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We propose that the reciprocity principle may be relevant in weak interactions as a replacement for
time-reversal invariance. Various forms of this principle are examined and their consequences are noted.
When applied to the K%-K° system, they all imply that the two observed kaon states are orthogonal, and a
sum rule emerges, which relates the rates and the CP-violating parameters of different neutral-kaon decay
modes. Using the preliminary experimental data, we predict specifically the amount of CP violation in
K; — 2z°. Finally, we discuss the possible implications of reciprocity for various interactions.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE question of CP or T invariance has been
raised by the following pertinent experimental
observations:

(a) It has been found! that the long-lived component
K; of K° decays into wt7—, thus suggesting that CP is
violated in the K° decay. If CPT invariance is assumed
then this implies that time-reversal invariance is also
violated. The experiment gives a decay rate? of

DKL — xt477)/T(KSS— wt4a) |12

=(1.840.1)X10%, (1.1)

where K0 is the short-lived component of K°.

(b) Preliminary experiments®=5 on K°— 7%y and
K°— gtr—70 indicate that CP violation in these proc-
esses is quite large, though the statistics as yet are poor.

(c) Violation of time-reversal invariance, if any, is
small in the processes 7 — per and A — 7~p. Within
errors, the experiments are consistent with the assump-
tion of time-reversal invariance for these processes.

The above observations naturally lead to the ques-
tions: If time reversal had to be violated, why is the
violation so small in the #tr— decay of K°? Why is it
so large in the leptonic and #*tr—x® decays? Why is
time reversal nearly invariant in the processes # — pev
and A — n~p? There have been various attempts®?
from various directions to answer some of these ques-
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tions. It is of great interest to find a unified approach
to answer all these questions.

In this work we postulate that while time-reversal
invariance is not valid, reciprocity relations may be
true. By reciprocity we mean the relation

|(4|M|B)| = |(BT|M|AT)|, (1.2)
where M is the transition matrix and A7 and BT are
the time-reversed states of 4 and B, respectively. The
two matrix elements in (1.2) would be equal, including
the phase, if time-reversal invariance were valid.

In most cases the reciprocity relation (1.2) deals
directly with measurements and hence is physically
rather appealing. In the following sections we will show
that while preserving many of the features of time-
reversal invariance, reciprocity does allow for its
violation in neutral K decays. It implies that the total
mass matrix for K°-K° mixing is normal and hence the
physical states K,? and K are orthogonal to each other.
It also provides a sum rule for the violations of time-
reversal invariance in various decays of K° which
seems to be satisfied by the preliminary data on
leptonic and 37 decays of the neutral K. It also provides
an explanation for the fact that the processes 7z — pev
and A — 7p are nearly time-reversal invariant.

In the following, we will first define reciprocity
precisely and consider its general implications. Then
we will apply the reciprocity relations to the problem
of K°-K° mixing and describe the various consequences.
Finally we will discuss the possible relevance of reci-
procity to the strong and the electromagnetic inter-
actions as well as to the weak interactions.

II. RECIPROCITY

It is perhaps an historical accident which leads us
to equate the reciprocity principle to time-reversal
invariance. In the consideration of time-reversed
processes, we start from the assumption of reciprocity
(1.2). If, furthermore, it is assumed that these relations
hold true for any arbitrary states 4 and B, and that'?

[(4|B)| = (47| BT)|

B E. P. Wigner, Group Theory (Academic Press Inc., New York,
1959).
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then there exists an antiunitary operator 7 such that

T|A)=|A4Ty, T-MT=M?,

and consequently

(A|M|B)=(BT|M|47), (2.1)
which defines time-reversal invariance.

