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ABSTRACT

Motivated by the recent CPLEAR measurement on the timersal/@on-invariance, we review
the situation concerning the experimental measuremertbarfje conjugation, parity violation and
time reversibility, in systems with non-Hermitean Hamil@ns. This includes in particular neutral
meson systems, lik&? — K° D° — DY and B® — BY. We discuss the formalism that describes
particle-antiparticle mixing and time evolution of statpaying particular emphasis to the orthogo-
nality conditions of incoming and outgoing states. As a ltesee confirm that the CPLEAR exper-
iment makes a direct measurement of violation of time-malewithout any assumption of unitarity
andC PT-violation. The asymmetry which signifi@s-violation, is found to be independent of time
and decay processes.
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1 Introduction

Recently, the CPLEAR experiment at CERN, reported the firstct observation of time-
reversal violation in the neutral kaon syst€in [1]. This ebagon is made by comparing the
probabilities of ak™* state transforming into &° and vice-versa. CPLEAR produces initial
neutral kaons with defined strangeness from proton-aritiprannihilations at rest, via the
reactions
— { K-nTKY

bp Ktn~ K",
and tags the neutral kaon strangeness at the productiomyitie charge of the accompany-
ing charged kaon. Since weak interactions do not conseraeganess, th&° and X° may
subsequently transform into each-other via oscillatioite VxS = 2. The final strangeness
of the neutral kaon is then tagged through the semi-lepueays of the type

K%K — e*n¥o(v)
where, a positive (negative) lepton charge is associattdani® (K°).
In this way, among other quantities, CPLEAR also measureasiymmetry

RK°(t=0)—etnvt=7)-RK (t=0)—entv(t="1))

Ar' = RKO(t=0)—=etnv(t=7)+RK (t=0)—env(t="1))’

(1)

which parametrizes the difference of the probability thairatial £°(¢;) oscillates to a final
KO(t;), from the probability that an initiak’®(¢;) oscillates to a finakk°(¢;). The average
value of A7 was found over the time interval frofivg to 207 (Wherers is the lifetime
of the short-lived kaon), to be different than zero 4y and this has been interpreted by
CPLEAR as the first direct measurement of time-reversalineariance.

However, doubts have been expressed whether the expedimenprovide such a direct
evidence for7-violation. The basic argument is that decay processes enthe observ-
ables, making” P-violation manifest. The observed effect is then attriduie these irre-
versible processes, rather tHarviolation. It is also argued that this is only a direct effet
the decaying states being non-orthogonal.

The aim of this work is to clarify these points. In order to dpwe are going to re-discuss
the formalism that describes the particle-antiparticlging and time evolution of states in
the kaon system. Since the Hamiltonighof the system is non-Hermitean, the various
masses, widths and eigenstates have to be found by usimgtaiyutransformatiorfs This is

1 Indeed, there exist unitary matric&s andVz such thatVLTHVR = Hgiagonal- The form of the two
unitary matrices is found by diagonalizing the HermiteambmationsH H' and HT H, while the physical
states are defined by “rotations” of the initial ones, viagame matrice¥;, andVxy.
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equivalent to identifying the form of the matrices and thgeaistates, by looking consistently
at the correct orthogonality conditions for the incoming autgoing states. The analysis is
done in section 2, where we describe the states in the vaudmesof the system, its dual,
as well as the dual complex space. In section 3, we are goisgdw that the theoretical
asymmetry which arises directly from tlgefinition of7-violation, is independent of time
and decay processes. In section 4, we point out that thiséstale for the experimental
asymmetry that CPLEAR uses, which differs from the theoatthne due to the appearance
of the semileptonic decays in the process. In the same seatie show that since the
experiment uses a specific search-channel, rather than isignower all possible modesp
unitarity or C' PT-invariancearguments enter in the analysis. Finally, in section 5 wegmre

a summary of the basic points and conclude that the CPLEARrarpnt indeed makes a
direct measurement @f-violation.

2 Definition of states in the incomingX and outgoing "t
dual spaces

We denote byH" and#°“ the Hilbert space of incoming and outgoing (dual) states, re
spectively.

