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Abstract

Non-leptonic two-body weak decays of baryons are an important tool to probe the combined
charge-conjugation—parity symmetry (CP) violation. We explain why the decays of strange baryons
provide complementary information to the decays of kaons. A model-independent parameterization
of the non-leptonic decays of the A- and Z-baryons is reviewed, and the amplitudes are updated
according to the latest experimental input. We demonstrate the potential of performing precision
tests in strange baryon decays at the next generation electron—positron J/v factories with lumi-
nosity of 103 cm™2s~!. The copious production of spin-entangled hyperon—antihyperon pairs via
the J/1 resonance allows for a direct comparison of the baryon and antibaryon decay properties.
Using analytic approximations and numerical calculations, we study the quantitative impact of spin
correlations and polarization in such CP tests. We show that by using a longitudinally-polarized
electron beam, the statistical precision of the CP tests can be significantly improved compared to
the experiments without polarized beams. Furthermore, we map out further directions for possible
improvements, like analysis of incompletely reconstructed events or a combination of the isospin
related processes. Altogether, these methods are promising for the observation of a statistically
significant CP-violation signal with a strength corresponding to the standard model predictions.
Our conclusions should encourage more detailed feasibility studies, including optimisation of the
measurement methods and studies of systematic effects. Finally, our results call for an update of

the theory predictions with increased precision.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Although the standard model (SM) of elementary particle physics can describe the sub-
atomic world accurately, there are several theoretical and experimental indications that it
needs to be completed. In general, precision tests of symmetries and their violation patterns
provide guidelines towards a deeper understanding of elementary particles and their interac-
tions. Here we focus on charge-conjugation parity (CP) violation as a means of teasing out
new physics. It is well known that the CP-violating mechanism in the SM is not sufficient to
explain the observed imbalance between matter and antimatter in our Universe as a dynamic
effect [1]. On the other hand, the processes included in the SM are strong enough to wash
out any initial imbalance before the electroweak phase transition [2, 3]. Thus, a CP violation
beyond the SM is required. In the quark sector, the existence of CP violation in kaon and
beauty meson decays is well established [4-6] and so far most observations are consistent
with the SM expectations. There are tensions like the B — K decay puzzle which require
further exploration [7]. The first CP-violating signal for charmed mesons, reported by the
LHCb experiment [8], is at the upper edge of the SM prediction. As CP-violating effects
are subtle, a detailed understanding requires a systematical mapping of various hadronic
systems studied with complementary approaches.

In the strange-quark sector, one of the most sensitive probes of non-SM contributions is
direct CP violation. The experimental result is given by the value Re(€’/e) = (16.6 £ 2.3) x
10~* [9-11] determined from the decay amplitude ratios of K and Kg mesons into pion

pairs,
- 0.0
A(KL—>7r7r)::€+€, and A(K — 77)
A(Kg — mtm) A(Kg — m979)

=:e—2¢ . (1)

This direct CP-violating effect arises in the weak part of the transition amplitudes to pions
due to the interference between isospin I = 0 and I = 2 final states (JAI| = 1/2 and
|AI| = 3/2 transitions, respectively). The CP-violation mechanism in the SM requires
loop diagrams where all three quark families are involved, the so-called penguin diagrams,
like those shown in Fig. 1. Predictions for the kaon decays have been a challenge for many
years since there are partially cancelling contributions from sub-leading types of the penguin
diagrams, where the gluon line is replaced by 7, Z%, see e.g. Ref. [12] and references therein.
Recently, a satisfactory understanding was reached using Lattice [13, 14] and effective field

theory [15, 16] approaches to Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD). This progress ensures that
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FIG. 1. Quark diagrams relevant for kaon and hyperon decays. Direct CP-violation effects in kaon
and hyperon decays in the SM are given by the (a) QCD-penguin operators and (b) electroweak

penguin operators. This figure was created using a modified script from Ref. [15].

the kaon decays continue to be an important precision test of the SM.

