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ABSTRACT: In this work, we carry out a global fit for the two-body weak decays of
antitriplet charmed baryons in both SU(3) respected and broken scenarios incorporat-
ing all the available data up to date. In the SU(3) irreducible representation approach
(IRA), more amplitudes for irreducible representation terms are taken into account and
the ranges for their coefficients in each scenarios are predicted. By a comparison among
various fitting schemes in this work, experimental data prefer the SU(3) symmetry break-
ing scenario. Observables of interest, branching fractions and decay asymmetries of all the
Cabibbo-favored (CF), singly Cabibbo-suppressed (SCS) and doubly Cabibbo-suppressed
(DCS) channels are calculated in the chosen fitting scheme. Most of our predictions are
consistent well with experimental data. We further propose more ways to explore the
SU(3) symmetry in charmed baryon decays: (i) A clear measurement of branching frac-
tion on CF mode Z¥ — =70 as a large difference exists between SU(3) respected and
broken scenarios. (ii) The decay asymmetries of the five yet-to-be measured CF decay
modes, 20 — A°Kg, XK, =070 2%, =%’ for their opposite signs in the two different
cases. (ili) The future measurement on branching fraction ratios indicated from Eq. (2.10)
and presented on Table 7. An improved measurement for o(A} — pKg) is called for
since predictions from both fittings, including the one in current work and earlier works,
and the pole model calculation prefer an opposite sign from previous experimental value.
Given branching fractions of most of the CF modes and part of the SCS modes being mea-
sured, predictions for the remaining channels, including the DCS modes as well as more
decay asymmetries, are anticipated to be checked by the upcoming experiments in BESIII,
Belle/Belle-IT and LHCb.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, more and more attentions have been paid on two-body hadronic weak de-
cays of charmed baryons both experimentally and theoretically. Especially for the branch-
ing fractions and decay asymmetries of antitriplet charmed baryon decays, continuous
progresses have been made in summer 2022. For the first time, branching fractions of the
following channels have been measured by BESIII [1-4]

BAF = nr™) = (6.6+1.240.4) x 1074,

B(AS — pi/) = (5.621258 +0.26) x 1074,

B(AF — A°K) = (6.21 £ 0.44 £ 0.26 4 0.34) x 107, (1.1)
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Af 5 STKY) = (4.8+1.44+0240.3) x 1074,
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BAF - 2°K+) = (4.7409+0.1+0.3) x 107

C

Meanwhile, Belle has made independent contributions in the measurements of both branch-
ing fractions and decay asymmetries, giving [5-7]

B(AF — pn) = (4.73 4 0.82 4+ 0.47 £ 0.24) x 1074,

B(Af — A°KT) = (6.57+0.17 £0.11 £ 0.35) x 1074,

B(A} — ¥OKT) = (3.58 + 0.19 £ 0.06 4 0.19) x 1074, (1.2)

B(Af — ¥Tn) = (3.14 +£0.35 £ 0.11 £ 0.25) x 1073,

B(AF = X%) = (416 £ 0.75 £ 0.21 £ 0.33) x 1072,

and

al(AT — AKT) = —0.585 4 0.049 + 0.018,
a(Af — ¥PKT) = —0.55 4+ 0.18 £ 0.09, 13
(A} — $Fn) = —0.99 £ 0.03 £ 0.05, '
a(Af — XTy) = —0.46 + 0.06 4 0.03.

In addition, the branching fraction measurements of A, — X TKg and A. — pn’ have
been improved by BESIIT and Belle, respectively. Moreover, decay asymmetries of A7 —
A7+, 297F and £ 7Y have been measured more precisely.

The dynamics of charmed baryon weak decays, especially for antitriplet charmed
baryon, had a long research history for several decades [8-11] and recently has been stud-
ied extensively [12-15] promoted by rapid developments in experiment, which has been
reviewed in [16]. These phenomenological studies are model dependent, due to the lack
of a consistent QCD-inspired framework to deal with charmed baryon decays so far, still
require further checks from experiments. On the other hand, without involving the non-
perturbative details, the fitting methodology provides a tool as a complementary way to
interpret data and further predict the yet-to-be measured channels. Two different ways,
IRA (irreducible representation approach) and TDA (topological diagram approach), have
been developed to carry out the fitting analysis. In IRA, different decay channels can be



connected [17-19] via irreducible representations for the SU(3) flavor symmetry. Another
attempt, TDA, is to take topological diagrams as basic elements to implement the fitting
scheme [20]. The topic that whether an equivalence between the two approaches exists or
not, has been discussed recently for mesons [21-23] and for baryons [24], and further efforts
are still required.

In this work, we adopt the IRA to carry out such a global fitting analysis. Meanwhile
in charmed baryon decays whether the SU(3) flavor symmetry is strictly respected or
broken is still a question worth answering. Hence the two scenarios, SU(3) symmetry
being kept strictly and broken, are both taken in the following study by incorporating the
latest experimental data. We will give explicitly the relations among different channels at
the amplitude level. Coefficients of amplitudes in terms of irreducible representations will
be fitted after comparing with different fitting schemes. Branching fractions and decay
asymmetries of all the two-body decays, including CF, SCS and DCS channels, will be
predicted based on the coefficients in the fixed scheme. Armed with the explicit predicted
values, we propose ways to discriminate SU(3) symmetry between its keeping and breaking
scenarios, including the focus on branching fraction of special modes (2% — Z%70 as an
example), decay asymmetries of particular modes (like =0 — A°Kg) as well as branching
fraction ratios of some certain channels ( of which an example is B(Z0 — pr~)/B(Z2 —
pK™)). We point out that theoretical predictions from both fittings and model calculations
as well as experimental measuring provide complementary information to explore charmed
baryon weak decays from different aspects. In general, opportunities are indicated in these
inconsistent channels, of which an example is a(Af — pKg). By combing predictions in
different independent ways, some suggestions for experiments are also given.

The remaining part of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we set up
the framework of the entire fitting work, including theoretical formalism and a summary
of experimental data. In both scenarios, connections among decay amplitudes are also
presented in this section. Then fitting schemes are introduced in the first part of Sec. 3,
while in the second part we present all the numerical results and related discussion. A
conclusion is made in Sec. 4. For more details of choosing fitting schemes, results for a
comparison are displayed in Appendix A.

2 Formalism

2.1 The irreducible representation and kinematics

The state-of-the-art effective Hamiltonian approach is adopted to describe charmed baryon
decays. At quark level, the effective Hamiltonian to depict quark decay process ¢ — q1gau
is

G
— T;qucvu@(qm +¢ O )+he
(2.1)

1 1
O+:§(01+02), 0725(01—02)

Heff

in which Oy = (gic)(uga), Oz = (uc)(Gig2), and the bilinear operator is defined as (g1¢2) =
@17*(1 — v5)g2. In particular, the quark flavors of the four-quark operator are denoted



s (q1,92) = (s,d),{(s,s),(d,d)},(d,s), corresponding to Cabibbo-favored (CF), singly

Cabibbo-suppressed (SCS) and doubly Cabibbo-suppressed (DCS) processes, respectively.