It is clear that reciprocity deals more directly with
measurement. We also note that, in the course of dis-
cussion, if the generality of the states A, B, etc. is
limited, then time-reversal invariance need not follow.!
It is based on this observation that we shall formulate
different reciprocity principles, especially in view of
the present status of weak interactions. We will discuss
only the following more interesting cases!s:

(1) Weak reciprocity is the one in which 4, B, etc.
are states with definite total isospin for the participating
hadrons.!® Since the weak interaction discriminates
between different isospin states, a principle of this
nature is no more mysterious than, say, the A7=1% rule
in nonleptonic weak decays. If this is the case, and if
only one isospin state dominates the final state of a
decay process, then the effect of CP or T violation is
small in this process. To see this,"#'7 we note that dif-
ferent angular-momentum amplitudes of an isospin
assignment have the same CP-violating phase. Since
CP-violating effects can be observed only through
interference between different isospin states, our con-
clusion follows. Thus, assuming the Al/=% rule, we
can have little CP violation in A-— N+ decay.
Similarly, in any leptonic process, if the hadrons in the
final product conspire to give only one isospin state,
the CP violating effects are small. However, there are
two possible final isospin states (/=%,7=%) in =+ —
N+ decays, even under the assumption of the A/=3
rule, and they may be comparable in magnitude. The
CP-violating effects here may therefore be large. In
passing, we remark that CP violation in the K°-K°
system due to mixing is allowed.

(2) Strong reciprocity is the case in which 4, B, etc.
are the charged eigenstates of the strong-interaction
Hamiltonian. For example, in A decays, they are nx?,
pr—, etc. If this is the situation, then there can be no
other observable CP-violating effects!” than those due
to K°-K° mixing. We shall use the A decays as an
example for a proof of this statement.

¥ D. Lee, Columbia University report (unpublished).

16 We shall assume the validity of the CPT theorem in our
discussion. Thus, we shall use CP and T equivalently. Also, T°
invariance is assumed for strong interactions in Secs. II and III.

161f A, B, etc. are eigenstates of the strong S matrix, then
reciprocity gives different 7-violating phases to various angular-
momentum matrix elements in decay processes, and therefore 7'
violation can be large. This is, however, contrary to the results of
experiment ¢ mentioned in Sec. 1.

17 Also refer to case (2). Proofs will be given to first order in

Hy in cases (1) and (2).
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Define ((7~p)ous| as the outgoing state of =, etc.
By reciprocity,

((W_P)out[HWlA>= ((7"—?) in” l Hy 1 AT>*62¢ >
and

((@R)ous| Hw |A)=((x°%)inT | Hw |AT)*e™". (2.2)
We write
((@N) Doy | Hy | Ay =ty (e D, (I)+a- pe»Day (1) Yuy

in the rest frame of A, where $ is a unit vector along the
7 momentum, the #’s are the spinor bases, 7 is the
particular isospin channel, s and p stand for the s wave
and p wave, respectively, and the &’s are the strong
phase shifts in different channels of the final state.
Equation (2.2) leads to

(/)12 g 112 — (3 /2)gi81(3/2) g, (3/2)
=[(v/3)e®1012) g, 2% (4 /2) 38108/ g, 3ID* Jgid |
and

(V/2)e@ 2 g, 0D 4 (1 /)it (512 gy (3/2)
=[(\/2)e1WD g, (ID* - (/1) gib1(3/2) g, BID* Jgid”

I=s, p.

Writing ;D = |a;,\D | (D we have

(W5)e™ 0 a1 |sin(0:(3) — 3¢)
= (V) |0, |sin(6:(3)~ 19)
and

(V/B)e [0y [sin(0:(3) — 34")
=—(V/H)e¥ |, sin(6:(3) — 34"

We shall assume that
8:(1/2)#6:(3/2)  (modr),

then both sides of the above equations must vanish

and we have
¢=¢’(mod27)=26,(I). (2.3)

Therefore, the a;7’s are relatively real; this means
that there is no CP violation in A and, likewise, in 2
decays. This approach can be applied to include all
presently observed decay processes. (In K+ — 37 decay,
we assume s-wave totally-symmetric-state dominance.)
Thus, except for mixing phenomena, which we shall
discuss in the next section, strong reciprocity is equi-
valent to time-reversal invariance, at least to first-order
perturbation of the weak interaction.
Finally, we add the strongest form of reciprocity :

(2") A4, B, etc. are arbitrary linear combinations of
states, permissible by the superselection rules of strong
interactions.'® If this is the situation, there will be no
CP-violating effects for any decay processes to all
orders in Hw, except in K°K° mixing. In addition, the
inclusion of electromagnetism will not alter the
situation.

