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We present a detalled analysis of the previously reported anomalous energy dependence of the fun-
damental K°-K° parameters Am =m; —mg, 7s, |94 _ |, and tangd . _. Such variations with energy
can arise from the interaction of the kaons with an external field or medium. A phenomenologlcal
formalism is introduced to describe such energy-dependent influences on the K &° system. Using
this formalism we demonstrate that effects of the type suggested by the data cannot be ascribed to
an interaction of the kaons with an electromagnetic, hypercharge, or gravitational field, or to the
scattering of the kaons from stray charges or cosmological neutrinos. The data are, however, com-
patible with an interaction which is even under charge conjugation, and models of such an interac-
tion are discussed. We also consider the possibility that such effects may arise from a fundamental
violation of Lorentz invariance. All of the mechanisms which appear capable of describing the data
also suggest that similar effects could arise in neutrino oscillations, and some of the consequences of

such a possibility are outlined.

I. INTRODUCTION
In a recent series of papers'~> we have reported evi-
dence suggesting that several of the fundamental parame-
ters of the K%-K° system may have an anomalous energy
dependence. The data, which were obtained from a series
of regeneration experiments at Fermilab,*~¢ specifically
indicate that the values of Am = mL—mS, 7s, |Ms+_1,
and tang, _ as determined in the K°-K° rest frame de-
pend on the velocity of this frame with respect to the labo-
ratory. If we let x denote the value of any of these four
parameters in the proper frame of the kaons, then the
anomalous behavior is mamfested through nonzero values
for the slope parameters b\’ defined by

x =xo(14+0MVY), y=Ex/m, N=1,2 . (1.1)

The object of the present paper is to study the b
theoretically with the aim of formulating a detailed model
of the slope parameters.

An energy dependence of the neutral-kaon parameters
in the kaon rest frame, such as that represented by Eq.
(1.1), could (but need not necessarily) arise from the in-
teraction of the K°-K° system with an external field or
medium. (We will henceforth use the term “field” generi-
cally to denote any external influence on the K%-K° sys-
tem, such as an electromagnetic, hypercharge, or gravita-
tional field, the neutrino sea, or any other hypothetical
medium permeating space.) Previous work along these
lines has been aimed at setting limits on the effective cou-
plings of various fields to the K°-K° system using the
available low-energy data. Good’ was the first to note
that if the gravitational field has a component which is
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odd under charge conjugation (C), then the long-lived neu-
tral kaon would decay rapidly into 277. From the known
limits on this decay mode, he was able to infer a limit on
the strength of such a coupling to kaons. Following the
actual observation of this (CP-violating) mode,? the idea of
a C-odd field coupling to kaons was revived,’ this time in
the form of a long-range hypercharge interaction between
the kaons and our galaxy. It was shown® that the coupling
constant for this interaction could be chosen to account
for the experlmental value of |7, _|, while at the same
time remaining consistent with the limits implied'® by the
Eotvos-Dicke-Braginskii experiments.!! However, a C-
odd interaction mediated by a field with spin J leads to the
prediction that |7, _| «<¥’, from which J >0 could be
ruled out even by the early low-energy data.!? The
remaining possibility, a C-odd J =0 field,'>'* predicts the
wrong value for ¢ _ (at least in some models) and hence
may also be ruled out.!> A more detailed analysis of the
effects of various cosmological fields on the K°-K° system
was subsequently given by Nachtmann,'> who considered
the influence of particular choices of scalar, vector, and
tensor fields on Am as well as on 77, _. As can be seen
from his Table III, however, none of the cases Nachtmann
considers describes the data of Refs. 1—3. For example,
for his scalar, vector, and tensor fields |m,_| is always
directly proportional to 7/, where J =0, 1, or 2, respec-
tively. This contrasts with the behavior found in Refs.
1—3 which is described by Eq. (1.1). Nonetheless,
Nachtmann’s analysis is important both for its methodolo-
gy and for the limits it sets on couplings of various C-odd
fields to neutral kaons. These limits can, however, be sig-
nificantly improved using the new Fermilab data,! 3 as
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we proceed to discuss.

For later purposes we will need the specific numerical
values of the slope parameters b\, and hence we begin in
Sec. II by reviewing the data of Refs. 1—3. Section III
develops the formalism for describing an energy depen-
dence of the neutral-kaon parameters. We assume that
these effects can be accounted for by a set of complex -
dependent functions u, (a =0,x,y,z) which, when added
to the internal Hamiltonian for the K°K° system, make
Am, (I'y —Ts), and . _ y-dependent [see Eqgs. (3.22) and
(3.35)]. If a single u, gives the dominant contribution to
the observed y dependence of the kaon parameters, then
its real and imaginary parts can be fixed by using two of
the four slope parameters b%", b, b(,,N ), and b&,N It
then follows that each u, leads to two nontrivial relations
among the four slope parameters, and these are given in
Eqgs. (3.54), (3.60), and (3.62) for u,, u,, and u,, respective-
ly. It should be emphasized that this treatment, in con-
trast to Nachtmann’s,'” is purely phenomenological in that
it makes no assumptions concerning the origins of the u,.
Section III contains, in addition, a discussion of the y
dependence of the kaon parameters in the high-energy re-
gime, where the effects of the u, would be “large” in con-
trast to the present energy range where they are “small.”

The slope relations derived in Sec. III are used in Sec.
IV to demonstrate that several specific models of the u,
do not provide a natural description of effects of the type
suggested by the data of Refs. 1—3. These include the hy-
potheses that the observed y-dependent effects arise from
an external electromagnetic or hypercharge field, or from
the scattering of the kaons from stray charges or cosmo-
logical neutrinos. (Gravitational fields are considered
separately as we discuss below.)

Section V discusses several theoretical models of the u,
which may be compatible with the experimental data.
Consideration is given to the possibility that the u, ori-
ginate from some interaction which would also manifest
itself elsewhere, such as in neutrino oscillations. The
phenomenology of neutrino oscillations in the presence of
such an interaction is discussed briefly.

In Appendix A, we review the kinematics of the regen-
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eration process. Finally, in Appendix B, we gresent a de-
tailed discussion of the behavior of the K%-K® system in a
gravitational field. As we have noted previously in Ref. 2,
care must be taken in describing the observable effects of a
gravitational field, which affects not only the K°-K 0 sys-

" tem, but also the clocks and measuring rods that are used
in studying it. We demonstrate that the experimental re-
sults of Refs. 1—3 cannot be explained in terms of any
known gravitational effect. When combined with the re-
sults of Sec. IV, this leads to the conclusion that the exper-
imental results, if correct, cannot be naturally explained in
terms of any known interaction.

II. REVIEW OF THE DATA

We review in this section the salient features of the data
presented in Refs. 1—3. From a theoretical point of view,
the quantities of direct interest are the slope parameters
b3, b1, b, and b (N =1,2), which give the energy
variation of Am, I'y —T's, |n,_|, and tang, _, respec-
tively. As described in Refs. 1 and 3, we have extracted
the slope parameters from the data under several different
assumptions and these results are reproduced in Table I.
For later purposes the following observations will be help-
ful.

(1) We begin by emphasizing that what we have deter-
mined experimentally is bpg (= —b,¢), and not br, be-
cause the individual widths I'; s appear in 1(2.11) and not
their difference. Even though I's >>T';, br cannot be in-
ferred from brg without additional experimental or
theoretical input, as we discuss in Sec. III. On the other
hand, it is br, and not brg which is simply related to the
remaining slope parameters by, b,, and bg. To determine
br, the energy dependence of I'; must be measured, and a
discussion of ways to do this is given in Ref. 3. We note
in passing that the approximation bpg= —b, s which we
use repeatedly can be checked by actually fitting the data
for T'g=#/75. The agreement between the result so ob-
tained and the approximate expression bprg= —b,¢ is suf-
ficiently good for our purposes.

(2) The single most important experimental result is the
sign of b,, which is negative. This observation by itself is

TABLE 1. Summary of the data from Ref. 3. Results shown are for method A of Ref. 3. (1) Internal fit. (2) External fit, with

low-energy values at Ex=5 GeV: Am =(0.5349+0.0022)x 10" #sec™!, 75=(0.8923+0.0022)X 107 sec, |7, _|=(2.274
+0.022) X 1073, tang , _ =0.986+0.041. (3) As in (2) above, except |7, _ | =(1.9540.03)x 107>,

Fits of the form x =x,(1+5"y") Energy-independent fit
Parameter X0 1092 x2/dof X0 10%" x?/dof X0 X?/dof
107°Am (1) 0.557+0.036 —8.48+2.89 521/484  0.620+0.066 —18.2+6.05 522/484 0.482+0.014  536/488
(Fisec™!) (2) 0.535+0.002 —7.43+£1.48 533/488  0.535%0.002 —9.07+2.03  526/488 0.534+0.002 604/492
(3)  0.534+0.002 —6.30+1.46 550/488  0.535+0.002 —8.49+2.04 548/488 0.532+0.002 573/492
1017 (1) 0.880+0.015  + 1.77+0.90 521/484  0.859+0.029 + 4.35+2.58 522/484  0.905+0.007 536/488
(sec) (2) 0.892+£0.002 4 1.27+0.38  533/488  0.89210.002 + 1.47+0.56  526/488 0.895+0.002 604/492
(3) 0.892+0.002  +0.99+0.38 550/488  0.892+0.002 + 1.27+0.57 548/488 0.893+0.002 573/492
10*|py_ | (1) 2.14 +0.04 —2.01+0.86 521/484  2.21 +0.07 —4.80+2.15 522/484 2.09 +0.02 536/488
(2) 223 +0.02 —3.60+0.52  533/488  2.26 +0.02 —6.26+0.84 526/488 2.14 +0.01 604/492
(3)  2.07 £0.02 —0.20+£0.62  550/488  2.03 +0.03 + 1.78+1.14 548/488 2.07 +0.01 573/492
tang, _ (1) 1.276+0.499 —33.7 +£12.3 521/484 2.071+1.840 —99.5 +33.3 522/484 0.709+0.102 536/488
(2) 0.954+0.048 —21.5 £7.0 5337488  0.966+0.052 —26.3 +£10.1 526/488 1.009+0.036  604/492
(3) 1.033+0.052 —22.3 +6.7 550/488  1.009+0.054  —30.1 £10.0 548/488 1.081+0.040  573/492
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sufficient to rule out a number of possible sources for the
observed effects, in particular an electromagnetic field, hy-
percharge field, or stray charges, as we discuss below.

(3) In Ref. 3, we also examined mg for a possible energy
variation and found none. As we discuss in Sec. III, the
individual masses m s can have a different energy varia-
tion from that of Am =m; —mg. Hence it is perfectly
consistent to have the slope parameter b,s for mg zero,
while by, b.s, by, and by are nonzero. However, mg is
determined in a manner that is fundamentally different
from that used for the other parameters. It is thus possi-
ble that b,g is in fact comparable to b,, but nonetheless
appears to be zero when analyzed as we have. This has
important consequences for the construction of models of
the b’s, as we discuss elsewhere.

III. DESCRIPTION OF THE K°-K° SYSTEM
IN AN EXTERNAL FIELD

We present in this section a systematic description of
the K°-K° system in an arbitrary external field. Our ob-
jective is to provide a general framework for understand-
ing the experimental results of Refs. 1—3 in terms of
which specific theoretical models can later be formulated.
It should be reemphasized at the outset that the term field
will be used generically to denote any external influence on
the K%K° system, such as an electromagnetic or gravita-
tional field, the neutrino sea, or any other hypothetical
medium permeating space. We assume that in the absence
of such a field the proper-time evolution of the K°-K°
wave function W(z) is given by

_9v¥()
at
where Hj is a 2 X2 matrix. (We take fi=c =1 in this sec-

tion.) For various purposes it is convenient to express iH
in a number of equivalent forms:

=iH,¥ 3.1

iHy=T+iM (3.2a)
=hol+h,0,+hy0,+h,0, (3.2v)

id p*
=127 (3.2¢)

Here I'=T" and M =M" are 22 matrices, the o’s are
the usual Pauli matrices, and hg, hy,...,d, d, p , and ¢°
are complex numbers. In Table II, we summarize the re-
strictions imposed by charge conjugation (C), parity (P),
and time reversal (T)'® on the matrix elements of iH us-
ing any of the forms (3.2a)—(3.2c). The eigenvalues A* of
iH are given by

Ai=%(d a)+ L{ap?g—(d —d 1)
=4T*4im* , (3.3)
and the corresponding eigenvectors W are
+
a*
E= | (3.4)
a* p? At —id
-5 = = . 3.4b
bt A*—id q° (3.40)
We choose the phases of | K°) and | K°) such that
CP|K%)=—|K®) , (3.5)

in which case the CP eigenfunctions |K{) and |KJ) are
given by

(lKO)_|K'°>)—L ! (CP=+1)
=— |1 - ,
(3.6)

(CP=—1) .

oy__1
‘Kl)""‘/i

|K2>—-—(IK°>+ K%)=

1
1/5

If CP is not conserved (but CPT is), then the eigenfunc-
tions in (3.6) are replaced by

“=|Ks)=(|p|*+|q | p |K°)—q |K°)) ,

_ 3.7
V=K )=(|p|®+ g |H " p |K®)+q | K°))
The states W evolve in time according to
\I,t(t)z(e—kit)\l,i(o)z(e—l‘it/ze -—imil)\yi(o) , .
(3.8)

where I'*=TI"; and T~ ——I‘S are the widths of K; and

Ky, respectively, and m ¥ are the corresponding masses. It

follows that
At —A~=2pg=+3(T[ —Ts)+i(m; —myg)

%(FL—rs)—f-iAm

=—3Ts+ilAm (3.9)
To describe the effects of an external field, we write
iHy=T+iM—iH =T+iM +iF ,
(3.10)

F=uyl+u,o, +u,oy+u,o, .

The u’s are complex numbers which are functions of
y=Eg/m=(1—B?)"'2 and of position, in contrast to the
k’s in Eq. (3.2) which are constants. We can decompose

TABLE II. Restrictions imposed by discrete space-time symmetries on the matrix elements of iH in

Eq. (3.2).
Form of iH, CcpP T CPT
(3.2a) Mp=M},=M; =M} M12=M22=M21=1‘;I:1 M, =My
[p=THh=T=I% I=Tp=Ty=Iy =Ty
M =M»n;T1=Tyn
(3.2b) hy,=h,=0 , =0 h,=0
(3.2¢) p’=q? pi=q? d=d

d=d
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the u, (a =x,y,z) into their real and imaginary parts,

Ug=E,+il, (3.11a)
£, =0 gDy L gDp2 (3.11b)
Ea=E@ ey g2y (3.11c)

EM and §,(,N> (N =0,1,2,...) are now real functions, which
can be directly related to the experimentally determined
slope parameters b & br, b,,, and by as we discuss below.
Although £V and £¥ can, in principle, depend on X, the
present experiments are insensitive to V§aN ) and Vg‘” A
and hence the £’s and {’s can be treated as if they were in-
dependent of position. (This point is discussed in greater
detail in Appendix B.) However, in order to fully describe
the u, it will be necessary in the future to determine Vu,.
Such measurements could also distinguish between the in-
trinsic contributions to H from d, d, p?, and g2, and from
the external (but velocity-independent) contributions from
§‘°) and §(0) It should also be noted that in some models
ﬂ " and £ can themselves be proportional to B=v/c,
but since B=1 in the high-energy regeneration experi-
ments we are considering, we can take £’ and £ to be
constants. From a theoretical point of view, however, it
may be potentially important to be able to distinguish be-
tween a dependence of u, on ¥~ or BVy", for example.

It will be useful in the ensuing discussion to have in
mind a specific example of one of the u’s. Suppose there
existed a long-range field which coupled to the hyper-
charge ¥, whose source was our own galaxy. Since K° and
K ° have opposite values of Y, their coupling to this field
would produce an energy difference which would manifest
itself as an apparent breakdown of CP conservation.”’
Let A, denote the static hypercharge potential of a K° due
J

Af—Ay=4(Tp =Tg), +i(Am),

to its interaction with the galaxy,

Ao_f2 ) (3.12)

Rg
where Y; and R are the hypercharge and effective radius
of the galaxy, and f? is an appropriate coupling constant.
If Ay is assumed to be the fourth component of a four-
vector 4,, then the potential seen by a kaon moving with
velocity B is Agy. Since such a field produces equal and
opposite energy shifts for K and K9, its effects are
represented by a contribution to F of the form

u,=Aoy ,
D_d,, EN=0 for N1 ,
M—0, foral N .