From the point of view of SU(3) flavor symmetry, the four-quark operators O4 in the
weak Hamiltonian fall into two irreducible representations (6,15) [18, 19, 25], given by

B 000 0 sc1 0 —s2 —s.
H(15)! = 000 |, 500 |, -s20 0 :
000 100 —s5. 0 0
(2.2)
0 0 0
H(G)ij = 0 2 —28c
0 —2s. 25>

with s. = sinf,. = 1/0.23 [26] and (i,j, k) = 1,2,3, in which traceless H(I5) is symmetric
for the superscript indices while H(6) is symmetric for the subscript indices. For the two-
body decays of antitriplet charmed baryon B, into hadrons in the baryon and meson octets
B,, and M, the amplitudes are separated as S- and P-waves [18], given

M= <MBn’7'[eff’Bc> = Zﬁf(A — B'y5)ul (23)

If the S- and P-wave amplitudes (A and B terms) are invariant under SU(3) symmetry,
generically they can further be parameterized by the irreducible representations of SU(3)

group,
Ay = agH(6)i;(BL)™* (By)i.(M)§ + a1 H(6)i; (BL)* (Bt (M)} + asH(6)i;(BL)™* (M)}(B),
+asH (6)ij(Bn)i (M)} (B + af(By)s (M)§H(T5)"(Be)i + asH (15)} (Be);(M)] (Bn)§

~ S,

j ke
a5 (Bn)}(M){H(15))" (Bo)i + ag(By)] (M) H(15);5.(Be); + ar(B,){ (M) H(T5);" (Be)x
By = A ; (2.4)
ai—>bi
where
Bc = (Ega _E:’A;r) s
1 A0 150 +
\/gA + \/52 1 b)) 1 P
B, = ¥- %AO - _220 n )
= =0 —/3A° (2.5)
\%(ﬂ' + con + s41') ot Kt
M= o %(—Wo—l—%n—i—s(bn’) KY :
K~ K —54m + con’

and (B.)Y = ¢9%(B,);. Here the mixing of 7 and 7 have also been considered in which
(¢4, 54) = (cos ¢,sin @) with ¢ = 39.3° [27, 28]. The coeflicients a; and b; will be determined
by experimental data. Thanks to the more and more accumulated data, here we incorporate
the terms characterized by a;), a4 57 (and the corresponding terms in P-wave), which were
neglected in [18] and recently have been recollected in [19].



It is known that in D meson sector, SU(3) breaking effect takes up a certain contri-
bution in the decays [29-31]. To incorporate the analogous SU(3) breaking effect in the
decays of charmed baryons is a reasonable and interesting attempt. In the earlier studies,
it has been shown that there are several SU(3) representations to describe the breaking
effect [32, 33]. In this work, we continue to take the assumption that 3 is the dominant
source of SU(3) breaking [34] and the corresponding amplitudes can be parameterized as

A" = ui(Be)iH3) (Bu)l (M)} + us(Be)H(3) (By)i (M)}
+uz(Be)iH(3) (By)§ (M),
— A (2.6)

U;—> V5
with
H(3) = (s¢,0,0), (2.7)

which manifests in the SCS processes.!

Then in terms of the total S- and P-wave amplitudes A = Ay + A’, B = By + B’, the
observables of interest, decay width I' and decay asymmetry «, are given as

r_ Pe (m¢+mf)2—m?:A2 (mz—mf)z—m?sBz
_8_7'(' m2 ’ ‘ + m2 ‘ ’
7 7
_ 2kRe(A*B)
AP + w2|BJ?

(2.8)

where m;, my,mp stand for the masses of initial state baryons, final state baryons and

mesons with p. being the c.m. three-momentum in the rest frame of initial baryon. And

the auxiliary parameter « is defined as k = pc/(Ef +my) = \/(Ef — my)/(Ef +my).

2.2 Decay amplitudes

Without involving the dynamics of decay details, decay amplitudes containing SU(3) break-
ing effect can be expressed by coefficients of irreducible representations by expanding Eqs.
(2.4) and (2.6). From the detailed expressions exhibited in Tables 1, 2 and 3, the relations
of amplitudes (here S-wave amplitudes are taken as an illustration) between some of the
CF and DCS decays can be established, giving

AN} = X071 = —AAf — BT7Y)

AN - nKT) =sin?0.AE5 — =2%T)

AES = nrt) =sin?0.AAF — Z°K™)

AEF - STEY) = sin20,A(AF — pK) (2.9)
AN — pK®) = sin? 0. A(ES — 27K 0)

AR - 27K T) = —sin? 0. A(E? = =77 T)

A(EY = pr) = —sin® 0 A(E) —» TR ).

! Although this occurs under the 3 dominance assumption, the feature is in agreement with the fit in
terms of topological diagrams [29, 31].



Table 1. The S-wave amplitudes for Cabibbo-favored decays of B, — B, M in terms of coefficients
of irreducible representation amplitudes (IRA). The P-wave amplitudes can be obtained by replacing
a; by b; accordingly.

Channel A Channel A
AF — A%t %(72(1,1 — 2as — 2a3 + as — 2a6 + ar) =F - 2% F —2a3 — a4 — ag
AT — p?o —2a1 + as + as 52 — AO?O %(740‘1 + 2a2 + 2a3 — 2as + as + ar)
Af — 207t 2(—2ay + 2a2 + 2a3 + as — ar) =0 2R’ V2(—~2a5 — 2a3 + ag — ar)
Af = 2tq0 %(Qal —2as — 2a3 —as + ar) =205 utK- 2as + as + ar
5 6 — 6o 4 B L Gl 1+ 30 13 ]
AF S xty 5 cy(—12a0 — 6a1 — 6az + ?ad + 6ag + 3as + 3ar) 20 _y 50,0 §(72a1 +2as+ a1 — as)
+54(2a0 — ag — as)

A sy 2 54(—12ap — 6ar — 6az + 6as + 6al + 3as + 3ar) =, =0 V2, (12a0 + 6a1 — 6as + 6al + 3as + 3as)

¢ —ce(2a0 — af — as) N +254(—6ao — 6az — 3ay — 3ar)

V2 — / .
AF S EORH 25+ as + ar =0 5 =20 5 86(12a0 + 6a1 — Gas + 6ag + 3as + 3as)
—5¢4(—6ao — 6a2 — 3ay — 3ar)

E:r — E*FO 2a3 — a4 — ag Eg =7t 2a1 + as + ag

Except the first relation which holds between the two CF modes, other connections are
established between CF and DCS modes. In addition to the relations in Eq. (2.9), more

relations can be recovered if SU(3) symmetry is strictly respected,?

AAF = STK%) = A(EF — pK))

AN — nrt) = A(EF — 20K T)

AE? - nK’) = —A(E0 — 2K0)

A(EY = pr) =sin0.AE? = pK ™) = —sinf AE? - LTr7) = —sin? 0. AE? — ©TK )
AR - 27K T) =sinfAE? - K1) = —sinf AE? - X 7n") = —sin® . AE) - =7

(2.10)

most of which manifest in SCS modes. These relations displayed in Eqgs. (2.9) and (2.10)
can be confirmed in [19] up to a sign in some channels. It is interesting to notice that any
violation of the relations in Eq. (2.10) is a signal for SU(3) symmetry breaking in charmed
baryon decays.

3 Numerical Analysis

3.1 Fitting schemes

To fit the existed data and make predictions to the unmeasured channels, a y? function is
defined by incorporating all the up to date observables, giving
h 2
ex (af® = a2)

h 2 h exp\2

2 2 2
P 03 p 03; g;

2Tt can be easily obtained by setting u; and v; zero in Table 2.
*Note the sign difference originates from the convention in irreducible representations of 15 and 6, which
is unphysical.



Table 2. The same as Table 1, except for singly Cabibbo-suppressed (SCS) decays of B, — B, M.