H" = {|vP>  I=12,..,n}, H“={<IM,K6 I=12..,n}, (2

n is the dimension of the space anld” > and < ¥9| are theright- andleft- eigenstatd
of the effective Hamiltoniar:

HU" > = \ |08 >
< U H = < WM. (3)

In this basis, the effective Hamiltonian is diagonal and barexpressed in the following
form in terms of the incoming and outgoing states:

H=>" [Uy>\<U, with < U0 >=d,, (4)
where the unity operatdr takes the usual form:

1= U] >< U (5)
2 Technically, we assume that the HamiltoniHnis ann x n matrix with n well-defined left- and right-
eigenvectors, to avoid some pathological cases that @levent in thei® — K system. .




Up to this point, wedo not assuméhat H is Hermitean;H # H'. This implies that the
conjugate states< 9| and| Wi >" are not isomorphic to their duals:

oyt > = <upt £ s
<y o=yt A s (6)

The vectors,|U% > and < W¥"| are eigenstates of thH' operator but theyare not
eigenstatesf H:

HU WO > = 23|09 > |
<P HY = <0 ). 7)

Only if the effective Hamiltonian is Hermitean, (i.8. = HT), the conjugate outgoing states
become isomorphic to the incoming onggy“* >= |¥’* >; in this case the eigenvalues
Ar = Aj are real.

WhenH # HT, the time evolution of the incoming and outgoing state%(¢;,) > and
|Wout(t;) > are obtained froml'”* > and|¥9*“ >, using the evolution operatoes i
ande~i'tr respectively:

n ; S 6—2' i mn > ’
Wi (t it gh
Wity > = e ugt > (8)

From the above equations, follows the evolution of the cgaije states:

<UP) = < et
<UP(E)] = < wp| et ©)

In view of our later discussion, it is important to stressgdat the inner products among
incoming and outgoing statel® not obeythe usual orthogonality conditions. Indeed,

<UPNUG 54 S, and < UPUR S, (10)

On the other hand, the physical incoming and outgoing eigéss obeyat all timesthe
orthogonality conditions

< WP (L)W (t) >=< e HAPT >z 7N A Gy (11)

We now proceed to discuss particle-antiparticle mixinghim meutral kaon system.



3 Particle-antiparticle mixing in the neutral kaon system

The K°, K° states are produced under strong interactions and argetrass eigenstates.
Moreover, they obey the relations:

CP|K"> = |K"> ,
T|K'> = <K,
CPT |K)'> = < K|. (12)

These states are admixtures of the physiwaming(|K2* > and| K" >) andoutgoing
(< K2“| and< K?"|) states of the full Hamiltonian and obey the following orgonality
conditions:

<KMKP>=0, <KMK!>=0,
<KJKP>=1, <KMK">=1. (13)

The physical states, are the left and right eigenvectonseoéffective Hamiltonian of the
systemH = M —il'/2:
H|KM>= M |K"> , H|KJ >=\g |Ki* >,
< K¢ H=<K{ X\, <K H=<KZ)\s. (14)
SinceH is not Hermitean, this implies in general that the incoming autgoing eigenvec-
tors in theK", K° baseare not relatedsimply by complex conjugation.

Without loss of generality, we can express the physicalnmog states in terms of
|Ki" > and| K" > as:

in 1 n [ in
K9 > = 3 (Q+ Ky >+ (1-a) K >)
| 1 4 i
Kp> = 5 (AR > - (1= 8) 1K >) | (19)

wherea andj are complex variables associated witl, 7" andC' PT-violation, andN;,, Ng
are normalization factors to be discussed below. Similatioms exist for the dual outgoing
states:

1 _
< K3 = N_((1+&)<K5’“t|+ (1-a) < Kg™) ,
S
1 ~ - _
<Kl = — (4B < K- (1= 8) < Kg)) . (16)
N



The parameters ¢, 5) and ¢, 3) that are associated with the incoming and outgoing
states respectively, are not independent but are relatedgh the orthogonality conditions
(egs.13) valid for the physical states:

<KPMKP>=0 = f=—a,

<KMK!>=0 = a=-0,

< KK >=1 = NgNg=2(1-af),

< KPKR >=1 = NN, =2(1—af). (7)

The above relations indicate that, while the normalizaiidfm can be expressed in
terms of Ng 1, the latter remain unspecified. This ambiguity however wit affect any
measurable quantity. Thus we can always choose

NENS:NS:NL:NL: 2(1—0[6) (18)

Let us write down for completeness the inverse transfomatthat express thg?, £°
states in terms oKy and K.

