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Observable CP-violation in charmed baryons decays with SU(3) symmetry analysis
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CP violation in baryon decays has recently garnered significant attention. Traditionally, CP
violation in charmed baryon decays is predicted to be at the order of O(10−4). Utilizing recent
measurements from BESIII, Belle and Belle II experiments, we conduct a comprehensive global
analysis to estimate the contribution of topological diagrams in these processes. Our study reveals
that topological diagrams alone cannot fully account for the experimental data. By incorporating
new effects that are not included in traditional topological diagrams and exploring a novel way to
determine the possible new weak phase, our analysis reveals the potential for significant CP violation
in Λ+

c → pη/nπ+ and Ξ+
c → Ξ0K+. This suggests a promising opportunity to observe CP violation

for the first time in charmed baryon decays.

Introduction- CP violation (CPV) is one of the most
important issues in particle physics [1–10], necessary to
explain the baryon-antibaryon asymmetry of the uni-
verse. However, CP violation is only observed in me-
son decays, and no conclusive signal of CP violation in
baryon decays has been observed in particle physics ex-
periments. The current observations of CP violation are
not sufficient to explain the matter asymmetry of the uni-
verse, making the search for new sources of CP violation
important.
Over the past 20 years, with the increasing num-

ber of measurements by BESIII, Belle, Belle II, and
LHCb collaborations [11–21], charmed baryons decays
have attracted more attention from both the experimen-
tal and theoretical community [22–32], particularly on
anti-triplet charmed baryon two-body decays. More pre-
cise experimental measurements will advance the search
for CP violation hidden in baryon decays.
In the general theoretical analysis of CPV in Ref. [33],

the direct CPV of two-body decay processes is propor-
tional to the weak phase difference and strong phase dif-
ference: ACP ∝ sin(φ1 − φ2) sin(δ1 − δ2). Here, δi is the
strong phase and φi is the weak phase from the CKMma-
trix element. For the charmed baryon two-body decays,
the effective Hamiltonian Heff is given as

Heff =
GF√
2

(

∑

i=1,2

CiλOi −
6

∑

j=3

CjλbOj

)

+ h.c., (1)

where O1,2 is the current-current operator and O3∼6 is
QCD penguin operator. λ = V ∗

cqVuq′ with q, q′ = d, s
and λb = V ∗

cbVub. The specific expressions of these op-
erators refer to Ref. [34]. Due to the different weak
phases induced by the current-current operator and the
penguin operator, the weak phase difference required by
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CPV is naturally generated. However, in previous stud-
ies [35], the penguin operator is usually ignored owing
to |V ∗

cbVub| ∼ 10−4 << |V ∗
csVud|, so that CPV cannot be

emerged.
To search for possible CPV in charmed baryon decays,

we introduce SU(3) flavor symmetry in our work. The
SU(3) flavor symmetry analysis, including the irreducible
representation amplitude (IRA) and the topological dia-
grammatic approach (TDA), is one of the most powerful
method in charmed baryon two-body decays. Previous
studies show that SU(3) flavor symmetry in anti-triplet
charmed baryon two-body decay is a good symmetry [36].
In 2024, the BESIII Collaboration measured the decay
branching ratios of Λ+

c , and the Belle and Belle II Collab-
orations measured the decay branching ratios and asym-
metry parameters of Ξ0

c for the first time [37–39] as

Br(Λ+
c → pπ0) = (0.0156+0.0072

−0.0058 ± 0.002)%,

Br(Λ+
c → pη) = (0.163± 0.031± 0.011)%,

Br(Λ+
c → pKL) = (1.67± 0.06± 0.04)%,

Br(Ξ0
c → Ξ0π0) = (0.69± 0.03± 0.05± 0.13)%,

Br(Ξ0
c → Ξ0η) = (0.16± 0.02± 0.02± 0.03)%,

Br(Ξ0
c → Ξ0η′) = (0.12± 0.03± 0.01± 0.02)%,

α(Ξ0
c → Ξ0π0) = −0.90± 0.15± 0.23. (2)

Based on the new measurements, it is possible to deter-
mine all SU(3) IRA amplitudes and further understand
the weak interactions of charmed particles, including pos-
sible CPV effects.
In our analysis, we provide a global fit to determine

all the IRA amplitudes in Ref. [36]. With the help of
the equivalence between IRA and TDA, we can not
only test the correctness of the topological diagrams but
also estimate the value of each diagram in TDA. As a
result, we find that although the topological diagrams
in TDA are basically consistent with our IRA numerical
results, the topological diagram which only includes the
O1,2 operator cannot perfectly explain our IRA results.
Without loss of generality, we can use a new diagram
to express the conflicting parts of IRA and TDA and
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include them in our fit without any assumptions about
their source. To analyze the possible CPV introduced by
the new diagram, we explored a novel way to determine
their weak and strong phases. Our analysis shows that
the new diagram may introduce a large CPV and it is
promising to be observed in future experiments.