18 Thus, states with different charges are not to be superposed;
but we propose that states with different parities can be.



142 CP VIOLATION

Proof: Let A, or By, Bs, etc. be the incoming or out-
going states which correspond to the eigenstates of the
strong .S matrix. Consider the process 4 — By(,), where

B(z)=x131+sz2+ ttty

with w1, as, -+ arbitrary. Then, reciprocity applied to

A — By, gives

(Bi| M| A)=(A"| M| B,")e',
(By| M| A)Y={(AT| M| BsT)e', etc.

Since there is only one arbitrary common phase for all
the amplitudes, the results are the same as those due to
time-reversal invariance.

At present, we have no prejudice for any of the above
forms of reciprocity, though philosophically the strong
reciprocity is the more attractive since it would approxi-
mate time-reversal invariance more closely. The ob-
servation of the presence or the absence of CP violation
in any nonmixing phenomena such as K+, A, or Z decays
would determine a choice.

III. THE K-K° MIXING AND NORMAL
MASS MATRIX

In the following analysis we will assume the Weiss-
kopf-Wigner method'® of solving the time-dependent
Schrodinger equation. The physical states K,* and K
are coherent mixtures of K° and K° states and are de-
fined by

(T+iM) | Ko, 2)=Ns1| KoL), 3.1

where (I'4+-:2M) is the total mass matrix, I and M being
two 2X2 Hermitian matrices,
=Tt

M=Mt 3.2)

and A\, and \; are the two eigenvalues of the total mass
matrix. The matrix elements of I' and M are given by

Ly=2r 3 (ai| Hw|n)(n|Hw|a;) 3.3)

(as|Hw|n)(n|Hw|aj)
Mij=22 ’
n Ej—'En

(3.4)

where ¢;=K° a,=K° and » is an intermediate state.
By CPT invariance, we have?

T1u=T5, Mu=M,. (35)

We now apply the reciprocity relations to K°-K°
mixing. In Appendix A, it is shown that the require-
ment of reciprocity for the transition matrix implies
“reciprocity” for the mass matrix, so that

l F12+iM12| = l I‘21+1:M21l . (36)

1V, F. Weisskopf and E. P. Wigner, Z. Physik 63, 54 (1930);
65, 18 (1930).

2 ’;‘ D. Lee, R. Ochme, and C. N. Yang, Phys. Rev. 106, 340
(1957).

IN WEAK

INTERACTIONS 1043
Therefore by (3.2), (3.5), and (3.6) it follows that
matrices I and M commute; i.e., the total mass matrix
(I'+4M) is normal® and can be diagonalized by a
unitary transformation. The K% K states are then
the orthogonal eigenstates, simultaneously, of I' and
M. Therefore, they can be written in the form

Ko 0= (1/V2)[K°+eK"], 3.7

where
¢= (To1/Tor*)'*= (M o1/ M2*)'". (3.8)

We shall relate 6 to the various decay widths of K°.
We first note that by CPT invariance

|G| Hw|K%)| = |(CPT ()| Hw|KY)|.
We choose the phase of K° and K° so that
(2 (I=0)s| Hyw| K%)= (2 (I=0)xe| Hw|K*) (3.10)

and real which one can always do, where the subscript
st represents a standing wave. Then from Eq. (3.8) we
get

(3.9

tanf=—Y_; T'y; sing;/ (To+ > : T'r; cosp,), (3.11)
where

To=2r|(2r(I=0)|Hw|K%|%s,  (3.12)

Li=2r |(i| Hw|K°)|%:, (3.13)

p being the final state density, and ¢; and ; are defined
by
(ise| Hw | KO)=rie(i| Hw| K.  (3.14)

The index 7 runs over all the states into which K° can
decay except the 7=0 state of 27; of these the only
significant ones are the 3, leptonic, and 2r (I=2)
states.