(3.13)

It will be shown below that the observed energy depen-
dence of Am and 7, _ cannot in fact be accounted for by
such an interaction.

Returning to Eq. (3.10), we see that in the presence of
external interactions iH has the form

d+upg+u, —ip2+ux—iuy
iH=i ) . -
—iq tus+iu, d4ug—u,
d, -iPuZ
=] . - (3.14)
"‘lquz d,

The eigenvalues AS of iH can be obtained 1mmed1ate1y
from Eq. (3.3) by 51mply replacing d, d, p?, and ¢ by the
correspondmg u-dependent parameters d,, d,, p,>, and
q.%, respectively. From Eq. (3.9), we then find

=2pq {1+ (pq)iu (p*+q*) —u,(p*—q*)—(u 2 +u, > +u, M} . (3.15)

When the right-hand side of Eq. (3.15) is separated into its
real and imaginary parts, the dependence of (I'; —I'g),
and (Am), on the u, can be inferred. In principle, Eq.
(3.15) thus generates an exact, but complicated, expression
for the y dependence of the experimentally determined
quantities (I'y —I's), and (Am), once the dependence of
the u, on y is specified. The complete expression for
AJ —A; will be used below when we discuss the behavior
of the K°-K©° system at very high energies. However,
given the limited statistics and lower energies of the avail-
able data, the best we can hope to do at the present time is
to recast Eq. (3.15) in the same form as that used in Refs.
1-3 to parametrize (Am), and (I'y —I's),, namely,

(Am), =(Am)1+b%yY), N=1,2 , (3.16a)
(P —Tg), =, —Ts)(1+b%9Y), N=1,2 .
(3.16b)

Here Am and 'y are the values for the K; —Kg mass
difference and Kg; decay rates that would obtain in a
world in which the ua were zero, and ", b are func-
tions of £ and § ’"as we discuss below. Since b, and

f

br are experimentally very small, Am and I';, —I's can be
identified with the low-energy (y=~10) Particle Data
Group values of these parameters. (This becomes an exact
statement in models where b%¥"’ and 5" are themselves
proportional to f3.)

Similar remarks apply to the ¥ dependence of
Ny_=AK, —>mt17)/A(Ks—mt7~) which is deter-
mined by the analog of Eq. (3.4),

a;  pt M —id,
bui- }"ui—idu quz

(3.17)

As we demonstrate below, Eq. (3.17) leads to the relations

[M4—lu=n4_ | (A+6MYY), N=1,2, (3.18a)

(tang . )1+bMYY), N=1,2 ,

(3.18b)

where again b‘N ) and b‘N ) are functions of £ and £,
|n4_ |4 and [17+_ | are interpreted in exactly the same
way as were (Am), and Am, and similarly for (tan¢  _
and tané , _

(tang, _), =
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To proceed, we introduce a number of simplifications  Using g =p (1—¢), we then have
into Egs. (3.15) and (3.17).

(1) CPT will be presumed to hold for the intrinsic Ham- 2p2=Am(i —1)(1+e€) , (3.20a)
iltonian H, so that d =d. Note, however, that d,=~d, if
uz70. 2g>=Am(i —1)(1—¢) , (3.20b)

(2) We assume that at the energies of the current experi-

ments |u,| (a=0,x,p,z) is small compared to |p?| or 2_0200p2e=Am(i —1)e (3.20¢)
| g% |, but not necessarily compared to e=1—gq/p. If, for pr—g =opre=am ’
example, we examine the experimental results for Am in 20 20 21 o) .
Sec. II, we observe that a typlcal value of the momentum- P g =2p (1—e)=Am(i—1) , (3.20d)
dependent factor bA)yZ is 02 at pg=70 GeV/c. (p:—g?P=0(e)=0 , (3.20e)

Since bA yz arises from the terms in square brackets in
Eq. (3.15), which typically are of the form u,/p? or

2 2222
u,2/p3q?, etc., it follows that such terms must be small (p*+¢7) =(2p")(1-2¢€)

(barring accidental cancellations). Equation (3.15) can =[Am(i —1)]*=—2i(Am)* , (3.20f)
then be expanded in powers of u, /p?,. . ., etc.
(3) Since the u-dependent terms are in fact small, we can (p*+4%)?
. . . L =1, (3.20g)
approximate the denominators which arise in the expan- 4p2q?
sion of Eq. (3.15) as follows. From Eq. (3.9), 2. 2.2 2
(p +g Np'=q7) _p (3.20h)
2pg~Am(i —T's/2Am)=Am(i —1.05) 2p%q? -
~Am(i—1) . (3.19)  Combining Egs. (3.15) and (3.20), we find
|
1P, —Ts)y+i(Am), =[ (T, —Ts)+i Am] |14+ ~Z—(1—i)+ ~2—e(1+i)— ——[u, 2+ u,>— 2ieu u, ]
2 u u 2 Am Am (Am )2 y z x“y
(3.21)

We have retained in Eq. (3.21) all contributions of order u,, u,2, u €, uyuy, and u,uy€, where u, and u, denote any of the
terms ug, Uy, Uy, or u,. There are several reasons for keeping the (presumably) small higher- order terms in Eq. (3.21).

(a) To start with we see that the leading contrxbutxon from u, is in fact propomonal to u,2, for reasons detailed below,
and hence consistency demands that we retain uy and u,€ which could in principle be comparably large. The reason
why there is no contribution linear in u, is that u,0, is odd under C, which means that it can contribute to the (complex)
mass difference only in second (or higher) orders.

(b) The only term in Eq. (3.21) which is (nominally) of leading order in small quantities is that proportional to u,. If
we assume that this term has a simple y dependence such as ¥" with N =1, or 2, then Eq (3. 21) can be used to relate §(N )
and g % to the observed slope parameters b, and by as we discuss shortly. Once § M and § % are determined, however,
the slopes of |7, _ | and tan¢ _ are also determined. As we point out below, it is not clear at the present time whether
the experimental results of Sec. II are in fact consistent with u, giving the dominant contribution to the various slope pa-
rameters. If they are not, then other (necessarily higher-order) terms must be included in Eq. (3.21), which is part of the
reason why such terms have been retained. Among these €u,u, is (nominally) third order in small quantities, but since
this is the only such term it can be included with little additional effort.

We proceed to separate Eq. (3.21) into its real and imaginary parts in order to recast it in the form of Egs. (3.16). Us-
ing Eq. (3.11a), we have

2§x +‘/§|6|(€y‘§y)

(FL—Ts)y =T, —Ts) |1+

Am
[( _§y2+§y2+2§y§y)+( ‘§22+§22+2§z§2)—2‘/§ | € ' (§x§y ’"gxgy )]
+ 5 , (3.22a)
(Am)
—V2]€|(
(Am), =(Am) |e[(6,+4)
Am
_ [( —§y2+§y2_2§y§y)+( —§ZZ+§22—2§Z§Z)—2\/§ l € | (gxgy +§y§x )] (3 22b)
(Am)? |
|
In going from Eq. (3.21) to Eq. (3.22), we take as we explain below. We will return to Egs. (3.22) shortly
2Am /(T'y —T'g)=—1, and after the analogous expressions for |7, _| and tang, _
are derived.
e=|e| LD a+i (3.23) Turning next to 17, _ (and 7¢0), we introduce the follow-

v2 ing notation'’:
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0 tr)=c' A(RO tp—)=c' | must be taken in retaining various terms which are nomi-
ALK T € (_ - )_ ¢ nally higher order in the small parameters u, and €. The
AK' 5770 =d', A(K°>r'7")=d’ , (3.24)  reason for this can be seen by noting that the momentum
., -, dependence of |7, _ | in Eq. (3.18a),
o1, Lo (142 . )
' Pz g lu=Imy_ |+ [ne_ |05 YY (3.28)
Hence, in the absence of external fields, we have arises from a term of the form |n,_|u,=|€/2|u,
AK, —mrm) . which is thus nominally of second order. It follows that
Ny_= L — e +gc we must retain at least some second-order terms in the ex-
A(Ks—m*m™)  pc'—gc’ pression for 17, _. However, not all such terms can be re-
14 (1—e)e'—1) tained since the resulting expression would be too cumber-
:__—_F_;e_gl_:__ some to be of practical use. In order for (%, _), to con-
1-(1—e)e'—1) tain enough structure to describe the current data, but not
=1(e+€) , (3.25)  too much to render it useless, we will invoke the following
additional approximations
and similarly, (4) All terms which are higher than second order are
Noo=+(e—2€") . (326  dropped

If we choose the phase of K° so that the stationary
I=0K°>27 amplitude is real,'® then e'=¢". The
current experimental values for 77, _ and 7y, at low ener-
gies are'’

|4 _ | =(2.27440.022)x 10~3
b, _=(44.611.2),

[ 00| =(2.33+£0.08)x 1073
doo=(54%5)° .

Equation (3.27) suggests that 7, _ =7 and hence that
€'=¢€"" =0, an assumption which we will henceforth make
in the u-dependent terms. From Egs. (3.25) and (3.26), it
then follows that 7, _ =7 =€/2, in the absence of exter-
nal fields. € thus has the same phase (=~45°) as 7, _
which leads immediately to Eq. (3.23). 3

In the presence of external fields p, g, d, and d are re-
placed by p,, q,, d,, and d,, respectively. We continue to
assume that |u,|/|p?| <1, etc., but now greater care
I

(3.27)

(5) All terms of order €2, €' 2, or €€’ are dropped.

(6) All terms of the form u,? are also dropped. The jus-
tification for this assumption is that each such term is
smaller than the corresponding one linear in u, by a factor
of order |u, | /Am <1, and leads to no new physics if in-
cluded. However, terms of the form u,u, (ab) will be
retained.

(7) We set u,(1+€)~u,, for essentially the same reasons
as in (6) above. Although these approximations do not
constitute a formal expansion of (5, _), in small quanti-
ties, they do generate an expression for (n, _), which is
sufficiently accurate for our present purposes.

Returning to Eq. (3.4), the eigenfunctions in the pres-
ence of an external field are

+
ay

by

L 4

=t

) (3.29)

where a,’ /b, is given by Egs. (3.14) and (3.17). Invoking
the approximations in (1)—(7) above we find after some
algebra

+ . . .
a, L+ U . (uy +iuy) . u (1 —i)+u,(14i) 2u,u,
=p*= 1—i) [1————(1—i) |£ |1 +e— .
:_, p —Am( i) Am (1—i) +€ Am (Ar)? (3.30)
Using Eq. (3.30), the eigenfunctions W, can be written in the form
V=KL )u=N*(p* |[K°)+|K®)) ,
W, =|Ks)u=—N"(p~ [KO)+|K")) , (3.31)
NE=(1+ [p* 712,
and hence,
+pte' L &5!
(g _)y=—D o c*ED (3.32)
—N"(p~c'+¢")
Equation (3.32) can be simplified by use of the approximations in (1)—(7) above. We find
Nt |, —uy€(l—i)—uy (1+i)+u,(1—i) uxty +iu,(uy +iuy)
=— |7 ! 3.33
(n+_)u_N_ > le+€)+ > Am (A )? ( )

To the required accuracy we can write
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and hence,

’ 1 . . . 1
My du=T(e+e J+ o Ll =) —uy (14 D+, (1= ———

where the asterisk indicates complex conjugation. In a
similar fashion we have for 70,

1
1 " T
(Moo)u=7(e—2€")+ 7A ]

+ (Am)?

where the expressions in square brackets in Eq. (3.36) are
identical to the corresponding ones in (3.35). To recapitu-
late, Eqgs. (3.35) and (3.36) contain all terms of the form e,
€, Uy, uz€, and u,uy. All terms of third and higher order
in small quantities have been dropped, as have the
second-order terms proportional to €2, €%, €"?, €€, e€”,
and u,%. Equation (3.35) can now be separated into its real
and imaginary parts to obtain expressions for |7, _|,
and (tang, _), as was done for (I'y —I's), and (Am),.
However, since the resulting expressions in the general
case are cumbersome, we will quote the results for
|4 _ |, and (tang _), only for the special cases that we
consider below.

We note in passing that the linear contribution to
(n4_), from u, appears with a coefficient €, whereas the
contributions linear in uy, and u, do not. This observation,
which has important phenomenological consequences, can
be understood by examining the behavior of the terms pro-
portional to u,, u,, and u, under charge conjugation. In
the conventions of Eq. (3.5), C is given by

(3.36)

01

Lol (3.37)

C=0,=

from which it follows that uy1 and u,0, are even under
C, whereas u,0, and u,0, are odd. Such C-odd terms
contribute differently to K° and K ° and thus lead directly
to processes which manifest CP violation. By contrast, the
term proportional to u, cannot by itself lead to CP viola-
tion, but it can impart a momentum-dependence to a
preexisting CP-violating term which would otherwise be
constant. In the presence of the coupling u,0,, Eq. (3.17)
becomes

Pu_ (p?+iu,)'?

=+ R . LA
G (gP+iuy)?

(3.38)

S| R
R E

We see from Eq. (3.38) that if p2=g?, so that there is no
intrinsic CP violation, then a,,i /b,,i =+1 and the eigenvec-
tors WY are just K9 and K9, independent of the form
of u,. However, when p?s£q?, a} /b, will depend on u,
and hence will be y-dependent in general. It follows that a
u,-dependent term is manifest only when there is a pre-
existing (or intrinsic) CP violation, and hence that the con-
tribution to (1, _), from u, must be of the form

(3.34)
) uxuy—f—iuxuz——%uyuzﬁ-éuyu; , (3.35)
T
(M4 )y =n4 _+(constant)eu, /2
=mn4 _[1+(constant)u,] , (3.39)

in agreement with Eq. (3.35). Moreover, Egs. (3.35) and
(3.39) can be recast in the form of Egs. (3.18) with u, <",
and could thus provide a phenomenological description of
the data of Sec. II. In summary, then, the C-odd terms
u,0, and u,0, lead to “large” y-dependent contributions
to (94_), whereas the C-even term u,o0, leads to a
“small” y-dependent contribution. For later purposes it is
worth noting that for (Am), and (I'y —Ts),, the roles of
the “large” and “small” terms are interchanged, as we see
from Egs. (3.22). We will return to quantify “large” and
“small” more precisely below.

Another CP-violating parameter which is accessible ex-
perimentally, in addition to 1, _ and 7, is Ree which
can be extracted from the charge asymmetry & in the de-
cays K; —»7¥l¥v(l=e or p). In the absence of external
fields (and assuming CPT), we have?®

Ky —77 1 ) —T(Kp —»7T] V)
T (K7l + DK, —7 )

_(1— ENE)
| 14+x, |2

where x,=A(K°—>7~1*v)/A(K°—>n~I%v) measures
the relative magnitudes of the AQ=FAS semileptonic
amplitudes. Even though data for the K23 decay modes
were collected in Ref. 4, as we have already noted in I, the
cuts imposed in analyzing these data were such as to pre-
clude a determination of 6.2! Nonetheless, a measurement
of 8 at high energy can (and should) be carried out in the
future, as we discuss in 122 If we take the current experi-
mental limits!® on x +5

Rex , =—0.009+0.020 ,
Imx  =0.004+0.026 ,

Ree , (3.40)

(3.41)

to indicate that x , =0, then the dependence of the u, on
¥ can be determined directly from a measurement of
8=5(y). (Even though |x_ | could in principle be com-
parable to |u, | /Am, retaining x , merely serves to need-
lessly complicate the analysis of the ¥ dependence of 8.
From a quantitative point of view the effect of x_, on the
slope of & is entirely negligible, hence x , will hereafter be
set equal to zero.) From Eq. (3.31) we find immediately
that §—85,,

5~_].&t,|_2:_1

= (3.42)

where pt is given by Eq. (3.30). Making the same approx-
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imations as in (1)—(7) above we find

8,=Ree+Re(pt)—5 Re(p+)? ,
(3.43)
ﬁ+Ep+—(l+€) .