The global analysis of anti-triplet charmed baryon

two-body decays with IRA- Using SU(3) fla-
vor symmetry, the anti-triplet charmed baryon, light
baryon octet, and light meson octet can be ex-
pressed by 3 × 3 matrices Tc3̄, T8, and P , respec-
tively [36]. The SU(3) invariant decay amplitudes for
anti-triplet charmed baryon two-body decays are con-

structed as a15×ǫimn(Tc3̄)
[mn](H15)

{ik}
j (T8)

j
kP

l
l and a6×

(Tc3̄)
[ik](H6){ij}(T8)

j
kP

l
l . Here the effective weak inter-

action Hamiltonian with IRA method is decomposed:
3 ⊗ 3̄ ⊗ 3 = 3 ⊕ 3 ⊕ 6̄ ⊕ 15. The nonzero matrix are
H6̄ and H15, which are expressed in Ref. [36]. By enu-
merating all possible matrix combinations, nine indepen-
dent amplitudes can be constructed as {a, b6, c6, d6} and
{a′, b15, c15, d15, e15}. Using these nine SU(3) amplitudes,
all amplitudes of anti-triplet charmed baryon two-body
decays can be expressed.

To correctly describe the phenomenological results
of anti-triplet charmed baryon two-body decays, each
SU(3) amplitude can be expressed by parity-violating

form factors f b,c,d
6,15 , f

a(′) and parity-conserving form fac-

tors gb,c,d6,15 , g
a(′) as defined in Ref. [36]. Subsequently, the

branching ratios and polarization parameters α are ex-
pressed in Ref. [35].

By assuming real form factors for simplicity, we per-
form fits with updated data in Eq. 2 and the latest
PDG [33] using the nonlinear least-χ2 method [40]. Here,
we disregard the BESIII result α(Λ+

c → Ξ0K+) =
0.01± 0.16± 0.03 [41] because it has a large error com-
pared to the central value and is inconsistent with our
previous work [36]. In addition the channel Ξ0

c →
Ξ0π0 contributes the most to the χ2 while the channel
Λ+
c → Ξ0K+ contributes less in the preliminary analy-

sis. Therefore, we attempt to exclude this measurement
from the global fit and obtain the fit results (Case I) in
Table I.

However, we predict α(Λc → Σ0K+) = −0.9971 ±
0.0036 in this method, which deviates by 2σ from the
experimental data α(Λc → Σ0K+)exp = −0.54 ± 0.20.
This indicates that the assumption of real form factors is
inadequate, prompting us to further explore the complex
case (Case II) in the following.

The comprehensive analysis of anti-triplet

charmed baryon two-body decays with the equiv-

alence of TDA and IRA- All nine IRA amplitudes
and 18 form factors can be determined based on the key
experimental results measured by Belle and Belle II,
as shown in Table I. This facilitates an in-depth study
of anti-triplet charmed baryon two-body decays. A

comprehensive analysis can be provided by introducing
the topological diagrammatic approach (TDA), which
offers more intuitive physical images. In fact, the
two different methods (IRA and TDA) are mutually
equivalent, as studied in Refs. [28, 42, 43]. In our work,
we use the same notation for TDA amplitudes ā1∼19 in
Ref. [28]. The corresponding topological diagrams are
shown in Fig. 1.
Using the definition (T8)ijk = ǫijl(T̄8)

l
k, the Hij

k in

TDA can be decomposed into IRA forms as Hij
k =

1
2

[

(H15)
ij
k + 1

2ǫ
ijl(H6̄)kl

]