The subject of our paper is a complementary approach to study CP violation (CPV) in
two-body non-leptonic AS = 1 transitions of hyperons [17-19]. For such weak two-body
decays, one also needs an interference pattern: this time between parity-even and parity-odd
decay amplitudes. These emerge from the spin degrees of freedom of the initial and final
baryon. Since we will consider decays of a spin-1/2 baryon B to a spin-1/2 baryon b and a
pion, the parity-even amplitude leads to a p-wave final state while the parity-odd amplitude
to an s-wave final state. The two amplitudes are denoted P and S, respectively. In the
following, we will often write the decay generically as D(B — br). When we need to be more
specific, we use indices A and = to denote A — pr~ and =~ — A7n~, respectively. The decay

amplitude is

A~ Soy+ Po -1, (2)

where o is the 2 x 2 unit matrix, o := (01, 09, 03) are the Pauli matrices and i = q/|q|
is the direction of the b-baryon momentum q in the B-baryon rest frame. It is important
to note that these amplitudes depend on the initial (weak) decay, which produces the two
final particles, but depend also on the (strong) final-state interaction. These S and P
amplitudes are Lorentz scalars, which can depend only on the invariant mass of the two-body
system. Yet this quantity is fixed for a two-body decay: if we disregard the unmeasurable
overall phase, the two complex amplitudes S and P can be fully specified by the overall

normalisation |S|? 4+ |P|> and the size and relative phase of the interference term S*P.
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These are directly related to the partial decay width and the following two parameters [20]:

2 Re(S"P)

2 Im(S*P)
=220 L) and Bp =
SEypp M Ap

a == 3

v S+ PP )
The relation of the parameters to the shape of the angular distribution, including the polar-
ization, of the baryon b will be shown in Sec. II. In the CP-conserving limit, the amplitudes

S and P for the charge-conjugated (c.c.) decay mode of the antibaryon D(B — b+ 7) are

S = —S and P = P. Therefore, the decay parameters have the opposite values: ap = —ap
and BD = —fp.
Two independent experimental CPV tests can be defined using these parameters,
«Q [e] B
Al = L_D and Bgp = M : (4)
ap — Qp ap — ap

where ABp(BEp) # 0 indicates CP violation in the D decay. The AL, test requires mea-
surement of the angular b(b) distribution from polarized B(B)-baryon decay. The BE, test
probes time reversal-odd transitions and can be potentially much more sensitive but it re-
quires in addition a measurement of the b(b)-baryon polarization. In the SM, CPV effects
in the hyperon decays are dominated by the QCD-penguin contribution, Fig. 1(a).

In the 1960s, hyperon decays were a tool for discrete symmetry tests on equal footing
with the kaons. The last dedicated programme to observe CP violation in hyperons was
performed by the Fermilab experiments E756 [21] and HyperCP [22] at the dawn of this
century. In these experiments, the sum of the Acp observables for == — An~ [E—] and
A — pr~ [Ap], A[gp_] +A[éxlf], was studied. Here, the SM prediction amounts to —0.5x 107* <
AT 4 AT < 0.5 x 1074 [23]. The published result A5 + ANY = 0(7) x 107* [24] is
currently considered to be the most precise test of CP symmetry in the hyperon sector.

The prospect of significantly improving the CPV tests in hyperons is due to a novel
method where hyperon—antihyperon pairs are produced in electron—positron collisions at
the center-of-mass (c.m.) energy corresponding to the .J/i¢ resonance. The J/i decays
into a hyperon—antihyperon pair have relatively large branching fractions of O(1073) [25].
The produced hyperon—antihyperon pair has a well-defined spin-entangled state based on
the two possible partial waves (parity symmetry in this strong decay allows for an s- and
a d-wave) [26, 27]. The charge-conjugated decay modes of the hyperon and antihyperon

can be measured simultaneously, and their properties compared directly. The uncertainties

obtained in the proof-of-concept experiment [28, 29] based on 1.3 x 10° J/4 for the A%li’],
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TABLE I. Illustration of the expected statistical uncertainty for the CPV observables A[CA}f], A[CEP_ ]
and B[CEI;} at BESIII and the proposed SCTF electron—positron collider. The results of the pub-
lished BESIII measurements are given in the first row [28, 29]. The uncertainties given in the two
remaining rows are straightforward re-scaling based on the expected number of events. The SM

prediction for Ag\lf} is ~ (1 —5) x 10~° while for B([jgp_} it amounts to O(1074) [23].

o(AG) (A& ) (B ) Comment
BESIII 1.0x 10722 1.3 x 1072 3.5 x 1072 1.3 x 109 J/¢ [28, 29)
BESIII 3.6 x 1073 4.8 x 1073 1.3 x 1072 1.0 x 10%° J/4 (projection)
SCTF 2.0 x 107 2.6 x 107* 6.8 x 107* 3.4 x 1012 J /4 (projection)

& This result is a combination of the two BESIII measurements.

