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Abstract

In this work we study the doubly charmed baryon decays =1 — =0+ 1+ within the framework
of the non-relativistic quark model (NRQM). Factorizable amphtudes are expressed in terms of
transition form factors, while nonfactorizable amplitudes arising form the inner W-emission are
evaluated using current algebra and the pole model and expressed in terms of baryonic matrix
elements and axial-vector form factors. Nonperturbative parameters are then calculated using the
NRQM. They can be expressed in terms of the momentum integrals of baryon wave functions,
which are in turn expressed in terms of the harmonic oscillator parameters o, and «a) for p- and
A-mode excitation. The measured ratio R of the branching fraction of =Xt — ZfxT relative
to 257 — EfnT can be accommodated in the NRQM with «,; and «,, being in the vicinity
of 0.51 and 0.19, respectively, where a1 is the «, parameter for =" and a,y for :ﬁ’”. Decay
asymmetries are predicted to be —0.78 and —0.89 for ZF 7™ and =77 modes, respectively, which
can be tested in the near future. We compare our results with other works and point out that
although some other models can accommodate the ratio R, they tend to lead to a branching
fraction of EfF — EX 7T too large compared to that inferred from the LHCb measurement of its
rate relative to St 5 AFTK ntrt.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Hadronic decays of the doubly charmed baryon =1 have been measured through the decays
ST - AFK ntat [1] and EfF — EfaT [2]. Recently, the decay EF 7 — =i rat was first

—cc —cc

observed by LHCb [3] and its branching fraction relative to that of 21" — EF 7 was also reported
Bt — =faT)

R=
BELF 5 a7

—=1.41+0.17£0.10, (1.1)

while the branching fraction of =1 — EX 7T relative to 21" — AT K~ 777" was measured to be
2]
B(ELT - EfnT) x B(EF — pK— ™)
B(ELT = AFK—ntat) x B(Ad — pK—nt)

= 0.035 = 0.009(stat.) = 0.003(syst. ). (1.2)

Both two-body decay modes ZF 7 and Z/F 7" proceed through the topological diagrams, ex-
ternal W-emission 7' and inner W-emission C’ (see Fig. ). ! Many early studies focused only
on the factorizable contribution from 7' [447]. It turns out that light-front quark model [4, 6] and
QCD sum rules [7] lead to a rate of 21t — EF 7T larger than that of =" — =7 *. This implies
that factorizable contributions alone Wlll yleld R < 1. Nonfactorlzable inner W-emission C’ has
been considered in Refs. [§-11] and partially in Ref. [12]. In Ref. [11], nonfactorizable effects were
estimated based on the final-state rescattering. The interference between T'and ¢’ in Ef* — =fn ™
was found to be destructive in Refs. [8-10], but constructive in Ref. [11]. On the contrary, a large
constructive interference in the P-wave amplitude was obtained in Ref. [12], while nonfactorizable
corrections to the S-wave one were not considered (see Table [[TIl below).
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FIG. 1: Topological diagrams contributing to Z57 — Z¢’" 71 decays: external W-emission T' and

inner W-emission C'.

We have mentioned that factorizable contributions alone will usually lead to R < 1. A possibility

of accounting for the observation of R > 1 is to consider the =7 — =/ mixing

=) = cos|ZE3) +sin 6|29,

(&
2T = —sinf|ZE3) + cos 0 |28, (1.3)
where Z. and Z/. are physical states, and Ef’(‘” are antitriplet (sextet) charmed baryons. As pointed
out in Ref. [13], the ratio R = 0.56 predicted in Ref. [6] can be enhanced to 1.41 when the

L Color-suppressed internal W-emission diagram is denoted by C.



mixing angle 6 is either 16.27° or 85.54°. However, we have to keep in mind that the effect
of inner W-emission needs to be taken into account eventually. Recently, the effect of =. — =L,
mixing was studied in Ref. [14] in an attempt of resolving the tension between the experimental
measurements and theoretical expectations in =0 — = e*r,. The mixing angle was found to be
0 = +0.137(5)m = £(24.7 £0.9)°.

Most of the studies in the literature aim at the accommodation of the ratio R. Although
the absolute branching fractions have not been directly measured, we nevertheless can get some
information on B(ZX" — ZF7"). Using the measurements B(Al — pK~7") = (6.28 +0.32)% and
BE —pK 7t) = (0.62 +0.30)% [15], it follows from Eq. (L2) that

BEIT — =fnT)
B(ELT — AFK—ntat)
As pointed out in Ref. [9], it is plau51ble to assume that B(EL," — AJK nTr") ~ 2B(ES" —
YK ) Since EfF — 2++K is a purely factorizable process, its rate can be reliably estlmated

once the relevant form factors are determined. Taking the latest prediction B(Ef — SHTK" )
2

= 0.35+0.20. (1.4)

5.61% from [16] as an example, we obtain

BELT = EFa ) expt ~ (1.33 £0.74)%. (1.5)

Therefore, there exist two constraints: the ratio R and the absolute branching fraction of 21T —
Ernt inferred from the LHCb measurement of its rate relative to Z1 7 — AT K-~ ntx™.