. The transformation from TDA

to IRA occurs naturally with the following relations for
the parameters:

a1 = b6 − d6 + e15, a2 = d6 − b6 + e15, a3 = −a

2
,

a4 =
1

2
(−c6 + c15), a5 =

1

2
a′, a7 =

1

2
(c6 + c15),

a6 =
1

2
(−b6 − c6 − e15 + d15) +

1

2
(a+ a′),

a8 =
1

2
(b6 + c6 + d15 − e15)−

1

4
(a+ a′),

a9 =
1

2
(a+ a′), a12 = c6, a15 =

1

2
(b6 − d6 + e15),

a10 =
1

2
(−b6 − c15 + d15 − e15) +

1

4
(a+ a′),

a11 =
1

2
(b6 − c15 + d15 − e15)−

1

4
(a+ a′)),

a13 =
1

2
(−e15 + b15 + c6 + d15)−

1

4
(a′ − a)

a14 =
1

2
(−e15 + b15 − c6 + d15)−

1

4
(a′ − a)

a16 =
1

2
(−b6 + d6 + e15), a17 =

1

2
(d6 + e15 − b15),

a18 =
1

2
(−d6 + e15 − b15), a19 = d6. (3)

By using the definition āi = GF ū(fi − giγ5)u with i =
1 ∼ 19, the numerical results of the form factors for TDA
are obtained in the lower panel of Table. I.
Note that the diagrams T1 − T2 and T4 − T5 have the

same topological structures, where one selects MT1
=

MT2
and MT4

= MT5
. The number of independent

topological diagrams is reduced from seven to five, consis-
tent with the latest TDA analysis in Ref. [43]. As demon-
strated in Ref. [28], each topological diagram in Fig. 1
corresponds to more than one TDA amplitude. There-
fore, it is assumed that the absolute value of the TDA
amplitude with the same topological diagram should be
equal. By defining the form factor MTi

= GF ū(fTi
−

gTi
γ5)u, i = 1 ∼ 7, one obtains the relations as

|A1,15| = AT1
= |A2,16| = AT2

, |A3,5,9| = AT3
,

|A4,6,10| = AT4
= |A7,8,11| = AT5

,

|A12,13,14| = AT6
, |A17,18,19| = AT7

, A = f, g. (4)

The assumptions are approximately supported by the
numerical results within 1σ in Table. I. However, some
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d u

s
c
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FIG. 1: Topology diagrams for the charmed baryon
decays into an octet baryon and a light meson. Here

T1−7 show the Cabibbo-favored channels c → ud̄s. T8,9

describe the new effects in the Cabibbo-suppressed
c → ud̄d(s̄s) induced by fb and gb respectively.

form factors contradict the assumption, such as |f1,15| −
|f2,16| ∼ 0.06, |fT17,18

|− |f19| ∼ 0.02 and |g17,19|− |g18| ∼
0.05. To focus on the largest effects, we ignore the dis-
crepancy involving f19 and primarily consider |f1,15| >
|f2,16| and |g17,19| > |g18| in the subsequent analysis.
This implies that there are other effects in the topology
diagrams. For exploring the possible new effects, one de-
fines the form factors fb and gb to absorb these effect as
fb = fT1

− fT2
and gb = −g18 − gT7

. The corresponding
topology diagrams T8,9 are given in Fig. 1. Then the IRA
amplitude is expressed by TDA form factors and fb,gb as

fa = −fT6

2
, fa′ =

1

2
fT6

− fT3
, f b

6 =
3

2
fb,

f b
15 = −fT6

− fT7
, f c

6 = fT6
+ fT4

, f c
15 = fT4

,

fd
6 = −3

2
fb − fT7

, fd
15 = −2fT4

− fT6
,

fe
15 = −3

2
fb + 3fT1

+ 2fT4
+ fT6

+ fT7
,

ga = gT4
+

gT6

2
, ga′ = gT4

+ gT3
− gT6

2
, gc15 = 0

gb6 = −3gT1
− 2gT4

, gb15 = −ge15 =
gb

2
+ gT6

+ gT7
,

gc6 = gT6
, gd6 = 3gT1

− gT7
+

gb

2
, gd15 = gT6

, (5)

Since all the diagrams induced by O1,2 are included
in TDA diagrams T1−7, it is reasonable to believe
the diagrams T8,9 are induced by other operators like
the penguin operators O3−6. The inclusion of these
additional diagrams suggests the possibility of the
involvement of a new weak phase in these processes. In
Eq. 5, we find that gc15 = 0, which is consistent with
our global fit (Case I) in Table. I. One can also directly

observe that f b
6 depends only on new effect form factors,

which provides us an ideal condition to study whether a
different weak phase exists in these processes.