It is understood that when writing out the explicit form of
(7 *)? only the terms allowed by approximations (1)—(7)
are retained. For later purposes we exhibit the expression
for 8, in the approximation when only the terms linear in
the u, are retained:

1
SMERCE—KY;(\/E leléx+6& —8—&,—62) -

(3.44)

We will return to Eqgs. (3.43) and (3.44) below where we re-
late the slope parameters bg and b, of §, and (Ree),,

W =8(1+0§"9Y)
(Ree), =Ree(1+b5My)

to bA, br, b,,, and b¢

The remaining parameters whose ¥ dependence can be
determined are my s and I'y 5. From Egs. (3.3), (3.14),
and (3.15) we have

(3.45)
(3.46)

(m*), =L Im{i(d, +d,)
i[41’142%42-(‘1« "‘Ju )Z]VZ}

=Red + &= +(Am), , (3.47)

(Fs)y=Ts (H‘ﬁ [-§o+§x+i‘7€‘—2L(§y_§y)}

where (Am), is given by Egs. (3.15) and (3.22),
mt=(my),, and m; =(mg),. Combining Eq. (3.47)
with Eq. (3.22b), and noting that mg¢=Red —Am /2, we

find

(mg), =mg i1+

2m Am

_Aln_[zgo—zgx+\/§|e|§,+w/i|eléy

+ O(u,?)

] , (3.48a)

2%0+26,—V2|e|§,—V2]|€g,
Am

+ O(uaz)” ,

Am
2m

(my ), =my {1-{—

(3.48b)

where m =mg=m;. The expressions in square brackets
(apart from &) determine the ¥ dependence of (Am),, as
we see from Eq. (3.22b). Hence, unless &, is much larger
than &, or §, (for a =x,y,2), the slopes of (mg), and
(mg), will be smaller than that of (Am), by a factor of
order Am/m =7.07xX107'%, We hasten to add that in
some models &,/&, is in fact of order m /Am so that the
slope parameters for mg and Am are comparable. As not-
ed in Sec. II, the apparent absence of any energy depen-
dence in mg cannot at present be taken as evidence against
such a model due to the different procedures used to study
mg and Am. Proceeding in the same way we find for
(Cr,s)u

+ ———Z(Alm Ll 645 26,8+ (— &2+ £+ 26,6~ 2V | €] (Eoky —ExE))] , , (3.49a)
1 T
‘FL%EFL{l——A;ﬁ §o+§x+i%<§y—;y>]
r
- 2(A1m 7 r_j[(_§’2+§y2+2§y§y)+"§z2+§z2+2§z§z)—2‘/5|6|(§x§y—§x§,)]] ; (3.49b)

where we have used the approximation Fg=2Am. We
note immediately that the slope of I's is of order u,/Am
in contrast to mg where it is of order u,/m. This means
that the slope of (I's), would be expected a priori to be
comparable to that of Am, |7, _|, and tang, _. Note,
however, that I's ; depend on &y, which Am, |5, _|, and
tang, _ do not. It follows that if we wish to eliminate
this dependence on §, so as to relate I'; s to the other pa-
rameters, we must deal with the combination (I'; — ),
as in Eq. (3.22a). As we have already noted in Sec. II, we
cannot extract (I'y ), from the present analysis, and hence
br can be inferred from bpg only if we make some addi-
tional assumption about £,. Finally, we note that the
slope of (I'z ), is nominally of order (I's/T; )X (u, /Am),
and hence could (but need not) be substantially larger than
that of (T's),.

Equations (3.22), (3.35), (3.43), (3.48), and (3.49) are the

[

principal phenomenological results of this section. We
now demonstrate how these results can be used to relate
the physically measurable slope parameters by, br, b, by,
and bg, to one another in various cases of interest. (Since
mg and I's depend on u, their slopes cannot be related to
those of the other variables without invoking additional
theoretical assumptions, as we have already noted.) If we
assume that the experimental results of Sec. II arise from
the existence of a single nonvanishing u, which is propor-
tional to ¥, then the measured slopes are determined by
the two unknown parameters £¥) and &N, since four in-
dependent slope parameters can be determined (b,, br,
by, and by), it follows that there exist in such a case two
nontrivial predictions which can then be used to test
whether a single u, can, in fact, account for the data.
From a theoretical point of view, this is the most interest-
ing possibility to consider, both on grounds of simplicity
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and also because each u, corresponds to an interaction
with well-defined charge conjugation. Moreover, several
specific models can be cast in such a form including the
previously described hypercharge field whose effects are
characterized by Eq. (3.13).

Consider, for example, the case of a pure u, coupling.
Setting u, =u, =0 in Egs. (3.22), (3.35), and (3.44), we find

284
(' —Tg),=(Ty—Tg) |14+ , (3.50a)
Am
28«
(Am), =(Am) 1+Xr'n— , (3.50b)
€ 1 .
My )= 7 " 3Am ue(1—i) , (3.50c¢)
V2|e|&s
8, =Ree— —— 2% (3.50d)
Am

where we have set € =0 in Eq. (3.50c). The expression for
(74-), can now be decomposed into its real and imag-
inary parts which then give

(6x+6x)
|74 = lu= 4| l—ﬁ‘—] ; (3.51a)
2065 —8x)
(tang, _), =(tang_ _) 1+—XK;L] (3.51b)
If we write
E=E"7", Le=8" (3.52)
then the various slope parameters are given by
zg(N) 2§(N)
pM =22 p_2x .
r Am A Am (3.53a)
b _ =&+
K Am ’
2 (N) __ (N))
b(N} — x x .
$ =T Am (3.53b)
_2§(N)
(N _ X __pm
bs Am bA . (3.53¢)

Combining Egs. (3.53), we find for a pure u, coupling

b =b® b (3.54a)
bﬁ,N)=—-;-(bf;N)+b(rN)) , (3.54vb)
b&”’:b‘,,”’—%b}”’ (3.54¢)

Note that Egs. (3.54) are independent of N: The relation-
ships among the measured slope parameters are thus in-
dependent of how the y dependence is parametrized, pro-
vided that &, and &, vary in the same way with N. This is
useful to know because there is at present no compelling
reason why the K°-K ® parameters must vary either with y
or with 12, as we have assumed for simplicity in Sec. II.

Equations (3.54a) and (3.54b) have a simple geometric
interpretation which we will exploit in Sec. IV to analyze
the experimental data. Define a set of variables x, x,, x|
and x 3 as follows:

w__ X1 w_ TX2

bA ““/5» bl" \/i ’ (3.55a)
__..xl

b =—+ S ob M =xy . (3.55b)

Equations (3.54a) and (3.54b) then assume the form

X1 =—‘/1_E(x1 —x3), (3.56a)
x5 = -\;—Z_(XI +x;) . (3.56b)

An interaction which is pure u, is thus defined by a point
in the x} —Xx, plane which is obtained by specifying b%"
and b(rfv, or equivalently x; and x,. The same theory
could also be defined by specifying b(,,N ) and b(Q«,N ) which
generates a point in the x}-x5 plane. The content of Egs.
(3.56) is that the x}-x3 coordinate system is obtained from
the x-x, system by a clockwise rotation through 45°. It
follows that if the interaction is pure u,, the experimental
points in the x;-x, and x|-x5 planes should coincide. We
will call a representation of ka ), b({w, bf,,N ) and bf,N ) a
“simultaneous slope plot” (SSP) for obvious reasons. The
SSP for a pure u, theory will be discussed in Sec. IV, us-
ing the data of Sec. II. As we will show in the ensuing
discussion, the slope relations in Egs. (3.54a) and (3.54b)
are unique to a pure u, coupling, and hence serve to dis-
tinguish it from a pure u, or pure u, coupling.

The remaining slope relation [Eq. (3.54c)] is, by con-
trast, the same for all couplings, and hence merely serves
as a consistency check on the experimental data. This can
be seen by noting that since we have assumed throughout
this section that

i, ),

(€)y =24 _)y=2|m4_|ue , (3.57)

any change in (Ree), induced by the u, is determined by
the corresponding changes induced in |n,_|, and
(¢, _),. This can be quantified by differentiating Eq.
(3.57) with respect to ¢: Using the relation

d(tang, _)/dyN=sec’dp, _d¢, _/dy",
we find

d (Ree),

dy¥

d(tang  _),

=Ree | —sin(¢ _),cos(¢ . _), __dyN—_

m’i—__ll‘_ } (3.58)

dy¥

From Egs. (3.18) and (3.46) we then find, to lowest order
in various small quantities,

N N .
bgV =bM =b" —sinX¢p, )b
1
2

=b"— 1§, (3.59)
in agreement with Eq. (3.54c). Using Egs. (3.35) and
(3.44), the interested reader can verify Eq. (3.59) explicitly
for the case of a pure u, or pure u, coupling, by proceed-
ing in analogy with the pure u, case considered above.

We turn next to the pure u, case. If the terms linear u,
dominate in Egs. (3.22), then the analogs of Egs. (3.54a)
and (3.54b) become
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b;zv) P |2 —— Y +b)y, (3.60a)
3% 1 N (V)
=1 ™ _pmy. (3.60b)
7 2 [ € I 2 A r

However, since the linear contributions are suppressed by
a factor of | €| =4 1073, it remains an open (experimen-
tal) question as to whether they are actually larger than
the quadratic contributions. In fact, an analysis of the ex-
act expression for A] —A; in Eq. (3.15) suggests that for
the u, case the quadratic terms do indeed give the dom-
inant contributions to (Am), and (I'y —T's),, as we dis-
cuss below. If we thus drop the terms linear in u,, the
pure u, case becomes effectively the same as the pure u,
case to which we now turn.

The case of pure u, coupling must be treated differently
from pure u, because there is no contribution to A —A,
linear in u,, as we have previously noted. This means that
the analogs of the relations in Egs. (3.54) depend on how
each of the slopes is assumed to vary with N as we now
show. Let us assume that (Am),, (I'y —Tg),, |m4_ 14,

and (tang, _), vary with ¥ as Y™, ™, ¥¥, and ¢V,
respectively, with coefficients M), b‘IM'), b(,lN ), and bfﬁN 0,
From Eqs (3.22) and (3.35) we then find

b(N) PN L(p N 22N

2 +(by

—bNMp NN AN _p MM (3 61a)
[(b(N) 2,}/21\’ _‘:_ b(N’))Z,VZN'
+b(1’N)b£6N')VN+N’]=b‘AM)yM . (3.61b)

For a pure u, coupling to lead to a consistent description

of the various slope parameters, we must set
2N =2N'=M =M', which gives
2
b?N’:J—J—‘E By P =31 —b,"b5"], (3.62a)
b(ZN) [(b(N) __% b(N))z"}‘bg’N)b;N)] .
(3.62b)

The simplest nontrivial application of Egs. (3.62), which
corresponds to N =1, will be analyzed in detail in Sec. IV.
For present Purposes we simply note that for a pure u,
coupling b W or b(m will be larger than b M oor b2 by
a factor of order 105 due to the coefﬁment |€]? in Egs.
(3.62). This is what was meant previously by the observa-
tion that a term proportional to u,(u,) produces a “small”
(“large”) 'y-dependent contribution to (1, _),:
coupling b‘N ' and b ) will be comparable to b AN ) and
whereas for a pure u coupling theory they will be ~ 105
larger. This provides a clear experimental distinction be-
tween the C-even u, coupling and the C-odd u, and u,
couplings.

Up to this point we have examined the K°-K © parame-
ters in the energy regime where |u,|/Am <1. (As we
have already noted, |u, | /Am =0.2 at a typical energy of
70 GeV.) We observe, however, that as ¥ increases a re-
gime will be reached for wh1ch |ug | /Am > 1. In this re-
gime the eigenfunctions W and the eigenvalues AL in Eq.

(3.15) are determined by the characteristics of the external
field, rather than by the internal dynamics of the K °—K 0
system. For values of y sufficiently large that p? and ¢>

are negligible compared to | u, |, we find
A=Ay =20 (u 24wy, u, )V (3.63)

Hence, if a single u, gives the dominant contribution at
high energy, then

Ad —Ag =2iu, =2i(E,+il,), a=x,p,z (3.64a)
Yy =264 ~26" (3.64b)
%(FL—FS)u~—2§ ~—2g‘M) (3.64c)
and the eigenfunctions W become
1|1 1 |1
]K(l)>=“/_§‘ [__1 ’ |Kg>=-‘/—§-'1 , pure uy ,
(3.65a)
K3)= 1 K3) =
| ‘/5 i | K4 _\/5 , pureu, ,
(3.65b)
1 _ 0
K%)= |o| IK®=];| pureu,. (3.65¢)

It follows that if the external coupling is pure u,, then CP
conservation is restored at high energy, and the eigenfunc-
tions become the familiar CP eigenstates |K9) and | KJ).
By contrast, if the coupling is pure u,, then the eigenstates
are |K°) and |K°) which have well defined hyper-
charge. However, should the external coupling become
pure u, at high energy, then the eigenstates are | K 9) and
| K$) which have neither well defined CP nor well de-
fined hypercharge. Since neither of these states is forbid-
den by CP from decaying into 2, we expect that their
lifetimes (73 and 74) should be given by

(3.66)

TI=ETY4=Ts -

We conclude this discussion with an analysis of the in-
termediate energy regime where |u, | /Am =~ 1. In this re-
gime the dependence of (Am), and (I'y —I's), on v is
given by the exact expression in Eq. (3.15), which is in
general some complicated function. If we continue to as-
sume that a single u, gives the dominant contribution to
A —Ag, then the behavior of (Am), and (I'y —I'g), at
ar?; energy is determined by the two parameters §( ) and

(where M and N may or may not be the same). Hence
glven sufficiently good data at lower energies, £¥) and
&M could be extracted from a simultaneous fit to (Am),
and (I'; —I'g),, and these results used to extrapolate to
higher energles

Likewise £ and £ could also be extracted from a fit
to |, _|, and (tang, _),. This is in fact what we have
done since, as noted previously, we have no results for
(I'y —T's),. Instead of formally fitting to the data for
|m4_ |, and (tang_ _),, we have simply deduced by trial
and error the values of £, and §, which, when inserted
into the complete expression for (1, _),,

—N*pt—1)

- , (3.67)
N~ (p~—1)

My =



28 ENERGY DEPENDENCE OF THE FUNDAMENTAL ... . IL. ... 505

re:Produce the experimental data for 35 <Eg <105 GeV.
p* and N* are defined in Eqs. (3.30) and (3.31), respec-
tively, and we have set ¢’'/c'=—1 (i.e,, €=0) in Eq.
(3.32). The resulting values of £, and &, (for each of the
cases @ =x,y,z) can then be inserted into the exact expres-
sion for A} —A; in Eq. (3.15) to deduce the high-energy
behavior of (Am), and (I'; —I'y),. For later purposes it
is convenient to use Eq. (3.15) to express (Am), and
(I'y —I's), in the form

AF —Ay =i Am (P, +iQ,)'?

=‘;—(FL'—FS)u +1(Am)u ’ (3688.)
(Am), =Am (P,,2+Q.,2)”“00s% , (3.68b)
%(I‘L—rs)“z—Am(P,,2+Q,,2)1/4sing— , (3.68¢)
O=arctan(Q, /P,) . (3.684d)

The exact expressions for P, and Q, for each of the cases
a=x,y,z are given in Table III, and our results are
presented in Tables IV and V, and in Figs. 1—-3. The
columns labeled |7, _|,, (tang _),, and (Am), give the
experimental values of the corresponding variables in the
energy range Ex <105 GeV, obtained using the slope pa-
rameters from the external fits (lines 2 in Table I). The
fits to (Am), for the u,, u,, and u, cases (using the pa-
rameters in Table III) are denoted by (Am),, (Am),, and
(Am),, respectively, and similarly for the other variables.
The salient features which emerge from these results can
be summarized as follows.

(a) For the u, case the fits to (Am), and |9, _|, for
Eg <105 GeV are reasonably good, but (tang, _), is not
well reproduced above Ex =75 GeV. This is a conse-
quence of the fact that the slope parameter bff’ for
(tang, _), is sufficiently large that the terms in
(tang, _), which are bilinear or quadratic in £, and &,
give a noticeable contribution for Ex < 105 GeV. In par-
ticular, since bg'y?=(b$'y*)?=1 at 105 GeV, the simple
parametrization of the data used in Refs. 1—3 and Table I,
although convenient from an experimental point of view,
does not accurately represent the expected ¥ dependence.

