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Abstract

Single and double coincidence nucleon spectra in the A-hypernuclei weak decay are evaluated and
discussed using a microscopic formalism. Nuclear matter is employed together with the local density
approximation which allows us to analyze the lj%C hypernucleus non-mesonic weak decay. Final state in-
teractions (FSI) are included via the first order (in the nuclear residual interaction) terms to the RPA, where
the strong residual interaction is modelled by a Bonn potential. At this level of approximation, these FSI
are pure quantum interference terms between the primary decay (AN — NN) and (AN —- NN — NN),
where the strong interaction is responsible for the last piece in the second reaction. Also the Pauli exchange
contributions are explicitly evaluated. We show that the inclusion of Pauli exchange terms is important.
A comparison with data is made. We conclude that the limitations in phase space in the RPA make this
approximation inadequate to reproduce the nucleon spectra. This fact does not allow us to draw a definite
conclusion about the importance of the interference terms.
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1. Introduction

A hypernucleus is a bound system of non-strange and strange baryons and it is an impor-
tant source of information about baryon—baryon strangeness-changing weak interactions. In the
present contribution, we focus on the A-hypernuclei, which can be produced by a hadronic
reaction—such as (7, K)—or by an electromagnetic one—such as (e, ¢'K). The A is generally
formed in an excited state and then, via the emission of a series of y-rays, it reaches its ground
(1s1/2)-state. The A decays via the weak interaction mainly by two decay mechanisms: the so-
called mesonic decay (A — 7 N) and the non-mesonic one (NM), where no meson is present
in the final state (AN — nN). The mesonic decay is the main decay process for the free A,
but when the A is within the nuclear environment it is strongly inhibited by the Pauli principle.
In this case, the non-mesonic weak decay becomes the most important decay mechanism. This
decay can be stimulated either by protons or neutrons, where the corresponding decay widths are
denoted as I', = I'(Ap — np) and I, = I'(An — nn), respectively. Just after the A-decays,
the resultant nucleons are still within the nucleus and in their way out they can interact strongly
with any nucleon of the nucleus. Finally, two or more nucleons are ejected from the nucleus and
it is the nucleon spectra of these emitted nucleons the magnitude which can be measured. For
review articles one can see [1,2], while some of the experimental works are [3—-11].

For the non-mesonic A-decay, there are two quantities which deserves special attention. The
first one is the ratio I}/, = I,/I", where theory predicts a value smaller than 0.5, while the
so-called experimental result has a value closer to one. The second quantity is the asymmetry
of the protons emitted in the NM decay of polarized hypernuclei. In this case, data indicate a
value close to zero, while most of the theoretical works predict a large negative number. Just
recently, the incorporation of the o-meson suggests a solution to this problem (see [12,13], and
references therein). In the present work, however, we will not deal with the asymmetry. For I;/,,
the connection between the theory and the experimental results is not straightforward because
there is no direct measurement of this ratio. Both I}, and I'j, are the decay widths of the so-
designed primaries disintegration and as mentioned above, data give us results on the nucleon
spectra which emerge from the nucleus. The connection between I7,/, and the nucleon spectra is
a theoretical problem in itself. Before going on, it is interesting to resume some of the theoretical
efforts in dealing with I75,/,.

The main ingredients required in the evaluation of the transition rate (AN — nN), are the
transition potential and the wave functions which represent the A and the nucleons. The first
microscopic scheme for I5,,, has been proposed by Adams [14], who has used the nuclear mat-
ter framework, one pion exchange model (OPE), AT = 1/2 piece of the ANm coupling and
short range correlations (SRC). While this model fairly reproduce the total NM decay width
I'nM, it produce ratios smaller than 0.20. Some of the improvements over Adams’ model are:
(i) the inclusion of heavier mesons than the pion in the AN — N N-transition potential [15-24];
(i1) the inclusion of interaction terms that violates the isospin AT = 1/2 rule has been consid-
ered in [25,27]. Alternatively, (iii) the transition potential can be described in terms of the quark
degree of freedom [28-32], which automatically introduces the AT = 3/2 contribution. And
(iv) the employment of finite nucleus wave functions instead of plane waves, a scheme usually
called wave function method (WFM) [16,17,19,20,22,23,26,27]. This list does not pretend to be
complete. However, we should mention that in all these works the discrepancy between theory
and experiment remains.

We turn now to the interpretation of data. As mentioned, it is the spectra of nucleons emerg-
ing from the nucleus, the quantity which is measured. The nucleons originated in the A-decay
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interact strongly with others nucleons before leaving the nucleus. These interactions are called
final state interactions (FSI). Again, we can distinguish two issues: (i) the primary decays and
(i1) a model for the FSI. Regarding the first point, we should note that (AN — nN) is not the
only NM-weak decay mechanism: the NM-decay width can be also stimulated by two-nucleons
(ANN — nNN). The corresponding decay width is called I>. This two-body induced decay
is originated from ground state correlation in the hypernuclei [33-38]. An estimation of I is
important in the analysis of data, because this process is a source of nucleons which cannot
be distinguished from those stemming from Iy = I';, + I',. However, the two-nucleon induced
decays are not included in the present calculation.

There are several models for the FSI among which we focus on two of them: the intranu-
clear cascade code (INC) [35,39-41] and the microscopic model developed in [42]. The INC
is a semi-phenomenological approach. The starting point in the INC is the microscopic evalua-
tion of I}, I', and I>. Afterwards, the nucleons produced in the weak decay are followed in a
semi-classical manner until they leave the nucleus. By means of this emulation of the physical
conditions of the hypernuclear decay, a more accurate agreement between the theoretical results
and the data is achieved. The analysis of the experimental information using the INC, produce
ratios (13,/,)*P ~ 0.4-0.6. However, one limitation of the INC is that the quantum interference
terms between the primary weak decay reaction (AN — N N) and any other reaction which has
the same initial and final state, such as (AN — NN — N N), cannot be included. On the other
hand and to the best of our knowledge, the microscopic model described in [42], is the only
microscopic model which puts in the same level of theoretical effort the weak decay mechanism
and the FSI. Due to its character, the microscopic model automatically includes the quantum
interference terms. Some details of the microscopic model are given in the next section.

While the theoretical prediction starts with the primary decay and should end in the nucleon
spectra, the analysis of the experiment begins with the spectra, goes back and a value for I5,,,
is determined. This is done using several models, among which the INC is certainly one of
the more elaborated ones. It should be noted, that the INC is employed in two ways: for the
theoretical prediction of the nucleon spectra and for the interpretation of data. In any case, for
the extraction of the I7,/,-experimental value one needs two theoretical inputs: I and the FSL
Now, if several models for these inputs produce the same ratio I}/, it is reasonable to name it as
the experimental value for I7,/,. Therefore, an accurate evaluation of the quantum interference
terms together with an alternative formalism to the INC, is important.

In the present contribution, we further developed the microscopic model of [42] presenting
results for the nucleon spectra, with emphasis in the quantum interference terms. The paper is
organized as follows. In Section 2 we present the microscopic model for the nucleon spectra.
This is done in general terms, including the two-body induced contribution. In Section 3, explicit
expression within the first order contribution to the RPA are shown. In Section 4, the numerical
results are discussed and finally, in Section 5 we give our conclusions.