The strong phase in charmed baryon two-body

decays and CPV- Recently, numerous SU(3) analy-
ses have introduced a strong phase in the form fac-
tors to resolve the puzzle of the BESIII measurement
α(Λ+

c → Ξ0K+) = 0.01 ± 0.16 ± 0.03 [41]. In this sec-
tion, we also analyze the situation using complex form
factors (Case II) to conduct a comprehensive global anal-
ysis that incorporates all experimental data, including
α(Λ+

c → Ξ0K+) = 0.01 ± 0.16 ± 0.03 and Br(Ξ0
c →

Ξ0π
0) = (0.69± 0.03± 0.05± 0.13)%.

The above analysis demonstrates that the fits using
the IRA method are largely consistent with the TDA as-
sumption. Subsequently, we determine the strong phase
from the perspective of topological diagrams. Since the
strong phase arises from potential contributions of in-
termediate on-shell states in the decay process [33], the
imaginary part of the form factor in Eq. 4 correspond-
ing to each topological diagram is incorporated into our
global analysis. Thus, the imaginary part of the IRA
form factor in our fitting is derived using Eq. 5 under
the assumption: Im(gb) = 0. Additionally, we assume
Im(fT3

) = 0 due to the global phase.
According to Eq. 5, the IRA form factor f b

6 depends
solely on the new effect, potentially introducing a new
weak phase φ that could lead to significant CP violation.
In our global analysis, the form factors are defined as

Aq
6,15 = eiφ1

(

Re(Aq
6,15) + Im(Aq

6,15)

)

= |Aq
i |eiφ1eiδ

q

i ,

f b
6 = eiφ

(

Re(f b
6) +

3

2
Im(fb)

)

= |f b
6 |eiφeiδ

b
6 ,

fd
6 = eiφ1

(

Re(fd
6 ) + Im(fd

6 ) +Re(f b
6)

)

−eiφ
(

Re(f b
6 ) +

3

2
Im(fb)

)

,

fe
15 = eiφ1

(

Re(fe
15) + Im(fe

15) +Re(f b
6)

)

−eiφ
(

Re(f b
6 ) +

3

2
Im(fb)

)

, A = f, g, (6)

where q = a, b, c, d, e. The weak phase φ1 arises from the
current-current operator as φ1 = arg(V ∗

cqVuq′ ) ≈ 0,−π.
Although we can obtain the phase of fb in our fit, we

cannot distinguish whether the phase is from the weak
phase or the strong phase due to the lack of charmed
anti-baryon decay data. Fortunately, in the SM, ∆c = 1
decay processes inducing CPV at the quark level are cat-
egorized into two types, each proportional to the CKM
matrix elements VudV

∗
cd and VusV

∗
cs [9]. This indicates

that the weak phase only enters the Cabibbo-suppressed
processes, which provides a new way to determine the
strong phase and weak phase of fb. Because SU(3) sym-
metry requires the strong phase in the same form factor
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TABLE I: The fit results for the real (Case I), complex (Case II) and TDA form factors.

form factors Case I (χ2/d.o.f=1.28)

vector(f)
fa = 0.0101(28) fb

6 = 0.0187(40) fc
6 = 0.0237(36) fd

6 = −0.0093(37) fa′ = −0.003(101)

fb
15 = −0.0100(34) fc

15 = 0.0073(34) fd
15 = −0.0156(22) fe

15 = 0.0537(35)

axial-vector(g)
ga = −0.0266(78) gb6 = −0.1784(55) gc6 = 0.0878(91) gd6 = −0.0556(72) ga′ = 0.05(44)

gb15 = 0.0746(48) gc15 = 0.0075(90) gd15 = −0.0219(57) ge15 = 0.0189(34)

form factors
Case II (χ2/d.o.f=0.597)

real part imaginary part

vector(f)

fa = −0.0368(84) fb
6 = 0.0075(49) fc

6 = 0.017(13) fT1
= −0.0119(35) fT4

= 0.0080(92)

fd
6 = 0.006(27) fa′ = −0.008(332) fb = −0.0013(58) fT6

= −0.018(14) fT7
= 0.014(13)

fb
15 = 0.0201(71) fc

15 = −0.0055(65) fd
15 = −0.018(20)

fe
15 = −0.0130(61)

axial-vector(g)

ga = −0.022(38) gb6 = 0.035(15) gc6 = −0.036(21) gT1
= −0.024(51) gT3

= −0.18(60)

gd6 = 0.03(10) ga′ = 0.13(38) gT4
= 0.11(12) gT6

= 0.018(52)

gb15 = −0.197(24) gc15 = −0.024(65) gd15 = −0.015(74) gT7
= 0.02(10) weak phase

ge15 = −0.005(55) φ = −1.16(85)

form factors TDA

vector(f)