(b) For the u,, and u, cases the fits to |9, _ |, are both
quite good, but (Am), is predicted to be a constant for
Eg <105 GeV, in disagreement with the data. Additional-
ly, the fit to (tang _), suffers from the same problem as
in the u, case. In the next section, we will analyze u, and
u, predictions for (Am), in greater detail, where we will
elaborate on the conclusion drawn from Table IV that the
data for (Am), cannot be accounted for by either a u, or

-8 L 1 1 |
400 600 800
Py (Gevre)

]
200 1000
FIG. 1. Plot of (Am), and —+(I', —T), in Eq. (3.68) as a
function of px for the u,, u,, and u, cases. The input values of
the various parameters are given in Table III, and we have taken
| €] =4.548X 1073 in u,. As can be seen from Table IV, the u,

and u, cases are indistinguishable. Note that (Am), vanishes at
Ex =186 GeV. See text and Table IV for further details.

u, coupling.

(c) We return now to the u, coupling which both the
preceding discussion and the following analysis in Sec. IV
suggest could account for all the present data. We see
from Table IV and Fig. 1 that for the u, case (Am), goes
through zero at Ex =186 GeV and then changes sign as
the energy is increased. This is an extremely interesting
effect, particularly since it occurs in an energy regime
which is readily accessible at Fermilab. To understand
how this comes about we note from Eq. (3.68b) that
(Am),? [and hence (Am), ] vanishes when

coszg— =3(14-cosh)

(Pu2+Qu2)l/2+Pu
(P2 40,2

We see from Table III that for the indicated values of £
and §§,2), P, is always negative, and hence cos?6/2 van-
ishes when Q, =0. Using the specific expression for Q, in
the u, case, and taking &, =£?'y% we find that Q, van-
ishes when y=374, which corresponds to Ex =186 GeV.
The vanishing of the K, -Kg mass difference as 7* (and
hence the field strength) increases, is thus analogous to the

Il
-

=0. (3.69)

TABLE III. Explicit form of AJ —A; in Eq. (3.68). For each of uy, uy, and u,, the entries give the complete expressions for P,
and Q,, as well as the numerical values of the parameters £ and £ for a =x,y,z. We have taken |€] =4.548x 10" %in u e

iy g
Pu o Am Am
4 4 oy (§x+6x) | 8Exbx Y 6 o s
. 26—t I 244 sxtbe) | Boxbx ——3.58%10 S _ L7.18x10
u Am(é Sx)+ (AT)zig Zéx ) 45 +(Am)2 A Am + X
u, _41/§|5|A§—’+—(f’?_—)§%l 2_4V§|e|%+% 2= 43.64X 107 = 482X 107
4E2-E2) " " &L m é—(l) (1) (1) £
u, Me"—67) 2485207 S _ by b 5

(Am )? (Am )?

Am ~ Am Am ~  Am
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TABLE IV. Dependence of Am and — %(I‘L —Ty)

on Eg for the case of a pure coupling (a =x, y, or

z). The column labeled (Am), gives the data for Am in the range 35 < Ex < 105 GeV obtained from
lines 2 of Table I. The remaining columns give the predictions for Am,=Am(u,) and — %(FL —TIs),

in units of 10'° #isec~! obtained from Egs. (3.68), using the parameters given in Table III.

Ex (GeV) (Am), (Am), (Am), (Am), —+([p—Ts), —+(IL—Ts), —3(I —Ts),

5 0.535 0.535 0.535 0.535
35 0.515 0.516 0.535 0.535
45 0.502 0.504 0.535 0.535
55 0.486 0.488 0.535 0.535
65 0.467 0470 0.535 0.535
75 0.444 0.448 0.535 0.535
85 0.419 0.423 0.535 0.535
95 0.390 0.396 0.535  0.535

105 0.358 0.365 0.535  0.535
150 0.188 0.535 0.535
200 —0.083 0.535 0.535
250 —0.430 0.535 0.535
300 —0.855 0.535 0.535
350 —1.357 0.535 0.535
400 —1.936 0.535 0.535
450 —2.592 0.535 0.535
500 —3.325 0.535 0.535
600 —5.024 0.535  0.535
700 —7.031 0.535 0.535
800 —9.348 0.535 0.535
900 —11.97 0.535  0.535
1000 —14.91 0.535  0.535

0.536 0.535 0.535
0.573 0.535 0.535
0.598 0.535 0.535
0.629 0.535 0.535
0.666 0.535 0.535
0.709 0.535 0.535
0.759 0.535 0.535
0.815 0.535 0.535
0.877 0.535 0.535
1.232 0.535 0.535
1.775 0.535 0.535
2.472 0.535 0.535
3.324 0.535 0.535
4.331 0.535 0.535
5.493 0.535 0.535
6.811 0.535 0.535
8.283 0.535 0.535
11.69 0.535 0.535
15.72 0.535 0.535
20.37 0.535 0.535
25.64 0.535 0.535
31.53 0.535 0.535

crossing of the e and 3 levels in n =2 hydrogen®® when the
external field reaches 553 G.

Before leaving the discussion of (Am),, we note that the
preceding analysis of the u, case does not apply to the case
of an external hypercharge or electromagnetic field, even

though both are examples of a u, coupling. The reason
for this is that an arbitrary u, coupling is described by two
independent parameters £, and £\, which can be chosen
by fitting to the data for b, and bp. By contrast, the hy-
percharge interaction in Eq. (3.13) is described by a single

TABLE V. Dependence of |1, _| and tang, _ on Ex for the case of a pure coupling (a =x, y, or 2).

The columns labeled |7, _|, and (tand,_), give
35 < Ex <105 GeV obtained from lines 2 of Table 1.

the data for |7, _| and tang, _ in the range
The remaining columns give the predictions for

_ |, (in units of 1073) and (tané . _), obtained from Eq. (3.67), using the parameters given in Table
7+ +

II1.

Ex GeV) [ni_lu Ime-lx |me=ly [7m4-1|:

(tang, ), (tang,_), (tand,_), (tand,_),

5 223 2.27 2.25 2.25
35 2.19 2.23 2.11 2.11
45 2.16 2.20 2.06 2.06
55 2.13 2.16 2.03 2.03
65 2.09 2.11 1.99 1.99
75 2.05 2.05 1.96 1.96
85 1.99 1.98 1.93 1.93
95 1.94 1.90 1.90 1.90

105 1.87 1.81 1.87 1.87
150 1.38 1.82 1.82
200 0.97 1.85 1.85
250 0.69 1.97 1.97
300 0.50 2.18 2.18
350 0.38 2.44 2.44
400 0.30 2.75 2.75
450 0.24 3.08 3.08
500 0.19 3.44 3.44
600 0.14 4.19 4.19
700 0.10 4.98 4.98
800 0.08 5.79 5.79
900 0.06 6.61 6.61
1000 0.05 7.44 7.44

0.95 1.00 0.97 0.97
0.85 0.90 0.79 0.79
0.79 0.84 0.74 0.74
0.70 0.78 0.68 0.68
0.60 0.71 0.63 0.63
0.49 0.63 0.57 0.57
0.35 0.56 0.52 0.52
0.21 0.49 0.47 0.46
0.04 0.42 0.41 0.41
0.15 0.19 0.18

—0.05 —0.05 —0.05

—0.17 —0.27 —0.28

—0.26 —0.48 —0.49

—0.31 —0.68 —0.68

—0.35 —0.86 —0.87

—0.38 —1.04 —1.05

—0.40 —1.20 —1.22

—0.43 —1.51 —1.54

—0.45 —1.78 —1.83

—0.46 —2.03 —2.10

—0.47 —2.26 —2.36

—0.47 —2.47 —2.59
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u,

200 600 800 7000

P, (GeV/c)

1
200

FIG. 2. Plot of |7, _|, from Eq. (3.67) as a function of pg.
The values of £ and £ for a =x, y, and z are given in Table
III.

parameter Ay, which means that in this case b, and b
are constrained to be related to each other in a particular
way [see Eq. (4.1) below]. For this reason the effect of a
hypercharge or electromagnetic field should be studied
separately. Combining Egs. (3.13) and (3.15), we find im-
mediately

(Am) 2=[(Am)*+44,**1 2 +240%,
[$(TL—Ts), P=[(Am)*+44,%*1'2—24,% .

We see that (Am),? [and hence (Am), ] is a monotonically
increasing function of y, which contrasts with both the
data and with the results for the general u, case shown in
Fig. 1. We will return to this point in Sec. IV.

Thus far we have avoided discussing the energy depen-
dence of specific decay modes of K; or Kg because these
introduce additional slope parameters which are not
directly related to those we have already considered.
However, should future experiments confirm that Iy is

(3.70a)
(3.70b)

1.0 T T T T

0.6 —
0.2+ -
-0.21+ =

-0.6 -

!
-
§ -1.0 -
-4+ -
_|.8 .
u

-2.2 =
l‘IZ

|
800

T

T

- |
2.6 600
P, (Gev/c)

L 1
200 400 1000

FIG. 3. Plot of (tang, _), from Eq. (3.67) as a function of
px. The values of £ and ¢ for @ =x, y, and z are given in
Table III.
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energy-dependent, it would follow that at least some of its
partial decay modes must also be energy dependent, and
hence some consideration should be given to individual
modes as well. In fact, as we have already noted in I, the
data from which b,, is extracted really measure the energy
dependence of I'K; —m*7~)/T( K, —mpv). Moreover,
experiment E-617 at Fermllab, which is currently in pro-
gress, will be capable in principle of measuring the energy
dependence of this and other ratios, as well as that of vari-
ous individual decay modes. It is thus interesting to study
the energy dependence of some specific decay modes, and
to compare these to the results we have found for the oth-
er K%-K © parameters.

Let T, s denote the decay rate for K g—>j, where
j=m%a",muv, ..., sothat

Ts=3>Tis
j
The energy dependence of I"L, s is parametrized by writing

Ty, =T§[1+6GN ], (3.72)

and similarly for (I'}),. If we combine Egs. (3.71) and
(3.72) with the corresponding expressions for (I'f g),,,

(3.71)

(T =Tr(1+b68YY), (3.73a)
(Ts), =Ts(1+b5YY) , (3.73b)
we find immediately
(N) zbe(N)(j
(3.74)
B.é:r\.]s/rs >
and smularly for by For s the branchmg ratios Bg"~

and BS for decay into w7~ and 7°#°, respectively, are

Bg ™ =0.6861+0.0024 ,

(3.75)
BX=0.3139+0.0024 ,
and hence using Eq. (3.74),
b9 =0.69b ¥ (+ —)+0.316¥9(00) . (3.76)

In Sec. IV, we will demonstrate that the sign of bm
among other things, suggests that the observed energy
dependence arises from a C-even field. If this is the case,
then

bW (+ —)=b¥(00) ,
0

neglecting effects due to the 7t —#° mass difference.
From Eqgs. (3.76) and (3.77) we then have

b =b ¥ (+ —)=b1(00)
so that the experimental result for b‘lff'rg) actually measures
the energy dependence of TI(Kg—m*m~) and
I'(Ks—n°7") as well.

We now wish to relate b¥Q(+ —) to various theoretical
parameters such as the u,, just as we did for by, br, by,

and by when we related them to u, in Eq. (3.54). Using
Eq. (3.31), we have immediately,

(T )y=|—-N"(p~{m*n~ |H, |K°)

+{7t7™ |H, | K°))|2x(PS),
(3.79)

(3.77)

(3.78)
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where p~ and N~ are defined in Egs. (3.30) and (3.31),
and where (PS) denotes the appropriate phase-space factor.
This can be specified more precisely by writing the effec-
tive K°—m+7~ coupling in the form

L(x)=c'mK%x)p(x)¢'(x)+H.c. ,

where m is the K° mass, ¢(x) is the 7 field operator, and
¢’ is the constant appearing in Eq. (3.24). The K° decay
rate 'y would then be

(3.80)

(3.81)
|

leul?

le'|?

(Fg_)“zl—‘s -

at=p*F(1+4e€) .

We note that there is no term in Eq. (3.82) linear in ™
and hence there is no contribution to I'§ ~ from terms of
order uy, u,, u,, or uze. If we again anticipate the results
of Sec. IV and set u, =u, =0, we see that the leading con-
tribution arising from a~ is O(u,e?), which is far too
small to account for the observed value of brg. This is an
important result in unraveling the origin of the observed
energy dependence: It indicates that the external field
changes not only p? and ¢? (which we learn from the ener-
gy variation of Am), but also at least one of the other pa-
rameters c¢’, m, or m,. It may be possible to go further
and disentangle the energy variation of ¢’ from that of m
and m, if, as is suggested by some models, all masses have
a common ¥ dependence,

mamm (L (3.83)

(ma)y=m (1+b2¥),

characterized by a universal slope parameter bLZ). Using
energy conservation, ¥ for the 7 and K are related by

Vr Yk = Y- (3.84)

~om, X7 2m,

Combining Eqs. (3.83) and (3.84), we find

[mu2_4(m1r)u2]1/2 ~ (1_ m

2 @A 2
(m?—4m,»)'? 4m 2 16u7 1Y '

(3.85)

We note that in such a picture there is no contribution to
the phase-space ¥ dependence which is of order bmyz.
Hence by measuring the ¥ dependence of I'(Kg—w"77)
at sufficiently small values of ¥ such that b:f’yz << 1, one
can isolate the ¥ dependence of ¢, for which the term pro-
portional to 42 should be the leading contribution.

Proceeding in an analogous way for K; —7+7—, the
analogs of Egs. (3.79) and (3.82) are

[1—%|a™ |2—3Re(a™ )+ FRe(e*a™ ) +Relea™)]

where (m2—4m,2)!/? is the phase-space factor. From
Eqgs. (3.79) and (3.81), we see that an external field can
give rise to an energy dependence of I'g in three distinct
ways: (i) It can change p~ and hence the relative admix-
tures of K® and K °in K. This is the effect that gives rise
to the energy dependence of Am and (I'; —Ig). (ii) It can
induce an energy dependence in the weak matrix element
(m+7~ | H, | K°) by changing ¢’ to ¢, and similarly ¢’ to
Cy. (ii) The external field can also make m and m,, ener-
gy dependent: m-—m, and m,—(m,),. Taking all of
these effects into account, we find, after some algebra (and
assuming as before that ¢'/c'=—1),

[mu2—4(m1r)u2]1/2

(m?—4m_*17? ’ (3.822)
(3.82b)

(Cf u= |[N*(p*(m*w~ |H, | K°)

+{(mt7" |H, |K°))|2x(PS)
r 2
=yt [1+2Re [—"iJ
[c] €
[’nu2_4‘(”17r)|42]1/2

(3.86)

(m2—4m,,2)1/2

We have retained only the leading contribution from a¥,
but for the pure u, case this is now of order u, /Am and
hence is a priori comparable to the other contributions. If
we divide Eq. (3.86) by Eq. (3.82), the factors containing
¢y, my,, and (m,), all cancel, and the remaining contribu-
tions from a* reproduce the result of Eq. (3.35) for
(n4_), with € =0.

\JVe conclude by considering the energy dependence of
4,

M=K, —>muv)

=N(K; —»7tu v+ T(K,—>7mputv) . (3.87)

As has already been noted, the present results for |7, _ |2
actually determine the energy dependence of '} ~/I'¥3.
Hence by combining Eq. (3.86) with the analogous result
for F’f , we can see to what extent the energy dependence
of this ratio actually reproduces that of |75, _ |2 Al-
though I'%#® appears in the denominator of the expression
for & in Eq. (3.40), we must be careful not to simply take
over Eq. (3.42) in which various common factors have
been canceled from the numerator and denominator. As-
suming CPT and the AQ =AS rule (ie., x, =0), the
K; —auv amplitudes are?®

AKp—>m I v)=N*tpty, ,
AK, —at W)= —N*f* .