Experimentally we know that I'y is much larger than
T, so that

Thus we see that 8 is necessarily small, of the order of
the branching ratio of K° decay into the 3 or leptonic
mode to that into the 27 mode. Of course, if time-
reversal invariance were valid, all ¢,=0 and CP would
be conserved. We will now discuss the sum rule (3.15)
term by term.

(1) 3r decay: In general there are several 3w final
isospin states allowed, for each of which, by CPT
invariance (3.9), 7,=1. For simplicity of analysis
however, we will assume that only one of the final
isospin states dominates,? or if there are more than one
important final states we will assume that ¢ is the same
for each of these states. (The latter is the case if the
strong reciprocity is assumed.) This assumption is not
essential but it greatly simplifies our analysis of the

21 A matrix 4 is normal if [4,41]=0, and a normal matrix can
always be diagonalized by a unitary transformation.

2 The experimental value of the branching ratio I'(K+—
wtrtn™) /T (KT — o+7%Y% is consistent with the assumption that
the totally symmetric state with 7=1 or the 37 system dominates
K+ — 3 decay.
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experimental data. Under this assumption, we have
r3z=1 and we will evaluate ¢3, by using the experi-
mental data’ for 7tr—#° decay of K° From the experi-

ment we have

PK.-—»1r+r'1r" L2 1+ei¢w
( ) _ —1.03+0.65, (3.16)
PKI—+1r+1r—7r° 1- ei¢8wl
so that
byn=—88°436°. (3.17)

The sign of ¢3. depends upon the sign of mx,—mx, and
the above value is for mg,—mg, being negative.?
Comparing the rate of K;— 3r with K, — 2m, we get

I‘K;->31/I‘K,—>27r = P31r (1 - COS¢3,)/2F0
= (6.040.8)X 10~ (3.18)

Therefore,*

T's, sings,/To=—(1.20.8) X103,  (3.19)

(2) Leptonic decays: In leptonic decays of neutral K,
if the AS= AQ rule holds, then 7, is either zero or infinite,
depending on the charge of the lepton. In either case
the leptonic decay mode does not contribute to the sum
rule (3.15), nor does it exhibit any effects of CP vio-
lation. However, recent analyses®* do indicate that 7;
is not zero and hence AS= —AQ decay may be allowed.
Thus for 7~etv decay,

71=0.332£0.17 and ¢;=—80°_gt2%. (3.20)

These values are the average values of those quoted in
Refs. 3 and 4. We shall assume the same values for
u-leptonic decays, which is justifiable under the
assumptions of u-¢ universality and conserved vector
current. However, it would be of interest to determine
these parameters experimentally for u-leptonic decays.
Then we have

Trist Ti(l4r2—2r; cospy)
4T,

= (1.02£0.2) X 1072, (3.21)

I‘K &2

Therefore,

Ty singy/To= (—1.340.7) X 1073 (3.22)

(3) 2 decays: The ratio Tyr(zm2)/To=T2/To can be
estimated by

To/To=%f(Trtsrtr?)/ Cx o)

= f(2.0£0.4) X103, (3.23)

% The relative sign of y and mg,—mx,; in Ref. 5 isin correct.
We thank Professor F. Crawford for this communication [ Phys.
Rev. Letters 15, 645 (1965)7].

2 Tf the AI=4% rule is assumed in K — 3r decay, we may use
the second alternative experimental value of Ref. 23. This gives
a value of — (1.02:0.6) X 1073 for Eq. (3.19).
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where
f=%[PKW2T(I=2)]/[I‘K+—)7+T"]

=1 if the A7=% component dominates in
K — 27 (I=2) decay,
=(9/4) if the AT=$% component dominates.