2. The microscopic model for the nucleon spectra

In this section the microscopic model developed in [42] is briefly summarized with the addi-
tion of I. In fact, I is the sum of three terms: I}, = I'(Ann — nnn), I, = I' (Anp — nnp)
and I'y, = I'(App — npp) (for details see [38]). The inclusion of I in this section is done for
completeness. As mentioned in the introduction, this quantity is not included in the numerical
results. We are interested in reporting expressions for the single and double nucleon spectra: Ny
and Ny, which represent the number of nucleons of kind N = n, p vs. its kinetic energy, Tn
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and number of pairs of nucleons NN’ vs. Ty + T or vs. the relative angle between N and N’,
cos(Oy ), respectively. Without FSI, the expressions for Ny and Ny - are,

NO =20+ Ty + 30 + 26 + Ty, 2.1
Ny =Ty + Lp+ 20, (2.2)
NO =Ty 430 + Ty, (2.3)
Ny, =Ty +26, 420, (2.4)
Npp = pp. 2.5)

where we have used the normalization, fN = I'y/Inm, with Inm = I'1 + I». The index 0,
indicates that there is no FSI. The multiplicative factors in the right-hand side of these equations
are the number of particles (pairs of particles) of kind N (N N’) produces by the primary decay.
Explicit expressions for '] and I are reported in [24] and [38], respectively. As mentioned, the
nucleon spectra are the number of particles (or pairs of particles) which angle or kinetic energy
lays within a certain range. Therefore, I'1 and I are cut into pieces which correspond to certain
angles- or kinetic energies-ranges. This is easily implemented by adding steps functions (in the
integrand of I} and I%), which limit the integration to such ranges.

The next step is the inclusion of the FSI. To this end, we introduce the quantity 17,/ ;.
This function results from evaluating any possible Goldstone diagram for the A-weak decay,
where the strong interaction is present after the weak decay takes place. The index, j, is the final
state (i.e., the emitted nucleons), taking the values: j = nn, np, nnn, nnp, etc. At variance, the
indices i, i’ refer to the two primary weak decays of each diagram and can have the values i
(or i) =n, p,nn,np, pp; which stand for the transitions amplitudes (An — nn), (Ap — np),
(Ann — nnn), (Anp — nnp) and (App — npp), respectively. It is important to be aware of the
fact that the decay widths, I, I'y, Iy, etc., are the square of a transition amplitude (AN —
nN)or (ANN — nNN)). In this sense, I; ;_, ; does not represent only a decay width, but also
some interference terms, which are pure quantum mechanical effects.

By the addition of the FSI in Egs. (2.1)—(2.5) we obtained,

Ny =203+ Ty +30m + 200 + Fpp + Y Njy i (2.6)
ii'sj

Np:fp+fnp+2fppv+ZNAi(p)fi-,i’ﬁﬁ @.7)
ii’5j

Nnnzfn+3fnn+fnp+ ZNj(nn)f‘i,i’%jv (28)
ii';j

Nup=Tp +200p + 2000 + Y Njwpy Fies (2.9)

ii'j
Npp=Tpp + Z NiopTiij, (2.10)

ii’sj
where the factors Nj(y) are the numbers of nucleons of the type N in the state j. In the same
way, Ny are the numbers of pairs of nucleons of the type NN’ in the state j. Let us give two
examples. If j =np, Nupiy =1, Nup(p) =1, Nupun) =0, Nupup) =1, Nup(ppy = 0; and if j =
nnn, Nunnny) = 35 Nuan(p) = 05 Nunnmny = 3 Nannmp) = 0, Nunn(pp) = 0. In these expressions,
the summation over i, i’ and j, runs over the values of these indices mentioned above.
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Fig. 1. Amplitudes Ay, A and Az, described in the text. A dashed line represents the AN-transition potential and the
wavy line is the strong residual interaction.

Before we end this section, we make some further considerations about the quantum interfer-
ence terms. All decay widths come from the square of a transition amplitude. When no FSI are
included, the only transitions amplitudes are (AN — nN) and (ANN — nN N). For simplicity,
we focus on (AN — nN). There is no interference term between (An — nn) and (Ap — np)
because the final state is different. When the FSI come into play, the strong interaction allows
many others transitions amplitudes. In this case, as different reactions can end in the same final
state and as the initial state is the same hypernuclear state for all the processes, the total transi-
tion amplitude is the sum of all these terms. The squares of the individual terms, are the decay
widths, while the crossed products are the interference terms. Within our model, I; i/, ; contain
both decay widths and interference terms. Note that the strong interaction is present in I as a
ground state correlation, that is, the strong interaction acts before the weak transition potential.

As an additional comment, we note that the interference terms can be grouped into two cat-
egories: (a) the ones with i = i" and (b) the ones with i # i’. It is perhaps more convenient to
explain these categories by means of an example. Let us propose three transition amplitudes: A,
Aj and A3 shown in Fig. 1. The A-transition amplitude represents the An — nn-primary decay,
while A; and A3 include secondary decays, due to the action of the strong interaction. There is
an interference term between Ay and A, (i = i’), where the strong interaction appears in first
order. It is clear that the square of A| + A3 is positive, but the interference terms between both
terms can be either positive or negative. The interference terms between A1 and A3 is an example
of the i # i’-category. It is convenient to discuss these two interference contributions in terms of
self-energy diagrams. For simplicity, we refer to the ddd-diagram in Fig. 4, in the next section.
This diagram has two one particle—one hole bubbles. When all particles (holes) are neutron par-
ticles (neutron holes) we have the interference term between A; and A;. When one particle-hole
bubble is an nn~!, the other one is a pp~! and the cut (which represents the physical state) is in
the nn—!-bubble, we have the interference terms between A; and Aj.

In order to avoid misinterpretations, two final points should be addressed. In first place, the
index i (or i’) refers always to the primary decay, where the primary decay is the one induced by
the AN-transition potential. In Fig. 1, A, has i = n, and for A3 we have i = p. The second point
deals with the AN -transition potential. Also from the A, and As-amplitudes, it is appealing to
re-define the transition potential as a dressed one, with the inclusion of particle-hole polarization
effects. Such a potential, is still a two-body operator and in this case, the definition of i (in A3, for
example) would be ambiguous. The fallacy in the idea of using this dressed transition potential
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Fig. 2. Example of an A;-exchange term.

lies in the following: the complete expression for A, (or A3) has also three exchange terms. One
of them is shown in Fig. 2. From this figure, it is clear that the combined action of the AN-
transition potential and the nuclear residual interaction cannot be replaced by a single two-body
operator.

3. Explicit expressions for I; ;/_, ;

In this section we present expressions for the functions I; ;7 ;, using non-relativistic nuclear
matter together with the local density approximation (LDA) [43], which allows us to discuss any
particular hypernucleus. Eqgs. (2.6)—(2.10) are general expressions for Ny and Ny . Although
I i7_, ; is completely defined, one has to choose some set of Goldstone diagrams which represent
the A-decay to obtain the explicit expressions for this function. This set has an infinite number
of diagrams and a priori any sub-set of diagrams could be equally important. In this work and
as a first step in the evaluation of the nucleon spectra, we have decided to study the RPA-like
diagrams. The direct part of the RPA, known as ring approximation, is perhaps the simplest
manner to implement the strong interaction into this problem. The Pauli exchange terms are
known to be important for these particular set of diagrams (see [44]) and consequently the RPA
looks as a natural first step. In [42] we have presented expressions for 7 ;_, ; within the ring
approximation. However, no comparison with data has been done, because of the absence of the
Pauli exclusion principle.