In Ref. [9] we have considered the two-body decays of doubly charmed baryons within the
framework of the MIT bag model. The branching fractions of =17 — Ef 7" and 21" — =7t were
found to be 3.60% and 4.65%, respectively. At this level, R = 1.29. Because of a large destructive
interference between T' and C” occurred in the former mode, its branching fraction is reduced from
3.60% to 0.69%, whereas the latter mode is almost not affected by the internal WW-emission owing
to the Pati-Woo theorem [18]. Although the final branching fraction of =1t — =7 is consistent
with Eq. (L3, the ratio R is enhanced from 1.29 to 6.74, which is evidently too large compared
to experiment. Since the interference is destructive in Z7 7 and negligible in =77, this means
that in order to account for the measured value of R, one should have R < 1 before the inner
W -emission is turned on.

Very recently, it was pointed out in Ref. [19] that the difficulty with the bag model calculation
can be overcome by considering the ZF — Z/f mixing. At § = —24.7°, one will have branching
fractions 2.24% and 3.25%, respectively, for Ef 1 — =f7™ and Ef " — = 7", Hence R = 1.45 is
accommodated nicely and the rate of 277" is consistent with Eq. (L5).

To explore the possibility of accounting for both the ratio R and the absolute branching fraction
of ZfT — EfxT inferred from Eq. (L2) within a phenomenological model, in this work we shall
focus on the non-relativistic quark model (NRQM) to see if we can achieve both aforementioned
goals. This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. IT we follow Ref. [9] to express the factorizable
and nonfactorizable amplitudes of =1 — E£,)+7T+ decays in terms of the form factors and baryonic
matrix elements which in turns are evaluated using the NRQM. Numerical results are presented
in Sec. III. We summarize our results in Section IV. Appendix A recapitulates the essences of the
NRQM. Derivations of the non-perturbative parameters in the quark model are shown in Appendix
B.

2 Our previous number (1.83 4 1.01)% given in Ref. [9] is modified as the world average of the branching
fraction of ZF — pK ~7" has been updated due to a new measurement from LHCb [17].



II. FORMALISM

The amplitude of the two-body baryonic weak decay B; — B P is given by
M(BZ —)pr) :iﬁf(A—B’Y5)ui s (2.1)

where B; (By) is the initial (final) baryon and P is a pseudoscalar meson. The decay width and
up-down decay symmetry have the expressions

:& (mi+mf)2_m%3‘A’2_’_ (mi_mf)2_m%3’B‘2

2 2
8 ms ms;

2.2
_ 2kRe(A*B) (22)
AP +#2[B]

with & = p./(Ef + my), where p. is the c.m. momentum in the rest frame of the mother baryon.

The S- and P-wave amplitudes of the two-body decay generally receive both factorizable and
non-factorizable contributions

A= Afac +Anf B = Bfac _|_an . (23)

For doubly charmed baryon decays 21T — 2 =y )+7T+ the relevant effective Hamiltonian reads

H VCS(ClOl +0202) + h.c.,

eff = 7 ud
O1 = (3¢)(ud), Oq = (uc)(5d), (192) = @1yp(l —5)q2. (2.4)

Factorizable amplitudes read

G
Afee = T;Cll 2VoiVesfp(mp,. — mp,) f1(¢°) ,
o (2.5)
B = —71;611 2ViiVes fp(ms,. +mp)g1(q%) |
where f; and g1 are the form factors defined by
(Be(p2)levu(1 = ys)ulBee(p1)) = 2 [f1(4*) 7 — 91(a*)vuys + -] ua (2.6)

For non-factorizable contributions we follow Ref. [9] to evaluate them using current algebra and
the pole model. The expressions are

1
AMELT 5 Bt = —(—agiz+)

_ _ 1
AMEL = Efat) = f—(—aE’JEic)’
s
1 Met+ + Mot (2.7)
o+ =+ — A(mT)
BY(E.T = ElnT) = A (“:i:icm :ct:ic*) ’
1 Met+ + Mot A(nt)
an ”‘H' - = ”"" rt — | Gzt ———g_ _ ’
( ) fﬂ' —=c =cc m_ ,+ — m:ic uic‘—*jc+
where ag,p, = (B 7-[ B;) are baryonic matrix elements with ’H being the parity-conserving
f f Y 5

part of the effective Hamiltonian and 98'(11; ) are axial-vector form factors. The matrix element can
be recast to the form

Gr .« PC
ag,B; = ﬁvud‘/cs c—(By|OZ"|B;) , (2.8)



TABLE I: Non-perturbative parameters relevant for =1 — =0+ o+ decays in the NRQM.