Channel s;tA Channel s 1A
VB(2ay — day + 2 — a5 + 2a6 + 2
AF s AOK+ 6 (2mdaa s ‘;3u+j"z:‘ ) U5 206+ 207 | o Z0pct 2as + 2a3 + ag — a7 — up
—2uy + u3
V3(_2a; — 2as + 4a: s —ag —
A — pr® (20 + 2a3 — ag — a7 + ua) EQ — AO70 5 (7201 = 20z +dag + 3ay — a5 — ag — a7
+ug + us)
§c¢(12a0 + 2a;1 + 2ay — 4az + 6aj, + 3as + as
AF S 404)(4&0 + 2as — 2a3 — 2af, + ag — a7 + u2) 205 A0 +ag + a7 + 2uy + ug + ug)
N +S¢(*2ao —2a; + a6 +aq + a5 + ag — uz) ¢ +§$@(76(10 —4day — 4as + 2a3 — 3(l6 — 2a5
“+ag — 2a7 + 2uq)
@5(9(12&(1 + 2a1 + 2ag — 4az + 6ag + 3as + a5
AF S pnf @sq‘,(élag + 2a3 — 2a3 — 2aq + ag — ar + uz) 205 A0y +ag + a7 + 2uy + ug + ug)
¢ —co(—2a0 — 2a1 + af + aq + as + ag — ug) ¢ —%cé(—ﬁag —4day — 4as + 2a3 — 3aj, — 2as
“+ag — 2a7 + 2uq)
Af — nrt 2a0 + 2a3 + ag — a7 + us =) pK~ —2a9 — aq — a7 +uy + us
Af — YOKF %(2a1—2a3—a4—a5+u;;) Egﬁnﬁo 2a1 — 2as — 2a3 + a5 — a7 + ug
1
1(2ar + 2as — ag + a5 —
A;r — 2tKO 2a1 — 2a3 + a4 — a5 + us E[r] — 2070 2< a1+ 2ay — ag + a5 — ag + a7
] ] +2uy + ug + u3)
1 !
/6 o P 5¢e(—4ag — 2a1 — 2a3 — 2ap — ag — as
EF — A0gt 5 (201 + 2a2 47‘; 13(1;; @5 — 06 — 07 =0 — 20 +ag — a7 + ug + us)
—Ug — Uz p
2 3 +§s¢(2a0 — 2a3 + ajy + ag)
%84)(—4(1[) — 2(11 — 2(L2 — 2(16 — a4 — an
E:T — pfo 2a1 — 2a3 + a4 — as — ug EB — 207]’ +ag — a7 + ug + uz)
—§c¢(2ag — 2a3 + a{) + ag)
=F - X0t 4(2(1,1 —2a9 +ay —as + ag +ay +ugy —uz) | 20— =0KO —2a1 + 2as + 2a3 — a5 + a7 + ug
EF — 2tq0 §(72a1 +2as + ag +as +ag — ay —ug +ug) | EY — Nt~ 2a9 + ay + a7 +uy +us
@04,(400 + 2a1 + 2a2 — 2af, — as — as
=F =¥ty —ag — ar — Uy — U3) SIS Yt 2a1 4+ as + ag + u1 + ug
+54(—2ag + 2a3 + af, — ag)
§s¢(4a0 + 2a1 + 2as — 2af, — a4 — as
Ei — E+7]/ —ag — a7 — Uy — u3) Eg S = KTt —2a; — a5 — ag + uy + us
7C¢(72(l0 + 2a3 + 06 — af,-)

in which B R™ ot (B&P REP aP) are theoretical formulas (experimental central val-
ues) for branching fractions, their ratios and decay asymmetries while 41,2, 0 are experi-
mental errors for corresponding quantities.

We use Eq. (2.8), together with explicit amplitudes shown in Tables 1, 2, 3 to calculate
various theoretical quantities. In practice, two sets of amplitude formulas with or without
SU(3) symmetry breaking effects are adopted inside Eq. (2.8), corresponding to the two
different scenarios. As for the experimental measurements, in Table 4 we have collected
all the available results up to date, including 20 branching fractions, 10 ratios and 9 decay
asymmetries. To make a reasonable choice of experimental values as part of inputs of the
x? function, we make a comparison among 3 groups of fittings with different choices of
experimental data shown in Appendix A.

The detailed numerical calculation in Appendix A helps interpret experimental data
and make a choice of inputs. A common feature of all the 6 fitting results is that the one con-
taining SU(3) breaking has a better goodness than the corresponding fit without symmetry



Table 3. The same as Table 1, except for doubly Cabibbo-suppressed (DCS) processes.

Channel s2A Channel s2A

AF — pKY 2a3 — a4 — ag EF - utKO —2a1 + a5 + ag

A - nK* —2a3 — a4 — ag =0 — AOKO %(72(11 + 4ag + 4az — as — ag + 2a7)
Ef = AOKT %(—2&1 + 4ag + 4az + as + ag — 2a7) | Y — pr~ —2a9 — a4 — ay

EF — pnf g(—Qag — a4+ ar) R @(2(12 — a4+ ar)

=+ s pn §c¢(—4a0 —2ay + 2aj) + a4 + ay) =0 s @c(b(—élao —2ay — 2aj) — as — ay)
¢ +54(2a0 + 2a1 — 2a3 — aj, — as) ¢ +54(2a0 + 2a1 — 2a3 + af), + as)

=+ S pry gs(ﬁ(fﬁiao —2as + 2aj + as + ay) 20 sy §s¢(f4ao —2ay — 2af) — as — ay)
¢ —cp(2a0 + 2a1 — 2a3 — afy, — as) ¢ —cy(2a0 + 2a1 — 2a3 + ajy + as)

EF = nrt —2a9 + a4 + ar =20 — ROk %(2&1 +as — ag)

Ej — YO+ g(—Qal + a5 — CLG) ES - 37Kt —2a1 — as — ag

breaking terms. This SU(3) breaking preference is also indicated from the measurement
of R1o shown in Table 4. The branching fraction of A} — pr¥ is the main challenge for
the first group of fitting (Fit-I and Fit-I’), no matter to include SU(3) symmetry breaking
or not. To incorporate both R; and single decay branching fraction make the observables
double counting, and the values of Xgmn /d.o.f. are not the best among all the 3 groups as
shown in Table 9. So in Fit-1I and Fit-II" all the ratios of branching fractions R; are not
incorporated in the definition of x2. Moreover, it is easy to find that in all the 6 fitting
schemes the sign of a(A. — pKy) is negative while BESIII provided a positive sign before.
The similar situation occurs in the branching fraction of = — Z%7T. Considering a cor-
relation between = — E%7" and Z° — Z77", the three observables mentioned above are
removed from Fit-II/I’, marked as Fit-III/IIT". Apparently, the numbers of deviations from
experimental results with more than 1o is larger in Fit-II compared with Fit-III. Though
R; is not taken as input in the definition of x? in the scheme Fit-III, more predictions for
R; are consistent well with experiments. Therefore, we choose the group of Fit-III and
Fit-1IT" as a benchmarking combination of input in the following analysis.

3.2 Results and discussion

In total there are 18 fitting parameters to be determined in the SU(3) respected situation
while the number increases to 24 containing SU(3) breaking terms. Throughout this work,
we rely on the package IMINUIT [36] to perform all the fitting analysis. A local minimum of
X2, from a certain starting point, can be obtained by combing Newton steps and gradient-
descents within the algorithm of the function ‘Minuit’. To achieve a global minimum, we
further take the obtained local minimum as input fixing one of the parameters to different
values. We finally get a set of solution of which most of the parameters can be ensured
that its central value locates at the minimum region.

The fitting results of IRA amplitude coefficients are listed in Table 5. In the flavor



Table 4. A summary of current experimental results, including branching fractions, branching
fraction ratios and decay asymmetries. All the data without references is quoted from PDG [26].