N and p* are as given in Egs. (3.30) and (3.31) and f . is
a form factor defined by

(77 (py) | J2(0) | K%pk )
=(EEx V)™ [(px +pa)af + +px —Pa S -] .
(3.89)

(3.88)
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We have assumed for simplicity that f_/f, <<1, which
is consistent with both SU(3) and experiment. Using Eq.
(3.88), we find

= |f |PINT|2[1+ |p* |*1X(PS)
= [f4+?X(PS),

where (PS) denotes the appropriate phase-space factor.
We see that T%> is completely independent of pt and
hence of the u,. It follows that if I'** is found to be ener-
gy dependent, then this will be an indication (as in the case
of 'y 7) that either £, and/or the phase-space factor are
energy dependent. Should it turn out, however, that I“’z3 is
a constant, then the observed energy dependence of
' ~/T% comes entirely from the numerator. Using Eq.
(3.86) we then see that the slope of '}~ is given by
(—2)(&x+6x)/Am, which is exactly the result expected

(3.90)

for |1, _ | The consistency of our results can then be
checked by noting that since
ry- ry
2 L L
—lu"= (3.91)
e b= T T L

it must follow that (I'§ 7), =constant to O(u,). That
this is indeed the case has already been noted in the dis-
cussion following Eq. (3.82), where we observed that there
was no term linear in o~ in that equation.

We conclude with a discussion of the limitations of the
present analysis.

(a) The formalism developed in this section does not ap-
ply to the case of an external gravitational field, which has
been treated separately in Appendix B. The reason for
this is that a conventional gravitational field affects not
only the K%K©° system itself but also the clocks and
measuring rods that are used in studying it. Hence, care
must be taken in describing the observable effects of an
external gravitational field, as we discuss in detail in Ap-
pendix B.

(b) We have assumed throughout that the effects of
external (nongravitational) fields can be described by the
field matrix F in Eq. (3.10). This is certainly the case for
(I'y —Tg), and (Am), which are simply the real and ima-
ginary parts of the eigenvalue difference A, —A; in Eq.
(3.15). However, as we see from Eq. (3.25), an external
field can in principle affect 7, _ not only by changing p
and q to p, and gq,, respectively, but also by modifying c’
and ¢’ as well. This means that in the presence of a field
Eq. (3.25) should be replaced by

My u=7le,+€,), (3.92)
where €, accounts for the effects of the field on ¢’ and ¢’.
Since the experimental data on 17, _ and 7y suggest that
€ =€"=0, as we have already noted, we have set
€, =€, =0 as well on the presumption that a small modifi-
cation of an already small contribution to 7, _ can be
neglected. This assumption can, of course, be tested by
studying 7, _ /70 as a function of energy. If the real
and/or imaginary parts of this ratio are seen to vary with
energy, this would be an indication that €, or €, or both
could not be neglected. In fact, an experiment is already
in progress (E-617 at Fermilab) which will measure the en-
ergy dependence of |, _ | /|70 -

(c) If we return to the expression for the w+7~ rate

I, _(¢) in Eq. I(2.11), we see that Am and 75 enter in
several places: There are, of course, the explicit contribu-
tions exhibited in I(2.11), but there are also the implicit
contributions to p from a(L /Ag) as we can see from Eq.
1(2.8). Since the latter correspond to the values of these
parameters inside the target, it is in principle possible that
these could differ from the corresponding values in free
space. Such a difference could arise, for example, if the
K%K system were totally or partially “shielded” from
the external field by the target. To take such a contingen-
cy into account we should in principle allow (Am), to be a
different function inside and outside the target. We have
not done so, and hence have neglected the possibility of
shielding, for the following reasons. (1) From a practical
point of view it would be impossible to realistically carry
out such an analysis given the data available to us. (2) For
the carbon and lead targets, which are short compared to
hydrogen, a(L /Ag) is given to lowest order by the length
L of the target, and is thus independent of Am and T'g
anyway. Thus, shielding is not a consideration for the
carbon data which give the dominant contribution to 7g
and more than half of the contribution to Am. (3) An
external field whose coupling to K°-K ° is proportional to
o, would be even under charge conjugation, and hence
could not be shielded in any case. Even a field which was
odd under C could be shielded only if it coupled to ordi-
nary matter (electrons, protons, and neutrons) and to the
K°-K° parameters Am and I'g with comparable strengths.

The question of whether the external interaction is
shielded in matter can be addressed experimentally by
comparing the energy dependence of the K° parameters in
vacuum and in a material medium. One approach would
be to exploit the dependence of the regeneration amplitude
p on Am and 75 [see Egs. I(2.7) and I(2.8)]. A direct
comparison of the 2 rates behind thick and thin regen-
erators of the same material as a function of energy would
isolate the energy dependence of a(L /Ag), which depends
on the mass difference and K lifetime inside the regenera-
tor. The “double-beam” technique used in Ref. 5 should
allow a relatively systematic error-free comparison of the
2w rates behind side-by-side regenerators of different
lengths.

IV. PHENOMENOLOGICAL ANALYSIS
OF THE EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

The purpose of this section is to compare the experi-
mental results of Sec. II for the slope parameters by, brs,
by, and by to the corresponding theoretical expressions de-
rived in Sec. III. We will show that effects of the type
suggested by the data cannot be naturally accounted for by
the interaction of the K%K © system with an external elec-
tromagnetic or hypercharge field. Furthermore, it will be
demonstrated more generally that such effects cannot be
attributed to any C-odd field which transforms as either
u, or u,. By contrast, a pure u, coupling, which is even
under C, may be able to account for such effects as we dis-
cuss in more detail below. Such a coupling cannot, how-
ever, be due to an external gravitational field for the
reasons elaborated upon in Appendix B. We will finally
demonstrate that, in the standard SU(2) X U(1) model, an
energy dependence of Am and 7, _ cannot be due to the
scattering of K° and K° from the cosmological neutrino



510 ARONSON, BOCK, CHENG, AND FISCHBACH 28

sea which is presumed to permeate space. Having thus
eliminated some of the more obvious explanations for
these effects, we will thus be led to consider the possibility
that they arise from a new interaction. The properties of
this interaction will be described phenomenologically in
this section, and a specific example of such an interaction
will be discussed briefly in Sec. V.

Consider first the case of an external hypercharge field,
which is characterized by Egs. (3.12) and (3.13). Such a
coupling depends on a single real parameter §i” =A,, and
hence leads to several nontrivial relations among the four
observable slope parameters ba, br, by, and by. We
proceed to show that the predictions of such a coupling
disagree with the suggestions of the data. Returning to

Egs. (3.22), we find
1 )?
z
Am ’;/2 b

[ (1)
1_ z

(Am), =(Am)

1+ (4.1)

2
(FL—FS)M Z(FL—rs)

7 l , 4.2)

Am
We note immediately that for such a coupling
b =(§L”/Am)2 is necessarily positive, whereas b2’ is ex-
perimentally observed to be negative. One can verify that
b is positive for a hypercharge field, by noting from
Egs. (3.13)—(3.15) that as y increases the effective mass
difference between K° and K ° (and hence between K; and
Ky) also increases. [As we have noted in Sec. 111, (Am),
is a monotonically increasing function of ¥ at all energies
for a hypercharge field.]

Secondly, using Eq. (3.35) and setting €'=0, (. _), is
given by

1 .
(ﬂ+_)u%%€+'mu2(l——l) , (4.3)
from which it follows that
VB &'
by =— : 4.4
¢ le| Am
Combining Eqgs. (4.4) and (4.1), we find
2
;bgz>|=l%L|b;“|2. (4.5)
Using lines 2 of Table I, and taking

€| =2|my_|=(4.548+0.044)x 1073, the right-hand
side of Eq. (4.5) is numerically equal to (1.8+1.4)x 10~
whereas the left-hand side is equal to (7.43+1.48)x 10—,
Alternatively, if we fix |b%’ | using Table I, then | bfﬁ” |
is predicted on the basis of Eq. (4.5) to be 1.70%0.17,
which is substantially larger than the value (2.6+1.0)
X 1073 that is experimentally observed. (We note in pass-
ing that our results would be essentially unchanged had we
used the internal fit values from lines 1 of Table I, rather
than the external values.) This comparison quantifies our
previous remarks to the effect that the u, (and similarly
u,) coupling gives rise to a large contribution to 7, _:
The same calculation for the u, case leads to a small value
of by, one which is more compatible with experiment, as
we discuss below. Of course, any relation among the slope
parameters involving b, must come within ~3—5 stand-
ard deviations of agreeing with experiment, since at this
level b, is consistent with zero. Hence, when we speak of

the compatibility of a given prediction with experiment,
we intend to compare the relative orders of magnitude of
predicted and measured quantities, and not to suggest that
a particular coupling (such as u,) is actually ruled out by
the data. From this point of view one can say that, at the
very least, an external hypercharge field does not provide a
natural explanation for the effects of the type that have
been suggested by the data.

We can generalize this conclusion to an arbitrary u,
coupling by using the slope relations in Egs. (3.62), taking
N =1. Inserting into Eq. (3.62) the values for bf,,” and
b(,,” from Table I (again using the results in lines 2), we
find

b® [Eq. (3.62)]=—(3.1+1.5)x 10~ ,
6% [Eq. (3.62)]=—(0.3+1.5)x 101 .

We note from Eq. (4.6b) that b%’ is substantially smaller
than the experimental value given in Table I, for any
choice of parameters in the u, case. Hence, even if the
couplings in Egs. (3.12) and (3.13) are generalized to allow
§L’ )£0, the extra freedom so obtained is not sufficient to
avoid the difficulty that arises from Eq. (4.6b). We em-
phasize again that for a general u, coupling b, and b,, are
independent parameters, whereas for an external hyper-
charge field they are both related to £’ and hence to each
other. It follows that a hypercharge field should not be
viewed as simply a special case of an arbitrary u, cou-
pling, but should be treated separately as we have done.
Finally, we note that if we set é=0 in Eq. (4.3), then we
recover the model of Bell and Perring,® and of Bernstein,
Cabibbo, and Lee® in which 74 _ arises entirely from an
external hypercharge field. From Eq. (4.3), such a model
can be ruled out immediately on the grounds that (a)
¢, _=—45° (rather than +45°) and is moreover a con-
stant as a function of energy, and (b) |7, _| is directly
proportional to u, and hence to ¥, contrary to the results
of experiment.

The preceding analysis can also be used to demonstrate
that the observed energy dependence of Am and 77 _ can-
not be due to an interaction of the K°-K° system with
stray electromagnetic fields or charges. Since the elec-
tromagnetic interaction is odd under C, it follows that its
coupling to K° K ° must be of the form u,0,, just as for a
hypercharge field. This can also be seen by noting from
the Gell-Mann—Nishijima relation that the electric charge
is the same as the hypercharge, up to an additive constant
ir% for K° and K °, respectively. Moreover, since K° and
KO are electrically neutral, it follows that the K°K O and
KK % vertices vanish at g?=0, where g is the four-
momentum of the photon. Consequently, the only elec-
tromagnetic contribution to u, at g>=0 arises from a con-
tact (i.e., 8-function) interaction of a kaon with an elec-
tromagnetic charge.”* However, even if stray charges were
present in the otherwise empty space between the regen-
erator and detector, the density of such charges that would
be required to produce any detectable effect in the present
experiments is unphysically large.?®> We thus conclude
that an energy dependence of Am and 7, _ of the type
suggested by the data cannot be attributed to electromag-
netic effects, both on the basis of an analysis of the general
u, case and also a consequence of the electromagnetic
properties of K° and K °.

(4.6a)
(4.6b)
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We turn next to the u, case, which for all practical pur-
poses is identical to u,: As we have seen in Sec. III, the
terms linear in §, and §, make a negligible contribution
to (Am), and (I'y —T'g), at currently available energies.
If these terms are then dropped the resulting expressions
for (Am),, (Ty —Ts)y, |M4_ |4, and (tang, _), in the
u, and u, cases are effectively the same (up to some signs),
as can be seen from Egs. (3.22) and (3.35). Hence, we can
immediately take over the preceding analysis of the gen-
eral u, case to demonstrate that the relative magnitudes of
bP, bﬁ,”, and bf,” cannot be naturally accommodated by a
pure u, coupling either. It must be emphasized, however,
that even though pure u, or pure u, does not work, a com-
bination of u, and u, (both of which are C-odd) will work,
since then four parameters are available to fit to the four
measurable siope parameters.

We arrive finally at the pure u, case which, as we shall
see, is the most natural choice to describe the present data.
The characteristic feature of a u, coupling is the predic-
tion that »%" and bf,,N ) are comparable in magnitude to
b and b, as can be seen from Eqs. (3.54). This pre-
diction is compared with the data in Fig. 4, where a
“simultaneous slope plot” (SSP) for the u, case is exhibit-
ed [see Egs. (3.55) and (3.56)]. The darkened region de-
lineates the overlap of the values of bﬂf), b(,,z’, and bf’ ob-
tained using the method B results from I, which give the
most conservative version of our results. For a u, theory
to describe effects of the type suggested by the data in Sec.
II, the band corresponding to by must pass through this
region. Since we have at present no data on the energy
dependence of I';, and hence on I'; —I'g, we cannot infer
br from the results of I. Using the SSP one can read off
the allowed values of the slope parameters, and these can
then be immediately translated into limits on the external
couplings £2 and £ by using Eqs. (3.53). When analyz-
ing the SSP in Fig. 4, one should bear in mind that there is

(2) (2)
bay by
IXIO_S .._|x|o‘5
1x1075
R N (2)
-1x1075 1x1075 b
-1x107
+1x1075 -1x1075
(2)
br

FIG. 4. Simultaneous slope plot for the u,o, case. Note that
the scales on the different axes are in the ratio
b?’:b(pz):b‘,,z’:bf)=\/5:1/§:2:1. The darkened region delineates
the overlap of the values of b@, b‘,,z’, and bg'), and the dashed
lines illustrate the overlap of this region with a hypothetical br
band assuming Br=brs. See text for further details.

a potential built-in uncertainty of +10% in Egs.
(3.54)—(3.56) which define the SSP. This arises from the
fact that in deriving these relations we have consistently
used 2 Am c2/#lg=#Lg/2 Am c®=1, whereas in reality
2 Am c2/#0s =0.9546(46) and #ls/2 Am c?
=1.0476(50).

It is useful to quantify the suggestion of the SSP in Fig.
4 that an interaction term of the form u, o0, could account
for the present data. This is expressed in the SSP by the
fact that the vertical band corresponding to b%?’ passes
through the intersection of the b ,;2) and b(,, ) bands, leading
to the shaded region shown. The same conclusion can be
drawn by eliminating b¥") in Egs. (3.54a) and (3.54b)
which leads to

b b _LpM =0 . @.7)

Numerically the left-hand side of Eq. (4.7) is equal to
(6.4+6.9)x 10~ if we take N =2 and use the internal-fit
results (Table I, lines 1), and is (0.3+3.8) X 10~ using the
external fit, lines 2. The agreement between Eq. (4.7) and
the data suggests that if a single interaction term can ac-
count for the present results it is u,0,, but confirmation
of this result must await a determination of bp.

Using Eq. (3.54), we can derive another interesting re-
sult for the various K°-K© parameters. It is well known
that the relation

2Am 2Am
—(I'p—Ts) Is

tang, _ = 1, (4.8)

i
I

which is suggested by the superweak theory,?® holds quite
well experimentally at low energies. It is then interesting
to ask whether Eq. (4.8) holds at high energies as well,
given the present data.?’ For this to be the case we must
have

2(Am),
(tang, _ ), =—"—"— ,
b4y (T, —Ts), (4.9a)
where
(tang, ), =tang, _(1+bG"y"), (4.9b)
(Am), =Am(14+b%Y) , (4.9¢)
(P —Tg),=(Tp —Tg)(1+bE M) . (4.9d)
Combining Egs. (4.9a)—(4.9d), and assuming that
MYV <1 for x =¢,T, A, we find
by =b ™ — b (4.10)

which is just Eq. (3.54a). Hence the condition that the su-
perweak relation in Eq. (4.8) hold at high energies is just
that the energy dependence of these quantities originate
from a term u,0,, which as we have seen is the coupling
favored by the data. [Although we have assumed for sim-
plicity that 5" << 1 in deriving (4.10), this assumption
is unnecessary if we use the exact expressions for the vari-
ous parameters given in Egs. (3.15) and (3.32)].