Let us call by I" a generic function which can be either I'(, I3 or I ;s_, ;. Instead of giving
the expression for I, it is more convenient to work with the partial decay width I' (k, kf, , k pp),
where, k is the A energy—momentum, kr, and kr, are the Fermi momentum for neutrons and pro-
tons, respectively. To evaluate I" (k) for a particular nucleus one can use either an effective Fermi
momentum or the local density approximation. In this work the LDA is adopted, which make
kr, and kf, position-dependent. They are defined as an(p) r) = hc(3n2pn(p) (r)'/3, where
on(r) =p@)N/(N + Z) and p,(r) = p(r)Z/(N + Z), with p(r), N and Z being, respec-
tively, the density profile, number of neutrons and number of protons of the nuclear core of the
hypernucleus. In the last case, it is equivalent to write the function I (k, kf, , k Fp) in terms of the
densities as I"(k, o, (r), pp(r)). The LDA reads,

2

F(k)=/dr L (k, pa(r), pp(r))[¥a(r) (3.1)
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Fig. 3. Goldstone diagrams for the direct and exchange contributions to the A decay width, respectively.

where for the A wave function ¥4 (r), we take the 151/, wave function of a harmonic oscilla-

tor. The final result is obtained by averaging over the A momentum distribution, |Wa(K)|?, as
follows,

r =/dkF(k)|1/7A(k)

2
9

(3.2)

where 1/~/‘ A (k) is the Fourier transform of ¥4 (r) and kg = E (k) + V,, being V4 the binding
energy for the A.

As remarked in the last section, the expressions for [ ;/_, ; are obtained as if they were decay
widths. In this spirit, it is convenient to overview the derivation of I, because this simplifies the
derivation of 175 ;/_, ;. In Fig. 3 we show the direct and exchange I'1-contributions. The distinction
between I, and I, can be ascribed to the isospin of the hole line, where when h; is a neutron—
(proton—)hole we are considering the I, (1,)-decay width. To get the analytical expressions for
these diagrams we have employed the Golstone rules (for a more detailed version, see [24]),
dpi [ d'p;

(27)* WGpa.rt(pl)Gpart(pi)Ghole(hi)

S Al v v a1 i vii IV AN (¥ aYancs

all spins,tp1,tpi

Ez?t(ks kF,, ) ka) =—2Im

X

-

(3.3)

where for simplicity, y; represents the spin (s), isospin (¢) and energy—momentum of the parti-
cle i. The energy—momentum carried by the transition potential, V4%, cannot be specified until
we separate the direct and the exchange terms. The meaning of the subindexes pi and Ai is shown
in Fig. 3, where due to the momentum conservation, k; = p; + p; — k. The direct and exchange
matrix elements are,

Wal(VAY) 1Y p1vpi vhi Yant Vo1 Vi Vil VAN 174 ) ant
_ AN i o AN
= (al(VY@D) 1y p1¥pivai)vp17pi v IV Y (@) 1y a)
T
— WAl (VAN 1ypivpr i) Y1 vpi vni IV AN @)y a), (3.4)

where the minus sign comes from the crossing of the fermionic lines. Due to energy—momentum
conservation, we have ¢ =k — py and ¢’ = k — p;. The first (second) term in the right-hand side
of Eq. (3.4) originates the direct (exchange) contribution to the decay width.
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The particle and hole propagators are,

O(pl—kr)
G par = - 3.5
par(P) po—En(p) = VN +ic G-

and

O(kr — |h))
ho— En(h) — Vy —ig’
where E is the nucleon total free energy and Vy is the nucleon binding energy. The value of the

Fermi momentum depends on whether we have a proton or a neutron. The AN — NN transition
potential VAN s,

VNN gy = 37 Oy, VANEN (), 3.7

TA(N)

Ghole (h) =

(3.6)

TA(N)IO,I
where we have included the nuclear residual interaction VNV

isospin dependence is given by,

OTA(N) = {

The values t = 0, 1 stand for the isoscalar and isovector parts of the interaction, respectively.
The spin and momentum dependence of the transition potential is,

, which is employed soon. The

1, for TA(N) =0,

T1-T)2, for TA(N) = 1. (38)

VAN (9) = (GrmZ)|Sea(@)o1 -G+ S, (@)02 -4 + PL.cy(@)01-§02-§ + Pc.ry(q)
+ Pro,(g)(01 X §) (62X §) +iSv.c,(q)(01 x 62) -G}, (3.9)

where the quantities S¢, (g), S;A (@), Pr,(q), Pcz,(q), Pr,(q) and Sy r,(q) contain short
range correlations (SRC) and are given in Appendix B of [24]. They are built up from the full
one-meson-exchange potential (OMEP), which involves the complete pseudoscalar and vector
meson octets (77, n, K, p, w, K*). It is self evident that the S- (P)-terms are the parity violating
(parity conserving) terms of the transition potential.

The nuclear residual interaction is drawn as,

2
VAN (g) = (i—’;) Veuy @ +Vory (@01 - 024+ Vi oy (@)1 - Go2 - G, (3.10)
T
where the functions Vc ¢, (q), Vs,y(q) and V 1, (g) are adjusted to reproduce any effective
OMEP-nuclear residual interaction.

We have now all the elements required for the evaluation of I7 ;/_, ; within the RPA approxi-
mation. The ring approximation has been discussed in [42], where the advantage of the ring series
is that it can be summed up to infinite order in a very simple way. The situation is different in the
RPA, where the corresponding series can be summed up only in some particular cases: when the
nuclear residual interaction is represented by a contact or by a separable interaction. For a general
finite range interaction there is no way out but to evaluate each exchange term individually. The
problem is quite involved because matrix elements must be antisymmetrized for both VAV and
VNN The lowest order RPA-contribution is the one in which VN" appears in first order, being
the only one reported in the present contribution. In the lowest RPA-contribution, there are two
matrix elements with V4" and one with V. Each matrix element has a direct and an exchange
part. This makes a total of eight different diagrams, which are shown in Fig. 4. Unfortunately, in
nuclear matter each diagram must be evaluated individually. In the next section and by means of
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Fig. 4. Goldstone diagrams for the first order contribution to the RPA-series. The meaning of the notation is explained
in the text. The dashed and wavy lines stand for VAN and yNN| respectively. An up (down) going arrow represents a
particle (hole), while an arrow with a wide line represents the A.

the numerical analysis, we discuss this approximation. Using the standard Goldstone rules, this
lowest order RPA-contribution is written as,

I j(k,kF,, kF,)

d*py ([ d*h; d4h,-/l
2m)4 2m)4 Q2n)* 4
X Gpart(Pir) Ghole (hi) Ghole (hi)

x (val (VAN @) 1y vpir vair Yot ot ¥pir vt IV YN (1Y p1 Y pi Vi Y

X (yp1¥pivai VAN (@) y a)ant- (3.11)

=—2Im Y Gpurnt(P1)Gpan (pi)

The summation runs over all spins, while the isospin sum cannot be specified until one sets the
final state j. The energy—momentum carried by each fermionic line is shown in Fig. 5 for the
direct term. Due to the energy—momentum conservation in each vertex, for all the contributions
we have p; = h; +k — py and p;; = hy + k — p1; while the energy—-momentum carried by VNV
and VAN depends on the topology of each diagram. These values, together with some more
details on the exchange terms are specified in Appendix A.