=++ =+ -+ =++ =/t -+
See TP S T Siee TP ST

f1 o x 2 x
1 5v2

g1 —=X =X
A(rh) \/61 61

9=t =i+ —3Y —37
(By|O-|B;) 462 0

where ¢y = ¢ £ ¢ and Oy = (5¢)(ud) £ (3d)(uc).

In the NRQM, the non-perturbative parameters f, g1, gg,(g )
in terms of the momentum integrals of baryon wave functions X, Y and Z given in Eq. (BI1I) (see
Appendix B for details)

and (Bf|O—|B;) can be expressed

fi=(By 1 [blbe| B; )X,
g1 = (B 1 |blbeo|B: 1)X
G’ = (Br T blbuo|Bi 1Y,
(B1l(@192)(@392)[Bi) = (By 1 [(0],04,)1(bl,b41)2(1 — 01 - 02)|Bi 1)Z
where the subscripts 1 and 2 appearing in the last line indicate that the quark operator acts
only on the first and second quarks, respectively, in the baryon wave function. The coefficients

(Bf 1|---|B; 1) depend on the spin-flavor functions of baryons and they are displayed in Table
The momentum integrals can be expressed in terms of the harmonic oscillator parameters o, and

(2.9)

ay for p- and A-mode excitation, respectively. We shall use a1, axg for ZXT, apo, ax for both =F
and E.7 and a3, ayg for ZF. Explicitly (see Appendix B),

3/2
¥ (16(ms + mu)ZaAla)\2ap1ap2> /
Dy + Dy ’

3/2
X1V p1 X p3
Y =38 ; 2.10

((ail T o2,) (02 + agg)) (2.10)

3/2

QN2 N\30 203
7 = 128/273/? pep
4a3, +a3s + 40‘%3

where
Dy = (ms+ mu)2[4a§1a§2 + 04?\1(04;2)1 + 4af,2)], 2.11)
Dy = a3y [(2ms + my)’a3; + 4 (miail + [ms + mu]za?a)] ; '
and
16m, 11 16mg 11
o= | ) o = [ ) o -

1
dme(mg +my)? } 1
Qp2 .

(8% =
A2 [3msmu(ms + My + me)

Thus only «a,1, a,2 and «,3 are independent.



TABLE II: Form factors fi,g1, the axial-vector form factor gé,(g) and baryonic matrix elements

(Bf|O~|B;) calculated in the NRQM with the specified harmonic oscillator parameters (o1, a,2)
in units of GeV. The results of Ref. [9] obtained from the bag model are also shown here for
comparison.

A(rm
(ap1, )  [i(m3) gi(m3)  gas  (Bf|O_|B)

=+ =t
== Ein

Case 1 (0.50,0.21) 0.709  0.236  —0.333  0.0310
Case 2 (0.51,0.19) 0.574  0.191  —0.333  0.0247
Case 3 (0.53,0.17) 0425  0.141  —0.333  0.0191
CMXZ [9] 0577 0222  —0217 0.0214
S St

Case 1 (0.50,0.21) 0.397  0.662  —0.333 0

Case 2 (0.51,0.19) 0.323  0.538  —0.333 0

Case 3 (0.53,0.17) 0.240  0.400  —0.333 0
CMXZ [9] 0.386  0.703  —0.217 84x107°

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In the NRQM we shall take the parameters as follows: my = 0.45 GeV, m, = mg = 0.33 GeV
for light quark masses [20] and m. = 1.6 GeV for the charm quark mass. The parameter o, is a
harmonic oscillator parameter in the spatial wave function of the p-mode excitation between the
two charm quarks. It has been taken to be a, = 0.47 GeV as in the charmonium system [21]. 3
The parameter o,y was determined to be 0.25 GeV in Ref. [22]. Notice that for A}, «, ranges
from 0.26 to 0.32 GeV [20, 23, 24]. For a3, we shall take a,3 = a1 as it should be the same as
a1 in the isospin limit.

Form factors fi; and ¢;, the axial-vector form factor gg,(g) and baryonic matrix elements
(Bf|O—|B;) are calculated in the NRQM using Eq. (2Z.9)) and Table . The numerical results are
exhibited in Table [l with several specified harmonic oscillator parameters (a1, ap2) to be discussed
below. We also show the bag model results obtained in Ref. [9] for comparison. Notice that the
matrix element for 21T — =/F transition receives contributions only from the small component of
the quark wave function in the bag model and hence it vanishes in the NRQM. In the bag model
the matrix element for Z1 " — =/F transition is nonzero, but it is quite suppressed relative to the
matrix element Ugigtt-

We plot in Fig. the allowed regions for the harmonic oscillator parameters a,; and a2
constrained by the ratio of branching fractions R [see Eq. (LI])] and the absolute branching fraction
of 217 — EfnT inferred from Eq. (L3). It is clear that the allowed range of 0.505 ~ 0.545 GeV

for a1 is compatible with the value of 0.47 GeV inferred from the charmonium system. However,