Should it turn out when b is measured that u, is not in
fact compatible with the data, then we will have shown
that no coupling transforming as a single u, can account
for an energy dependence of Am and 1, _ such as the
data suggest. The next possibilities to consider are com-
binations of two of the u,, namely, u, and u,, u, and u,,
or u, and u,. As we have already noted, such couplings
would be described by four real parameters, whose values



512 ARONSON, BOCK, CHENG, AND FISCHBACH 28

could always be chosen to reproduce the experimental re-
sults for the four slope parameters by, br, b,, and by.
Two general possibilities thus suggest themselves. (a) A
combination of u, and u, would be odd under C and hence
could arise from a C-odd field which interacts in some
complicated manner with the K%K system. (b) By con-
trast, a combination of u, and u, or u, and u, would not
correspond to a coupling with well-defined C. Such an in-
teraction might arise, for example, from an external long-
range field whose quanta themselves carried a quantum
number such as hypercharge. Note that whichever of the
two options (a) or (b) is realized, at least one member of
each pair will be odd under C. Having thus detected an
energy-dependent influence on the K%K 0 system which
has a C-odd component, we might be led to inquire wheth-
er there is an associated component which does not depend
on energy. Such a field (whatever it was) could be respon-
sible for all or part of the “intrinsic” contribution to  _,
a possibility which may be worth reconsidering,'®
should the analysis of future experiments point in this
direction.

We conclude this section with a brief discussion of kaon
scattering from the “neutrino sea.” If we suppose that
space is filled with a sea of neutrinos,?®?° which may be
relics of the early stages of our universe, then regeneration
of Kg from K; can also occur in “free” space via the in-
teractions

(4.11a)
(4.11b)

Ko 4+v—KOvy,
I?O—i—v—-»f()—}-v .

We will denote the corresponding forward-scattering am-
plitudes by £*(0) and f*(0), respectively, where v generi-
cally represents any of the species v,, v,, vy, ¥, ..., .
The weak neutral-current interactions in (4.11a) and
(4.11b) can be mediated by Z° exchange and, since only
the C-odd polar-vector current of the kaons can contribute
[f*0)—f*0)] will in general be nonzero for elastic
scattering from the neutrino sea. It turns out, however,
that in the standard SU(2) X U(1) model f*(0) and f*(0)
separately vanish. This can be seen by noting that the
conventional assignments for the u,d,s,c quarks are

u
dg

4
>UR> CR> dRa SR »

’
L Se L

dg=d cosB¢+s sinf, (4.12)

sg=—d sinf¢+s cosbc¢ ,

where R and L denote the right- and left-handed com-
ponents, respectively, and O¢ is the Cabibbo angle. It fol-
lows that the Z°K°K° and Z°K°K° couplings, which in
the forward direction are proportional to the weak
“charges” Q; of K° and K°,

Q0;=07+07%,

are exactly zero for K°=ds and K°=ds. However, this
will not be the case for models with unconventional cou-
plings, such as one in which ¢z and s; are assigned to
doublets (along with some unspecified higher mass
quarks), rather than to individual singlets.’*® However,
even in such a model the regeneration parameter p in Eq.
1(2.7) is many orders of magnitude too small to produce

(4.13)

effects of the type suggested by the data, provided that the
neutrino number density N is not unexpectedly large.

The principal conclusions of this section are that effects
of the type suggested by the data cannot be accounted for
by an external hypercharge or electromagnetic field, or by
scattering from stray charges or cosmological neutrinos.
It is worth emphasizing that these conclusions, as well as
the argument of Appendix B which rules out gravity as an
explanation for these effects, do not depend on the as-
sumption that we are in a regime where |u,|/Am is
small. Recall from Eq. (3.70a) that for a hypercharge or
electromagnetic interaction (Am),? is a monotonically in-
creasing function of energy at all energies, contrary to
what is seen in the data. The neutrino sea can be ruled out
simply because there are too few neutrinos to produce a
detectable effect. Taken together these conclusions al-
ready suggest that the observed effects arise from a new
interaction. The assumption that |u, | /Am is small is,
however, necessary in order to argue that the only u, cap-
able of describing the present results is u,, which leads
directly to Eq. (4.7). Using this result we will focus in the
next section on specific models which give rise to an in-
teraction term u,0,.

Note added. 1t is worth emphasizing that the limits
which derive from the present results on the nonexistence
of certain cosmological fields are far more stringent than
those obtainable by any other current methods. For exam-
ple, the Eotvds-Dicke-Braginskii experiments!'! imply a
limit on the coupling strength f of the hypercharge field
in Eq. (3.12) given by [using the results of Roll et al. (Ref.
11)]

2
Gf <6x107%, 959 C.L., (4.14)
m

2
P

where G is the Newtonian gravitational constant, and m,
is the proton mass. By way of comparison we note from
Egs. (3.35) and (3.12) that for the hypercharge case 4, and
b(,,Z) are related by

@ _ 40 _ 1
T le|lMam)? | e|XAm)?

2

2
Y,
S Ys , (4.15)

Rg

where we have assumed that A, is of galactic origin.
Since b§,2 Vis necessarily positive for a hypercharge field (as
we have previously noted), whereas experimentally
b = —(2.01+0.86)x 10~ from Table L, it follows that
at the 30 (99.7%) confidence level, our result for bS,Z) ex-
cludes the value 5> 40.57x107% This limit when
combined with Eq. (4.15) then implies (using the galactic
mass and radius quoted in Sec. V below)

2
Gf <1x10~* ) 99.79, C.L. , (4.16)

ml,2
which is more stringent than the limit obtained from the
Eotvos-Dicke-Braginskii experiments. Future experiments
presently being contemplated at the Fermilab Tevatron
should improve on the present limit by at least an order of
magnitude. This analysis also suggests that the sensitivity
of the Fermilab experiments is such that any mechanism
which could account for the observed energy dependences
of the K°K° parameters could very well not manifest it-
self in other current experiments.
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V. MODELS OF THE u,

We examine in this section some models of the #, in an
attempt to see whether effects of the type suggested by the
experimental data of Sec. II can be understood in a simple
way. Since a detailed discussion of the experimental and
theoretical constraints on such models will be presented
elsewhere, we will confine our attention here to some ex-
amples which suggest new experiments, such as those con-
sidered in I. Of particular interest is the possibility that
the u, originate from some interaction which would also
manifest itself elsewhere, such as in neutrino oscillations,
for which there are some experimental suggestions at the
present time.>! Should this turn out to be the case, then
failure to take account of the possible effects of such an
interaction might lead to inconsistencies in interpreting
the data, as we discuss shortly.

We have shown in Sec. IV that the only pure u, cou-
pling capable of accounting in a natural way for the exper-
imental results of Sec. II is U, which is even under charge
conjugatlon One possibility is that a term proportlonal to
u, arises from an interaction of the K 0.g° system with a
mass-energy distribution, with this interaction being medi-
ated by a C-even tensor (or scalar-tensor) field. This possi-
bility becomes all the more attractive if we assume that
the source of this field is an already known ‘“charge”.
Since the only known “charges” that a macroscopic object
carries with which it can couple to K° and K° are mass-
energy and hypercharge, it follows that, having eliminated
hypercharge in Sec. IV, we are again led to mass-energy as
the source of the unknown field. This field cannot, how-
ever, be a metric gravitational field, in particular the field
of general relativity, for the reasons discussed in Appendix
B. If the source of this field is indeed mass-energy, the
lmpllcatlon would be that it couples not only to K° and
K°but to all particles and fields, including neutrinos. The
same conclusion would also follow if the “field” were
some material medium permeatmg space. In this view the
effects of this field are manifest in the K°-K° system only
because they enter in the combination u, /Am, where Am
is a small quantity. If this is the case, then such effects
may also show up in neutrino oscillations where compar-
ably small mass scales could exist. Before returning to
discuss models of the external interaction, we comment
briefly on the phenomenology of neutrino oscillations in
the presence of such an interaction.

Following Ref. 31, we will assume that for a two-
neutrino system Am ,>=m,>—m ;?=1eV?2 If we also as-
sume that m, are each of order 1 eV, we see that for all
relevant experiments y; ,=E;,/m;, (where E,, are the
energies of neutrino species 1 and 2, respectively) are
much higher than in the present kaon experiments. For
example, y; ,=10°, 107, 10°, and 10'"! for a neutrino with
an energy of 1 MeV, 10 MeV, 1 GeV, and 100 GeV,
respectively. These values compare to y==260 for the

highest-energy kaons in Refs. 4—6. The net effect of the
I

phase difference:%f[pi(l+§L<I>)—p§(l+§sd>)]dz’

== [Am [l—tgL—§s>K"‘;<t>BzyZ] l ";?2

new interaction, which is proportional to the analogs of

(N ’yN /Am and £yN/Am, could nonetheless be small if
§a and §a N are suppressed for some dynamical reason.
However, the possibility that y, , are large points up some
potential differences between a system of oscillating neu-
trinos and the K°-K° system. Since m,, and Am, could
be comparable for neutrinos, in contrast to kaons where
Am /m=7.1X10"1, it may happen that my, as well as
Am, will appear to vary with energy. From Egs. (3.48)
we see that this depends not only on m ; and their differ-
ence, but also on the analogs of £,,£,, ..., etc. A second
potential difference between these systems is the possibili-
ty that at current neutrino energies |Am,, | may be in-
creasing with increasing energy, rather than decreasing as
is the case for kaons at present energies. This is suggested
by Fig. 1 which indicates that for kaons | Am | increases
for > 374. Should m,, and/or Am, depend on energy,
then failure to take this into account might lead to the
conclusion that the value of Am,, obtained, say, in a
high-energy experiment at Fermilab would be different
from that obtained in a low-energy reactor or beam-dump
experiment. Clearly neutrino experiments designed to
look for such effects would be of great interest. A discus-
sion of such experiments, and an analysis of neutrino os-
cillations in the presence of external fields, will be present-
ed elsewhere.

Let us return to pursue the possibility that the energy-
dependence of Am, 75, and 1, _ originates from a field,
hereafter called the U field, which couples to mass-energy
but which is nonetheless different from gravity. To ac-
count for such a y dependence it is natural to suppose that
U is a tensor field. If the quanta of this field were mass-
less, we would be led inexorably®? to general relativity,
which we have already shown cannot account for the ef-
fects observed (see Appendix B). This suggests that the
U-field quanta have a nonzero rest mass m,,, from which
several important consequences follow. (1) The interac-
tion mediated by the U field would have a finite range. (2)
Given the weakness of the coupling of the U field to kaons
(and presumably to other matter as well), the U quanta
could conceivably be present in our galaxy (and elsewhere
in our universe) in large numbers, and yet go undetected
by conventional means. If this were the case, the U quan-
ta could be partially responsible for the “missing mass” of
the universe.>

The preceding discussion suggests a number of possible
mechanisms for generating the U field. For example,
starting with the expression in Eq. (B20), we deliberately
construct a nonuniversal (and hence nongravitational) in-
teraction by allowing yppN to be different for K; and Kj:
veen—¢&L or s with &, ££¢. To implement the require-
ment that the U field have a finite range, we assume that
the only contributions to ®(r) come from matter within
our galaxy. Starting from Eq. (B20) and setting E; =Eg
for K; and Kg in regeneration (see Appendix A), the
K| -Kg phase difference is given by

[1+ 5 (&L +E5)@)dz’ (5.1)
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where use has been made of Egs. (A12). In the limit
&r =&s=vppn, Eq. (5.1) goes over into the standard re-
sults given in Eq. (B34). However, when &; 545, Am be-
comes y-dependent,

Am—>Am 1_(gL_§s)ﬁq>ﬁ2y2

=Am(1+b6%9?) . (5.2)

We notice immediately that in such a model bgf) itself de-
pends on 32, a possibility which we anticipated in Sec. IIL
This is of little practical consequence in the present case,
since B%*=9?—1, which means that Am will appear to be
varying linearly when plotted against either 8%y or ¥
However, By and ¥ could be distinguished, at least in prin-
ciple. Since (§; —&s) represents an off-diagonal (AS =2)
contribution from u,, it is reasonable to suppose that
|&L —&s| ~ | Am /m |, in which case

6% | =@, (5.3)

where we have set B2=1. & is now the gravitational po-
tential due to the galaxy. We take our galaxy>* to be a
homogeneous two-dimensional disc with a mass
1.4 10" M and a diameter of 25 kpc=7.7 X 10?2 cm,
with the Sun located at a distance of 10 kpc from the
galactic center. Numerical evaluation of ® then gives (as-
suming that #/m,c >> galactic radius)

bR | =P=0.9x10"°, (5.4)

in surprisingly good agreement’® with the experimental
value | 6% | =(7.4+1.5)X 1075, Inclusion of the contri-
butions from the local group of galaxies raises the result in
Eq. (5.4) to about 1Xx10~° It is, of course, difficult at
this point to understand why so crude an estimate of b(AZ’
should come anywhere near the observed value. If this is
not entirely due to coincidence, it may indicate that the
origin of the observed effects is a small breakdown of
universality in the gravitational interaction, which perhaps
manifests itself only at the quantum level.

One can extend the preceding model to understand
qualitatively the relation between b, and bp. Suppose we
examine the effects of the U field in a basis given by the
CP eigenfunctions K¢ and KJ. In analogy to Nacht-
mann,’® we take K{, to be initially degenerate, and treat
the weak interaction and the U field as perturbations. The
analog of iH in Eq. (3.10) can be written in the form

dll d12

j j 5.5
iH—i dyy dy | (5.5)

where d;,dyy, ..., are complex numbers. In terms of
the unperturbed mass m, of K ?, 2, d 11,22 can be written as

dy=mo—5(Am+iTs)+uy ,
, (5.6
dyp=mo+3(Am—ilr)+uy ,

where u,; and u,, represent the effects of the U field in
the K9-K9 basis. When transformed back into the K°-K°
basis, the Hamiltonian in Eq. (5.5) gives the following con-
tributions to the various parameters in Eq. (3.14):

uo+3(d+d)=4(d +dy)

=m0_i(r‘L + D)+ 5(up +uy),

%(p2+q2)+tux=—;~(d22—d“)
=é Am —(I; —Ty)
+ (up—uy) |,

o (5.7)
u,+7(d——d)=7(dx2+d21),

T’ =g tuy = (dip—dy) .

Hence, if u;; and u,, are real, which means that K ?,2 act
simply as if they had different masses in the presence of
the U field (even though they were initially degenerate),
then there arises a contribution to u, of the form

u,=%(u22——u“) , (5.8)

which is real. From Eqgs. (3.11) and (3.53) this means that
br=0 but by#0. Conversely, in order for br to be dif-
ferent from zero the U field must affect the lifetimes of
K ?, » as well as their masses. In such a model once b, and
br are determined, b, and by can then be obtained by us-
ing Egs. (3.54).

Although the foregoing discussion suggests that a
nonuniversal gravitational interaction (with &; #£s) could
account for the observed energy dependence of the K°-K°
parameters, we know of no specific theory which would in
fact give §;,#&5. This is a major limitation of such a pic-
ture, since in the absence of a detailed theory we are un-
able to use the kaon data to study other phenomena such
as neutrino oscillations. For this reason we have
focused"?% on a Lagrangian model based on a massive
tensor field U,, which appears capable not only of ex-
plaining the present data, but also of making predictions
for other processes as well. Since a detailed description of
this model will be presented elsewhere,*® we will limit the
present discussion to a brief summary of its salient
features. As is well known, a tensor field U wv Whose
quanta have a nonzero mass m, gives rise to a theory
lacking the general coordinate invariance of general rela-
tivity (GR). Hence an external U field behaves in much
the same way as any other external field, and motion with
respect to this field is detectable just as it would be for an
external electromagnetic field. In the limit m, —0, gen-
eral coordinate invariance is restored, but the resulting
theory is not GR, but rather a theory characterized by the
exchange of both scalar and tensor massless gravitons.
For this reason, the phenomenological consequences of
such a theory are quite different from those of GR: For
example, the deflection of light by the Sun (or radar time
delay) is predicted to be —i— of the GR value, while the pre-
cession of the perihelion of Mercury is £ of that predicted
by GR.Y Since the current experimental data, particularly
for the radar time delay,*® strongly support GR it follows
that gravitational forces cannot arise exclusively from a
massive tensor field U,,, irrespective of how small m,, is.

v
In the weak-field limit, however, the data are consistent
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with a two-tensor theory in which the usual metric tensor
8uv is replaced by f,,,

Fuv=c08%6,8,,+sin’6,U,, , (5.9)

where 6, is a mixing angle. It can be shown?3¢ that the
data for radar time delay®® imply that sin’6, <8x 1073,
and hence that the coupling of U, to matter must be
much weaker than that of gravity. Even so, such a two-
tensor theory faces other formidable challenges, most not-
ably from the Hughes-Drever experiments,* as we discuss
in greater detail in Ref. 36. At present it appears that
such a model can be made consistent with all available
data on a variety of systems, but additional experiments
are clearly needed.>® If this model does indeed prove to be
viable, then it could have important implications for the
study of neutrino oscillations as well, since U, couples
universally to the energy momentum tensor 7',

The preceding picture of the U field is based on the as-
sumption that the dominant contribution to F in Eq. (3.10)
comes from u,. Should the data, particularly the magni-
tude and sign of br, indicate that this is not the case, we
would then be forced to consider models involving com-
binations of two or more of the u,. As we have noted in
Sec. IV, one interesting possibility is that the U field mani-
fests itself as some combination of u, and u, both of
which are odd under C. The four parameters §;N ) va )

V) and N ) could then be phenomenologically chosen to
fit the four slope parameters by, br, by, and b,. Howev-
er, there would still remain the question of whether the
fitted values of §;,N ) ..., could be obtained from a con-
sistent dynamical model. The same remarks apply, of
course, to other combinations of the u,, such as u, and u,
and u,.