It is convenient to re-write Eq. (3.11) as,

Lij= “f? (3.12)

ii'—>j’
a,B,6=d,e
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y4i

Fig. 5. Here we have repeated the ddd-contribution from Fig. 4, in order to assign values to the momentum transfer. The
remainder contributions have the same pattern.

where the super-indexes «, B and §, refer to the direct (d) and exchange (e) matrix elements
VAN N ases (VI Y ape and (VAN ) 44e, respectively. For instance, for the direct contribu-
tion, we have a8 = ddd. Note that @ (8 and §), can take the ‘value’ d or e, which makes the
total of eight different contributions, being ddd the first order term to the ring series.

By inspection of the diagrams in Fig. 4, we notice that the strong interaction split these graphs
into two pieces. In the lower piece particles are named as p; and p;, while in the upper portion
we have p; and p;,. Each diagram gives two contributions: the first one with p; and p; (p; and
pi’) on (off) the mass shell, and the inverse situation. Then, it is convenient to differentiate these
two possibilities by the super-index / and u, respectively, as follows,

oz/%u ocﬂB
Ly ks ke =15 (k kE, kE,)

zatﬁil/ (k kF'l’ kFP) - talﬁi/ (k an’ ka)‘
The origin of these two terms comes from the energy integration in Eq. (3.11), which produces an
expression with two poles: one in the upper and the other in the lower part of the diagram. Clearly,
the distinction between / and u, is redundant for the direct contribution, due to the symmetry of
the diagram.
In order to perform the summation on spin and isospin quantum numbers it is convenient to
write,

pl,pi’ on the mass shell’

(3.13)

pl,pi on the mass shell”

I—.o{ﬂs l(u)(k kF,v ka) _ Z TO[./,SS’Z.(M) 1’—2.01'/?5,194)/ (k, an, ka)’ (314)

ii'—>j i,i'—jit'tyt” i’ — ;TN T
7,75,7'=0,1

where

S,u
Ziﬁj;,,m, ZtA|Or’|tpltpi’thi’)<x<tpi’thi’|0r/v|tpithi)ﬁ(tpltpithilorVA)Sa

5.1
Zﬁ’lj;,,mf = Z tAlOv tp1tpirtnin) ot pirtnir | Ocy 1t pitni) p{tp1t pitni | O |t a)s. (3.15)
]

In the isospin summation, / (1) means that the final state j is in the lower (upper) piece of the
diagram. To avoid confusion, we give an example: let i =n, i’ = p and j = np. The [ sum is
zero because for the final state j, there are no protons in the lower portion of the diagram. The u
sum reduces to one term which isospin projections for each particles are 1,1 =t,; =ty = —1/2
and tp; = tp; = 1/2.
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Performing the energy integration, the spin summation and after some algebra, we obtain,

~aps,l _ 2 2(_1)NF f;-% h: dh Saﬂ& ’ 0 0(a.
Fl-’l-/_)j;rerr——(GFmﬂ) (27)7 @ dp,dh;dh; TrTNT(CIaCI . 1)60(q0)0(q0)
x O(Ip1| = krp1)0(1p;| — kppi )0 (kpni — |hi)
x 0(1pirl — kppir)0 (kpnir — |hirl)

P
8(q0 — (En(p)) — En(hy))), 3.16
" 4 — (En(pr) — Ex () (90 = (En(p)) = En(h0))) (3.16)

e (G2 DY fx dp,dh; dhy S ' 00(q0)0(q}
i’i,_”-;rfmr——( an) W E pidn;anhy ,,TNT(q,q,t) (g0)0(qq)

x O(Ip1| = krp1)0(1p;| — krpi )0 (krni — |hi)
x O(Ipir|l — kppir)0 (kppir — 1hir))

P

X 8(gh — (En(p;)) — En(hi)). (3.17)
20— Entp) — Entiy 0~ (EN (P, )

In these expressions, N is the number of crossing of fermionic lines and P indicates the prin-

cipal value. Explicit expressions for the functions S‘:,’i fvr (¢,4q’,t) can be found in Appendix A.

Here g (q’) is the energy—momentum carried by the transition potential in the lower (upper) part
of the diagram, while ¢ corresponds to the nuclear interaction. We present in this section explicit
expressions for the direct contribution, whereas the exchange ones are shown in Appendix A.
The S (q,4’, 1) reads,

T/INT

S& (@) =4{(S},S; + Pco Pe,)Ve oy + (SerSe + PL PLOVL oy

+2(Sv,v/Sv.c + Pr.o Pro)Vroy ). (3.18)

where for the direct contribution we have, ¢’ =t = ¢. By means of Egs. (3.1) and (3.2), the

dependence on the Fermi and A-momenta in the partial widths is eliminated. For the (ddd)-
. rddd,l _ fddd,u — pddd i
diagrams, we have i ity = Fi,i’%j;r’INr = Fl.’i,ﬁj;r/mr/l By performing the summa-

tion over isospin for all possible primary decays and final states, we have,

ddd _ ~dddin ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
Fn,n%nn - Fn,n—)nn,lll + Fn,n—)nn,OOO + Fn,n—)nn,llO + Fn,n—mn,lOl + Fn,n—mn,Oll
~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
+ Fn,n—)nn,lOO + Fn,n—)nn,OlO + Fn,n—)nn,OOl ’
ddd _ pxddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
Fn,p—)nn - Fn,p—)nn,l]l + Fn,p—)nn,OOO + Fn,p—)nn,ll() Y n,p—nn,101 ~ * n,p—nn,011
__ pddd,n _ fddd,n + fddd,n
n,p—nn,100 n,p—nn,010 n,p—nn,001°
ddd _ pddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
Fp,n—ﬂm - Fp,n%nn,ll] + Fp,n%nn,OOO — Y pon—nn,110 — * p,n—nn,101 + Fp,n%nn»m]
~ddd,.n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
+ Fp,n—)nn,lOO - Fp,n—>nn,010 - Fp,n—)nn,OOl’
ddd _ jddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
Fn,p—)np — “n,p—np,111 + Fn,p%np,OOO + Fn,p%np,llo - Fn,p%np,lOl - Fn,p%np,Oll
~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
~ Y, p—>np,100 Fn,p—)np,OlO + Fn,p—mp,OOl’
ddd _ pddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
Fp,n—>n[7 - " p,n—np,111 + Fp,n—)np,OOO - Fp,n—>np,110 — 4 p.n—np,101 + Fp,n—mp,()ll
+ fddd,n _ pddd.n _ pddd,n
p,n—np,100 p,n—>np,010 p,n—>np,001°
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ddd 4 fddd,p ~ddd,n ~ddd.n Fddd,n Fddd,n
Fp,p—)np - 4Fp,p—>np,111 + Fp,p—)np,lll + Fp,p—mp,O()O - Fp,p—mp,llO + Fp,p—)np,lOl
~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n ~ddd,n
- Fp,p—)ﬂp,oll - Fp,p%np,l()() + Fp,p%np,OlO — 4 p,p—>np,001° (3.19)

where in the right-hand side of these equations, we have put an additional super-index (n or p)
which is the isospin projection of the p; particle. As we are using different Fermi momenta for
protons and neutrons, the knowledge of the isospin projection of each particle is required. This
information about p; together with the transition i, i" — j is enough to this end. The particular
Fifll.‘,iij contribution can be further simplified by the identification of a part of the integral in
Egs. (3.16) and (3.17), with the Lindhard function (details can be found in [42]).