Clearly by CPT invariance we have ro=1.
Using this information, we get the estimate of the

mixing angle 6:
6= (2.541.1)X103— (2.0=£0.4) X 1031 sing,.

The angles 6 and ¢, are related to the ratios of the
amplitudes ax; ,»2- of K1, — 27 decays as®

(3.24)

N—= (aKz—vr+r')/ (@K porte™) = —510
—1(V2)™" exp[4(8:—80) J(T'2/T0)2 sinjep  (3.25a)
and
Nnoo= (aKl-nr"r")/ (aK,—nr"ro) = '—%10
+1V2 exp[4(82—080) J(T'2/T0) 2 sindgpo, (3.25h)

where 8, and §, are the s-wave phase shifts of /=2 and
I=0 states of 27 system. From these, we get a sum rule

7)00+ 211+..= —%’Lo. (326)

The magnitude of 5, has been measured by experi-
ment! and is given in Eq. (1.1). The phase of 9., and
thus ¢, through Egs. (3.24) and (3.25b), can be ob-
tained by the interference experiment on the K ¢— wtn—
decay, as has been done’~® in the experiments on
Ko— 3m or K, leptonic decays.

If we require the strong reciprocity, we obtain

¢2=0,

since the CP-violating angles of K°— 27 (I=0) and
K%— 27 (I=2) are equal, according to an argument
similar to that in the preceding section, and we have
chosen the convention (3.10). Then the sum rules
(3.24) and (3.25) lead to

Iy —=2mee=—10=—14(2.5£1.1) X103, (3.27)

The prediction is about one standard deviation off the
experimental value (1.1).

If we assume weak reciprocity, ¢s is not zero, in
general. On the assumption that f in Eq. (3.23) is of
the order of unity, the angle ¢, can at most be ~%
according to Egs. (1.1), (3.24), and (3.25a). Together

with (3.26), we obtain the inequalities
(0.2-£1.7) X 103< | o] < (7.4£1.7) X 103,

If, however, the condition |sin(8;—d,)|<<1 is assumed,
which seems reasonable, we have the prediction that
|n0o] has the value of either of the boundary values of
(3.28). The present experiment on |ne|, which gives
an upper bound?® |7g| <~2X107% is consistent with
both predictions (3.27) and (3.28). It would be pertinent

(3.28)

25T, T. Wu and C. N. Yang, Phys. Rev. Letters 13, 380 (1964)
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to have a more precise measurement of |79| as well as
of the phases of 7, and 7.

1IV. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSIONS

(1) We have seen that the requirement of reciprocity
leads to the normality of the total mass matrix in the
K°K° mixing problem and thus implies the orthogo-
nality of K,° and K,° states. We note that the require-
ment is equivalent, in this specific problem, to the
variational principle for the total mass matrix

ST |T+iM|¥)/(¥|¥))=0 (4.1a)
with

V=aK"+bK°. (4.1b)

In fact, when the total mass matrix is normal, the
decay rate of K, is a minimum and the mass difference
| mg,—mg,| is a maximum ; thus normality leads to the
most stable solution.

It is perhaps worth noting that even if reciprocity
itself is not valid, the mass matrix may yet be normal,
in which case the sum rule (3.15) would still be valid.
We feel, however, that reciprocity provides an attractive
alternative to time-reversal invariance and deserves
attention.

(2) Under the assumption of strong reciprocity, we
predict the following: (S1) No CP or T violation can
be observed except in the K°-K° decay. (S2) For K,
decay, we have ny_=n¢=—46/2. This would imply
that the AI=1% rule is valid for K — 27 decay.

The prediction (S1) is consistent with experiments
(a)-(c) of Sec. I and the prediction (S2) deviates by
about one standard deviation from the experiment. If
consistency is shown by more accurate experiments,
we may say that we understand the smallness of the
experimental value of |7,_]|.