Channel Expt. Channel Expt.
_ Bzt
102B(Af — A7) 1.30 £0.07 Ri = w 0.25 4+ 0.03 [7]
BAS =ty
102B(A} — pKs) 1.59 4 0.08 Ry = W 0.33 =+ 0.06 [7]
B(AF =Xty
102B(AF — £077F) 1.29 £ 0.07 Ry = ﬁ 1.34 £0.29 [7]
BAT A Kt —
102B(AF — $+x0) 1.25 +0.10 Ry = W (4.68 £ 0.39) x 1072 [3]
102B(Af — XTn) 0.44 4+ 0.20 (5.05 4+ 0.16) x 1072 [6]
0.314 4 0.044 [7] (4.740.9) x 1072
BAF XK+ _
102B(AF — $+y) 1.50 & 0.60 Ry = W (3.61 £0.73) x 1072 [4]
0.416 4 0.085 [7] (2.78 £ 0.16) x 1072 [6]
10°B(Af — E°K™) 0.55 & 0.07 (4.0£0.6) x 1072
BAf =X07+
103B(AF — pn) 1.42 +0.12 Re = W 0.98 £ 0.05
104B(AF = pif) 4T3 097 5] || Ry = Gaia—ay 0.225 4 0.013
= 0
5621246 +0.26 [2] || Rg = % (3.8 40.72) x 1072
10'B(A; — A°KT) | 6214061 [3] | Ro= ’;Q;(:i@tf;; 0.123 + 0.0122
B(E0—E— KT _
6.57 040 [6] || Rio = Fztme—ast | (275 40.57) x 107
10*B(Af — XK ™) 4.7 40.95 [4] a(Af — A7) —0.84 £ 0.09
3.58 +0.28 [6] —0.755 + 0.006 [6]
10*B(Af — nrt) 6.6 + 1.3 [1] a(Af — pKg) 0.18 & 0.45
10*B(A} — 2T Kp) 4.8+ 1.4 [4] a(Af — x07T) —0.73 +£0.18
10*B(Af — pn©) < 0.80 [35] —0.463 4+ 0.018 [6]
10?B(Z22 — ==7 1) 1.43 £0.32 a(Af — xt7Y) —0.55 £+ 0.11
103B(Z0 — ==K ) 0.38 +0.12 —0.48 £ 0.03 [7]
103B(ZY — AKy) 3.34 +0.67 a(BY — == at) —0.64 £ 0.05
103B(Z2 — 2°Kg) 0.69 + 0.24 a(Af — Xtn) —0.99 £ 0.06 [7]
103B(Z0 — ©+K ) 1.84+0.4 a(AF — Sty —0.46 £ 0.07 [7]
102B(Ef — =07H) 1.6 +£0.8 a(Af — AOKT) —0.585 + 0.052 [6]
a(Af — XOKT) —0.55 4 0.20 [6]

SU(3) respected framework, the coefficients a1 236 and by 5 are well fitted as their errors
are controlled less than 10% comparing with their corresponding central values. With an
around 20% ~ 50% relative error, as 7 and by 46 can provide useful information. However,
the errors are too large for af,ap4 and by, by 37. Keeping other a; similar precision, the
fitting precision of as is improved with a price of large uncertainty for u; in SU(3) breaking
framework. For the P-wave amplitude coefficients, the errors of by 246 are less than 50%,
while the errors of bs, vs 3 are between 50% and 100%. The others are with large uncertainty.
We should also keep in mind that the errors of each coefficients are also correlated. The



correlation matrix R are given as

1 —0.00 —0.02 0.03 0.99 -0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 -0.01 —0.00
—0.00 1 0.09 0.09 0.00 -0.01 0.89 -0.13 0.11 0.00 -0.25 0.02 0.09 -0.00 —0.09 —0.67 —0.05
—0.02 0.09 1 —0.42  0.02 0.28 0.08 0.04 0.78 0.01 0.09 -0.50 0.12 -0.01 —0.05 —0.05 —0.14

0.03 0.09 -—0.42 1 -0.03 -0.39 —-0.05 —-0.39 —-0.10 —-0.00 0.22 0.17 0.24 0.00 -0.01 0.09 -0.26
0.99 0.00 0.02 -0.03 1 0.02 -0.00 —0.00 —0.00 0.00 -0.00 —0.01 0.00 -0.00 —0.01 0.00 0.00
—0.02 —0.01 0.28 —0.39 0.02 1 —-0.11 —-0.37 —-0.19 0.01 0.17 —-0.20 0.09 —-0.01 0.12 0.03 —-0.13

0.00 0.89 0.08 —0.05 —0.00 —0.11 1 0.21  0.17 0.00 —-0.48 0.00 —-0.11 —0.00 —0.12 —0.74 0.22

0.00 —0.13 0.04 —-0.39 —0.00 —0.37 0.21 1 0.27 0.00 —0.54 —0.11 —0.47 —0.00 0.01 —0.01 0.48
R o 0.00 0.11 0.78 —0.10 —0.00 —0.19 0.17 0.27 1 —0.00 —0.02 —0.41 0.10 0.00 —-0.13 —0.13 —0.04
- —0.00 0.00 0.01 —0.00 0.00 0.01  0.00 0.00 —0.00 1 —0.01 —0.02 0.01 0.99 —-0.01 0.01 0.00
0.00 —0.25 0.09 0.22 —0.00 0.17 —0.48 —0.54 —0.02 —0.01 1 0.00 0.78 0.01 0.03 0.38 —0.89
0.00 0.02 -0.50 0.17 —-0.01 —0.20 0.00 —0.11 —0.41 —0.02 0.00 1 —0.10 0.02 —-0.10 —0.07 0.05
0.00 0.09 0.12 0.24 0.00 0.09 —-0.11 —-0.47 0.10 0.01 0.78 —0.10 1 —0.01 —0.32 —0.02 —0.83

0.00 —0.00 —0.01 0.00 —-0.001 —0.01 —0.00 —0.00 0.00 0.99 0.01 0.02 -0.01 1 0.01 —0.01 —0.00
0.01 -0.09 —-0.05 —0.01 -0.01 0.12 -0.12 0.01 -0.13 —0.01 0.03 —-0.10 —0.32 0.01 1 0.15 —0.06
—0.00 —0.67 —0.05 0.09 0.00 0.03 —-0.74 —0.01 —0.13 0.01 0.38 —0.07 —0.02 —0.01 0.15 1 —0.14
—0.00 —0.05 —0.14 —0.26 0.00 —0.13 0.22 0.48 —0.04 0.00 —0.89 0.05 —0.83 —0.00 —0.06 —0.14 1
0.00 0.07 —0.40 0.27 —-0.00 —0.25 0.08 —0.02 —0.29 0.01 —-0.07 0.63 0.22 —-0.01 —0.55 —0.01 0.06

(3.2)
Here we only present the 18 x 18 correlation matrix in the exact SU(3) respected scenario

as an illustration, and in practical calculation another 24 x 24 correlation matrix for SU(3)
broken case is also needed.

Combing the errors in Table 5 and the correlation matrices, Eq. (3.2) as an example,
one can straightforwardly calculate the physical quantities of interest, decay branching
fractions and decay asymmetries of all the two-body weak decays of antitriplet charmed
baryons. The results of the total 16 CF, 26 CSC and 16 DCS channels, together with their
S- and P-wave amplitudes, are displayed in Table 6. Though 6 more fitting parameters
are introduced in the case of SU(3) breaking, as shown in Table 9 the goodness is better
for sznin/d.o.f. = 1.27 comparing with X?nin/d.o.f. = 2.15 for the symmetry keeping case.