3 Tt should be stressed that a set of the Jacobi coordinate defined in Eq. (AI6) has been adopted in Ref. |21]
so that the harmonic oscillator parameters &, and @y respect the relation &y = [3m,/(2mqg +m,)]Y/*a,.
The tilde and untilde harmonic oscillator parameters are related through Eq. (AI8). We have translated
the result of &,1 = 0.66 GeV in Ref. [21] into )1 = 0.47 GeV.
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FIG. 2: Allowed regions for the harmonic oscillator parameters o, and «,y constrained by the
ratio R and the absolute branching fraction of =17 — ZX 7T inferred from Eq. (L3).

the preferred range of a2, (0.145 ~ 0.195) GeV, is somewhat smaller than the naive expectation of
0.25 GeV. Accordingly, in Table [[Tl we choose three sets of harmonic oscillator parameters denoted
by cases 1, 2 and 3 with (a1, ap2) being in the vicinity of 0.51 and 0.19 GeV, respectively.
With the input for various parameters from Table [Il we are ready to compute the factorizable
and nonfactorizable amplitudes for both S- and P-waves using Eqs. (2.5) and (IZT_(ZI% The numerical
N+
their decay asymmetries are shown in Table [[TI] for three different sets Of the harmonic oscillator
parameters a,; and app given in Table [Il Evidently, the interference between the factorizable
diagram T and the nonfactorizable C” is destructive in Zf " — ZF7+. On the contrary, the decay

results of individual S- and P-wave amplitudes, branching fractions of 217 — =’ 7" decays and

EXT — EFrt does not receive nonfactorizable contributions. ThlS is consistent with the so-called
Pati-Woo theorem [18] which results from the facts that the (V — A) x (V — A) structure of weak
interactions is invariant under the Fierz transformation and that the baryon wave function is color
antisymmetric. As a consequence of this theorem, the quark pair in a baryon produced by weak
interactions be antisymmetric in flavor. Since the sextet =, is symmetric in light quark flavor, it
cannot contribute to C’. Because the form factor g; in the Z1 " — =7 mode is larger than that
in 7t (see Table[), the P-wave amplitude of the former is much hlgher than that of the latter.

=it

Consequently, the branching fraction of the = mode is larger than the ZF 7+ one. Taking case

2 as an example, we have the results
BELF 5 Eint)=18%, aEirT)=-0.78,
B(ELT —» 2t nt) =2.86% , aEtat) =089,

Cc

(3.1)

and hence R = 1.56.

In Table [[TI we also compare our results with other approaches. The nonfactorizable effects have
been evaluated in two entirely different approaches: current algebra and the pole model in Ref. [9]
and the covariant confined quark model in Ref. [& ] It is interesting to notice that both approaches
yielded a large destructive interference in 21" — =7 and obtained similar branching fractions of
order 0.70%. Although this is consistent with the experimental value of Eq. (I.5]) to the lower end,
the predicted ratios 6.74 in Ref. [9] and 4.33 in Ref. [§] are too large compared to the LHCb value of

7



TABLE III: Comparison of the predicted S- and P-wave amplitudes (in units of 102G r GeV?)
of ZF+ — =0+ decays, their branching fractions (in units of 1072) and the decay asymmetry
parameter « in various approaches with only the central values being cited. For the predictions of
Sharma and Dhir |12], we quote only the flavor-independent pole amplitudes for both NRQM and
HQET. Two bag models are considered in the work of Liu and Geng [19]: the static bag (SB) and

homogeneous bag (HB) models.

Afac Anf Atot Bfac Bnf Btot B a R

ErT - Efat
This work

Case 1 9.1 —15.6 —6.5 —16.0 274 114 | 3.01 —-0.78

Case 2 7.4 —124 -5.0 —13.0 21.8 8.8 | 1.83 —0.78

Case 3 5.5 -9.6 —4.1 -9.6 16.8 72| 120 —0.78
CMXZ [9] 7.4 —10.8 -34 —-15.1 18.9 3.8 1069 -0.41
Gutsche et al. [8] —-8.1 11.5 3.4 13.0 —18.5 -5.6 | 0.71 —0.57
Sharma & Dhir [12]

NRQM 7.38 0 738 —16.77 —2495 —41.72 | 6.64 —0.99

HQET 9.52 0 952 —1945 —-2495 —44.40 | 9.19 —-0.99
Shi et al. [10]

LCSR+HQET 9.52 —-16.67 —-7.18 —19.45 —-2047 —-39.92 | 6.22 +40.99
Ke & Li [13]
0 =16.27° 2.14  —0.09
0 = 85.54° 2.14  -0.95
Liu & Geng [19]*
SB (6 = —24.7°) 4.83 -9.99 -5.16 5.16 13.6 18.8 | 2.24 —-0.93