On the other hand, if we assume the weak form of
reciprocity, we have: (W1) CP or T violation is small
in the decay processes other than K°-K, if the final
state is dominated by one isospin state of hadrons.
Therefore most of the leptonic decays and also the
nonleptonic decays which obey the AI=3% rule will not
show large CP or T violation. An exception is the =+
decay for which we may observe a significant T vio-
lation. (W2) The sum rule (3.15) as well as the relations
(3.25) must be further examined by experiments.

(3) In view of the significant role of the AT=32 rule
in the nonleptonic weak decays, we may postulate
another type of reciprocity.

Decompose the decay transition matrix M into a
sum of components M which have definite isospin
transformation properties:

M=% M®,

i=AT

(4.2)

Then we require reciprocity by

(4| M@ |B)| = |(B*|M©®|AT)], (4.3)

CP VIOLATION IN WEAK INTERACTIONS
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where the states 4, B are arbitrary linear combinations
of the states permissible by the superselection rules of
the strong interaction!® but are restricted by the isospin
property of M®. If this is the case, we obtain pre-
dictions the same as those of the weak reciprocity,
except for the =+ — N7 decay, for which T violation
will be small if the AI=% rule is valid.

(4) At present, the experiment on =— N7 decay
does not satisfy the A7=7 rule very well as compared
with the case of the other baryonic decays,?® if we
assume 7T invariance. This might be considered as an
indication favoring weak reciprocity. (See, however,
Franzini ef ¢l.” who suggest that the validity of the

=1 rule with T invariance in 2 decay is not excluded
in the sense of a X2 test. It is important to clarify this
point in = decay.)

(5) Experiments seem to show that the strong inter-
actions as well as the electromagnetic interactions of
leptons are invariant under C, P, and T separately.?
If, however, reciprocity is a more fundamental principle
than time-reversal invariance, as was postulated in this
article, and we require the strong form of reciprocity,
(2') of Sec. II, for the strong interactions, then it follows
that T and CP are invariant except in neutral K decays.
Note that CPT invariance, which we assume here,
follows from such general principles as Lorentz invari-
ance and local commutativity, etc. Then, restricting
ourselves to the strong interactions, we may ask why
they are C- and P-invariant separately.

If the basic Hamiltonian is constructed with the
observed baryons and mesons, it is hard to find the
principles which provide C and P invariance from CP
invariance.”® We note, however, that if the basic
Hamiltonian is made up of the unitary (SUs;) triplet
quark baryons and a unitary-singlet meson (with spin O
and/or spin 1), then we can find the principles men-
tioned above: the assumptions of nonderivative
Yukawa-type interactions, isospin invariance, and
conservation of currents generated by the spin-1
meson, together with CP invariance, are sufficient to
guarantee C and P invariance.?®

Minimal electromagnetic interactions which are
derived by the principle of gauge invariance are C-
and P-invariant accordingly.

Thus, in such a model, we have a unified picture for
C, P, and T invariance of the strong, electromagnetic,
and weak interactions.

26 For the status of the A7 =% rule in = decays, see R. Dalitz, in
Proceedings of the International Conference on Fundamental
Aspects of Weak Interactions, Brookhaven National Laboratory
Report No. BNL 837 (C-39), 1963, p. 378 (unpublished).

27 P, Franzini and D. Zanello, Phys. Letters 5, 254 (1963).

8T, D. Lee, talk given at the Physical Society meeting in
New York, 1965 (unpublished).

2 G. Feinberg, Phys. Rev. 108, 878 (1957); S. N. Gupta, Can,
J. Phys. 35, 1309 (1957). V. G. Solov’ev, Zh. Eksperim. i Teor.
Fiz. g'S, 537 (1957); 33, 796 (1957) [English transls.: Soviet
Phys.—JETP 6, 419 (1958); 6, 613 (1958)]. G. Feinberg and F.
Giirsey, Phys. Rev. 114, 1153 (1959); J. J. Sakurai, ¢bid. 113,
1679 (1959). A. Pais, Phys. Rev. Letters 13, 432 (1964).
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APPENDIX A: RELATIONS OF THE TRANSITION
MATRIX AND THE MASS MATRIX

