/
using Eq. (2.4) for the physical value of ¢, and
Egs. (6.23) and (7.2) for expressions of A” and A.
Eq. (7.12) gives

a+p=3.79. ‘ (8.1)

The numerical estimates of A_, AZ, and & follow
from Egs. (7.15)-(7.17), if we use @ —B8=-1.79 as
determined from Egs. (7.5) and (8.1). Note that &
is essentially independent of o — 3, as mentioned
before. For f,/f, we take the value

Sk ~1.28
fo 77
which follows from the experimentally determined
value'® £, /f,.f(0)=1.28+0.06 if we use f,(0)=1. We
then obtain the results

A, =0.037, A% =-0.0001,
A_=0.010, A’ =-0.0014, (8.2)
£=-0.16.

With the values of A, and A, in Eq. (8.2), we
observe that the quadratic terms in the ¢ depen-
dence of f,(f) and d(¢) are negligible in the physical
K,;~decay region and do not make any sizable con-
tribution even up to the soft-pion point #=m,>.

We would also like to point out that from rather
general considerations, Okubo and Shih?° have re-
cently derived the following bounds on the deriva-
tives of d(¢) at ¢=0:

~0.095 < d’(0) < 0.52,
-1.1x10"2 < m,2d"(0) < 3.7x10™2, (8.3)
-1.6x107° < m,*d"(0) < 4.6 1072,

Our results for the derivatives are consistent with
these bounds. For comparison, we list our numer-
ical values,

d’(0)=0.21,
m,2d"(0)=-0.57x1072, (8.4)
m,4d"(0)=1.35%x1073,

IX. DISCUSSION

Using approximate SU(3)xSU(3) symmetry within
the framework of the (3, 3*)+ (3%, 3) model, we
have obtained in this paper several new sum rules
involving the K,, form factors. Specifically we have
assumed that the extrapolation of the results from
one subgroup of SU(3)xSU(3) to another is as
smooth as possible, consistent with the constraints
available when the various subgroup symmetries
are realized exactly. We have argued that if SU(3)
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xXSU(3) symmetry is a reasonably good symmetry
of nature, such a smooth extrapolation is to be ex-
pected. Using the sum rules, we have been able to
solve for the various K,; parameters using quadra-
tic expansions in ¢ for the form factors f,(¢). Our
main results can be summarized as follows:

(1) We find that the quadratic terms make a
negligible contribution in the region of interest. In
particular, f.(¢) and d(¢) are reasonably well de-
scribed by linear functions of { up to the soft-pion
point ¢=m,%.

(2) Although our value of A, is consistent with
experiments, most experiments yield a larger
negative value for £. The experimental spread is
however substantial, and for comparison, we
quote results from a recent Rochester-Wisconsin
collaboration,?

A, =0.04+0.015, £=-0.3672:2°, (9.1)

(3) A crucial quantity is the slope of d(¢) vs ¢.
With the expansion

a=a0)(1+ 2% t+-), 9.2)
we get
Ag=1m,? ‘fi’(%))) ~0.022, 9.3)

which is almost the same result as one gets from
the soft-pion theorem (4.1), and is inconsistent
with the experimental value' -0.024+0.02. Should
future experiments support this latter value, it
would imply a drastic modification in the soft-pion
result. Such a situation would imply a breakdown
of our smoothness hypothesis or even of the (3, 3*)
+(3*, 3) model if indeed approximate SU(3) xSU(3)
symmetry itself still makes sense. It has been
suggested':?? that the experimental contradiction
of the soft-pion value of A, may be explained if
nonlinear terms in d(f) become important near the
soft-pion value of the momentum transfer. Our
calculations is this paper do not bear out this pos-
sibility. Clearly, a great deal of interest attaches
to more experimental information on A,

On the question of SU(3)xSU(3)-symmetry break-
ing, it is worthwhile to point out that a recent re-
sult of Cheng and Dashen? seems to suggest that
the (3, 3*%) +(3*, 3) model is insufficient to explain
the large o term that the 7N scattering analysis
seems to require. It has, however, been pointed
out? that if in the SU(3)xSU(3) limit, one also
realizes scale invariance through a scalar Gold-
stone o meson, this difficulty in the (3, 3*)+ (3%, 3)
model disappears,  with all the advantages of this
model still preserved. A scalar o, however, is of
no interest in the K;; problem.

*Work supported in part by the U. S. Atomic Energy
Commission.
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