Finally, the expressions for re?  with affd # ddd, can be found in Appendix A. For the

ii'—j
first order contribution (in the nuclear residual interaction, V™) to the RPA, which from now

on is named as RPA 1, we can write,
rRAL =3+ ren). (3.20)

ii'—>j i,i’'—>j i,i'—>j
affs

The final step is to show the expressions for the spectra. In the present contribution the two-
body induced decay is not evaluated. Then, it is convenient to re-write Egs. (2.6)—(2.10), within
the first order contribution to the RPA as the only FSI,

Ny=2F+Tp+ Y NS (3.21)
ii'yj

Npy=Tp+ Y NipnlRAL (3.22)
ii’j

Nnn = I;n + Z Nj(nn)f‘il’?,'}/)i}’ (323)
il

Nup=Tp+ Y Njup TR, (3.24)
ii’;j

N,p =0, (3.25)

where the normalization is now, I = I"/T7j. These are already explicit expressions for the Ny
and Ny y-spectra, once some step functions limiting the range of the momentum (or angle) of the
final particles are incorporated in Egs. (3.3), (3.16) and (3.17). Also an additional step function is
required if an energy threshold is considered. It should be noted that the RPA 1, together with any
other contribution in which the nuclear residual interaction appears in first order (or in any odd
order), is an interference term. The diagrams where the nuclear residual interaction is present
an even number of times, has both interference terms and decay widths, being the decay widths
the ones where the cut is in the middle of the diagram. In the next section we present numerical
results for these expressions.

4. Results and discussion

In this section we present the numerical results for the Ny, Np, Ny, and Ny,-spectra using
the first order contribution to the RPA. The LDA allows us to discuss the le hypernucleus. The
transition potential is represented by the exchanges of the 7, n, K, p, w and K*-mesons, which
formulation has been taken from [19] and the values of the different coupling constants and cut-
off parameters appearing in the transition potential have been taken from [45]. For the nuclear
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Fig. 6. N, and Np-free kinetic energy spectra for IXC. The continuous line is our result, while the dashed line represents
the INC one. The energy is given in MeV and the spectra have been evaluated using 10 MeV steps for the kinetic energy.
We have used I, = 0.267 and I'p, = 0.936, given in units of r%—=252x10"% eV, where IO is the decay width of
the A in free space. For the evaluation of I}, p, we have used Eq. (3.3) (together with Egs. (3.1) and (3.2)), with the
transition potential and parameters described in the first paragraph of the present section.

residual interaction, we have used the Bonn potential [46] in the framework of the parametriza-
tion presented in [47], which contains the exchange of 7, p, 0 and w mesons, while the n and
d-mesons are neglected. In implementing the LDA, the hyperon is assumed to be in the 1s1/,
orbit of a harmonic oscillator well with frequency %o = 10.8 MeV. As already stated, we have
employed different values for the proton and neutron Fermi momenta, kr, and kf,, respectively.

To start with, let us discuss the free spectra, that is, the spectra without final state interaction.
To this end in Egs. (3.21)—(3.25) all RPA 1-terms are eliminated. For the free spectra, the INC
and the microscopic scheme should give the same result. Therefore, we make a comparison of
our values with those of the INC, in order to test our values for the spectra. From a technical point
of view, both methods evaluate the spectra differently. While in the INC, the emitted particles
are classified according to their energies (or relative angles), in the present microscopic model
the integral which represents the decay width is partitioned in energy (or relative angles) regions.
These two procedures are equivalent. However, some differences show up, which are explained
soon in this section. In Fig. 6 we present our result for the N,- and N-spectra and compare it
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Fig. 7. Isospin components to the N-free kinetic energy spectra. The dashed line is the contribution where a proton
is attached to the A-decay vertex, the dotted—dashed line represents the contribution where a neutron is attached to the
same vertex, while the continuous line is the total contribution. Units are the same as in Fig. 6.

with the corresponding INC-result from [41]. Related to the INC, we notice that our value for
the N,-maximum is shifted towards a higher energy, while the opposite occurs for N,. In fact,
this shift is more marked in N .

To understand the origin of this behavior in Fig. 7 we have split N, into their two isospin
components. The first isospin component is the charge-exchange one, where there is a proton in
the A-vertex (that is, in the pp-position in Fig. 3). The second is the charge-conserving contri-
bution, which has a neutron in the just mentioned place. The first contribution is multiplied by
a factor four (due to the isospin), while we have a factor one for the charge-conserving term.
This makes the first contribution to be the dominant one. Notice that the transition potential is
not the same for both contributions, because only the isovector terms in the transition potential
act for the charge-exchange contribution. In addition, our results show that the particle attach to
the A-vertex is slower than the other particle. This fact has a simple physical interpretation. In
the expression for I', (or I},), we take the principal value for the mesons propagators in the tran-
sition potential (note that the pole contribution in the pion propagator gives the mesonic decay
width). Therefore, the pion pole is excluded, but as we are getting closer to it, the energy carried
by the transition potential is of the order of the pion mass. In this case, the energy left to the
p1-particle becomes small, while the p;-energy is the one carried by the transition potential. As
the weight of the pion propagator is more important in the proximity of the pole, this favors the
just described energy distribution. Going back to the comparison with the INC, the discrepancy
is a consequence that for the available results this model makes no distinction between the inner
isospin components (a fact that is not mandatory in the INC). We have implemented an isospin
average to get rid of this difference, but we do not reproduce these results as they simply show
the agreement between both methods.

We turn now to the inclusion of FSI. In the present contribution, we have limited the FSI to
the first order contribution to the RPA. In Table 1, we present our results for I7 ;- ;, within three
different approximations: the first order contribution (in the nuclear residual interaction) to the
RPA (RPA 1), the same first order term to the ring series (ring 1), and the full ring approximation
taken from [42]. The values quoted in this table result from the integration of the spectra over the
whole energy region. The difference between RPA 1 and ring 1 is the inclusion of the exchange
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Table 1
Numerical results for I ;/_, ;, within several approximations. Note that Iy p— j = Iy n— j. The RPA 1 (ring 1)-line is
the first order contribution to the RPA (ring), while the ring-line represents the total ring approximation take from [42].