K> = (= AIKE >+ (1) [Kf>) |
K> = 5 (04 BIEE > — (4 a) [Kf>) | (19)
and
<K = 5 ((4a) < KP4+ (145) < Kp))
< Ko %((1—@ < K| — (1-B) < Kg|) . (20)

In the basis of the statds;, K5, H can be expressed in terms of a diagahal2 matrix
H=|KJ >\ g < K&+ |Ki" >\, < K2, (21)

while in the basis of<?, K°, H takes the following form:

L Qe as) = ANE=D) AN G220 4 ANEE
14+ap « a—
AN G2 — AN (AL +As) + AAEE
Here,
r r
A)\:)\L—)\g, )\L:mL—i%, )\szmg—’i?S,



wheremsg, my, are theKg, K;, masses andlg, I';,, theKg, Ky, widths. From eq[(32), we can
identify theT'-, C'P- andC PT- violating parameters. Indeed:

e UnderT—transformations

< KMH|KE > < < K& H|K >,

thus, the off-diagonal elements éf are interchanged. This indicates that the parameter
e = (a+ ) /2, which is related to the difference of the off-diagonal eders of 7, measures
the magnitude of th&-violatiorf].

2 < K§MMH|KP > — < Kg“H|K{" >

N2 2 AN ' (23)

e Under(C PT—transformations

< KM"H|KY > < < K& H|KP >,

and therefore, the parameter= (a«—f3)/2, related to the difference of the diagonal elements
of H, measures the magnitude@®7-violation.

2 5 < K§“|H|KiM > — < Kg" H| K" > .

N2 2 A\ (24)

e Under(C P—transformation

< K§"MH|K) >+ < K§"|H| K" >,
and simultaneously
< K"|H|KY" >« < K¢"|H|KJ" >,

thus, both the diagonal and the off-diagonal elementsibfare interchanged. Then, the
parametersy = ¢ + d and = ¢ — ¢, usually denoted as; ande¢;, are the ones which
measure the magnitude 6fP-violation in the decays dks andKy, respectively.

4 Direct measurement testing time-reversibility

The meaning of classical time-reversal invariance is ungudus. A system at a final clas-
sical configuration retraces its way back to some initiaffigumation by reversing the veloc-
ities. As a result of time-reversal invariance, initial &l quantum mechanical states are
interchanged with identical positions and opposite véies:

T < U (t)|@m(t) > | = < &"(t)[Wn(t) > . (25)

3 2/N? ~ 1, in the linear approximation.




In order to test time reversibility, one has to compare thgmitade of the probability
| < Wout(t,)|®™(¢;) > |* with that of the time-reversed procelss: ¢ (¢ ;)| U™ (t;) > |°.
Any possible difference in the two probabilities will sigrikeviations of time-reversibility.
In that case, the process is not equivalent to its time redense, resulting in time-reversal
violation. In the neutral kaon system, at a given titnene has an initial strangeness eigen-
state, such that<\"(t;) >= |¥"(¢;) >. At some later time, one finds a final strangeness
eigenstates K% ()| =< ®°“(t;)|. According to time-reversibility, we may conclude that
the above process should have the same probability withetrersed one, namely, an initial
|Ki"(t;) > to be transformed into a finat Kg!(¢;)|. Then, for the kaon system we can
write for the case of time-reversal invariance:

| < KG"(tp) |G (1) > [P = | < K" (t,) | Kg" (1) > |* (26)

Any deviation from the above equality will definitely sign@ine-reversal violation. The
comparison of the probabilities offg° transforming intak®, and K° transforming intai™®
can demonstrate a departure from time-reversal invaridvioee explicitly, such a departure
is manifest in the asymmetry

Pii(At) — Peg(At)
Prrc (A1) + Py (AD)
| < KGN
(1) Ko

Ap =

K8 (t:) > [P — | < Kg“(t) | g (t:) > 27

| < KGU () | K5 (8:) > [P+ | < K§(t) [ K5 (t:) > |2

known in the literature as the Kabir asymmefy [2].