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5

f1 = 0.0817(45) f2 = 0.0257(50) f3 = −0.0051(14) f4 = −0.0082(12) f7 = 0.0155(33)

f15 = 0.0409(23) f16 = 0.0129(25) f5 = −0.002(50) f6 = −0.054(26) f8 = −0.015(25)

f9 = 0.003(50) f10 = −0.046(26) f11 = −0.031(24)

T6 T7

f12 = 0.0237(36) f17 = 0.0272(18)

f13 = −0.024(25) f18 = 0.0365(35)

f14 = −0.048(24) f19 = −0.0093(37)

axial-vector(g)

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5

g1 = −0.1039(86) g2 = 0.1416(77) g3 = 0.0133(39) g4 = −0.0401(30) g7 = 0.0477(86)

g15 = −0.0519(43) g16 = 0.0708(38) g5 = 0.03(22) g6 = 0.03(11) g8 = −0.07(11)

g9 = 0.01(22) g10 = 0.07(11) g11 = −0.12(11)

T6 T7

g12 = 0.0878(91) g17 = −0.0557(37)

g13 = 0.04(11) g18 = −0.00004(564)

g14 = −0.05(11) g19 = −0.0556(72)

corresponding to different processes to be equal [43, 44],
one has the chance to determine the strong phase by the
Cabibbo-allowed and doubly Cabibbo-suppressed pro-
cesses. Based on the strong phase we derived, the
weak phase can be further determined by the Cabibbo-
suppressed processes.
By introducing the new weak phase φ, one obtains the

fit results with χ2/d.o.f = 0.597, indicating that our fit
is reasonable and the form factors effectively explain the
experimental data.
With the determined weak phase φ = −1.16 ± 0.85,

one can predict the CP violation (ACP ) for the Cabibbo-
suppressed processes. Given that the QCD penguin op-
erator is likely responsible for this new weak phase, we
observe that the fit vaule aligns with expectations for
the QCD penguin’s weak phase. Hence, our study im-
plies that the contribution of the QCD penguin may be
more substantial than conventionally assumed, necessi-

tating further theoretical investigation in the future.

Using the nontrivial weak phase φ, we predict the val-
ues of ACP for the Cabibbo-suppressed channels and
found that almost all the predicted ACP values are ap-
proximately zero within errors, except for the following
processes

A
Λ+

c →pη

CP = −0.047(45), A
Λ+

c →nπ+

CP = −0.33(28),

A
Ξ+

c →Ξ0K+

CP = −0.39(32). (7)

We strongly recommend the experimental measurement
of these two processes: Λ+

c → pη/nπ+ given their mea-
sured branching ratios. Additionally, the following pro-
cesses also have a high probability of being observed in
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future experiments,

A
Ξ+

c →Σ+η

CP = −0.08(10), A
Ξ+

c →Λπ+

CP = −0.23(26),

A
Ξ0

c→Σ0π0

CP = −0.13(14). (8)

Conclusion- In our study, we investigate the equiva-
lence of the SU(3) IRA and TDA methods through a
global analysis (case I). Our findings indicate that the re-
sults obtained from the IRA method align well with the
assumptions made in TDA, as illustrated by the topo-
logical diagram in Fig. 1. Nonetheless, certain form fac-
tors show discrepancies compared to the predicted values
from the topological diagrams. To assess the extent of
these discrepancies, we employ the form factors fb and
gb to characterize the new effects.

