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TABLE II. EO matrix elements (fm? for monopole
transitions in */Mg and %%Si.

Present Shell
Nucleus result e,e”? modelP
2\ig 7.3 6.39+0.39 1.47
28Bgi 7.7 6.8+0.4 0.92
aRef. 11. bRef, 1.

these wave functions cannot describe the deep
structure of the angular distribution. The strong
disagreement between experimental and calcu-
lated values of the (1d;,,)(1d;,,)"" particle-hole
amplitudes is similar to the discrepancy observed
with single-nucleon pickup reactions'? which also
indicates the presence of a large 1d,,, particle
amplitude. Also, the EO0 matrix elements ob-
tained in the truncated space of Ref. 1 are in poor
agreement with the data (Table II).

In conclusion we believe to have demonstrated
that the monopole inelastic cross sections allow
a remarkably sensitive test of nuclear wave func-
tions. In particular we find strong evidence for
significant 1p hole and 1d,,, particle components
in the wave functions of 2*Mg and ?8Si. We were
also able to derive E0 matrix elements which
show remarkably good agreement with inelastic-
electron-scattering results. Possible contribu-

tions from two-step processes are currently be-
ing investigated.

The authors are indebted to Dr. John A. Becker
and Dr. P. J. Ellis for a critical reading of the
manuscript and to Dr. B. H. Wildenthal for pro-
viding us with shell-model wave functions.
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The problem addressed is that of determining best values and confidence limits for the
amplitude and phase of an unknown harmonic amplitude vector, given a single set of di-
rections measured on a circle. The previously known solution, for the limiting case of
small fluctuation, is inapplicable to the great majority of cosmic-ray anisotropy mea-
surements. Solutions are given that are thought to be valid for all cases likely to occur

in practice.

The following results were obtained in response
to a specific need that arose recently in the study
of cosmic-ray directionality above 10'° eV, as
determined by air-shower observations.! It was
found almost immediately that they are also use-
ful for reanalyzing a considerable body of accu-
mulated data pertaining to lower air-shower en-
ergies. The results will be developed in more
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detail, and applied to cosmic-ray data from many
sources, in forthcoming publications. They are
presented here in general form with the thought
that applications may be found in other areas of
physics and astronomy.

I consider as data a set of N directions ¥,
Pyy. .., ¥y such that 0<3) < 27. I assume that the
individual values ¥; have negligible error and



VoLUME 34, NUMBER 24

PHYSICAL REVIEW LETTERS

16 JUNE 1975

equal weight. The usual formulas of Fourier anal-
ysis define a first-harmonic amplitude » and
phase ¥ as follows?:

r= (a2+ b2)1/2’
where
N N
a=(2/N));cosy;, b=(2/N)};sind;,
i=1 i=1
and

P’ ifb>0, a>0,
p={¢'+7if a <O, (1)
Y'+2mif b<0, a>0,

where ¥/ =arctan(b/a), —71/2<yp'<u/2.

As the first of three alternatives, I suppose the
data set to have been drawn from a population of
directions distributed uniformly over the interval
0 to 2r. The asymptotic (N =) probability distri
bution of » (v distribution) for this case was first
given by Rayleigh.® Since the harmonic amplitude
can be represented as the resultant of N coplanar
vectors having magnitude 2 and directions ¢,
there is an exact analogy to the problem of a sim-

ple two-dimensional random walk, first posed by
Pearson.? Pearson’s calculation® of the 7 distri-
bution for small values of N has been supplement-
ed by Greenwood and Durand,® using an alterna-
tive formulation due to Kluyver.” Having called
attention to the availability of an exact v distribu-
tion, in terms of which all that follows could be
reformulated, I develop the remaining argument
in terms of the much simpler asymptotic distribu-
tion, since from the point of view taken here it
proves to approximate the exact one adequately,
even for values of N as small as 3. The well-
known Rayleigh formula for probability of obtain-
ing fractional amplitude greater than 7 is given
by

w(>r)=exp(-k,), k,=v*N/4. (2)

As a second alternative, I suppose the data
set to have been drawn at random from a popula-
tion of directions having a given fractional ampli-
tude s, with phase equal to zero.® It follows that
¥=%+X, where X describes the Rayleigh fluctua-
tion, and that the probability of » in dr, ¥ indy,
is given by

pr’,p‘daf dp=(N/4m)exp[- N(r?+ s - 2vs cosy)/4]r drdy, (3)

where —7 < <m. Equation (3) is the starting point for derivation of Eq. (7), to follow. It is also useful
in itself. If s is given, for example by theory, it predicts the result of a series of observations, each
involving measurement of N directions.® Integration with respect to 7 yields the differential probability

distribution of phase (¥ distribution)

2mp , = exp(—k){1+ (k)2 cosy exp(k cos?¥)[1+L erf(Lk'2 cosy)]}, (4)

where k£ =s2N/4, erf(x) is the error function, and

YH1if —7/2<9<7/2,

L= -1if —r<syY<-7/20rn/2<P<m.

Integration with respect to ¥ yields the » distribution

p,=(rN/2) exp[ - N(r2+s2) /4] I(rsN/2),

(5)

(6)

where I (x) is the zero-order modified Bessel function. For s >>N~Y2, by approaches a normal distribu-
tion about ¥ =0 with dispersion equal to (2k)""2, while p, approaches a normal distribution about 7 =s

with dispersion equal to (2/N)Y2.