The time evolution front; to ¢ is induced by the effective Hamiltoniaf:

Agpoiy = < EKJ"(tp)|Kg"(t) > = < Kg"|le 8Ky >
Aoy, = < K&(tp)|Kg"(t) > = < Kg¥|e MKy > (28)

Inserting the unity operator

1=|K">< K{"| + |K& >< K", (29)

to the right of the evolution operater ‘2t and using the fact thak; s are Hamiltonian
eigenstates, we obtain:

Ay = < KUIKD >< KpUIIG: > o e
b < KQMKD >< KK > e s

Sz (L= a)(1 = ) (st — ey (30)



and
Agosr, = < KUK >< K&Kt > emeat
+ < KK >< KUK > em st

— % (14 @) (1 + B) (e7As8 — emPe8t) (31)

We see that the time-dependent facjont) = (e=AsA! — =A%) whose absolute
value square is given by

Ps+I'p At
Y

|g(A) |2 = e TsA e LA _9cos(my, —mg) Ate” 2 (32)

is common in both amplitudes and therefore will cancel indegmmetryA,, which be-
comestime-independeffl]. Thus
1+ )1+ B)P—|(1—a)d - B)?

A T T B 1w A)F (33)

Making the substitutiona = ¢ + § and5 = ¢ — §, and keeping only linear terms, one
finds that

Ar ~ 4Re [¢e] . (34)
We note therefore that a non-zero value for signals a direct measurementBiviolation

without any assumption aboGtPT invariance.

To make clear the misunderstandings in the literafuref[3-(with the exception of
ref.[I2]) we need to introduce the adjoint outgoing states:

1

< Kg” = ¥ ((1 +a") < Ké"\ +(1—-a") < Ké”D ,
1 1 * in * [N
<K['| = N*((1+B)<Ko|_(1_6)<Ko|)- (35)

Notice that the adjoint states K2'| and< K|, are not orthogonal toK"* > and
| K >

o 1+ |af? — 1+ (8
< KP|KE > . < KMEPR > = ,
S| S |].—Oé5| L| L |1_a6|
) ) a4+ ) ) o+ p*
< KPIKP > = L < KRR s = T2
S [1—ap] FIR 1-ap]
N — 2Re [(a + )] 4Re [€]
& < KMKn s 4 < Kinfgin s = ZCRET AN . (36)
S‘ L L| S |1_a6| |].—Oé5|



In linear order inc andd, the approximate equality
Ap =~ < KJ'|KP >+ < KP'KS > =~ 4Red, (37)

holds. This relation resulted in some misleading conclugothe literature, namely that
Ar # 0 is not associated witi’-violation, but rather with the non-orthogonality of the
physical incoming state&’" and K" states, and with the violation @ P. However, as
we already stressed, (i) the relevant physical statds?“/| and| K > arealways orthog-
onal (see eq. [(A3 ) and (iiy is by definitionthe magnitude of -violation, without any
assumption about the validity 6f P7T or even unitarity.

To better illustrate the misunderstanding, let us imagdna¢ theC P-violating partg of
K is zero. Inthis case= —4, so thatl" is violated together witld' PT, with C'P invariance
in the K;, decays. Besides, ' PT is assumed, thety = 0 ande = o = (. In that case,
clearly, T-violation is identical ta” P-violation.