So far all the CF modes of antitriplet charmed baryons weak decays have been measured
except the channels ZF — YT Kg and 2 — =070 =%, =%/, The prediction in current
work, B(Zf — T Kg) = (0.857012) x 1072 and corresponding a = 0.65+0.25, is consistent
with the one in [19] but differs the sign of « from the pole model calculation [13]. Suppose
that the two modes = 0 5 =20.—7+ can be improved by Belle/Belle-II in the near future,
we have removed them from fitting input lists in current scheme and find other predictions
for the CF measured modes are consistent well in the two scenarios. To discriminate
whether SU(3) symmetry is kept or broken from the aspect of branching fraction, the
CF channel Z0 — Z%7° may play a role as its central value is around 7 times larger in
the SU(3) breaking case. In addition, the decay asymmetries of the yet-to-be measured
modes Z — A°Kg, X Kg, =070 =%, 2% provide alternative options to explore the flavor
symmetry since the corresponding signs of « differ from each other in the two scenarios.
Moreover, from the relations exhibited in Eq. (2.10) the branching fraction ratios between
corresponding modes should be a good window to observe SU(3) symmetry in charmed
baryon decays. We have defined several ratios as Rq; and calculated them based on the
fitted parameters in both scenarios presented in Table 7. In principle, once the relative
size between S- and P-wave amplitudes of corresponding channel are known, the ratios
can be calculated theoretically. The predictions of R 2 . 10 have been mostly confirmed
by experimental data from the Fit-III column of Table 10, hence a further confirmation of
predictions in Table 7 is highly expected. For the SCS modes, there are only 7 of 26
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Table 5. The fitting results of amplitude coefficients in irreducible amplitude approach (see Eq.
(2.4) and (2.6)) in the unit of 107G rGeV?.

SU(3) respected (Fit-IIT") SU(3) breaking (Fit-IIT)
Coefficient Value Coefficient Value Coefficient Value Coefficient Value

ag ~0.10 + 1.00 bo ~0.50 + 2.70 ag ~1.20 + 1.00 bo —0.70 +3.30

a ~3.757929 by 3.507499 a —-3.5010% by 8.607 430

as 1.107947 ba 4.047933 as 1457548 ba 4.0079%

a ~1.661013 b 0.80% 550 ag ~1.984013 bs —0.80%52)

al 1.60 + 2.00 b, 2.00 + 5.00 ah 0.10 £ 2.00 by 2.00 + 7.00

as 0.04733 bs -1.20795% as 0.237029 by —3.40 £0.90

as 136104 bs ~9.1075:% as 2.1475:2%8 bs 3.0075:%0

as 1.2670:38 be 8.0071-59 ag 1.567545 be 10.1073:59

ay —1.041933 by 0.607999 ar —0.591933 by —0.901199
uy 0.00 + 110 vy 13.0047
up 120457 vy —3.00%560
us 2.80 £ 0.70 vs 4.807160

branching fractions and 2 of 26 decay asymmetries have been measured, with them pre-
dictions in Fit-III are consistent well. In the case with exact SU(3) symmetry (Fit-IIT")
the predicted a(Af — X°K ™) has a deviation from Belle measured value [6] originated
mainly from the difference in P-wave amplitude. Among all the 16 DCS channels, the two
modes Z}F — XK+ and ZF — BT K are most possibly to access in next few years with
branching ratio at the order of 1074 and negative decay asymmetries in both scenarios,
which are also in agreement with the theoretical prediction combing the pole model and
MIT bag model [37].

The comparison with experimental values combing fitting results from other groups
[18-20] as well as the model calculation[13, 37], see Table 8, is meaningful. As a typical
example, the sign of decay asymmetry of AT — pKg helps discriminate theoretical cal-
culations, fitting calculations and experimental measurement. In all the 6 different fitting
schemes of this work (see also Table 9), the predictions provide a negative sign, which is
also supported by the earlier fitting [18] as well as the model calculation [13]. However,
the central value of the same quantity provided by BESIII, together with a previous fit-
ting analysis [19], prefers a positive sign (though there is still a possibility that the sign is
negative considering the errors). Currently the error is still too large to determine the sign
of a yet, when more data accumulated BESIII, Belle/Belle-IT and LHCb are supposed to
give the final word. The branching fraction of Al — Y5/ was firstly measured in 2019
by BESIII measured, given (1.50 & 0.60) x 102 [26], which is supported by earlier fitting
results [18, 19]. However, the recent independent measurement from Belle gives a smaller
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Table 6. The fitting results of all the weak decays of antitriplet charmed baryons into octet
pseudoscalar mesons in both SU(3) flavor symmetry respected and breaking scenarios, including
Cabibbo-favored, singly Cabibbo-suppressed and doubly Cabibbo-suppressed processes.