HB (9 =24.7°)  7.08 —203 —132 —221 33.0 10.9 | 10.3  —0.30
A=y =

This work

Case 1 4.6 0 4.6 —45.6 0 —45.6 | 432 —0.89 1.44

Case 2 3.7 0 3.7 =371 0 —-310 |28 —0.89 1.56

Case 3 2.8 0 2.8 —27.6 0 —-276 | 2.16 —0.89 1.32
CMXZ [9] 4.5 —0.04 4.5 —48.5 —0.06 —48.4 | 4.65 —0.84 6.74
Gutsche et al. [8] —4.3 -0.1 —4.4 37.6 1.4 39.0 | 3.39 —0.93 4.33
Sharma & Dhir [12]

NRQM 4.29 0 429 —53.65 0 —53.65 | 5.39 —0.78 0.81

HQET 5.10 0 510 —62.37 0 —6237 | 734 —-0.79 0.80
Shi et al. [10]

LCSR+HQET 5.10 —0.83 4.27  —62.37 —-8.86 —T71.23 | 885 —0.64 1.42
Ke & Li [13]

0 =16.27° 3.02  —-0.99 1.41

0 = 85.54° 3.02 —-0.51 1.41
Liu & Geng [19]

SB (60 = —24.7°) 7.38 —4.82 2.56 -51.0 7.26 —-43.7 | 3.25 —0.63 1.45

HB (0 = 24.7°) 0.61 9.65 10.3 —28.1 —174  —455 | 891 —0.96 0.87
LHCD [3] 1.41 £0.20

4We wish to thank C. W. Liu and C. Q. Geng for providing us the numerical values of the S- and P-wave

amplitudes in their work.



1.41£0.20 [3]. In the work of Sharma and Dhir [12], a large constructive interference in the P-wave
amplitude was found, while nonfactorizable corrections to the S-wave one were not considered.
From Table [T we see that the P-wave amplitude in this model is much larger than other works.
B(ELT — EfnTt) of order (7 — 9)% ((13 — 16)%) for flavor-independent (flavor-dependent) pole
amplitudes was obtained in this work, which is obviously too large compared to Eq. (L5).

In the recent work of Shi et al. [10], nonfactorizable internal W-emission contributions to
=it — Eg)+7r+ decays were evaluated using light-cone sum rules, see A™ and B™ terms shown in
Table [Tl Factorizable contributions were then taken from the work of Sharma and Dhir [12] under
“HQET”. The sizable nonfactorizable contribution to the P-wave of Zf " — =/ 7T seems to be an
issue in view of the Pati-Woo theorem. From Table [TIl we see that the S-wave amplitude denoted
by A" for =} — EfnT is modified from 9.52 to —7.18 owing to the presence of a destructive
nonfactorizable contribution. ® Consequently, S- and P-wave amplitudes are of the same sign in
this model and yield a positive decay asymmetry a = 0.99, in sharp contrast to the other works
where the decay asymmetry is always predicted to be negative. Hence, even a sign measurement
of a(Ef7T) will allow to discriminate the model of Shi et al. from others.

As discussed in the Introduction, the external W-emission diagram T alone usually leads to
R < 1. Tt was first pointed out by Ke and Li [13] that the observation of R > 1 can be accommodated
by considering the = —Z/F mixing. Two mixing angles were found, § = 16.27° or 85.54° (see Table
[[TI). However, when the nonfactorizable effect due to internal W-emission is turned on, the mixing
angle will be affected. As noticed in passing, when the = — Z/F mixing effect is applied to the
static bag model calculation performed in Ref. [9], Liu ad Geng [19] have shown that at the mixing
angle § = —0.137m, the ratio R is well accommodated and the branching fraction of 21t — EF 7+
is consistent with the constraint derived from Eq. (5.

However, there is one issue with the static bag model, namely, a static bag is not invariant under
space translation and it is impossible for a static bag to be at rest. The unwanted center-of-mass
motion (CMM) of the bag model is an issue and it should be removed for a consistent treatment
[25]. For example, the bag model calculation for the heavy-flavor-conserving decays are improved
by removing CMM corrections. The predictions for 29 — AX 7~ and E, = A7~ are both in good
agreement with experiment [26]. It is clear from Table [Tl that nonfactorizable S- and P-wave
amplitudes of ZF " — =/ F7" are no longer subject to the constraint from the Pati-Woo theorem
because of the contribution from ZiT — (23)T7t. Unfortunately, the same bag model without
CMM will lead to an even smaller ratio, R = 0.19 [19]. When the ZF — =/t mixing is included, R is
increased to 0.90 at 6 = 24.7°, but the branching fraction of =1 — =/ 7% becomes 10.3% which

is too large compared to the constraint inferred from Eq. (L3H).

IV. CONCLUSIONS

—(/ . .
++ 5 =0T+ within the

framework of the NRQM. Factorizable amplitudes are expressed in terms of transition form factors,

In this work we have studied the doubly charmed baryon decays =
while nonfactorizable amplitudes arising form the inner W-emission are evaluated using current

algebra and the pole model and expressed in terms of baryonic matrix elements and axial-vector
form factors.