As my last alternative I suppose the data set to have been drawn at random from an anisotropic popu-
lation characterized by §, whose value is now unknown, the population having been selected at random
from an ensemble in which all possible values of § (magnitude and phase) are equally represented.
Having calculated » and ¢, I inquire as to the probability p ;¢ that the population from which the data
were drawn had s in ds and 6 ind6, where 6 is measured relative to §. According to (3), the various
s and 6 combinations have relative probability exp[— N(s2- 2s¥ cosf)/4]. The remaining structure of
Eq. (7) is determined by the requirement that p ., be normalized to unity:

poo=L(ko/m) 21y (k,/2)] exp[—N(s?+372 - 257 cosb)/4]. )

1531



VOLUME 34, NUMBER 24

PHYSICAL REVIEW LETTERS

16 JUNE 1975

TABLE I. Column 1: {¢) (expectancy), equal to [(n% ) !/2exp(~k,/2)
xIy(k4/2)17. Column 2: & mp (most probable ), the solution of x - I,2k¢x)/
I,(2kyx)=0. Column 3: ¢ (dispersion), equal to {f[(&)—&]ngdi}l/z. Col-
umns 4, 5: 5% and 95% confidence limits of ¢£. Column 6: 68.3% confi-
dence limit of (6| (degrees). Column 7: 95% confidence limit of [ 6| (de-
grees). (Values shown in parentheses are correct mathematically but

have no practical utility.)

Column number

k, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1/16 .2.328 0 1.758 (.183) 5.719 108.1 (168.0)
1/8 1.697 0 1.286 (.134) 4.164 101.3 (165.8)
1/4 1.274 0 .953  (.101) 3.107  91.2 (163.5)
1/2 1.009 0 .738 (.082) 2.416 76.6 (157.9)
1 .875 0 597 (.078) 1.978  57.4  144.6
2 .857 831 .489  .107 1.705 37.5 107.3
4 .914 930  .371  .280 1.523 23,2 53.3
8 .964  ,967  .256  .540 1.383  15.1 30.8
16 .983  .984 .178 .689 1.277  10.3 20.6
32 .992  .,992  .126 .785 1,199 7.3 14.3
64 .996  .996  .089  .849 1,142 5.1 10.0

Integration with respect to s yields the 6 distribution:

2mpo =[1,(k,/2)] " exp[k,(cos?0 - 3)][1+ Lerf(Lk, 2 cos)]. (8)

Integration with respect to 6 yields the s distribution, which I prefer to write in terms of the ratio £

=s/r:
pe=[2(ko/M"?/1(ko/2)] exp| - ko(£2+73)] 1;(27%&)-

It is noteworthy that pg and p,, like w(>7) of Eq.
(2), depend on the directly measured quantities

2+

wO

I

2 3

) . . .
° E=s/r
FIG. 1. Differential probability distributions of ¢ =s/#
labeled with the values of parameter %, =72N/4 to which
they belong.
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N and 7 only in combination as &,,.

For k,>1, pgapproaches a normal distribution
about 6 =0 with dispersion equal to (2k,)" ',
while p ; approaches a normal distribution about
s =7 with dispersion equal to (2/N)Y2. This be-
havior of pg and p in the asymptotic limit of
small fluctuation could have been predicted on
general grounds, as could the corresponding be-
havior of p, and p,. Likewise, the asymptotic ex-
pressions for dispersion could have been reached
by a shorter route. Those expressions have been
used for at least two decades in stating results of
cosmic-ray anisotropy measurements, often with-
out any apparent regard to the condition 2,>1 on
which their validity depends.'® The behavior of
p¢is shown in Fig. 1 for a range of k, values.

* Some useful quantities derived from Egs. (8) and

(9) are given in Table I. It can be seen (column
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1) that unless k2,>1, 7 is a biased estimate of s.
As &, decreases toward unity there is a tendency
for 7 to overestimate s. Fluctuations whose ef-
fect is to make 7 greater than s are more likely
than those with the contrary effect. This tendency
was noted by Cranshaw et al.,'* who suggested the
expression 7 [1 -41/(2k,)]'? as an approximation
for (s). For k, values down to 1.5 the approxima-
tion is fairly good. Below that it breaks down be-
cause of an opposite tendency: For k,< 0.5, 7
tends to underestimate s. Such values of 2, imply
amplitude values so small as to be reckoned un-
likely even if s were zero. The amplitude is de-
viant no matter what one assumes regarding s.
Hence such a result has no power to discriminate
against s values that are sufficiently small.

This work was begun during the writer’s tenure
of a British Science Research Council fellowship
at Leeds University, and benefitted from stimu-
lating discussions with Dr. Bryan Mercer, Dr.

R. J. O. Reid, and Professor J. G. Wilson. Above
all, important contributions by Dr. Alan A. Wat-
son, both in discussion at Leeds and in later com-
munications, are gratefully acknowledged.
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The decay asymmetries (@) in polarized B and 2N have been measured as a function
of p-ray energy (E). The coefficients « ., in a form of @ = FP(p/E)(1+a,E), have been
determined to be a_(!*B) =+ (0.31+0.06)%/MeV and «,(1?N) =—(0.21+0.07)%/MeV. The
experimental value, a.— a,=(0.52+0.09)%/MeV, is larger than the prediction of con-
served-vector-current theory, (¢. —a,)cyc =~ 0.27%/MeV, and in favor of the existence

of the second-class induced-tensor current.

Because of the parity nonconservation in the
weak interaction, 8 rays are emitted asymmetri-
cally from polarized nuclei. Conserved-vector-

current (CVC) theory predicts, as a result of the
weak magnetism, a dependence of the decay
asymmetry on the B-ray energy as a higher-or-
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