AEP_ } and BEP_} observables are given in the first row of Table I. With the already available
data set of 10'° J/4 collected at BESIII [30], a significantly improved statistical precision is
expected, as shown in the second row of the table. However, the uncertainty is still predicted

to be two orders of magnitude larger compared to the SM CPV signal.

Crucial improvements are expected at the next-generation electron—positron colliders,
the Super Charm-Tau Factories (SCTF) being under consideration [31, 32]. Their design
luminosity is two orders of magnitude larger than the BEPCII collider [33, 34] allowing for
data samples of more than 10'? J/v¢ events. The projections for the improved statistical
uncertainties of the CPV tests, due to the increased data samples, are shown in Table I. This
will still not be sufficient to observe an effect if it has a magnitude consistent with the SM
predictions. Therefore, besides the increased luminosity, two additional improvements are
being discussed to further increase the precision: 1) a c.m. energy spread AE compensation
and 2) an electron beam polarization. For the first option, a collision scheme is proposed
where electrons (positrons) with higher momenta are matched with positrons (electrons)
with lower momenta. This promises a AFE reduction to better match the natural width of
J/1 meson of ' = 0.09 MeV, thus up to an order of magnitude increase of the number of J/1)
events for a given integrated luminosity [35-37]. For the second option, an electron beam

polarization of 80-90% at J/1 energies can be obtained with the same beam current [38].

Since the benefits of the first improvement are obvious, we focus on the impact of the



use of a polarized electron beam and show that the precision of the CP tests in ete™ —
J/v — AA and efe” — J/¢p — ZE can be significantly improved. The initial findings
for ete™ — J/1 — AA have already been reported at the SCTF workshop [39] and inde-
pendently in Ref. [40]. Here we give a detailed explanation of this result and extend it to
sequential hyperon weak decays. In Sec. II we review the phenomenology and the current
experimental status of CP tests in two-body weak decays of hyperons. In Sec. III we use
the formalism based on Jacob—Wick’s [41] helicity amplitudes [42] to derive the hyperon—
antihyperon production spin-correlation matrix for electron—positron collisions with longi-
tudinal polarization of the electron beam. The asymptotic maximum log-likelihood method
from Ref. [43] used for the analysis of uncertainties for the CPV observables is introduced
in Sec. III C. The single-step decays are discussed in Sec. IV and the two-step decays in
Sec. V. Further experimental considerations are presented in Sec. VI and Sec. VII contains

an outlook.

II. CP TESTS IN HYPERON DECAYS

A. General considerations

There are three independent observables that provide a complete description of a weak
decay D(B — b+ 7) with the amplitude given in Eq. (2). The first is the partial decay
width given by

lal

_ 2

where |A]? = [S|? + |P> and E, = /|[q?+ MZ. The Mg and M, are the masses of
the mother and daughter baryon, respectively. The first of the two parameters defined in
Eq. (3), =1 < ap < 1, can be determined from the angular distribution of the daughter
baryon when the mother baryon is polarized. For example, the proton angular distribution
from the A(A — pn~) decay in the A rest frame is given as

1dr 1

f@_g(l‘i_aAPA'ﬁ) ; (6)

where P, is the A polarization vector. The second independent decay parameter can be
chosen as the angle ¢p, —m < ¢p < 7, which gives the rotation of the spin vector between

the B and b baryons. To measure ¢p, the polarization of both mother and daughter baryons
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must be determined. For the decay Z(=Z~ — An~), where the cascade is polarized, the ¢p
parameter can be determined from the subsequent A — pr~ decay, which acts as a polarime-
ter. The relation between the initial =~ polarization P= and the daughter A polarization
P, is given by the Lee-Yang formula [20]:

(ag + Pz -n)ih + =Pz x t + 1=0 X (Pz x 1)

P, =
A 1 +a=P= -0 : (7)

where the - and v-type decay parameters are expressed as

ﬁ _ 1— 2 o e |S|2_|P|2_ 1— 2 ¢ (8)
D =1/ ahsingp , YD '_—|S]2+|P|2_\/ af, cos @p

implying that a% + 8% + % = 1. In Table II the branching fractions (B) and the values of
the ap and ¢p parameters for decays of the ground-state octet baryons are listed. When
available we report the hyperon—antihyperon average values, defined as

_ ¢p—9p
=

ap — ap

2. {on) 0

(ap) =

In most cases, the parameters of the antihyperon decays have not been determined yet.
The ap parameter is much easier to measure than ¢p, since only the polarization of the
initial or final baryon has to be determined. Before 2018 the consensus was that the ap
parameters were known accurately. The BESIIT measurement [28, 29] has shown that values
for A — pr~ and =2~ — An~ were wrong by 17%.