In this Appendix, we shall derive general expressions
for the transition matrix and the mass matrix. We shall
see that they are given essentially by the same equation.
We shall follow the work of Arnous and Zienau.®

The transition matrix S(4¢;) in the Schrodinger
picture satisfies the equation

i(a/at)s(lytl) = (H'*_HW)S(tytl) ’

where H includes the free, strong, and electromagnetic
interactions, while Hy describes the weak interactions.
The initial condition is

(A1)

S(ty,l)=1. (A2)
The solution of (A1) and (A2) is
Stt)=exp[—i(H+Hw)(—11)]. (A3)
Its Fourier decomposition is
S@t)=| dEexp{—iE({—)}S(E). (A4)
To obtain the solution (A3) for £>/;, we have
S(E)= (i/2r)(E—H—Hw+ie)™,
or
(L—H—Hw+ie)S(E)=1i/2r. (A3)

In order to describe a perturbation problem, with
Hy as the perturbation, it is better to write S(£) in a
different form. Let us write S(£) as

SE)={1+(E—H+i) ' M(E)}A(E)  (A6)

and also make the following assumptions:

(1) A(E) is a diagonal matrix, except in the K°-K°
subspace. There it is a nonsingular 2)X 2 matrix.

(2) M(E) is a matrix, the diagonal elements and the
K%K° submatrix of which vanish.
These assumptions are made in anticipation of the final
results we want, which are physically well understood.

Substituting (A6) into (AS5) and after some re-
arrangement, we have
{E—H+M(E)~[Hw+Hw(E—H+ie) M (E)]}

XA(E)=1/2w. (AT)

¥ E. Arnous and S. Zienau, Helv. Phys. Acta 24, 279 (1951);

H. Umezawa, Quantum Field Theory (North-Holland Publishing
Company, Amsterdam, 1956), p. 301.
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The off-diagonal elements of this equation give
M(E)={Hw+Hw(E—H~+i)"'M (£)}na., (A8)
where n.d. (nondiagonal) means
(71 M (E)| j)=(K°| M (E)| K%)= (K| M (E)| K°)
=(K°| M (B)| K*)=(K"| M (E)| K)=0;

7 is any eigenstate of H.
We now take matrix elements of (A7) between (7|
and [2)(5# | K9, | KY). Tt is easily seen that

A(E)=(i/2n){ E— H+3T(E)}!
with

T(E)=2i{Hw+Hy(E—H+i M (E)}a., (A9)

where d. (diagonal) denotes that only (¢|T'(£)]7)0,
when [2)#|K?),| K°).
In the K%K subspace, we have the equation

M(E)A(E)=1/2r,
in which

M(E) = E— H—[Hy+Hw(E—H+ie) M (E)].

Let us denote the eigenvalues of M (E) by \; the
corresponding right eigenvectors by |3;), i.e.

M(E) !b¢>=)\ilb,'> y i=s, l,
and the corresponding left eigenvectors by (b;], i.e.,
(bs| M(E) =\lbs| .

|d;) are the conventionally defined?® |K,) and |Kj).
The (b;| are in general not the complex conjugatess
of the |8;). It can be shown that with proper normali-
zation, we have

(bs] bj)="5:,
2o [ba)(bi| =1.
Some simple algebra then leads to

A(E)= (i/2m) i 1b:)(1/N)(bs]
= (i/2m) 2i | b)) E—m~+3iT:(E) ]7(bs|

H|bz)=m|bz),

and

where

and®
T(B) = 2ib| Hyw+ Hy (E—H+ie) " M(E)|b;).  (A10)

The development from this point on follows strictly
that of Arnous and Zienau. It can be shown that? for

S(t,t) =exp(iH (1—11)}S (1),
which describes transitions due to Hw, it has matrix
3L R. Jacob and R. G. Sachs, Phys. Rev. 121, 350 (1961); R. G.