All values are given in units of ro

Approximation Tnn—snn 20, p—snn 20, p—snp Iy p—np
RPA 1 0.0076 0.0096 0.0064 0.0994
ring 1 0.0066 0.0090 0.0068 0.0895
ring 0.0261 0.0391 0.0371 0.1310

terms. For I, ,,_, ., the exchange terms increase this quantity by ~ 14%, while this percentage is
~ 11% for I'y p—np. Although they are different quantities, it is interesting to comment that the
exchange terms produce also an increase of ~ 34% and ~ 30% in I}, and Iy, respectively [24].
For the two remainders terms, we have an increase (decrease) of ~ 5% (~ 30%) for I}, p_nn
(F n, p—)np)~

The next point is to make an estimation of the accuracy of the first order RPA-contribution
to account for the full RPA series. To this end, we compare the full ring series with ring 1. We
can see that only for I, ,_pp, the ring 1 is an adequate approximation, while there is a strong
discrepancy for all the others terms. The reason for this behavior relays upon the inner isospin
structure of the ring (or RPA) approximation. As already stated, the I, ., is dominated by
graphs where a proton is attached to the A-weak decay vertex. The particle-hole bubbles (which
propagates as the ring series), are built up from a neutron particle and a proton hole. The charge-
conservation does not allow any other particle-hole configuration. The situation is different for
Iy nsnns Tn,p—snn» I'n,p—np and the I'y ,_,,p-contribution with a neutron in the A-vertex. As
an example, we consider the second order contribution to I3, ,—.,. This contribution has three
particle-hole bubbles. The upper and lower bubbles can be only a neutron particle-neutron hole
configuration. But the intermediate bubble can be either a neutron particle—neutron hole or a pro-
ton particle—proton hole one. Higher order contributions can have more complex configurations
(for details, see [42]). In general terms, the convergence of the ring series is fast only when the
particle-hole bubbles are of the same kind.

Also from Table 1, it is observed that the first order exchange contribution (which results from
the difference between RPA 1 and ring 1), is smaller than the sum of all the remaining ring terms
(which results from the difference between ring and ring 1). In spite of this, the preference for the
RPA 1 over the ring approximation is based on the following point. The ring approximation can
be used instead of the full RPA, as long as we have some knowledge on the exchange terms. The
first order exchange terms are different for each isospin configuration. This does not allow us to
draw any conclusion about the magnitude of the higher order exchange terms required to build up
the RPA, because the isospin structure of higher order terms is different, as discussed in the above
paragraph. From this analysis and our numerical values, it is clear that the ring approximation
result is quite uncertain (due to our ignorance on the magnitude of the higher order exchange
terms). From all these points, it is concluded that the RPA 1 is not an approximation to the full
RPA, but it should be seen as a model in itself.

We analyze now the effect of the FSI on the spectra, where the free term has been sub-
tracted. This is done in Figs. 8 and 9, for the RPA 1-contribution to the single and double kinetic
energy spectra, respectively. Let us recall that within the RPA 1-model, all FSI are quantum in-
terference terms. The I3, ,—.; and I, . ; contributions have i =i ’ and for convenience are
called as diagonal interference terms, while the I3, ,— j- and I ,— j-ones have i #i ’ and are
named as non-diagonal interference terms. It should be noted that the fl i'— j-functions can be
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Fig. 8. First order RPA contribution to the single nucleon kinetic energy spectra for IXC. For convenience, the free
spectra have been subtracted. The continuous line is our final RPA 1-result and the dashed line represents the result
without non-diagonal interference terms.

either positive or negative. We present values with and without the non-diagonal interference
terms. Throughout this section we pay much attention to study the relative importance of the
non-diagonal interference terms. Certainly, the possibility of neglecting these terms would sim-
plify the calculation. In Fig. 8, a typical RPA-behavior is shown. From Table 1, together with
Egs. (3.21)—(3.25), the non-diagonal interference terms increase the sum of (N, — N,?) and
(Np— Ng), in ~ 18% and ~ 7%, respectively.

In Fig. 9 a similar analysis is done for the double kinetic energy spectra. Here, the non-
diagonal interference term increases (N, — ng) in ~ 6%, while the effect over (N, — N,?n) is
very important: it increases the result in more than a factor of two. To understand these factors,
we refer again to Table 1. Among all the I; ;/—, ;, I'p p—np is the dominant one. Non-diagonal
interference terms are the next contribution in magnitude, but they are one order of magnitude
smaller. Only for N, the I', ,,, contribution is not present. In this case, the non-diagonal
interference term becomes very important. Once more, the reason for this behavior relays upon
the isospin factors. A charge-exchange isospin vertex has a factor +/2, in comparison with a factor
one for the charge-conserving. And within our approximation, charge-exchange contributions are
only presentin I'y p—spp.
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Fig. 9. The same as Fig. 8, but for the double-nucleon spectra.

In Fig. 10, we present our final result for the single kinetic energy spectra N, and N, and
we make a comparison with data. In this figure, the free spectra are also shown. The RPA 1-
approximation improves the free result, as it reduces the spectra in the high energy region, while
it produces an increase at low energies. However, it is clear that some important FSI are missing.
The comparison of our results with data in the low energy region gives us an indication of these
missing terms. The Goldstone diagram used to evaluate the free spectra (see Fig. 3), has a two
particles—one hole (2p1h) configuration. In fact, we have one particle attached to the A-weak
decay vertex, plus a one particle—one hole bubble (1p1#), attached to the strong vertex. The
RPA 1 adds basically configurations restricted to 1 p14-bubbles (plus the corresponding exchange
terms). The next RPA-order or even the full RPA, is always restricted to this phase space. It is
likely that the required increase in phase space would be obtained by the addition of second order
self-energy configurations. Our knowledge from electron scattering, is that the self-energy opens
the 3 p2h-decay channel and moves intensity towards the low energy region. The inclusion of
this kind of contribution is beyond the scope of the present contribution. In the same figure, we
present our RPA 1-results with SRC in the nuclear residual interaction (for details about SRC,
see [42] and references therein). This result is discussed soon.
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Fig. 10. Final result of the N, and N, kinetic energy spectra for ll%C. The continuous (dot-dashed) line is our RPA 1-result
without (with) SRC in the nuclear residual interaction and the dashed line represents the free result. Data are from
KEK-E369 [6] (not-filled circles) and KEK-ES508 [7] (filled circles).

In Fig. 11, the double kinetic energy spectra are shown together with the free spectra. In
this case, the RPA 1-approximation does not affect the spectra very much. Finally, in Fig. 12,
the opening angle distribution of nn and np pairs is compared with data. Also in these figures
we present both the free and the RPA 1-results. These figures give us further evidence of the
importance of including 3 p2h-final states. The two emitted particles from the 2p1# final state,
emerge from the nuclei mainly with back-to-back angles. The reason is the following: from
momentum conservation, we have k + h; = p; + p; (see Fig. 3). The A-wave function is peaked
at |k| =0, while |h;| ranges from O up to kr. In the particular case when |k| = |h;| = 0, we
have p; = —p;, which represents the extreme case of back-to-back kinematics. The kinematical
conditions are very different for the 3 p2h-states, which allows the existence of any angle between
two of the three outgoing particles.

Going back to Fig. 12, the data shows intensity in forward angles, which from the theoretical
point of view would required final states like the 3 p2A-mentioned ones. It is clear also that
not only the distribution, but also the area does not match. The origin of this discrepancy can
be understood from Fig. 10. In accordance with the data, our spectra (in Fig. 12), have been
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Fig. 11. Final result of the Ny, and Ny kinetic energy spectra for IXC. The continuous line is our RPA 1-result without
SRC in the nuclear residual interaction and the dashed line represents the free result.

evaluated using an energy threshold of 30 MeV for both protons and neutrons and our complete
spectra (in Fig. 10), have very little intensity for energies smaller than the threshold, while data
suggests that the theoretical spectra should move towards lower energies. In spite of this, and
due to the big error bars, we believe that this point requires much more efforts from both the
theoretical and the experimental point of view.