By leveraging the equivalence between IRA and TDA
methods, our global analysis extends to complex form
factors. By determining the strong phase of new effect
form factors fb, the weak phase of this form factor can be
determined in a completely new way with φ = −1.16 ±
0.85. Then we further explore CP violation in anti-triplet

charmed baryon two-body decay processes. Our analysis
yields non-zeroACP in Eq. 7 and 8. Considering its error,
the observable CP violation can be observed at the order
of O(10−2). We strongly advocate for measuring these
processes.
Note that the most ideal condition for measuring

CPV is to produce charmed baryon and anti-baryon
pairs simultaneously. Both the BESIII and Belle II
Collaborations meet these conditions due to the most
data on ΛcΛ̄c and ΞcΞ̄c pairs. For Λ+

c → pη/nπ+, their
branching ratio has been measured by the BESIII and
Belle II Collaborations. Therefore, it hold the potential
for observing CP violation in charmed baryon decays at
these two experimental facilities for the first time.
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Supplemental Material

TABLE II: Experimental data and fitting results of anti-triplet charmed baryons two-body decays for two different
fits. Case I(II) means the fit results for the real(complex) form factors.

channel
exp Case I Case II

Br(%) α Br(%) α Br(%) α

Λ+
c → pπ0 0.0156(75) 0.0174(53) 0.0164(64)

Λ+
c → pK0

S 1.59(7) 0.2(5) 1.646(48) 0.41(12) 1.634(49) 0.12(26)

Λ+
c → pK0

L 1.67(7) 1.646(48) 1.634(49)

Λ+
c → pη 0.158(11) 0.158(11) 0.155(11)

Λ+
c → pη′ 0.048(9) 0.0464(61) 0.0541(76)

Λ+
c → Λπ+ 1.29(5) −0.755(6) 1.305(47) −0.7538(60) 1.290(49) −0.7550(60)

Λ+
c → Σ0π+ 1.27(6) −0.466(18) 1.259(46) −0.471(15) 1.261(49) −0.472(15)

Λ+
c → Σ+π0 1.24(9) −0.484(27) 1.273(46) −0.469(15) 1.272(49) −0.471(15)

Λ+
c → Ξ0K+ 0.55(7) 0.417(29) 0.549(69)

Λ+
c → Λ0K+ 0.0642(31) −0.58(5) 0.0641(29) −0.556(44) 0.0643(31) −0.579(50)

Λ+
c → Σ+η 0.32(5) −0.99(6) 0.327(49) −0.9998(35) 0.321(50) −0.973(57)

Λ+
c → Σ+η′ 0.41(8) −0.46(7) 0.416(65) −0.455(64) 0.354(66) −0.446(66)

Λ+
c → Σ0K+ 0.0370(31) −0.54(20) 0.0376(18) −0.9971(36) 0.0363(29) −0.54(17)

Λ+
c → nπ+ 0.066(13) 0.0641(23) 0.063(11)

Λ+
c → Σ+K0

S 0.047(14) 0.0311(29) 0.043(11)

Ξ+
c → Ξ0π+ 1.6(8) 0.880(78) 1.90(68)

Ξ0
c → ΛK0

S 0.32(6) 0.248(29) 0.331(59)

Ξ0
c → Ξ−π+ 1.43(27) −0.640(51) 1.17(18) −0.701(45) 1.25(20) −0.640(51)

Ξ0
c → Ξ−K+ 0.039(11) 0.0520(80) 0.0485(74)

Ξ0
c → Σ0K0

S 0.054(16) 0.056(16) 0.055(16)

Ξ0
c → Σ+K− 0.18(4) 0.189(38) 0.182(40)

Ξ0
c → Ξ0π0 0.69(14) −0.90(28) 0.153(48) −0.45(13) 0.62(13) −0.82(24)

Ξ0
c → Ξ0η 0.16(4) 0.166(37) 0.16(4)

Ξ0
c → Ξ0η′ 0.12(4) 0.125(38) 0.12(4)
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TABLE III: The predicted values for branching ratios, polarization parameters (α, β, γ) and CP violation with the
final states η(′) for two different fits. Case I(II) means the fit results for the real(complex) form factors.

channel
Case I Case II

Br(%) α Br(%) α β γ CPV

Λ+
c → Σ+η 0.327(49) −0.9998(35) 0.327(85) −0.95(19) −0.3(1.7) 0.1(3.3)

Λ+
c → Σ+η′ 0.416(65) −0.455(64) 0.38(10) −0.442(82) −0.70(97) 0.6(1.2)

Λ+
c → pη 0.154(10) 0.885(78) 0.162(23) 0.35(83) −0.07(18) −0.94(31) −0.047(45)

Λ+
c → pη′ 0.0466(61) −0.990(16) 0.059(20) −0.82(63) −0.6(1.1) 0.12(71) −0.003(275)