5 The CPLEAR measurement

Up to now, we described the behaviour of the theoretical asgtry that stems directly
from the definition of/-reversal. However, as we mentioned in the introductior,, EAR
uses semi-leptonic decays in order to tag the strangeneiss bhal states and therefore the
experimental asymmetry of efj.(1) is:

AFP = = , (38)
R, (At) + R_ (At)
where
Ry (At) = | <efmu(ty) |K{"(ty) >< KgU(tg) |KP (t:) > 7,
Ro(At) = | < e n™olty) [K(t) >< K§"(ty) [Ki(t:) > 2. (39)

The basic idea here is the following: There are in principlar fsemi-leptonic decays for
neutral kaons:

K° - etnv, K'—sen'r,

K - ento, K'—=etnv. (40)

Among them, the first two are characterizeddy = AQ and are allowed, while the others
are characterized hS = —AQ and would be forbidden if no oscillations betwe&h and
K° were occurring. By looking therefore at the “wrong-signjtens, one studies® — K°
conversions.



As we see from the above expressions, the squared matrixeestem
| <etmu(ty) |KG'(tg) > |F = Jal* 1 -yl
| < e mtu(ty) |[Ky'(ty) > 17 = al L4y, (41)

enter in the calculation and are parametrized by the qyanfd, £1], which describe§' PT-
violation in semileptonic decays, when the5 = AQ rule holds. Moreover, although the
AS = AQ rule is expected from the Standard Model to be valid up torotde'* [f], the
experimental limit before CPLEAR was much larger][13]. Huistreason, two quantities
(denoted by: andz [B, [L3]), which are related to violation of th®S = A(Q in the decays,
have been retained in the analygis [1]. These parameteesfagnd to be very small, and
will not concern us further.

Even if y is included in the calculation the time-independence ofatgmmetry still
holds. Howevery does enter in the asymmetry calculation:

_ |+ o)+ BPIL =y — |(1 = a)(1 = B)PL +yf
A= A+a) 1+ )P —yP+ |1 —a) A =B +y> (42)

In particular for the linear approximation one finds that

AZ? = 4Re [¢] —2Re [y] . (43)

Sincey has also been measured by the experiment and is found toseetolaero[[14], we
conclude that the non-zero value 4§ is due toI'-violation.

One basic point to emphasize here, is that CPLEAR uses omyahof the possible
decaying channels, and therefore its measurements aggeindent ofiny unitarity assump-
tion and the possible existence of invisible decay modes. Andstig question to ask,
however, is what information one could obtain from previousasurements plus unitarity
[L3,[6,[T,[I#]. Unitarity implies the relations

<KMKG > = S < K'f™ >< fNKE >
< KJMKM> = S < KQf™ >< f K >, (44)

where f stands forall possible decay channels. Making the additional assumfhiainthe
final decay modes satisfy the relatiopf™ >= |fo >=< fe«|T (which is equivalent
to making use of” PT-invariance of the final state interactions), it is possiblealculate
the sum< Ki"| K% > 4+ < KZ2'|Ki" >, by measuring only the branching ratios of kaon
decays This is what is done ik ;,, Ks experiments, where only thecoming kaon states
are used. In the linear approximation, this sum is equalRe [¢| (see eq.[(37)). However,
this is anindirectdetermination of/-violation, and would not have been possible if invisible
decays oC' PT-violation in the final states interactions were pregeii{l)]. This is to be
contrasted with the results of CPLEAR, which do not rely &balunitarity and thus on the
knowledge of other decay channels than the one used in tihsena
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6 Concluding comments

Motivated by the recent CPLEAR report on the first direct oston of time-reversal non-
invariance, we attempted to clarify the situation on measients of charge conjugation,
parity violation and time reversibility, in systems withmélermitean Hamiltonians. To do
so, we re-discussed the formalism of the neutral kaon sygiaging particular attention in
the definition of states in the vector space of the systemalgotin its dual and in the dual
complex spaces. This allows a consistent implementatitimeodrthogonality conditions for
the incoming and outgoing states, used to describe pa#didiparticle mixing and the time
evolution of the system.

As a result, we confirm that the asymmetry measured by CPLE#\Rirectly related
to the definition of7-violation. In addition, it does not get affected by time aecay
processes. Finally, the experiment uses only one out of tissilple decaying channels,
therefore its results are independent of &7 or unitarity assumption, and the possible
existence of invisible decay modes. We conclude therefaag CPLEAR indeed made the
first direct measurement @f-violation.
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