In Table 2, we show our values for N, /N, and Ny, /Ny, which result from the integration
of the corresponding spectra over the whole energy region. The objective of this table is to make
a comparison of the RPA 1-result with the full ring series and with ring 1. For this reason, no
energy threshold has been implemented, as this would affect the result, making the analysis of
the different approximations more difficult. In the first line, we show the results without FSI,
where the values quoted as ‘dir’, refer to the first diagram in Fig. 3, while the complete result
is the sum of both diagrams (direct plus exchange), in the same figure.! From this table, we see

I To avoid confusion, it is worth to mention that the word ‘exchange’ has been used for two different contributions: the
plain use of ‘exchange’ refers to the Pauli exchange term, while by ‘charge-exchange’ we indicate an isospin component.
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Fig. 12. Opening angle distribution of nn and np pairs. The continuous line is our RPA 1-result without SRC in the
nuclear residual interaction and the dashed line represents the free result. Data are from [11].

Table 2

The ratios Ny /Np and Np,/Nyp for IXC hypernucleus. Within parenthesis we present our results without the non-
diagonal interference terms. The index ‘dir’ indicates the values without exchange terms. The line named as ring,
represents the full ring series, while the direct part in line RPA 1, is called ring 1 as in the text. The ring values have
been taken from Tables 2 and 3 of [42]

Ref. Nn/Np [Nn/Np]dir Nrm/an [Nnn/an]dir
LDA, no-FSI 1.571 1.458 0.285 0.229

LDA with RPA 1 1.545 (1.530) 0.273 (0.265)

LDA with ring 1 1.445 (1.430) 0.222 (0.215)
LDA with ring [42] 1.514 (1.459) 0.257 (0.229)

that exchange terms are important, specially for the free case. The RPA 1 has a small influence.
In spite of this fact, it should be mentioned that the non-diagonal interference terms represents
around half of the FSI-contribution. We observe that the RPA 1 decreases instead of increasing,
the free value. The opposite situation occurs with the full ring series. This behavior is understood
as a consequence of the absence (presence) of charge-exchange terms in I ;/_, ; with i,i" #
D, p,in RPA 1 (ring approximation). Moreover, the ring approximation leaves these ratios almost
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Table 3

The ratios Ny /Np and Npp/Npp for IXC hypernucleus. The index ‘diag’, indicates the values without the quantum
interference terms between the (An — nn) and (Ap — np)-amplitudes. In accordance with data, for N, /N, we have
used an energy threshold of 60 MeV for both protons and neutrons, while the reported values for Ny, / Npp, correspond
to angles which satisty cos(6) < —0.80, together with an energy threshold of 30 MeV (for both protons and neutrons)

Ref. Nu/Np (N /N p)diag Nun/Nnp (Nun [ Npp)diae
LDA, no-FSI 1.791 0.279

LDA with RPA 1 1.863 1.858 0.272 0.267
KEK-E508 [7] 2.004+0.09+0.14

KEK-E508 [8] 0.40 +0.09 +0.04

unchanged (with respect with the free result) when the non-diagonal interference terms are not
considered, while their inclusion have more effect than in RPA 1 (or ring 1). As a further comment
from this table, it is clear that the magnitude of the exchange terms is important enough to object
the use of the ring series.

In Table 3, we show our final results for N, /N, and Ny, /Nyp, and compare them with data.
For N,/N,, we have used an energy threshold of 60 MeV for both protons and neutrons, in
accordance with [7]; while the results for Ny, /Ny, correspond to angles between the outgoing
particles, for which cos(f) < —0.80 and an energy threshold of 30 MeV [8]. The increase in
N, /Np, when compared with the results in Table 2, is easily understood in terms of the discussion
done in Fig. 6: The dominant charge-exchange term in Ng makes the maximum in the proton-
induced spectra to be placed at a smaller energy position than the neutron-induced one. It should
be mentioned that we present this table for completeness. Our good result for N, /N, could be
misinterpreted. The INC is used for two purposes: the theoretical prediction of the spectra and
the extraction of the so-called experimental value for the I}, /I",-ratio. For the second point,
certain coefficients are evaluated which, together with data for N, /N, (or Ny, /Nyp), are used
to obtained (I7,/17,)*P (for details, see [39] and [40]). Within the INC, the comparison between
the theoretical prediction for N,,/N, and Ny, /N,,, with data makes much sense. Our point of
view is different: our final aim is the reproduction of the experimental nucleon spectra. The value
for I},/I", would be the one predicted by our model, as the reproduction of the spectra would
produce an exact match between the theoretical and the experimental ratio, by definition. Clearly,
the determination of the ratio I, /I, is important because it tests our knowledge of the baryon—
baryon strangeness-changing weak interactions, which is one of the main motivations for these
studies. We believe that it is not possible to disentangle completely this issue from the many-body
problem which is intricate by itself.

As a final point for this section and beyond the limitations in phase space in the RPA, the nu-
clear residual interaction employed in the RPA, should be discussed. To perform this calculation
we have chosen the Bonn potential where we have neglected SRC in all results except for the
ones in Fig. 10. From this figure, we can see that the addition of SRC reduce significantly the
RPA 1-contribution. The interaction without SRC, has been selected to explore the RPA results
under extreme conditions. The final outcome shows us that the RPA does not alter the free spec-
tra very much. The addition of SRC makes this contribution even less important. From this, we
can conclude that the RPA 1 is adequate enough to explore the RPA contribution and from our
whole analysis, it is clear that the RPA does not represent the relevant kind of FSI required to
describe the A-weak decay spectra. From the INC we know that the FSI are important, which
states our problem as the finding of the most significant diagrams to account for the FSI. We
do not known a priori the answer to this question. To obtain some insight about this problem,
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the RPA has been a good starting point due to its simplicity. The search of the relevant set of
diagrams has an additional difficulty, which is the selection of the nuclear residual interaction,
together with the adjustment of some potential-parameters. The Bonn potential is one possible
choice, but the truth is that we do not know the strong interaction in this energy—momentum
region. However, the INC provides us with a powerful tool to settle the strong interaction: in our
microscopic scheme it is easy to turn off the interference terms not contained in the INC. Under
these conditions, and once the adequate set of diagrams are found, the INC-result can be used to
fix the strong interaction. Note that the INC does not employ an effective strong interaction but
the experimental scattering cross section between nucleons. This would give us some confidence
on the strong interaction so adjusted. For this particular purpose, the use of the INC is better than
the data themselves, because the theoretical model for the weak transition potential would be the
same in both the INC and in our microscopic model. Afterwards, the interference terms should
be added and a comparison with data should be done. In our opinion, it is this whole schedule
the one which should be employed to test our knowledge of the baryon—baryon strangeness-
changing weak interactions. The present contribution is a step forward in this direction. In [42],
we have presented our scheme in general terms. That model has been developed in the present
work, but for a particular kind of FSI. In a forthcoming work, the 3 p2h-decay channel which is
not contained in the RPA and can be represented by second order self-energy contributions, will
be included. At variance with the present calculation, this kind of FSI contains both decay widths
and interference terms.