Ξ+
c → Σ+η 0.116(14) 0.91(11) 0.09(12) 0.3(1.0) −0.1(1.1) −0.93(23) −0.08(10)

Ξ+
c → Σ+η′ 0.117(16) −0.418(71) 0.137(67) −0.20(20) −0.87(91) 0.4(1.8) 0.03(16)

Ξ+
c → pη 0.00908(67) −0.054(61) 0.0107(70) −0.15(21) 0.48(39) −0.86(25)

Ξ+
c → pη′ 0.0091(10) −0.9957(86) 0.0096(92) −0.83(61) −0.56(80) −0.03(1.79)

Ξ0
c → Ξ0η 0.177(75) 1.000(98) 0.082(68) 0.8(1.6) 0.5(9.8) −0.3(14.9)

Ξ0
c → Ξ0η′ 0.121(83) 1.0(2.2) 0.10(27) −0.7(15.9) −0.1(28.6) −0.7(9.1)

Ξ0
c → Σ0η 0.020(14) 0.7(2.0) 0.02(12) −0.03(2.31) −0.98(69) −0.2(3.8) −0.04(17)

Ξ0
c → Σ0η′ 0.0070(74) 1.0(2.6) 0.010(24) −0.7(8.6) −0.2(13.2) −0.6(5.3) 0.05(51)

Ξ0
c → Λη 0.015(40) 0.9(2.6) 0.02(15) −0.8(1.6) −0.5(1.1) −0.3(3.8) −0.12(59)

Ξ0
c → Λη′ 0.004(56) 0.4(23.2) 0.05(23) −0.4(7.8) 0.8(5.4) −0.5(16.5) −0.2(1.01)

Ξ0
c → nη 0.0008(34) −0.2(1.7) 0.0025(90) −0.6(2.3) −0.38(65) −0.7(2.2)

Ξ0
c → nη′ 0.0005(52) 0.8(9.4) 0.001(15) −0.2(4.3) −0.04(19.52) −0.99(13)
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TABLE IV: The predicted values for branching ratios, polarization parameters (α, β, γ) and CP violation for two
different fits. Case I(II) means the fit results for the real(complex) form factors.

channel
Case I Case II

Br(%) α Br(%) α β γ CPV

Λ+
c → Σ0π+ 1.259(46) −0.471(15) 1.261(49) −0.472(15) 0.78(11) −0.42(20)

Λ+
c → Λπ+ 1.305(47) −0.7538(60) 1.290(49) −0.7550(60) −0.47(12) −0.46(12)

Λ+
c → Σ+π0 1.273(46) −0.469(15) 1.272(49) −0.471(15) 0.77(11) −0.42(20)

Λ+
c → pK0

S 1.646(48) 0.41(12) 1.634(49) 0.12(26) 0.26(39) −0.96(13)

Λ+
c → Ξ0K+ 0.417(29) 0.960(17) 0.549(69) 0.02(15) −0.011(77) 0.9997(43)

Ξ+
c → Σ+K0

S 0.79(21) 0.51(18) 0.043(11) −0.96(21) 0.3(1.1) −0.08(1.28) 0.01(29)

Ξ+
c → Ξ0π+ 0.880(78) −0.892(39) 1.90(68) −0.82(10) 0.47(18) 0.31(15)

Ξ0
c → Σ0K0

S 0.056(16) −0.55(26) 0.055(16) −0.2(3.7) −0.5(3.3) 0.8(2.7)

Ξ0
c → ΛK0

S 0.248(29) 0.87(15) 0.331(59) −0.41(59) −0.75(51) −0.51(39)

Ξ0
c → Σ+K− 0.189(38) 0.91(25) 0.182(40) 0.4(2.0) −0.18(62) −0.91(93)

Ξ0
c → Ξ−π+ 1.17(18) −0.701(45) 1.25(20) −0.640(51) 0.16(77) −0.75(16)

Ξ0
c → Ξ0π0 0.153(48) −0.45(13) 0.62(13) −0.82(24) −0.49(69) −0.30(56)

Λ+
c → Σ0K+ 0.0376(18) −0.9971(36) 0.0363(29) −0.54(17) −0.07(39) −0.84(11) −0.02(10)

Λ+
c → ΛK+ 0.0641(29) −0.556(44) 0.0643(31) −0.579(50) 0.809(40) −0.10(17) −0.02(14)

Λ+
c → Σ+K0

S/K
0
L 0.0311(29) −0.64(10) 0.043(11) −0.96(21) 0.3(1.1) −0.08(1.28) 0.01(29)