Sachs, Ann. Phys. (N. Y.) 22, 239 (1963).
27T is equal to (I'44M) of the previous notation.
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elements

(F180, — ) |iy=—(fIM(E)|i)/
[E;—Ei+5Ti(E))],

when | f)#a|K°)+5|K?), but |4) is some linear com-
bination | K°) and |K®).

From (A11) and (A12), it can be seen® that M (E)
is the matrix which describes transitions between
eigenstates of H, and I'(£) is the matrix which gives
the self-energy corrections, the mixing of K° and K°,
and the decay widths due to Hw. Looking at (A8),
(A9), and (A10), we see that M(E) and T'(E) are
essentially given by the same matrix operator.

It is clear that this approach can be generalized to
mixing problems when there are more than two de-
generate levels.

(A11)
where

[y f) and [0), |f)#a|K)+b|K?), Ti=(i|T|i),

and E;, E; are energies of the initial and the final states,
respectively. Also,

- —(fI M (Ey)|b;)(bs]4)
5, —w)|i)=
(f18(t, —=)|4) ZJD z, 3T (E,)

, (A12)
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Vertex Poles and Bound States in the Lee Model*
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We study the Z=0 limit of a version of the Lee model, recently introduced and solved by Bronzan, from
the point of view of recent work by Gerstein and Deshpande. It is shown how vertex function and inverse
propagator poles develop and behave for small vertex renormalization constant, and their connection with
the bound-state limit is studied. It is found that the condition of finite mass renormalization in the Zy=0

limit can be satisfied in this model and leads to bootstrap-type results.

I. INTRODUCTION

N a recent article! we considered the problem of how
to define a bootstrap in the context of Lagrangian
field theory. We showed that if in the limit Z4=0,
where A is the bootstrapped particle and Z,4 its wave-
function renormalization constant, we also had finite
self-mass, or even only

lim Za0us=0, (1)

Z4—>0

where du 4 is its mass renormalization, then the solution
is identical to that of the usual bootstrap theory based
on crossing symmetry, partial-wave dispersion relations
and the N/D method.?

Explicitly, we wrote the partial-wave scattering
aplitude as

T(s)=T(s)A(T()+U(s), 2)

where I'(s) is the vertex function and A(s) the propa-
gator of the A particle. The first term, the single-
particle reducible part (RP), contains all diagrams in
which 4 appears as an intermediate state and we found
that in the limit (1) this term vanished and U (s) con-

* Research supported by the National Science Foundation.
( 11. S. Gerstein and N. G. Deshpande, Phys. Rev. 140, B1643
1965). Co
2 F, Zachariasen, in Strong Inieraction and High Energy Physics,
edited by R. G. Moorhouse (Oliver and Boyd, London, 1964).

tained the A-particle pole with the correct residue. The
mechanism by which this occurs is that as Z4 ap-
proaches zero the vertex function and the inverse
propagator develop poles which move down to u4 in
the limit. These poles give rise to a pole in the RP,
which however is cancelled by an identical term which
appears in U(s).? However, in the limit of Z,=0 it
also cancels the elementary-particle pole in the RP at
w4, and this entire term vanishes leaving us with

T(s)=U(s). 3)

It is clear that this is the only way we can get a boot-
strap since the residue of the elementary-particle pole,
g%, is nonzero in the Z,=0 limit and hence this pole
must be cancelled if we are to obtain (3) in the limit.
In the present paper we shall study the above mech-
anism in a soluble model, the version of the Lee model*
recently introduced and solved by Bronzan.® Although
this model has no crossing symmetry so that, strictly
speaking, we cannot have a bootstrap solution, it is
clear from the above that the critical point is obtaining
Eq. (3) from Eq. (2). The cancellation of poles and
resultant vanishing of the RP are the physical basis of
the bootstrap and this can be studied even without
crossing; indeed in Ref. (1) we demonstrated that an

3Y. S. Jin and S. W. MacDowell, Phys. Rev. 137, B688 (1965).
4T, D. Lee, Phys. Rev. 95, 1329 (1954).
§ J. B. Bronzan, Phys. Rev. 139, B751 (1965).