® Recall that the relative sign convention between S- and P-waves is defined in Eq. (2.



We draw some conclusions from our analysis:

Nonperturbative parameters are calculated in the NRQM. They can be expressed in terms
of the momentum integrals of baryon wave functions, which are in turns expressed in terms
of the harmonic oscillator parameters a, and oy for p- and A-mode excitation, respectively.

Denoting the harmonic oscillator parameters a1, axy for 21T and £, a9, ayg for ZF and
2.+, we found that the measured ratio R of the branching fraction of Z1F — Z/F 7t relative
to H++ — Ef 7" can be accommodated in the NRQM with o1 and «, belng in the vicinity

of 0.51 and 0.19 GeV, respectively.

We have compared our results with other approaches. While the ratio R has been accom-
modated in some other models, the predicted branching fraction of Zf " — ZX#T is often
too large compared to that inferred from the LHCb measurement of its rate relative to
S AYK ntrt.

Decay asymmetries are predicted to be —0.78 and —0.89 for Zf 7" and = 71 modes, re-
spectively, which can be tested in the near future.

Although the static bag model fails to account for the ratio R, it is interesting to notice that
when the ZF — =/ mixing effect is taken into account in the bag model calculations, data
can be nicely accommodated with the mixing angle § = —24.7°.
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Appendix A: Convention and expression of the wave function

The quark and antiquark fields are expanded in the convention adopted in [24]

q<x>=/ ” <E>éZ[us@)bs(p)eip'x+vs<p>dl<p>e—ipﬂ7

3\ .0
i \»") 24
j % (A1)
o p m m —ip-T = ip-T
@) = [ (%) Sl p)e ™ + o (pid o))
i \»") 24
associated with anticommutation relations between the creation and annihilation operators
{bs(p), b1, ()} = {ds(p). dL,(9)} = 88’ (p — P) . (A2)
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and the normalization relations of spinor

0
s (p) = o p)oe (o) = (2] o (A3)

Then the baryon state in momentum space can be expressed in terms of mock states,

B(Po)jar) = > (L,Mg;S,S.|J, M) / dp1dpydps8°(py + Py + P3 — Po)Vn, L, (D1, P, P3)

SZ7ML;C'L'
8,5, Eeicac f { f
X Xs1,s2,83 Ci;%cg ¢i17i2’i3b61,i1781m1 €2,i2,52,Po 63,i37837173| )
(Ad)
which is normalized by
(B(P?)sm|B(Pe) ) = 6* (P, — P.) . (A5)

In particular, with the quantum numbers defined as
N =2(n,+ny) +1,+ 1y, L=1,+1,, (A6)
the baryon spatial wave function in Eq. (A4 is
UL atgnytpnain (P Py Py) = 0% (P = Po) > (LMp|lm, 1ML — m)n,1,m (Pp) Py iy (Mg —m) (P2

m
(A7)
associated with quark wave function in momentum space
2n! 1 _ 2 14+l p?
_ (\!
¢an(p) = (Z) (_1)n[(n T L+ %)'] 2 aL+%e 202 L, 2(¥)yLm(p) . (AS)

To describe baryon state, the Jacobi coordinate has been introduced in NRQM. In general, the
Jacobi coordinates x; for the N-body system are defined as

1< .
T = % kark — Tj+1, {j = 1,2...N — 1} s
7 k=1
o (A9)
Ty = —— mETk
moN ; ’
J
where mgp; = > my. For the baryon system we have j = 2 and the coordinates can be chosen as
k=1
R. — mimTy + MaTy + M3T3
¢ m1 + meo + ms
p=TL—T2, (AlO)
miTE + Mmat
A=—"7——="="—r
m1 + me
By introducing masses of p- and A-mode excitation m, = % and my = %, together
with baryon mass M = mj 4+ mgy + mg, the corresponding momentums are
p=MR.=p, +p,+p;,
—mah = ma mi

m3(py + p2) — (M1 + ma)p;
(mq + ma + ms3) '

D) :m)\).\:

11



Then the Hamiltonian to describe a particle interacting in the harmonic oscillator potential, given

by
3

2
B Z p; |1 Z 2
=1 1<J
with K being a spring constant, becomes the form in terms of Jacobi coordinate
2 2 2
p 1 1
g=2_ % Pr | —mpw§p2 + —mawiAZ, (A13)

2M  2m, 2my 2 2

The harmonic oscillator strengths of the two modes can be further defined as

3Kmim 2K'm3(my + ma)
2 112 2 3(m1 2
o =mw, = — Ay = MHW) = A14
P PP 2(m1+m2) A AT \/ mi1 + mo + ms ( )
for the purpose of convenience. Hence a useful connection between the two strengths,
1
4 2 4
= [ ms3(my 4+ my) ] &y, (A15)
3m1m2(m1 + mo + mg)

can be found evidently. Notice we have an unity Jacobi determinant between the Jacobi coordinate
and the ordinary one in current convention.
In literature, there is another set of convention for Jacobi coordinate, giving