Λ+
c → pπ0 0.0174(53) −0.10(13) 0.0164(64) 0.3(2.5) −0.5(2.5) 0.79(59)

Λ+
c → nπ+ 0.0641(23) 0.547(42) 0.063(11) −0.56(21) −0.81(15) 0.18(27) −0.33(28)

Ξ+
c → Σ0π+ 0.3175(88) −0.731(17) 0.303(19) −0.676(58) 0.56(11) −0.48(12) −0.010(23)

Ξ+
c → Λπ+ 0.0211(32) −0.19(18) 0.047(18) 0.60(23) −0.47(43) −0.64(31) −0.23(26)

Ξ+
c → Σ+π0 0.273(18) 0.43(12) 0.256(87) −0.13(35) 0.43(54) −0.89(31) 0.073(93)

Ξ+
c → pK0

S/K
0
L 0.164(15) −0.451(82) 0.178(90) −0.86(28) 0.2(1.1) −0.5(1.0) 0.007(169)

Ξ+
c → Ξ0K+ 0.1336(54) 0.382(33) 0.107(23) −0.48(20) −0.70(16) 0.53(20) −0.39(32)

Ξ0
c → Σ0π0 0.00002(12) −0.99(74) 0.028(37) −0.88(64) −0.38(70) −0.3(1.2) −0.13(14)

Ξ0
c → Λπ0 0.0331(47) 0.74(11) 0.0129(65) −0.84(33) 0.25(68) −0.47(44) −0.03(26)

Ξ0
c → Σ+π− 0.0118(25) 0.89(27) 0.0118(26) 0.4(1.9) −0.17(59) −0.92(82)

Ξ0
c → pK− 0.0146(39) 0.79(32) 0.0157(45) 0.3(1.6) −0.14(50) −0.95(56)

Ξ0
c → Σ−π+ 0.0630(97) −0.769(44) 0.082(13) −0.577(97) 0.02(72) −0.817(85) −0.016(38)

Ξ0
c → nK0

S/K
0
L 0.0234(54) 0.40(25) 0.022(45) 0.20(48) 0.01(46) −0.979(99) −0.14(33)

Ξ0
c → Ξ−K+ 0.0520(80) −0.656(44) 0.0485(74) −0.69(10) 0.03(86) −0.73(12) −0.024(56)

Ξ0
c → Ξ0K0

S/K
0
L 0.0103(20) 0.59(33) 0.009(20) 0.31(70) 0.02(70) −0.95(23) −0.28(56)

Λ+
c → pK0

L 1.743(51) 0.48(12) 1.73(13) 0.18(30) 0.23(40) −0.96(14)

Λ+
c → nK+ 0.001009(90) −0.975(21) 0.00227(79) −0.86(10) 0.50(18) 0.06(17)

Ξ+
c → Σ0K+ 0.01142(30) −0.9964(13) 0.01048(74) −0.661(60) −0.06(16) −0.748(49)

Ξ+
c → ΛK+ 0.00441(18) 0.615(30) 0.00432(87) −0.50(16) 0.813(80) 0.31(27)

Ξ+
c → Σ+K0

L 0.98(23) 0.74(15) 0.8(1.3) 0.8(1.7) −0.5(2.9) 0.2(1.2)

Ξ+
c → pπ0 0.00067(25) 0.06(32) 0.00070(72) 0.6(1.6) 0.88(89) −0.2(2.4)

Ξ+
c → nπ+ 0.00607(39) 0.939(21) 0.00410(52) 0.04(29) −0.02(15) 0.999(15)

Ξ0
c → Σ0K0

L 0.070(18) −0.27(28) 0.079(55) −0.4(2.5) −0.6(2.6) 0.7(3.3)

Ξ0
c → ΛK0

L 0.230(26) 0.91(12) 0.316(72) −0.44(65) −0.76(48) −0.47(32)

Ξ0
c → pπ− 0.00087(24) 0.77(33) 0.00095(29) 0.3(1.5) −0.14(49) −0.95(51)

Ξ0
c → Σ−K+ 0.00285(44) −0.736(45) 0.00339(53) −0.607(50) 0.15(73) −0.78(15)

Ξ0
c → nπ0 0.00162(25) 0.993(32) 0.00043(58) −0.9(1.2) 0.14(47) 0.4(2.9)