SU(3) respected SU(3) broken
Channel(CF) | A(107'Gr) B(107'Gp) 1028 a A(107'Gr)  B(107'Gp) 10’8 a
A} — A0zt 0.26+0.01 —1.68+0.06 127700 —0.75 £ 0.01 026001  —17070% 1307017  —0.75£0.01
AF = pK’ 1.015909%  —0814+0.34 3.18£0.20 —0.57+0.21 1.07H00% —0.417045  3.304+0.21  —0.29 +£0.24
A} — 207+ 0.627002 —0.507003  1.30 £0.06 —0.47 £ 0.03 0.61£0.02  —049700¢  1.27£0.09  —0.47£0.03
Af — xtq0 —0.6210:07 0.505003 1.30 £ 0.06 —0.47 £ 0.03 —0.61£0.02 0497005  127£0.09  —0.47£0.03
Fo oyt . . ~0.99%91] 314700 —0. . . . —0.98%0 2070080 —0.95+0.
Af = =F 0.21 +0.03 0.99701%  0.314759% 0.96 + 0.05 0.19 +0.03 0987078 0.29770:0%0 0.95 + 0.06
c Ui B . —U.0 . . _':‘ —0U. B Nil .Uo —0. 1o . Y —U. .Uo
AF =y 0.41£0.04 —0.58£0.11  0.2417:02% 0.43 £0.07 0.51 £ 0.05 0.80 £0.15  0.38670:0% 0.47 £0.05
AF — EOIS) —0.32+0.02 —0.8770%8  0.381%) 3;3 o.gltg;gj —-0.335092 —1.237092  0.501759%  0.99£0.01
Ef - 2K —046£0.04 —0.52+0.35  1.69104% 0.6570:32 —0.58+£0.04 —0.83+0.39 282+054  0.77+0.20
Ef - 20rt 0.20£0.02 —0.84+0.08 0.813714% —0.97 +0.03 0.22£0.04  —0.517011 05471005 —0.94+0.05
20 AR’ 0467007 0.92+£021 075850132 0.94%015 0.39£0.05  —1.017020  0.668%015  —0.996 +0.017
20 - R’ 0.24+£0.04  —0.16%028  0.144703 —0.4170:5% 0.23700° 0.337031  0.1471000 0.7670:35
20 oK 0.127508 0.757012 0.79103 0425t8;?,§ 0.3770:3 0.186t3;8§? 0.777031
g9 — 2070 0.2015:08 0.18 +0.11 0.5075-3% 0.08015:530 —1.78750%  0.7747028 —0.291922
20— 2% —0.16£0.19  —0.77702)  0.156 £ 0.192 0.97 £0.31 —0.29£0.19 05810 0.243%030  —0.841020
20— =0 0.20£0.67  0.62+1.77  0.06831)3272 0.84 £+ 2.16 —0.2410:66 147722 016370207 —0.99 £0.09
c n —0.3268 —0.67 —2.26 —0.514
=gt —0.491092 0.591014 0.6987021% —0.64 +0.07 ~0.3350.08 3.0375%% 2.437050 —0.641088
Channel(SCS) | A(1072Gr)  B(1072GF) 10'B a A(1072GF)  B(107%Gr) 10*B a
AF = AOKT | 1474004 1.397078 6.62703 —0.55 £ 0.06 —145+0.05 143702 6.537072  —0.57 £0.06
AF — pr® —0.21+0.06  0.1770:23 0.15750:089 —0.6011%2 —0.13013 —0.927030  0.51370092 0.6110:35
AF = py 2.2240.09  0.07+0.91 13561110 0.025 + 0.316 2.15 + 0.09 0.0611-%3 12757197 0.022 £0.328
AF = pif ~1.65+0.10 1897031 5.935075 —0.63 + 0.09 —-1.32491¢ 2.63+£10:36 4465fg;§$ ~0.89 + 0.06
Af — nrt 0.26+£0.03  3.83017 8.1520% 0.32£0.05 0.51+019 3.2370:48 6.47155 0.67 £ 0.05
AP = 20Kt | —0.897004 2497011 3561033 —0.9779:02 —0.414+0.11 381102 3714039 _0.67+0.05
Af 5 THKY | 1234009  2.99703 6.2279:09 —0.934+0.05 | —048+020  3.86t012 3.9870:0 —0.74%018
= - Aif —0.0337590% 1.46t3;}§ 2.3410:31 —0.12 +0.16 —0.36 £0.21 2251008 6.55tf;;g{ —0.73 £ 0.08
= = pK ~123+0.09 299793 2187720 —0.999+0.005 | —1.74+015 1717935 2461735 0724011
=F — X0t —1.71£0.03 245501} 28.321105 —0.79 £ 0.02 1987018 0.67193 30.607247  —0.23£0.04
c —0.12 —1.09 —0.17 —0.52 —5.27
Ef - Sta® 2134007  —0.207038 35.12t§;‘1’g 009470181 2.547042 1.46105% 52,0874 0.3870 1
SRR ! ~1.6970:% 0.8470% 19.907 152 —0.31£0.32 —245+£021 022743 40.907%00 0.05870:339
= -ty —0.57+0.09 167703 2.2870-93 —0.94 +0.07 ~1.134+0.21 2234053  7.24733  —0.77+0.08
=f - 20K+ 0.26+£0.03  3.831017 8.26 + 0.63 0.47 £ 0.07 —0.0257015%  4.58703) 11117292 —0.039 +0.054
20— A0x0 —0.18%000 097792 0.431750:203 0.807028 —0.15%018 318709 0.247512
20— A% 0.79£051  031+1.40 146184 0.27 £1.22 0.45+23.69  1.8351%° 0.94£0.02
20— A% 0.21 +1.85 1.031487 0.206 + 1.432 0.95 £ 5.67 —0.77+£6.79  4.09158 —0.93 + 1.87
20 p[i; —027701F  —1.687030 138708 0.6570:33 o.osstij;ilﬁ? 3.17t§%§f" 0.086 + 0.031
=0 5K -0.8919%2 —2.781053 5157118 0.96 +0.10 70.72t§;‘;g$ 6.22tgf’2:§-’ 17.7355092 70.50t3;8§
20o0n0 | 0T —oostRHT 120%0% oot | oot sapl9l ga6tE _ooaibo
20— 20 0.90+0.31  0.80+1.01 1.99+13 0.53 + 0.57 1417032 0.09071338 4547308 0.04175:428
=0 — 50y —0.49+1.06 —0.87+2.81  0.44671278 0.71 +£2.12 049 +1.06  —244733  091+£226 —0.98+0.28
20— 2t 0.27101% 1687023 108702 0.76 £+ 0.33 120+£2457 48370050 11087980 0.95+0.18
22t | 1104019 1.32+40.30 3.667131 —0.7140.07 | —0474+2457  9.0571%3°  25.95*HM5 _0.3070%
20— =0K° 0.891022 2.7810:24 3.2110:5% 0.99 + 0.06 0.72+2420 03811038 10043782 0297577
=) 5 E Kt 110{3;}3 ~1.32 i; 0.30  3.077,% —0.60 £ 0.07 10172437 —4.567515, 5.997 1052 —0.9870:30
Channel(DCS) | A(107°Gp)  B(1073Gp) 10°8 a A(1073Gp)  B(1073Gp) 10°8 a
Af — pK° —233700 2627110 1.83702 0.74 % 0.32 —2.9070% —4.18715% 3.14t3;§§ 0.86 £ 0.18
Af = nK* 1.0240.09 4237038 1087048 —0.89 £ 0.05 1.0970:2) —257105 0.6277023  —0.997 £ 0.011
=F = AOKH 2.052500 2407tg;§§ 3.335018 0.63 % 0.06 2.017598 2416”:8:2; 3.2510-22 0.67 +0.06
S+ o pr? —LATHl 22400 1.7879%) 0991003 -133501 —196502) 1897050 0921099
= =y 2234012 293103 4.437048 —0.85 + 0.06 1971012 2.4479%8 3.36703 —0.821008
= o 2954021  —5.09+0.57 6.33+0.85 —0.90 £ 0.04 3.39+£024  —6.08707 852738 —0.92+0.04
=F = nrt —1.61+£0.08  —4.387030 4.8210:88 0.98 + 0.02 —1.64192 —6.200057 778t 0.88 + 0.03
Ef - 0K+ 2714005  —859+0.26 1056703 —0.9996 £ 0.0007 | 2707002 ~8.6601 10635000 —~0.999 £0.001
=f = otK? 5.10t3;}§ —4.0851%) 194423;33_ ~049£0.19 5‘39t8j§ —207580 2065050 —0.25+£0.20
0 = A°K° 0127637 3.0290 027370158 02175 07535 —3.97150 04687030 0*537
20— pr —0.60703  —3.7710%  0.810702% 0.63 + 0.33 —1.2870% —1.87713%  0.588T0 4 0.9270:2}
52 — nn 0.40t§§~§8 352&8;2;24 06665%;%2 0.48 +0.27 0.7410:2¢ 347435:;%3 0.8451:1835,'} 0.74t§é§2
20— np —1.56%098  —3.48%234 1055059 0.999 +0.062 | —045+0.95 580152 1437129 —0.36+072
20— nyf —0.355388 —L09TRE}  0.0488%00 0.99 + 4.19 L71£335  —9857)130 27755 —0.78£1.02
=0 — $OKO —2.647050  —3.691132 1.954038 0.74 £ 0.20 —2.2919%5 3.601 137 1551030 —0.81+0.17
— 0.43 0.68 0.58 0.31 .93 1.58 0.11
=) YKt 2467032 —2.97008 1.6470:2 —0.68 +0.07 1.66705% —-15.2873% 6371158 —0.6170 04
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Table 7. Predictions of branching fraction ratios between some special modes in both scenarios on
SU(3) flavor symmetry.

SU(3) respected SU(3) broken

— B -STEY)
Ry = ST i 0.57 +0.03 0.32 + 0.09
+
Riy = gy fods 0.9940.01 0.580:30
=0
Ry = SEmis) 1.60+026 14,537 781223

Ru = 22 (587 £007)1072 (13611881072
(5.34 £ 0.05)1072  (10.63735-96)10~2

_ BEVsx-K*t
Ris = feime—hr)
=0_=— i+
Rig= S5-2 50 814001 0.231%2

central value with decreased error, (0.416 +0.085) x 1072[7], which locates in the predicted
region in current work.

For the decay of AF — pr/, predictions of the two fittings in SU(3) IRA [18, 19] are
both larger than recent measured results from both BESIII [2] and Belle [5], while the two
scenarios in current work as well as the fitting based on topological diagram [20] can give
consistent predictions. Although the branching ratio of A} — pr¥ haven’t been measured
yet, an upper limit has been updated by Belle [35], which is supported also by current
fitting in both two scenarios consistent with the fittings in [18] and [20]. For the recent
measured decay asymmetry of A, — YK ™ [6], both current fitting in Fit-IIT and the pole
model calculation [13] converge well.

The dynamical theoretical calculation, the kinetic fitting calculation and the exper-
imental measurement provide complementary ways to explore two-body weak decays of
charmed baryon from different aspects. Each of them can help the other two methodologies
to improve their predictions/measured values. For example, by taking more experimental
values into account as inputs, more reliable predictions can be produced by the fitting
methodology. On the other hand, calculation from both fitting methods and a model cal-
culation provide a strong motivation to revise a(Al — pKg) in experiment. Now except
= — SR (or EF — X7 Kg ) all the branching fractions of CF modes as well as part of
SCS modes have been measured. It is highly anticipated that more observables and modes
can be accessible, which provide more evidence to confirm and improve fitting calculation
in current work, in the coming years.