Thus far we have considered models in which the U
field is an external influence on the K°-K° system, either
in the form of a field in the usual sense or an external
medium such as the neutrino sea. There remains the pos-
sibility that the u, represent instead the effects of a break-
down in the usual Wigner-Weisskopf description of the
KO-K° system due, for example, to a small nonlinear term
in the Schrodinger equation. A particularly attractive
choice for such a term is*® —b1In| ¥ |2, where b is a con-
stant, and limits on b have been set by recent experi-
ments.*! It is not clear at present whether such a term
could, in fact, account for the effects of the type reported
in Refs. 1—3. However, if this did turn out to be the case,
it would again be natural to look for similar effects in neu-
trino oscillations.

We conclude this section with a discussion of what is
perhaps the most direct (if least popular) interpretation of
the present data, namely, that they represent a fundamen-
tal breakdown of Lorentz invariance. Taken on their face
value, the data imply that observers comoving with K,
and Kg can discern how fast they are traveling with
respect to ostensibly empty space, simply by measuring
Am or n _. In attributing such effects to the presence of
an external field or medium, we are arguing in effect that
the laws of physics are Lorentz invariant, but that space is
not really empty. There is, however, an alternative view
which is that the fundamental laws of physics themselves
violate Lorentz invariance at some level. Such a possibili-
ty has been discussed, prior to the present work, by a num-
ber of authors,*” and has been the subject of renewed in-

terest in the context of unified gauge theories.**~* Ellis
et al.,* and also Zee,* have considered possible violations
of Lorentz invariance in proton decay which take place on
a scale Ggecay ~1/My, where My is the mass of the su-
perheavy gauge boson expected in grand unified theories.
In such a model one expects Lorentz-noninvariant (LNI)
effects only on distance scales of order 1028 cm. It is
thus difficult to understand what relevance, if any, such a
model would have for the present kaon data. On the other
hand, Nielsen and Picek*® have recently considered the
possibility of LNI effects arising on a scale of
10~ '%cm ~ 1/My,, which could in principle lead to effects
of the type suggested by the data of Refs. 1—3.

In the preceding discussion of LNI effects in proton de-
cay the starting point is typically an assumed noncausal
behavior of the X-boson propagator. Still another way to
introduce LNI effects is to take seriously recent work on
lattice gauge theories to the extent of supposing that
space-time is really a lattice.*’ In such a case the usual re-
lation between the energy E (k) and the momentum k of a
free particle,

—2

E’=k +m?, (5.10)
would get modified to
4
2 K
E?=k +m2—F, (5.11)

where M ~! is determined by the lattice spacing. In such a
model the K; -K5 mass difference Am would appear to be
energy dependent,

-2

k
14+ FYZ (5.12)

Am—Am , Y=Ex/m

with a coefficient bﬁ?:iz/M 2 which was itself energy
dependent. Fitting Eq. (5.12) to the data of Refs. 1—3, we
find M =3 10* GeV, which means that at cosmic-ray en-
ergies other anomalies could appear.

Given the crudeness of all existing models of LNI ef-
fects, it is difficult to tell whether any such model is
relevant to the effects described in Refs. 1-3. Clearly
any complete theory of LNI effects must be able to ac-
count for the data not only on 7g, but also for Am and
N4 _. If such a theory can in fact be constructed, the
question would arise as to whether its predictions would
differ from those of a model based on an external field
U,,. Although this is a difficult question to answer at
present, one possible approach would be to study experi-
ments in which the kaons traveled in the vertical direction,
which would thus be sensitive to the Earth’s contribution
to the gradient of U,,. If the Earth is the source of all or
part of the anomalous energy dependence of Refs. 1—3,
then such experiments should reveal effects which depend
in a well-defined way on cosa, where a is the azimuthal
angle. A detailed analysis of such experiments is currently
in progress, and will be presented elsewhere.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have developed in this paper a general theoretical
framework for describing energy-dependent effects in the
proper frame of the K°-K O system. This framework al-
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lows us to analyze the K °-K° system not only at relatively
low energies, where |u, | /Am <1, but also at very high
energies (|u,|/Am >>1), where the properties of the
kaons are determined primarily by the external influence
which gives rise to the u,. We emphasize that this treat-
ment is purely phenomenological in that it makes no as-
sumption concerning the origin of the u, in Eq. (3.10).

Using this formalism we demonstrated in Sec. IV that
effects of the type suggested by the data of Refs. 1—3 (see
Sec. II) cannot be ascribed to an external electromagnetic
or hypercharge field, or to the scattering of kaons from
stray charges or cosmological neutrinos. When taken to-
gether with the analysis of Appendix B, which indicates
that such effects cannot arise from gravitational interac-
tions either, we are led to conclude that the anomalous en-
ergy dependence of the K°-K° parameters may be the sig-
nature of a new interaction. As we have emphasized in
Sec. IV, this conclusion does not depend on the approxi-
mation |u, | /Am < 1. However, if this approximation is
invoked, we can proceed further and demonstrate that a
term of the form u,o, in Eq. (3.10) can account for the
present data, but u,0, or u,0, cannot. Since u,o, is even
under C and CP, this suggests that the origin of the
anomalous energy dependence of the neutral-kaon parame-
ters may be a C-even external field or medium.

In Sec. V, we considered some specific models of a u, 0,
interaction, including a C-even massive tensor field U,,,.
We also discussed the possibility that such effects may
arise from an interaction which is intrinsically Lorentz-
noninvariant. As we noted, it may be possible to distin-
guish between effects due to a LNI interaction and those
due to an external tensor field by experiments which mea-
sure V£,(X) and V£, (). It is clear, however, that if the
data of Refs. 1—3 are correct, then the source of these ef-
fects will represent a new and hitherto unexplored realm
of physics.
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APPENDIX A: KINEMATICS FOR K, -K
INTERFERENCE

In the absence of external fields, interference effects in
K regeneration arise from the difference between the
free-particle ~wave functions exp[(i/#)P;-x] and
exp[(i /#)Ps-x] describing K; and Kg, respectively. It is
this difference which gives rise to the oscillatory factor
proportional to cos(Am c¢?t/#) in Eq. 1(2.11), as is well
known. In the presence of external fields the oscillatory
factor becomes more complicated, particularly in the case
of various phenomenological theories that we want to con-
sider. It is thus worthwhile to reexamine the seemingly
trivial derivation of the oscillatory factor from the point
of view of generalizing it to the external field case. From

the preceding discussion it follows that in the laboratory
frame the matrix element for K; + T—Kg+T contains
the factor

WP, —Pg)rX/h —i(E, —En/h i
e 'PLTPs e L oS - elApz/ﬁ’
E| =Eg

(A1)

for motion in the z direction. Along the classical trajecto-
ry .

2
—pr =P
=vt= t
z=v 7 (A2)
as discussed in Appendix B below. Combining Egs. I(A3)
and (A2) above allows the oscillatory factor in Eq. (A1) to
be written as

eiApz/ﬁ=e—iAmc21/ﬁ7 , (A3)
which then leads immediately to the expression in Eq.
I(2.11) in the kaon rest frame.

For later purposes it is instructive to rederive Eq. (A3)
in another way. Starting with the free-particle wave func-
tion for K; we again use (A3) to write

eiP,_ -x/ﬁzeipLz/ﬁ~iELt/ﬁ:e—imcht/ﬁr,_ ) (A4)
and similarly for Kg. Using Eq. (A12b), we see that the
matrix element for K; + 7T —Kg+ T contains the factor

expl —i (¢t /B)my [y, —msg /ys)]=e 2 Amcit/hy

(AS)

in apparent contradiction with Eq. (A3). The discrepancy
between Eqgs. (A3) and (AS5) can be resolved by noting that
Eq. (A4), and its analog for Ky, builds in the fact that
v, =c*py /E#£vg=c’ps/E. It follows that during the
time ¢ that a K travels the distance D between the regen-
erator and the detector, the K; will travel a distance of
only (v; /vs)D < D, as shown in Fig. 5. Hence, the accu-
mulated K; -Kg phase difference (A¢,) between the regen-
erator and detector obtained by using Eq. (AS),

—2iAm c*
#y ’

gives only part of the result. There is an additional contri-

bution A¢,, shown by the dashed line in Fig. 5, which is

Ady= (A6)

Z |
e
F_—( )t T t
/ VgV v/
KS
vt =D

REGENERATOR DETECTOR

FIG. 5. Phase correction in K;-Kg interference. During a
time interval, ¢, the (faster) Kg travels a distance D, whereas the
(slower) K travels a distance v, ¢ <D. The phase correction for
K, is ip; Az /%, where Az =(vg—uv_ )t as indicated by the dashed
line.
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given by ly interesting is %(3770)— D + D, where y=1.011.
. . . 2 We conclude by citing some kinematic relations for re-
i i iAmc“t .
Ap,= %p Az= % (vg—vp)t=+ T , (A7) generation which follow from Eq. I(A3) and E; =Ej:

where again use has been made of Eq. 1(A3). The total mLyL—msys=0, (A12a)

hase difference A¢ is then given b m m
P ¢ BV DY }i—y—sg%, (A12b)

Bgp=Agy+ A= =1 (a8) B .
m

. ) . BLL —Bs*és =6 —Es)B———5(£L +E5) , (A120)
in complete agreement with Eq. (A3). Thus, when it is my?
convenient for some purpose to start with the covariant 5
wave function in Eq. (A3), or with its analog in the pres- E B —EsBs” 55— By &L —&s)
ence of an external field as in Appendix B, then a phase
correction must be made as in Eq. (A7). Although the net _ Am (&L +£5)
effect of this correction in the free-particle case is to sim- LTSSy
ply replace my s/v1,s in the covariant expression (A4) by
Am /v, the effect in other cases is more complicated. (Al12d)

Thus f;a;f we hav;f congld:;ed the kn}ematws wh;ch In Eqs (A12), BL s=vs/c, vLs=(1—PB )72
govern interference effects in the regeneration process for B=1(B, +Bs), y=~(y, +75), and ELs are two arbitrary

which E; ~Eg but p;#Ps. It is interesting to note that
interference effects can also be studied in another class of
processes where just the opposite conditions prevail, name-
ly, E; #Eg but p; =pPs. Consider, for example,

e++e"—>¢(1020)—>KL +KS . (Ag)

If the ¢ is produced at rest in the laboratory, then conser-
vation of three-momentum requires that p; =pg. It then
follows that E; 4E¢ owing to the K; -Kg mass difference.
Processes whose kinematics complement those of regen-
eration may provide an important tool in studymg the
velocity dependence of the parameters of the K%-K° sys-
tem. This can be seen by noting that in the presence of an
external gravitational field, for example, the free-particle
wave function in Eq. (A4) generalizes to

exp [(i/ﬁ) [ g,,,,Pfdx"]

(i /%) [ gumpdxt/dridx” |,

=exp (A10)
as we show in Eq. (B27). It follows that in the presence of
a static gravitational field, the matrix element for
K; +T—Kg+T contains the factor

exp [(i/ﬁ)fg,.j(P{ —Pg)dx’

+ i /%) [ goo(PY —P)dx® | (A11)
which is the generalization of (A1). We thus see that ex-
periments in which either the generalized momenta PL s
or the generalized energies PL s are unequal would allow
for a separate determination of gij and goo, respectively.
Similar remarks hold for the space and time componernts
of other possible long-range fields which couple to K; and
K.

We will present elsewhere.a detailed analysis of the in-
fluence of long-range fields on interference phenomena in
¢—K; +Ks. We note that since =0.217 and y=1.024
for K; and K5 in ¢ decay, the kaons are sufficiently rela-
tivistic for velocity-dependent effects to be studied in a
high-statistics experiment. Although v¢/J—K; +Kg
would produce kaons which were even more relativistic
(y=3.1), this mode is highly suppressed and in fact has
not yet been seen. Another mode which may be potential-

constants which may or may not be the same for K; and
K. Equations (A12) are useful in analyzing the effects of
gravity and other external interactions on the K°-K° sys-
tem. The analogs of Eqs. (A12) for the case B, =Py, but
E;£Eg are

mL?’L—msYSEATm , (A13a)

M Ms _Am gy (A13b)

YL Ys Y

mpyLBL —mgsysBs=0, (A13c)

BL21 —Bs*Es=(£, —E5)B— —’"% EL+Es)
(A13d)

2m2
ELBL %, —EsBss= "’Cf [%@L —£5)

A
— S +Es)

(A13e)

APPENDIX B: THE K°-K° SYSTEM
IN A GRAVITATIONAL FIELD

We present in this appendlx a detailed description of the
behavior of the K%-K° system in a gravitational field. The
main purpose of this discussion is to establish that, in all
known theories of gravity, no observable effects (of the
type described in Sec. II) arise from the motion of the
KO-K° system with respect to a static gravitational field.
The primary reason for this is that the experiments under
consideration are insensitive to the gradient of the gravita-
tional potential, and hence may be considered as ‘“local”
experiments for present purposes. After a general descrip-
tion of metric and nonmetric theories of gravity, and their
implications for the present experiments, we derive the
wave function for a kaon in a weak static spherically sym-
metric (SSS) gravitational field. This discussion serves
both to illustrate the more general arguments, and to set
the stage for a subsequent description of nonlocal experi-
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ments, ones in which gravity-induced interference effects
in the K°-K° system could in principle be studied.

We have seen that the data of Refs. 1—3 suggest that
|m4—|s ¢4, and A=2 Am c*rg/# are all energy depen-
dent. In anticipation of the ensuing discussion it should
be noted that all of these parameters are dimensionless
nongravitational quantities. We also note that the gravita-
tional potential with which the K°-K° system interacts in
the regeneration experiments may be taken to be a con-
stant. This is clearly the case for the contributions from
distant (e.g., galactic) sources, whose effects can be linear-
ly added in the weak-field limit. The largest contribution
to the gradient of the potential presumably comes from
the Earth, but since the kaons travel essentially horizontal-
ly in these experiments, they again see only a constant po-
tential.*® It follows that these experiments are local in the
sense that they do not probe the variation of the gravita-
tional potential in the vicinity of the apparatus. The sug-
gestion of the regeneration experiments is that they have
detected an apparent velocity dependence of several di-
mensionless nongravitational parameters by means of a lo-
cal measurement. The question is then whether such an
effect can arise from a gravitational field. To proceed, we
consider some of the results of the Caltech group*—33
which has analyzed theories of gravity in a rather general
framework. We caution the reader at the outset that these
authors consider primarily classical (i.e., nonquantum)
theories of gravity, and hence the applicability of their
analysis to the K%-K° system remains somewhat of an
open question. Central to their discussion are several ver-
sions of the equivalence principle, including the weak
equivalence principle (WEP) and the Einstein equivalence
principle (EEP). The WEP is what Misner, Thorne, and
Wheeler>* refer to as “uniqueness of free fall,” and what
some other authors term “equality of passive and inertial
masses.” The EEP subsumes the WEP and adds the re-
quirement that*® “the outcome of any local, nongravita-
tional test experiment is independent of where and when
in the Universe it is performed, and independent of the
velocity of the (freely falling) apparatus.” Thorne, Lee,
and Lightman*® note that one consequence of the EEP is
that “dimensionless ratios of nongravitational physical
constants must be independent of location, time, and velo-
city.” It follows from the previous discussion that gravi-
tational theories which embody the EEP cannot lead to
the observed energy (or velocity) dependence of |1, _ |,
é,_, or A. Moreover, Schiff > has conjectured that *
“any complete and self-consistent gravitation theory that
obeys WEP must also, unavoidably, obey EEP.” If
Schiff’s conjecture is correct, then no self-consistent
theory of gravity which embodies the WEP could lead to a
velocity dependence of |n,_|, ¢, _, or A. It can be
shown’!>2 that Schiff’s conjecture is equivalent to the
statement that any complete and self-consistent theory of
gravity, which is relativistic and which embodies the
WEP, is necessarily a metric theory. Most of the familiar
theories of gravity, including general relativity and the
Brans-Dicke-Jordan®’ theory, are in fact metric theories.
This simply means that they are characterized by a metric
tensor g,, whose geodesics are the trajectories of freely
falling test bodies. In addition, the nongravitational laws
of physics in such theories assume their special relativistic
forms in local freely falling frames. From the preceding

discussion, it then follows that the observed velocity
dependence of |7, _|, ¢, _, and A cannot be accounted
for in the framework of any metric theory of gravity.