- miry + maere + mars - 5
R.— 7 — MR. — ,
c 1+ ma + m3 p c =P+ P+ D3

N 1 - - 2 ma mi
p=sr —m) b= =VE( - ) g

mi + Mmso mi + Mmso

3

< 2
A <m1r1+m2r2

_ 3 [mi’»(l’l + py) — (m1 + m2)P3}
mi + mso ’

—7r3), T :ﬁQj\: -
3> P A 2 (m1+m2+m3)

with p- and A-type masses m, = % and my = % Then one can derive the harmonic
oscillator strengths
6Kmim Kmgs(my + mag)
o . 1M2 9 3(1m1 2
Qf =My, =4 | —————— ay = mywy =3 . A17
P e (my1 +ma)’ A ATA \/2(m1 + mg + ms) (ALT)

in the tilde convention. The relations of a parameters between the two conventions,

1 2.
ap = —2ap s o) = \/;OQ\ N (Alg)

is helpful in the analysis.

Appendix B: Matrix elements of quark operators
In the pole model calculation of doubly charmed baryon decays, non-perturbative quantities

such as form factors and four-quark operator matrix elements play an essential role. Here the
derivations of these non-perturbative parameters in the NRQM are shown in detail in this section.

12



1. Form factors

The form factors are defined to parameterize the baryon matrix element of the bilinear quark
operator q;7,(1 —75)gy have been given in Eq. (ZG). For a further calculation of form factors, we
follow the treatment in Ref. [27] and obtain

f1(@®) = (B (Pg)|qiv0ds|Bi(Py))
91(¢%) = (Bs(Py)|qivs75a5|B:i(Py))

in which the Breit frame is adopted. Now by employing the baryon wave functions in NRQM given
by Eq. (A4), we have

(B1)

fi(@®) = (-1) x / dp,dp,dpsdp,dpsdpsdpdphd® (py + Py + p3 — P;)6° (py + ps + ps — Py)
X WPy, s, P6) V(1 P2, P3)5° (B — P) (B 1 [b], by 1Bi 1)(0lbsbsbabf 10201 b1b1 0)
= / dp,dp,dpsdp,dpsdpgdp, dpyd® (py + Py + p3 — Pi)3°(py + ps + D6 — Py)

x 6% (py — P5)0° (s — P1)O° (P2 — P6)0° (3 — p5)0° (P — ph)
X W5(pa, D5, P6) Vi Py, Py, ) By 1 [b], by |Bi 1),

(B2)
where the baryon wave function defined in Eq. (A7) are denoted as W; y concisely. Some details
are presented in above two equatoins. In the first equation, the two matrix elements are calculated
in spin-flavor space and momentum space, respectively, while the factor —1 results from a product
of two color wave functions. Four-momentum ¢ functions have been produced after considering the

anti-commutation relations, corresponding to explicit initial and final state baryons, in the second
equation. A more compact form of f; hence can be expressed as

f1(a®) = (B 1 [bl, by 1B 1)X, (B3)
with
X = / dp, dpydp;dp,dpsdpedp dphd® (py + Py + Py — Pi)8° (ps + ps + Ps — Py) (B4)
x 8°(py — Ph)6° (py — P1)0% (P2 — P6)0° (P35 — P5)5° (D) — Ph) V5 Py, D5, P6) Vi(Py, Do, P3) -
To be specific, the convention for matrix element in Eq. (B3) in spin-flavor space keeps the same
as our previous work [9]. A similar derivation leads to

91(a) = (By 1 bl byyo-1Bi )X, (B5)

in which a common spatial wave function integral X has been shared with the form factor fi(g?).

(P)

As for the axial-vector form factor 92,8 , it differs g; from its spatial wave function integral Y,

giving
A(P
g (@%) = (Bi 1 |bj1/1bq§0z|l5’f 1Y, (B6)
with
Y = / dp, dpydpsdp,dpsdpsdpl dpy6° (py + Py + 3 — Pi)8° (py + ps + ps — Py) (B7)
x 8 (py — P5)8° (ps — P1)0°(p1 — Pa) 0% (P2 — P5)8° (P — P5) V3 (P4, P5, P6) Vi(P1, P2y P3)-
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Though the two integrals X and Y formally share the same structure, their difference exists in the
wave functions of two baryons and hence brings a further difference in § functions. In fact, f; and
g1 depict the transition between the initial and final state baryons while gg,(l}; ) is devoted to the one
between initial and intermediate (or intermediate and final) baryons. Therefore such a difference
between X and Y is a consequence of the pole model.