The use of ap and [p parameters provides a symmetric description of the real and
imaginary parts of the S and P amplitudes. On the other hand, the preferred choice of the
ap and ¢p parameters by the Particle Data Group (PDG) is motivated experimentally, as
the ¢p and ap uncertainties are approximately uncorrelated. However, the ¢p parameter is
not directly related to the relative phase between the S and P amplitudes, since it can be

written as

¢p = arg{(5 + P)(5" — P")} . (10)

In general, we do not need to know the exact values of the decay parameters to predict
the uncertainties of the CPV observables given in Eq. (4). Many of our results can be
described using approximate analytic formulas where the dependence on parameters is given

explicitly. Furthermore, in the proposed measurements the values of the decay parameters



TABLE II. Properties of two-body hadronic decays of the ground-state octet hyperons. Branching
fractions B are rounded to £0.5% accuracy. In bold are the values assumed in this report. The

motivation for the selection of the specific values is given in the main text.

D B (ap) (¢p) [rad] Acp Comment
A—pr— [Ap]  64% 0.755(03)*  —0.113(61)" —0.005(10)?
0.754(3)(2) - —0.006(12)(7) ~ BESIII [28]
0.721(6)(5)* - - CLAS [44]
0.760(6)(3) - —0.004(12)(9)  BESIII [29]
A —nr®  [An] 36% 0.692(17)°¢ - — BESIII [28]
»t = pr® [Zp] 52%  —0.994(04)¢ 0.63(59)® —0.004(37)1
St = nrt [Bn]  48% 0.068(13)* 2.91(35)* - PDG [25]
Y~ = nr” [2—]  100%  —0.068(08)* 0.17(26)* —~ PDG [25]
20— Ax? [20]  100%  —0.345(08)° 0.36(21)* — AVG [45, 46]
E- = AnT[E-]  100%  —0.379(04) —0.042(16)* —~ AVG [25, 47]

~0.373(5)(2) 0.016(14)(7) 0.006(13)(6)  BESIII [29]

* Solely based on the result for hyperons (not antihyperons)

* Weighted average of (ajyp)) from [28, 29]

b Weighted average of ¢(s,) from [48-50] the same as in PDG [25]

¢ The —ajy, value from [28]

4 Value from [51]

¢ From ajgojapp, = —0.261(6) [25] divided by ajap®

! Combination of (aqz_]) [29] and az_jaj, = —0.294(5) [25] divided by aja,®
& Weighted average of ¢[s,) from [52, 53]

are determined directly together with the CPV observables, and are uncorrelated with each
other. For specific purposes, such as the estimate of the size of the decay amplitudes in
Appendix A, we need the most precise values of the decay parameters and branching ratios
or life times. We have made a critical evaluation of the available data, and the preferred
values which we have selected are given in bold in Table II. Here, we provide a detailed

explanation how some values were determined:

e The (aa,) value is the average of the two BESIII measurements [28] and [29]. We do

not include the result from CLAS experiment [44] since it does not report the mea-
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surement of (aa,) and would indicate significant violation of the CP symmetry due
to the statistically inconsistent value with the BESIII measurement of the antihyperon
a[rp- The BESIII results for ap and ap are correlated and have large uncertainty

separately.

e Since the (¢z_)) measured at BESIII [29] differs by 2.6 standard deviations from ¢=_
measured by HyperCP [47], we do not provide the average value for (¢=_)).

Finally, we use other results which do not fit to the format of the table, such as BEP_],

AEP_ . A[(I;PZ,)] or life times of the cascades. They are introduced and referred to when we
need to use them. For example, for the determination of the contribution of the Al = 3/2
amplitudes we use more precise values of the branching fractions from Ref. [25]: B(A —

pr~) = 0.639(5) and B(A — nx®) = 0.358(5).

B. CP violation phenomenology

[sospin is not conserved in weak transitions, meaning that both the isospin vector length
and the third component I3 change in the decay process. In our hyperon decays of interest,
there is effectively a transition from a strange to a down quark: thus, I3 changes by —1/2.
For the total isospin, the situation is more involved. It is convenient to classify the weak
transition by the isospin Al of the transition operator. Starting with the initial isospin [
of the decaying hyperon, the isospin I of the final state can take values between |[;,; — Al
and I,;; + AI. As a result of these considerations, it is practical to characterise the weak
process by the isospin of the final state I and by the change of isospin AI. To explain this
distinction, let us consider the process 2~ — A7~ where the initial and final isospins are 1/2
and 1, respectively. This final state can be reached by a transition with AI = 1/2, where
the isospins are aligned, and a transition with Al = 3/2, where the isospins are anti-aligned.
Therefore, the transition amplitudes of the decomposition should be labelled by both I and
Al, and we adopt the notation Soasor and Poarar.