5. Conclusions

The present work addresses the problem of the theoretical interpretation of the spectra of
nucleons emitted from the non-mesonic weak decay of a A-hypernucleus. To the best of our
knowledge, we have presented for the first time a scheme which deals with this issue using a mi-
croscopic formalism. We have presented results for the single and double kinetic energy spectra
and also for the opening angle distribution of nn and np pairs. The FSI have been incorporated
by means of the first order contribution (in the nuclear residual interaction) to the RPA. Our for-
malism naturally contains the quantum interference terms between any pair of decay amplitudes
which end in the same final state. The quantum interference terms appear once the FSI are in-
corporated. From the INC we know that the FSI are important. In a microscopic scheme there is
a huge amount of possible diagrams which constitute these FSI. Beforehand, we do not known
which set of diagrams is the most significant one. The RPA has been considered as a starting
point in this analysis because it simplicity gives us some insight on the kind of the contributions
required. However, the RPA itself does not represent an important contribution. The comparison
of our results with data suggests that the FSI should connect 2p1h with 3p2h configurations.
This kind of study is much more complex and it is beyond the scope of the present contribution.

We have payed a particular attention to the non-diagonal interference terms which are im-
portant within the RPA. In fact, they are very significant in the N,,-spectra, while they can be
neglected in N,,. The effect on the N,-spectra is a moderate increase and it is also small for
the N-spectra. The origin of this behavior does not relay upon any particularity of the RPA,
but on some isospin factors. We agree that only when the relevant FSI-diagrams are found and
incorporated, we would be able to know if the quantum interference terms are important or not.
But from our results, it is clear that they cannot be ignored.

The existing and more successful formalism which takes care of the same problem is the INC.
The INC is a semi-phenomenological approach, where the trajectory of the particles emitted
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in the weak decay is tracked in their way out of the nucleus. The FSI are incorporated in the
INC using free path and experimental cross sections between nucleons. Unfortunately, it is not
possible to establish a biunique relation between the processes in the INC and in our microscopic
model. The limitation of our microscopic model is the technical difficulty in finding the relevant
FSI-diagrams. However, our scheme improves the INC in two main points. The first one is the
incorporation of the quantum interference terms mentioned above. The second one refers to
the description of light hypernuclei, where the employment of the INC is not appropriate. We
have presented our results using nuclear matter together with the LDA, which is also a bad
approximation for light hypernuclei. However, our expressions are not limited to nuclear matter
and they can be used in a finite nucleus calculation. The incorporation of FSI in this kind of work
is certainly a quite involve task. Our aim is to describe the nuclear spectra of medium hypernuclei
where the use of nuclear matter is possible. However, once this goal is eventually accomplished,
the knowledge of the relevant FSI-diagrams would encourage the evaluation of a finite nucleus
calculation for light hypernuclei.

We would like to comment now on the I5,/I,-ratio. An experimental determination of this
ratio suffers from two ambiguities: the possible contribution of two-body induced non-mesonic
weak decay (which are originated from ground state correlations, GSC) and the effect of FSI. It
is worth to mention here that these two processes should not be confused. The two-body induced,
is part of the primary decay as shown in Eqs. (2.1)—(2.5). After the primary decay takes place,
the strong interaction between nucleons (i.e., the FSI) starts acting. The FSI affects nucleons
from both one- and two-body induced decays. A final 3 p2h-state, for example, can be originated
either from a GSC (without FSI) or from the action of FSI over a one-body induced decay.
Moreover, there is an interference term between these processes, as the initial and final state is
the same. This interference term cannot be evaluated within the INC as it is a pure quantum
mechanic effects. Beyond technical difficulties, this kind of contributions are formally part of the
I3 - j in Egs. (2.6)—(2.10). This is just one example, the theoretical problem of the inclusion of
both GSC and FSI, is certainly a very difficult problem. Any experimental determination of the
I,/ I'y-ratio, assumes a model for this theoretical problem.

Referring to the INC, it is used to predict nucleon spectra and to extract the so-called ex-
perimental value for the I, /1,-ratio. For the extraction of the ratio, the experimental value for
Nyu/Np or Ny, /Nyp (together with the corresponding error bars) is used as an input. To put it
in simple terms, a typical theoretical value for the ratio is, I, /I, ~ 0.3, while data analyzed by
means of the INC, gives aresult (13, /17,)**P ~ 0.4 £0.1 (we have focused on the cos(f) < —0.80
region, for 1/%C). Based on this analysis, it is reasonable to assert that the I, /I",-puzzle has been
solved. However, one should be aware of the fact that the experimental information used as an in-
put in the INC is the N,/ N - (or Ny, /Nyp-)ratio, where here Ny (or Ny ) is the integral of the
spectra over energy or angle. Clearly, this integration erase some physical information. In fact,
while the INC reproduce fairly well the N, -kinetic energy spectra, some discrepancies remains
for the Np-kinetic energy spectra. Having in mind this element, together with the above men-
tioned ambiguities, it is our opinion that the real theoretical problem is the reproduction of the
spectra. From the present contribution, we have indications that the quantum interference terms
should be included in the spectra evaluation. The next step, is to found the relevant FSI-diagrams.
As discussed, the RPA 1-results has given us some hints on this issue.
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Appendix A

In this appendix we present the explicit form for r°?  with afd # ddd. In order to sim-

i,i’'—
plify the expressions, all functions which have the isospir{ 7- (7'-) index, carries an energy—
momentum ¢ (g’), while the nuclear strong interaction has an isospin index 7y and has a
t-energy—momentum transfer. Moreover, as each function is shown in a separate subsection,
the super-index o84 is written only when it is necessary.

A.1. The ' _contribution

i,i’'—j

The S%“ (g, 4, 1) function is

T'INT
S (@', 1) =4Ve o S Se + 5,8, + 28y oSy« + Pew Pex
+3Ps v Psr+ PLoPrL:+ PLoPosr+ Py PrL <)
+ 45 oy {380 Se — SLSL — 28y ¢Sy.c +3Pc v Pe.r
— 3P, Psr — P o PLc—2(PL o Por+ PooPLo))
+AVL oy {SeSe = (142G - D)SLS, —2(G - DSy, Sv e
+ (=142 D?)Pr o PLc+ Pc o Pee — Poo Poy
+ (=142 - D) PovPrc), (A1)
where g =k — py=q' and r = h; — h;r.

1 ~ln ~ln ~ln ~ln ~ln
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+ Fn,n—>nn,100 + Fn,n—>nn,010 + Fn,n—)nn,OOl ’

Fnu,n—mn = Frf,n—mn’
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~ln ~ln ~ln
- Fp p—)np 011 Fp p—)np 100 + p p—>np 010 Fp,p—wzp,()Ol

+4( p%np,lll—i_r
1
Fp p—np F;; p—np* (A2)

p,p—np, 101)

A.2. The T _and r¢44 _contributions

ii'—j ii'—j

The S99 (q,q’, 1) function is
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A.3. The I'¢%¢ . _contribution
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A4. The ' - and I'“?_ .-contributions
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