2. Matrix elements of four-quark operators

We continue woking in NR quark model to calculate the matrix element of four-quark operator
(¢14'5)(q'3¢'4). With the help of baryon wave function Eq. ([A4), it can be expanded as

(Bf(Pf)’(5’1q/2)(§'3q/4)‘5i(Pi)>
= / dp, dp,dpsdp,dpsdpedp) dphdpidp,d° (py + py + ps — Pi)6° (py + ps + ps — Py)

X Uy, Ps: P6) Vi(P1, P2s 3)0° (P} + D5 — Ph — Py)
x (Bs 1 |(b, b /)1(bggbqﬁ)2(1 — 01 - 02)|B; 1){0[bebsbab 160/ 50 4b1 b bk 0) (BY)

q a2
= / dp, dpydpsdpdpsdpedp, dphdpsdp)6° (py + po + p3 — Pi)0° (py + ps + P — Py)
X Wi(py, P5, P6) Vi(p1, P, P3)0° () + D5 — ph — 1))0° (0 — p1)0° (p) — p3)
x 6%(py — P1)6" (p5 — P4)0° (Ps — P2) (By 1 1(b, by )1 (b, by )2 (1 — 01 - 02)|Bi 1)

Two equations are presented with the similar treatment to the form factor in Eq. (B3), then a
compact form can be achieved as

(Br(Po)I(014'2) (@3¢ DIB: (P2)) = (By 1 1(0]; by )1 (bl by )o(1 = o1 - @2)[B; 1)Z - (B9)
with
Z = / dp, dp,dpsdp,dpsdpedp) dpsdpdp)d° (py + py + p3 — Pi)6° (py + ps + ps — Py)
Bl
% 83(ply — )8 (B — Po)0°(py — P1)6° (s — B5)0% (pg — po)0° (W + 1y — pp — p) (B0
X U%(py, P5, Ps) Vi(P1, P2y P3) -

Here the spatial integral Z is taken between initial (final) and intermediate baryons with four quark
fields involved, which brings in one more ¢ function compared with the case in integral Y.

3. Momentum integrals of baryon wave functions
After integrating all the § functions in Egs. (B3], (B1) and (BS), keeping the momentum

conservation, we have concise expressions of X,Y,Z in terms of momentum integrals of baryon
wave functions,

X =8P, — Py) / 0padps V(i — Py — Pa), Py, o)V (P — D3 — Dg). P2 p3) -
Y =8(P; - Pf)/dmdpg‘lf}?((Pi — Py — P3), P2, P3)Vi((Pi — Py — P3), P2, P3) (B11)

Z = 53(P,- — Py) /dpldpzdp4\1’}(p47 (Pi — P2 — Pa), P2)Vi(P1, P2y (Pi — Py — P2)) -
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The integrals X and Y are similar except the interchange of ps and p3 in the wave function W .
Then the remaining task is to evaluate them. Before proceeding to a detailed calculation, it is
useful to firstly deal with the product of two wave functions as it is the common part in all the
three integrals. Taking the one in X as an example, a direct calculation leads to

b3 5 2 b3
_1( Ppi _;,_h_i_p";f_i_pkif
3 T2\ a2, Ta2, Taz2 2

* 1 2 a
U (P4, Ps, Pe) Vi1, P2, P3) = 3 (apraniapan:) 2 e LA e A (B12)
which is based on the relations between two coordinates
. meo mq . ms my
ppz my + m2pl my + m2p2 9 ppf my + m5p4 my n m5p5 ) (B13)

_ m3(py + pa) — (M1 + m2)p; Pyr = me(Ppy + P5) — (M4 + ms5)pg

Al (m1 + mo + TfL3) ’ A (m4 +ms + m6)

A replacement of the index 2 — 3 in Eq. (BI2) gives the one in Y while 1 — 3 provides the
corresponding one to Z. Taking a static limit of initial baryon P; = 0, a further calculation for X

yields
3/2
1 _3 42 _3
X = = (apaniapans) 2 (ﬁ) =dx (apraxiapang) 2 (B14)
T axbx — =5
associated with the auxiliary parameters, giving
2\ 32
dX =38 (axbx — ZX> s (B15)
with
1 N 1 N m2 ) 1 1 1 1 2m,
ax=—+—5+t——-, bx=—%+—+—, x=—FF+—""""5.
0421 a3, (ms+ mu)2a§2 0422 o3, 4a§1 a%l (ms + mu)a%2
Likewise, Y and Z can be derived as
_3 _3
Y =dy (apaniapans) 2, Z =dyz (apangapary) 2, (B16)
together with
2\ —3/2 5\ —3/2
c 3/2 c
dy =8 <ayby — ZY> N dZ =38 (271'04?)2) / <azbz - ZZ> s
1 n 1 1 1
aY - —5 5 CLZ = — — ,
az,  ars daZs a3,
oo L L1 1 o Lo 11 (B17)
v o of 40‘%1 40‘%3 7 T 40‘,2)3 af;  ofy
1 n 1 5 1 1
cy = ——+—, cz=-2—5——1.
az,  as daZs a3y

Eqgs. (BI4) and (BI6) give the final expressions of the momentum integrals.
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