The transition amplitudes L = S, P can be decomposed as [54]:
L=> Lijexp{i(¢f +)} (11)
J

where j represents a possible {2A7,27} combination, while £]-L and 5jL denote the weak

CP-odd phase and the phase of the combined strong and electromagnetic (e.m.) final state
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TABLE III. Values of the N scattering phase shifts 62, relevant for A and % decays from [56].

ql of 53 5P e
[MeV/c] [°] [°] [°] [°]
A= Nr 103 6.52(9) —4.60(7) —0.79(8) —0.75(4)
Y — Nr 190 9.98(23) —10.70(13) —0.04(33) —3.27(15)

interaction, respectively. Appendices B and C provide a justification for the decomposition
(11) where the S; and P; amplitudes are real numbers. The final-state interaction phase
is dominated by the phase shifts of the strong elastic rescattering. The isospin breaking
effects in the rescattering due to hadron mass differences for different charge states are a
few percent. Further contributions can be due to mg —m,, terms in the amplitudes and e.m.
interactions of the hadrons, such as radiative corrections or Coulomb interactions. The 5jL
phase can be written as 6} = 857 + Ad¥, where the correction term A4} includes the isospin
breaking effects due to e.m. interactions in the final state. Here, we will neglect this term,
but for future precision studies it should be considered similar to how it was for the kaon to
two-pion decays [55].

For the N—r final states, the phases-shifts 6Z; are well known. We summarise in Table I11
the values from Ref. [56] which are relevant for the A and ¥ decays. The A-7 scattering phase-
shifts, on the other hand, are less precisely determined from experiment. In particular, for
Z — Ax they can be found via the relation tan (67 — 65) = sin ¢z \/q /a=, neglecting
the weak-phase difference, where az and ¢= are obtainable directly from the sequential
decays. In doing so, we note that the current ¢= data are not all consistent with each other
yet, as pointed out in the preceding subsection. On the theoretical side, various analyses
have produced different results [57-63], the latest one being 6 — 65 = 8.8(2)° [63], which
is compatible with one of the earlier predictions [61] and will be used in updating the A[gp_ ]
prediction.

Now we will discuss signatures of CP violations in the hyperon decays. They are based
on the comparison of the hyperon decay amplitudes, Eq. (11), with the ones corresponding

to the antihyperon c.c. decay,

ZS exp {i( 55—1—5 )} and ?zzpjexp{z’(—ﬁf—kég)} , (12)
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where the real-number parameters Lj;, £ and d57, (L = S, P), have the same values for
the hyperon and antihyperon decays. The isospin-decomposition relations obtained in Ap-
pendix A can be applied for the c.c. decays of antihyperons. A priori, up to three indepen-
dent observables can be used to compare properties of a decay to the c.c. one. The first

observable is the difference between the partial decay widths

r-r
or = (13)

In the Al = 1/2 limit the Acp observable is exactly zero and cannot be used to test
CP symmetry. In addition, for = — Ax the isospin of the final A—r state is [ = 1 and
there is only one strong phase for each of the S and P amplitudes. This implies that
the corresponding Acp is zero even if the weak transition includes |AI| = 3/2 operators.
However, the Acp test is possible for A — N, as the final state can have I = 1/2 or
3/2. For the two A-decay modes, to lowest order in the Al = 3/2 amplitudes, we have the
relation 2AR = — AR — 9\/9Ap with

Py Pyssin(€l — &5)sin(0f — 05) + 81,1853 8in(67, — &55) sin(d7 — 05)

Acp =
P+ 5%,

(14)

This requires two weak and two strong phases either in the S amplitude, as in the kaon
decays, or in the P amplitude. The precision of the test is suppressed by the small |AT| = 3/2
amplitudes and by the term containing sinus of the small strong phases. Therefore, such a
test is not competitive and we will not discuss it further.

The remaining two CP tests are based on the AS, and BE, observables defined in Eq. (4).
The BEp observable can also be expressed as

2
BP. — P V1—op AD ap
cp = Pep——cos¢p — Agp—F——=

sin ¢p (15)

where

28, = 220 (16)

is based on the spin-rotation decay parameter ¢p. In a large acceptance experiment, the
decay parameters o and ¢ are uncorrelated, as well as the CPV tests based on the A, and
®L, variables.