There are, however, nonmetric theories of gravity as
well. These are usually formulated in terms of some fun-
damental Lagrangian as is the case, for example, for the
theory of Belinfante and Swihart.’® If Schiff’s conjecture
is correct, then all such theories are either equivalent to
metric theories or else are inconsistent with the WEP.
Indeed, an analysis by Lee and Lightman®® of a class of
nonmetric theories, including that of Belinfante and
Swihart, indicates that all of these are inconsistent with
the current experimental limits for the EG6tvds-Dicke-
Braginskii (EDB) experiments,'! and hence with the WEP.
The class of theories for which their analysis is applicable
are those in which the equations of motion of a charged
particle in a SSS gravitational field can be derived from
the Lagrangian

L=[#dt=— [[mcXT—-HE?

+(e/c)B'-Aldr . (B1)
Here T and H are arbitrary functions of the coordinates,
A is the electromagnetic vector potential, and B'=v'/cis
the coordinate velocity (to be distinguished from the mea-
sured velocity defined below.) In addition, Maxwell’s
equations for this class of theories must assume the same
form as in metric theories [see Eq. (B4) below]. Such
theories are thus characterized by four arbitrary functions
of the coordinates (T',H €, and u) and hence this descrip-
tion of gravitational effects is known as the THeu formal-
ism.>® All metric theories fall into this class, as we discuss
in more detail below, and these are distinguished from
nonmetric theories by the fact that the former obey the
“metric meshing law,”

e=u=(H/T)", (B2)

while the latter do not. To the extent to which nonmetric
theories agree with the EDB experiments they also tend to
simulate metric theories. Further discussion of these
points can be found in Refs. 49—53, which also deal with
the limitations of the THeu formalism. A similar
analysis for a gravitational theory with torsion has been
given by Ni.** We note in passing that although we have
not considered gravity theories with torsion®! in any detail,
the predictions of such theories tend to coincide with
those of general relativity in situations such as ours, where
the source and test particle have no spin. (We here neglect
the spin of the Earth.)

To summarize the preceding arguments, there is no
known viable complete and self-consistent relativistic
theory of gravity which violates the EEP, and hence
which could account for a velocity dependence of |7, _ |,
¢4, or A. We stress that this conclusion derives from
the analysis of a (necessarily) restricted class of theories, in
which only gravitational and electromagnetic effects are
considered, and at that only in a semiclassical manner.
We have not considered supergravity theories,®? nor more
general types of nonmetric theories. An example of the
latter would be one which was a metric theory with
respect to electromagnetism, but not with respect to the
weak interactions, a possibility which has been suggested
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by Haugan and Will.?> Given the central role of the weak
interactions in the K°%K° system, and the fact that the
EDB experiments are relatively insensitive to the presence
of these interactions in nuclei,®® such a possibility may
well be worth exploring if the experimental results of Refs.
1—3 are confirmed.

We turn next to a detailed examination of the wave
function of a kaon in a SSS metric gravitational field.
This will serve both to elaborate on the general arguments
given above, and to develop the formalism needed for
describing the nonlocal gravitational experiments referred
to previously. To understand why there are no observable
effects arising from the motion of a kaon with respect to a
gravitational field, we focus on the difference between the
coordinate velocity v’ and the measured velocity v that an
experimentalist would see in the laboratory. This differ-
ence is best illustrated by considering the propagation of
light rays in a gravitational field where Maxwell’s equa-
tions assume the form®*

Fl=_J>, (B3a)

Fuva+Fupu+Fauy=0. (B3b)

In Egs. (B3), F#¥(x) is the electromagnetic field-strength
tensor, JV is the source current, and the semicolon denotes
covariant differentiation. It is relatively straightforward
to show that Egs. (B3) can be recast in the form

V-(eB)=p, Vx(B/u)=T+3(eE)/cdr, (B4a)

V-B=0, VXE+0B/cdt=0, (B4b)

where e=€(x) and p=pu(x) can be expressed in terms of
the components of the metric tensor g,,(x). For a SSS
geometry g,,(x) is specified in isotropic coordinates by
writing

ds?=f(r)dx*+dy*+dz?) +ggo(r)cdt? ,

(BS)
r=(x?+y?+29)'72,
in which case n =(eu )12, where
e=pu=n=[—f(r)/ge(r]"?. (B6)

It is instructive to verify Eq. (B6) by rewriting Eq. (BS) for
light in the form

0=ds?>=dx?>+dy*+dz>—[—goo(r)/f(r)]c?dt? .
(B7)

A light ray can thus be viewed as propagating in a Min-
kowskian space-time, but with a local index of refraction
given by Eq. (B6). In this picture the gravitational deflec-
tion of light arises from the variation of n(r) from point
to point along the light path, which then leads to the re-
fraction of the light ray in accordance with Snell’s law.%
For a ray traveling, say, in the z direction we have

c=[—f(r)/goo(rAdz /dt)=nv",

which relates the measured (or physical) wvelocity
€=2.997924 58 (1.2)x 10'° cm/sec to the coordinate velo-
city v'=dz/dt. We can define the measured velocity v
more generally by writing®

(B8)

dl cdl dl
- = =2 B9
U e 2dt  (—go)dx®  diy (B92)
drr= [g,.j—%@’i dxidx), i,j=1,2,3 . (B9b)

Physically, the quantities v, dI, and dt; =(—go)!/?dt are
those that an experimentalist would find in the laboratory
if he measured velocities, lengths, and time intervals by
using light signals which are defined to travel at the speed
c=2.99--- Xx10'° cm/sec. We now focus on Am and
show that, when the K; and K5 wave functions in a gravi-
tational field are expressed in terms of these measured
quantities, Am is independent of the measured v,

y=[1—n*dz/dx°*]~\2=[1—(v/c)*]"'2. (B10)

It then follows that the origin of any velocity dependence
of Am cannot be a coupling of the K°-K° system to an
external metric gravitational field.

In the presence of gravity, the wave function ¥(%,¢) for
a scalar particle of mass m in a matter-free region of space
is determined by

(—D,D*+k*)W¥(%,1)=0, (B11)

where k=mc /% and D, is the covariant derivative. [In
the presence of a matter distribution Eq. (B11) would con-
tain an additional term proportional to the scalar curva-
ture.] If we express D, in terms of the ordinary deriva-
tives d,=09/dx* and 3*=g#*d,, then Eq. (B11) becomes

1
—3,"¥ — Tga,‘\/E (3*W)+K*¥=0, (B12)
where g =g (x)= —detg,,(x). For a particle traveling in a

weak SSS metric gravitational field, g,,(x) is given in
terms of the functions f(r) and ggo(r) in Eq. (B5) by

(r)~1+42 D, —goolr)=1-2¢,
S ot VPPN go; o (B13)
=" <1, g,=c’—=(8,0).
re? 8u axk E
Here G is the Newtonian gravitational constant,

G=6.6720(41)x 10~% cm3gm~'sec™2, M is the mass of
the source (which is located at r=0), and the constant
¥ppn is a parametrized-post-Newtonian (PPN) parameter’!
which distinguishes among different metric theories of
gravity. Combining Eqs. (B12) and (B13), the differential
equation for ¥ becomes

) %y
—(1=2yppn @) VW + (1 +2D) a2
(4

+(1—~YPPN)‘&¥+K2W=0 s (B14)
c

where we have neglected terms O(®?) and higher. In
cases of practical interest, the gravitational potential & is
not only small but is also slowly varying compared to the
de Broglie wavelength of the particles in question. Hence,
if we take the particles to be moving initially in the z
direction, we can solve Eq. (B14) in the WKB approxima-
tion by writing
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— A4 ,iS(2)/h—iEt /%
‘I’(Z,t)——Ae (BIS)

S(z)=8y(2)+AS(2)+ - - -,

where 4 is an overall normalization constant. Combining
Eqs. (B14) and (B15), and equating coefficients of #° and
#!, we find

#— —(1420)E2/c?+(1—2yppn®)(S()?
+m??=0, (Bl6a)
#'— (1 —2yppn®)2S1Sy —iS{)
+i(1—yppn)Sog,/c*=0, (B16b)

where S¢ =03S,/9z, etc. Solving Eqs. (B16) for Sy(z) and
S1(z), we find for ¥(z,t)

W(z,t)=Aky~*(z)exp[(1/2)(1—yppn)P]

xexp i [ Koz )z ~(i/mEe | ,

(B17)
(14+20)E2/c?—m2? |

fiko(z)==
0 1—2yppn®

Equation (B17) can be simplified by noting that the total
(conserved) energy E in the presence of a gravitational
field is given by®®

ch( _goo)l/l
IR A — .7} 172
E= (1—n2p2)i2 =E(—gw)
=E'(1—-®). (B18)
Hence
fiko=+p'(1+yppnP)=1p'(g33)'"?, (B19)

mv'n
(1 _nZBIZ)l/Z :
Combining Eqgs. (B17) to (B19), we can write the oscillato-
ry factor in ¥(z,¢) in the form

plz(ElZ/CZ_mZCZ)I/Zz

oscillatory factor

G /#) [ p'(1+yppn®)dz' — (i /A)E

=exp

(B20)

for a particle moving in the +z direction. We will return
to Eq. (B20) below.

The wave function ¥(z,t¢) in Eq. (B17) has the charac-
teristic form of a WKB eigenfunction, namely, a product
of an oscillatory factor and a slowly varying amplitude
function. It is instructive to note that the oscillatory fac-
tor in Egs. (B17) and (B20), which is what governs the
various interference effects that we are considering, can be
written in the following simple and useful form®’:

oscillatory factor—=exp [(—i/‘ﬁ)mc2 fd'r] ,
(B21)
cldr?=—ds’= —g, dx"dx" .
In the absence of gravitational fields, f dr=t/y in the
laboratory frame, in which case the expression in Eq.
(B21) reduces to the usual free-particle result given in Eq.

28
(A4). For motion in the z direction we have
2= —gy3dz® —goo(dx )= —gooc?dr? |14+ 52 g2
8oo
= —gooc’dt*(1—n?B?) .
(B22)

Hence, the phase of the oscillatory factor in Eq. (B21) is
given by

imc? —imc? 12 2021172
~= [ar=—"7 [ di(—gw)' (1 -n?p?)

=(—i/h) [ ZLar. (B23)

Equation (B23) is both simple and exact, and we will re-
turn to it in the ensuing discussion. We note in passing
that .# can be rewritten in the form

L =mc’[—gw—gnh1""?%, (B24)

which is identical to the first term in Eq. (B1) if we identi-
fy T= —gqy and H =g;;. The metric meshing law in Eq.
(B2) then reads

e=p=(H/T)?=(—g3;/80)""?, (B25)

which is identical to Eq. (B6) with g33=f(r). To establish
the equivalence of Egs. (B20) and (B21) we write

dr? guvdxtdx”

dr = , B
cldr (B26)

==
oscillatory factor

=exp

/%) [ gutm dxt /x|
=exp [(i/ﬁ)fgle“dx"] . (B27)

Combining Eq. (B27) with the expression for d7 in Eq.
(B23), we find

LI __ i dz
—gmet [ar=—5 ] dr

dLOdXO

d.
Z+8oom dr

833m

i mc’dt
:_Z f (_goo)l/z { (l_nZBIZ)l/Z

mv'n’dz
- (1—?123'2)1/2
(B28)

in agreement with Egs. (B17)—(B20). This verifies Eq.
(B21) and thus establishes the equivalence of (B20) and
(B21). We note that the expression in (B23) builds in the
information that the particle is moving along the classical
trajectory dz=v'dt, whereas (B28) does not. It follows
that when the K; — K phase difference is calculated using
(B23), account must be taken of the fact that v; #vg by
applying the phase correction described in Appendix A.

For a particle moving in a weak field (® << 1), the exact
expressions in (B20) or (B23) can be simplified by making
use of Eq. (B13). We have
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(—goo) ?=1—®, n?=14+2(1+yppn)¥ ,
(B29)

(=80 2(1=n?B) 2 =(1/P) 1=V (1+ By @] ,

and hence,

oscillatory factor

—imc?

=exp P

f'—f;[l—rz(wﬁ’zypm)qﬂ . (B30)

Equation (B30) can be used to formulate another descrip-
tion of the gravitational deflection of light. We note that
the second term in (B30) corresponds to an effective po-
tential V' (r) given by

V(r)=—mec*y(14 B yppn)D(r)

_GM |E’

=——|= ](1+3'27PPN) , (B31)
r 4

where use has been made of Eq. (B18). Since this expres-
sion is already O(G), the coordinates can be taken to be
approximately Minkowskian (to leading order) and the
primes can be dropped in Eq. (B31). For photons, or other
relativistic particles with S=1, Eq. (B31) gives an effec-
tive potential which is (1+yppy) times the “Newtonian”
result for a photon with an effective mass E/c2. Since
vppn=1 in general relativity, this leads to the well known
prediction that a photon is deflected by twice the
Newtonian value, in excellent agreement with experi-
ment. 6838

We are now in a position to demonstrate explicitly that
the observed dependence of Am on y cannot be a metric
gravitational effect. Returning to the expression for the
oscillatory phase in Eq. (B23), and using Egs. (B9) and
(B10), we have

__imcz de:_imcz f dr, ,

#i #i 14
where dt; =dt(—ggy)'/? is the measured time interval in
the isotropic coordinate system, which coincides with the
laboratory frame. We have argued previously that since
the kaons travel essentially horizontally in the regenera-
tion experiments discussed in Refs. 1—3, ® [and hence

(B32)

y=v(®P)] are approximately constant as a function of po-
sition. It follows that the factor 1/y in Eq. (B32) can be
removed from under the integral in which case Eq. (B32)
reduces to the usual free-particle result of Eq. (A4). (Re-
call that the time interval dtx in the kaon rest frame is
given by dty =dt; /v.)

We can summarize the preceding discussion as follows.
Under the conditions of the regeneration experiments the
gravitational potential experienced by the kaons is for
practical purposes a constant. As is well known, such a
constant can always be absorbed by redefining the coordi-
nates in such a way as to make the metric Minkowskian
over the dimensions of the apparatus. It follows that the
phase of the oscillatory factor becomes

__"”;cz fdv‘:—h;j;z fdtL=—i”:,:2 [ arg

(B33)

in the kaon rest frame, and hence all reference to the velo-
city of the kaon with respect to the gravitational field
disappears. Since the oscillatory phase in (B33) is identi-
cal in form to that for a free particle, we can take over the
kinematic analysis given in Appendix A to obtain the
phase difference between K; and K,

iAm %ty
#i

[Note that it is misleading to try to obtain (B34) from
(B33) by simply using the fact that dr is an invariant,
without taking account of the fact that v, s£vg.] We see
from (B34) that the phase difference between K; and K
in the regeneration experiments is determined by a
velocity-independent mass difference Am, even in the pres-
ence of a metric gravitational field. It must be em-
phasized however, that if appropriate interference experi-
ments were carried out on kaons traveling in the vertical
direction, then velocity-dependent gravitational effects
could in principle be seen. For such experiments the vari-
ation in y between the regenerator and detector cannot be
ignored,® and hence ¥ cannot be removed from under the
integral sign. In addition the kinematic correction
described in Appendix A becomes more complicated. A
detailed discussion of K;-Ky interference experiments in
the vertical direction will be presented elsewhere.

phase difference= — (B34)
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