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which is likely to be easily satisfied.
If the decay D+ -E m+ is not enhanced, as is to

be expected theoretically, the upper limits on all
the remaining modes, K m', w+v, and K"K,
lead to no constraints at all, because these modes
are suppressed by tan'Oc relative to the dominant
modes.

Obviously, the nonobservation of charmed had-
rons at SPEAR does little to strengthen the case
for the hidden-charm interpretation of the newly
discovered bosons. How much the case is weak-
ened by the new data is a topic for subjective in-
terpretation of the bounds we have quoted above.
In our minds the most damaging result is that
two-body decays of D' account for less than 10%
of its total width. While such a suppression is
neither unthinkable nor unprecedented, we find it
disturbing not only because it is so small but al-
so because, if 90% of the nonleptonic decays are
to three or more particles, it will be difficult to
understand the observed charged-particle multi-
plicity. We disagree with the conclusion of Boyar-
ski et al. that their upper limit on B(D+-K'm+ or
K p+m+) violates the expectation of the convention-
al model by a factor of at least 3." In fact, in
the conventional model, with all of its pre-J/g
baggage of sextet enhancement and 10 suppres-
sion, both decays are expected to be absent (i.e. ,
not dominant). An incautious interpretation is
that the nonobservation of these modes is good
for the model, but we do not wish to go so far.
Indeed, it is our feeling that if some of the upper
limits, such as those given in Eqs. (2), (9), and

(13), were decreased by factors of 2 or 3, the
conventional charm scheme' ' would require mod-

ification.
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The discussion surrounding Table IV of Ref. 6, on
which Boyarski eI, al. apparently base their conclusion,
clearly warns that these modes may be strongly sup-
pressed.

ERRATUM

BOUND FOR THE KINETIC ENERGY OF FER-
MIONS WHICH PROVES THE STABII ITY OF
MATTER. Elliott H. Lieb and Walter E. Thir-
ring [Phys. Hev. Lett. 35, 687 (19'/5)].

Equation (2), replace N «, (i V++/2l ) with
N „„(-i V+a/2I ).

Equation (13), replace —3.68N with —3.68Ny.
Equation (15), replace (. . .)'with (. . .).
On page 687, line 15, replace &E by &E.