4 Summary and conclusion

In this work, based on SU(3) flavor symmetry we have carried out a global fitting analysis
for the two-body weak decays of antitriplet charmed baryons incorporating the latest ex-
perimental data. Two scenarios for fitting, both in the flavor symmetry strictly respected
case and the SU(3) breaking case, are considered. In the framework of keeping exact SU(3)
symmetry, more amplitudes in terms of SU(3) irreducible representation have been taken
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Table 8. The comparison of theoretical predictions for branching fractions and decay asymmetries
in different methods and the latest measured experimental values.

channel Fit-T1T Fit-1T1’ GLT [18] HXH [19]  ZWHY [20] ZXMC [13, 37] Expt.
102B(A} — A7) 1307012 1277008 1.30£0.07  1.307+£0.069 1.32+0.34 1.30 1.30 £ 0.07
102B(AF — pKs) 1.65+£011 1594010  1.57+0.08  1.587+0.077 1.57+0.05 1.06 1.59 £ 0.08
102B(Af — X07F)  1.27£0.09  1.30£0.06  1.27£0.06  1.272£0.056 1.26 +0.32 2.24 1.29 +0.07
102B(Af — XF7%)  1.27£0.09  1.30£0.06  1.27+0.06  1.283+0.057 1.23+0.17 2.24 1.25+0.10
102B(AF — Stn) 0.30109¢ 0314005 0324013  045+0.19 047 +0.22 0.74 0.44 4 0.20
0.314 £ 0.044 [7]
102B(Af — ) 0.39£0.08  0.24£0.05  1.44+0.56 15+£0.60  0.93+£0.28 - 1.50 £+ 0.60
0.416 = 0.085 [7]
102B(Af — Z°K*) 0505005  0.38£0.03  0.56+£0.09  0.548 £0.068  0.59 £0.17 0.73 0.55 £ 0.07
10°B(Af — pn) 1.27+0.11 1362015 L154027  1.27£024  1.14+0.35 1.28 1.42 +0.12
10*B(AS — pry) 4.655072 5935078 245+146 27+ 38 7.1+14 - 4.73 £0.97 [5]
5.6272:0% +0.26 [2]
10*B(A; — A°K*)  6.5479%2 6.6210:23 6.5+ 1.0 6.4+1.0 594 1.7 10.7 6.21 +0.61 [3]
6.57 £ 0.40 [6]
10'B(A; — 2OK+) 371703 3.567058 54407 5.04 + 0.56 55+ 1.6 7.2 4.7+0.95 [4]
3.58 £ 0.28 [6]
10*B(Af — nrt) 6.477733 8.1570:59 8.5+ 2.0 35+1.1 77420 - 6.6+ 1.3 [1]
10'B(Af — ©FKg)  1.99704 3.11tg§; 5.45 £ 0.75 1.03 4 0.42 9.55 £ 2.4 7.2 4.8+1.4 [4)
10*B(AF — pr°) 0.51500 0.16 £ 0.09 12£1.2 44.5 +£8.5 0.8702 1.26 < 0.80 [35]
10?B(=2 —» =7 F) 2.43708 0.705935 2.21+0.14 1214021 1.93+0.28 6.47 1.43 +0.32
10°B(Z2 — =-K+) 060752 0.3175: 58 0.98+£0.06  0.47+0.083  0.56 4+ 0.08 3.90 0.38 £ 0.12
10°B(Z2 — A’K) 3.345097 3.79508 5.25+£0.3 3.34£0.65  4.16+2.51 6.65 3.34 +0.67
10°B(Z2 — 0K5) 0.747935 0.735028 0.440.4 0.69 £0.24  3.96 £0.25 0.2 0.69 £ 0.24
10°B(E0 - ¥tK~)  1.8670% 1747504 59+ 1.1 2.21 +0.68 22.0£5.7 4.6 18404
102B(Ef — =07F) 0.5570:59 0.81+0.11  0.38+0.20 0.54+0.18  0.93+0.36 1.72 1.6+0.8
a(Af — A7) ~0.75£0.01 —0.75+0.01 —0.87+0.10 —0.841=0.083 - ~0.93 ~0.84 £ 0.09
—0.755 £ 0.006 [6]
a(Af — pKs) —0.20+£0.24 —057+£021 —0.9013% 0.19+0.41 - ~0.75 0.18 +£0.45
a(Af — ¥077) 047 £0.03 —047+0.03 —0.35+0.27 —0.605 = 0.088 - —0.76 ~0.73£0.18
~0.463 % 0.018 [6]
a(A} — 5ta0) —0.47+0.03 —0.47+0.03 —0.35+0.27 —0.603 + 0.088 - ~0.76 —0.55 +£0.11
—0.48 +0.03 [7]
a(E — =-7t) —0.6470:08 —0.64+0.07  —0.98%097  —0.56 + 0.32 - ~0.95 —0.64 £ 0.05
a(Af — Eh,) ~0.95+0.06 —0.96+0.05 —0.40 %047 0.3£3.8 - —0.95 —0.99 = 0.06 [7]
a(Af = oty) —047£0.05 —043+0.07  1.0073% 0.8+1.9 - - —0.46 £ 0.07 [7]
a(A} — A°KH) —0.57+0.06 —0.55+0.06 0.32+0.32  —0.24+0.15 - —0.96 —0.585 £ 0.052 [6]
a(Af — ¥OKT) —0.674+005 —0.977007  —1.005095  —0.953 4 0.040 - —0.73 —0.55 £ 0.20 [6]
a(Af — 20K ) 0.99+0.01  0.9173% 0.9470%  0.866 + 0.090 - 0.90

into account benefited from new data. As for the SU(3) breaking effect, in current working
scenario only SCS processes receive changes while CF and DCS processes keep unchanged.

Making use of the data of the measured 20 branching fractions and 9 decay asymme-
tries, we obtain the ranges of 18 parameters in SU(3) keeping scenario as well as the 24 ones
in SU(3) breaking case, though some of which are with large uncertainties. In general, the
goodness is better by incorporating SU(3) symmetry breaking effect. In both scenarios, we
have calculated branching fractions and decay asymmetries for all the CF, SCS and DCS
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modes of antitriplet charmed baryon weak decays. Most of the predictions for branching
fractions and decay asymmetries are consistent well with experimental measurements. For
more details, we have

e Among the branching fractions of all the 16 CF channels, there are still 4 of them
unmeasured. It is highly anticipated to be measured in the upcoming years for the

four modes Ej‘ — YtKg, Eg SN 5071-0’ 5077,5077/.

e Current data prefers SU(3) flavor symmetry breaking in charmed baryon weak decays.

e We propose three ways to further explore SU(3) symmetry. (i) Measuring the branch-
ing fraction of CF decay ZY — =7 for the large difference exists in two scenarios. (ii)
Measuring the decay asymmetries in the CF decays Z) — A°Kg, X Kg, 2079, 20, =09/
as their signs are opposite correspondingly in the two cases. (iii) Measuring series of

branching fraction ratios, some of which have been presented in Table 7.

e Fittings in different schemes of current work, as well as independent fittings by other
groups all indicate a 2 or 3 times smaller value for the branching fraction of = —
297+, Hence we remove this mode as well the correlated mode Z% — Z~ 7+ from the
inputs of fitting. We hope experiments in the near future can help clarify the two
modes.

e Predictions from most fitting works and pole model calculation prefer a negative
a(A} — pKg) while BESIII provided a positive central value with large uncertainty.
Future measurements from both BESIII and other experiments are expected to make
a further clarification.

e Both fittings (in IRA and TDA) and pole model calculation give a positive and large
value for a(A}f — Z9K ), then a check from experiment would be interesting.

Together with other results presented in Table 6, all the predictions of current work are
expected to be checked and improved by the upcoming experiments with the more accu-
mulated data.
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Appendix
A The comparison among different schemes

We present 3 groups of fitting schemes here, in which those with a prime stand
for SU(3) symmetry being strictly respected while those without a prime receiving
symmetry breaking terms. In particular, the first group (Fit-I/I") contains all the
values of all the observables in Table 4 while the second group (Fit-II/1I") delete all
the ratios between branching fractions in the definition of x? in Fit-I/I". Then the

Table 9. Predictions of branching fractions and decay asymmetries in different schemes, in which
the scheme with a prime stands for the SU(3) respected scenario while these without a prime
containing SU(3) breaking effect. The corresponding experimental values for a comparison are

given in the last column.

Channel Fit-T Fit-I Fit-IT Fit-IT Fit-I11 Fit-ITT’ Expt.
(x2;,/d.o.f. 1.16 2.60 1.98 2.20 1.27 2.15)
102B(A} — An™) 1.327012 1.321012 1.30501% 1.287012 1301013 1271008 1.30 +0.07
102B(A} — pKs) 1.59103% 1.5810% 1.667012 1.561013 1.65+0.11  1.59 +0.10 1.59 £+ 0.08
10°B(Af — 207%)  1.28+0.09 1.30+0.09 1274009 131+0.09 1274009 1.30+0.06 1.29 +0.07
102B(Af — 270 1.28+0.09 1.30+0.09 127+0.09 131+0.09 1274009 1.30+0.06 1.25+0.10
102B(Af — =tp) 0.30£0.06  0.29+0.06  0.28 +0.06 0.3270:06 0.300:08 0.31 +0.05 0.44 +0.20
0.314 + 0.044 [7]
102B(Af — 2ty)  040+0.08  0.067973 0424+0.08  0.26+0.06 0.39+0.08  0.24+0.05 1.50 + 0.60
0.416 £ 0.085 [7]
102B(Af — 2°K+)  0.60100; 0.38+00¢ 0.5010.05 0.381008 0.501306  0.38+0.03 0.55 + 0.07
10°B(A} — pn) 131702 1.27102) 1237019 136 £0.12  1.27+0.11 1367013 1.42 +0.12
10*B(AF — prf) 5.04101 3.900:57 4.95+0.77 6.1475:07 4.651079 593107 4.73+£0.97 [5]
5.621508 +£0.26 [2]
10'B(A} — AK™) 6.5510 % 6.6210-32 6.6810:32 6.6670-42 6.5410:32 6.62102 6.21+0.61 [3]
6.57 4 0.40 [6]
10B(AF — $OK+) 363708 3.65701 3.7870:39 3.5810-49 3.71+0-39 3.5610-03 4740.95 [4]
3.58 +0.28 [6]
10°B(Af — nrt) 467117 8.431158 5.997 1% 8197152 6.471133 815100 6.6+ 1.3 [1]
10'B(A — 2tKg) 175750 2.6710:5¢ 1.837948 3.147010 1991902 31103 48+1.4 [4]
10*B(A} — pr0) 2.0171% 145700 0024010 0.157910 0.5170%%  0.16 +0.09 < 0.80 [35]
102B(2) — ==7¥) 1.407052 1.277032 1.015927 0.920:2¢ 2.4370:80 0.70102 1.43 +£0.32
10°B(E0 - = K1) 0361135, 0.567 1701 0.391 1555 0.40717% 0.60503 0.317008 0.38 +0.12
10°B(Z0 — AKg) 3.2510:58 3.1510:5¢ 3.967058 4.2510:0% 3.3470:0% 3.7910:5¢ 3.34 +0.67
10°B(20 — 2OKg) 0.531030 0.571038 0.7870% 0.79°0% 0.74702 0.73702 0.69 +0.24
10°B(E - 2tK-) 171008 1.5170-80 L4t 17132 1.8670% 174754 1.8 +04
10°B(Ef —=%1)  0.66 +0.21 0.8370:21 0.51 +0.19 0.8370-2 0.5510:20 0.81 +0.11 1.6+0.8
a(A; — Azt —0.754+0.01 —0.76 £0.01 —0.76+0.01 —0.75+0.01 —0.75+0.01 —0.75+ 0.01 —0.84 4 0.09
—0.755 + 0.006 [6]
a(Af — pKs) —0.95+0.06 —0.98+0.04 —0.657015 —050+022 —029+024 —0.57=+0.21 0.18 +0.45
a(Af — X07F) —04740.03 —0.47+0.03 —048+0.03 —047+0.03 —0.47+0.03 —0.47+0.03 —0.73+£0.18
—0.463 % 0.018 [6]
a(Af — 2ta0) —0474+0.03 —0.48+0.03 —048+0.03 —047+0.03 —0.47+0.03 —0.47+0.03 —0.55 +0.11
—0.48 £+ 0.03 [7]
a0 - =-7t) —0.65+0.05 —0.71+0.05 —0.65+0.06 —0.66=+0.06 —0.6470  —0.64+0.07 —0.64 4 0.05
a(Af = 27p) —0.974+0.06 —0.39+0.09 —0.95+0.06 —0.96+0.05 —0.95+0.06 —0.96=+0.05 —0.99+0.06 [7]
a(Af — 2F) —0.50£0.05 —0.88+0.06 —048+0.05 —041+0.07 —047+0.05 —043+0.07 —0.46+0.07 [7]
a(Af — AKT) —0.61700;  —0.554+0.06 —0.58T00c —0.56+0.06 —0.57+0.06 —0.55+0.06 —0.585+0.052 [6]
a(Af — 20K —0.63+0.05 —0.98+0.01 —0.66+0.05 —0.97+0.02 —0.67+0.05 0977552  —0.55+0.20 [6]
a(Af — ZOKT) 0.98 £ 0.01 0.9270:0 0.9961 9000 0.90100% 0.99 + 0.01 0.91700
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Table 10. Predictions of ratios between branching fractions in different schemes, in which the
definition of R; are given in Table 4.

Channel Fit-T Fit-T’ Fit-11 Fit-1T’ Fit-T11 Fit-TID Expt.
Ry 0.24£0.04 0.22+£0.04 0224+0.04 025709 0237500 0.24+£0.04 0.25+0.03 [7]
R 0.31+£0.04 0.05+£0.03 0335005 0207095  0.307005 0.19+£0.04 0.33 £+ 0.06 [7]
R3 1317902 0207022 1497034 0817010 1307038 0777020 1.344+0.29 [7)
102R4 4.987030 5047030 5131037 5201038 5037051 5207080 478 +0.39 [3]
5.05 + 0.16 [6]
10°R;5 2851020 9g1t0M 298%019 2744013 2931031 274701 3.61+0.73 [4]
2.78 £ 0.16 [6]
R 0.97+0.07 0.99+0.07 0974008 1.02+0.08 0.97751% 1.0240.09  0.98+0.05
Ry 0.46 £0.05 0.49+0.05 0.79+0.11 0937017 02770055 1.09+£0.33 0.225 +0.013
10°Rs 7557509 8857200 15317732 16.97780)  6.04733%  20.58799] 3.8+£0.7
10°Ry 12237255 11.897097  17.28% 1088 18.647513  7.64%507 24.88F[005  12.34+1.22
10°Rye 2617915 4384003  3.907019  439+0.02 246152 440+0.02 275+ 0.57

third group is defined based on Fit-II/II" by subtracting a(Af — pKg), B(Z) —
E-nt) and B(EF — =07T).

In Table 9 we show predictions of branching fractions and decay asymmetries in
various schemes by comparing them with experimental values. To catch a glimpse of
goodness of fit, explicit values of x2. /d.o.f. in each scheme are also listed therein.
We also theoretically calculate the ratios between particular modes which have been
measured as an auxiliary illustration in Table 10.
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