Contrary to the CP violation in K, ¢ — nm, where Al = 1/2 and Al = 3/2 amplitudes

are both consequential, the dominant effect in hyperons can be studied using only the
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Al = 1/2 amplitudes. The corrections to the CPV effect studied in this approximation
will be a few percent, as given by the size of the P; and S3 amplitudes. This is sufficient
for the precision expected at SCTF. If a better precision is required, one can construct
isospin averages of the observables from different isospin modes to recover the results in the
Al = 1/2 limit. Such averages are constructed from the isospin decomposition of a given
decay process (channel) — for more details, we refer to Appendix A. For Z, up-to the linear

terms in the AT = 3/2 amplitudes, they amount to

2B[ }—l-B[HO]
= 24574 AR
= = % = —tan(¢ly — €3,) tan(6 — 85) (18)
and for A
2B[AP} + B[A”]
B, = % —  tan(ef, — &) (19)
2400 + Al
Aty = o 3 — —tan(eF), — &) tan(6F — 67) . (20)

The leading-order correction for the two isospin states of the cascades is:

=_ = 3P S
B[CP V- B([ZF(’)] = ) {sz Sln(€1 2 53 2) g, . , Sln(€1 2 552) (21)

=— =0 E— =0
A[CP] - A[CP] == (Bépl - Bép]) tan(éf - 55) )

)

which implies that even if the LO AT = 3/2 corrections are included, the A and B tests are
still connected — giving the same combination of the weak phases. For the A decays such
a relation is not valid and the A- and B-type variables provide independent information on
the weak-phase combinations. We will not discuss this case, since the B-type observables
cannot be measured with the standard techniques available at the electron—positron-collider
experiments. A combination of the CP tests for the isospin related channels allows for an
increased statistical significance of the tests. Such an approach is feasible at SCTF for the
= and A decays, since all the decay parameters for (anti)cascade and the o parameters for
A can be measured.

A simpler approach is to treat each decay mode separately when comparing decay pa-

rameters for the hyperon and, from the c.c. decay, for the antihyperon. In the Al = 1/2
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approximation we can write

S = sinC exp(i€s +ids) , S = —sinC exp(—ifs + ids) , (22)

P = cosCexp(iép +idp), P = cosCexp(—ifp +idp),

where 0 < ¢ < 7/2, £s(€p) is the weak CP-odd phase for the Al = 1/2 transition and
ds(dp) is the strong s(p)-wave baryon—pion phase-shift at the c.m. energy corresponding
to the hyperon mass. The structure of Eq. (22) can be justified, if one assumes that the
complete decay process can be split up into the decay itself where one does not resolve the
intrinsic structure and a final-state interaction that conserves P and C separately. If one
does not resolve the space-time structure of the initial decay, then one can use an effective
hermitian Lagrangian to describe the decay and one just reads off the relations Si,; = —S;

ini
and Pini = P

.. More details are given in Appendix B. The final-state interaction can be
described by a 4 x 4 Omnes-function matrix that is applied to the four initial amplitudes;
see also Appendix C. If P (and baryon number) is conserved, then this matrix is diagonal. If
C is conserved, then the entries are pairwise the same for particle and antiparticle. Without
inelasticities, Watson’s theorem [64] identifies the phases with the scattering phase shifts.

1

The decay parameters («, 3,) and (6, B, 7) are then given as

a =sin(2¢)cos(ép —Es+0p —dg), @
f=sin(20)sin(€p — &5 +0p —ds) , B

7 = —cos(20) ,

—sin(2¢) cos(—€s +Ep + 05 —0p) ,  (23)
—sin(2¢) sin(—&p + €5 + dp — ds) (24)
—cos(2() . (25)

=2
I

Without final-state interactions, a+a is always zero and Acp does not constitute an observ-
able that can indicate CP violation, while Bep = tan({p —£s) does. One needs CP violation
and final-state interactions to make Agp different from zero. In the presence of final-state

interactions, § # 0 does not necessarily indicate CP violation, but Bcp still does. The CPV

! In the remaining part of this section we simplify the notation by omitting subscript D for the decay

parameters.
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tests based on the Acp, Bep (and ®cp) observables can be expressed using Eq. (22) as

Acp = —17_0‘2 sin ¢ tan(§p — &s) (26)

— —tan(6p — 0s) tan(ép — &) | (27)
Bep = tan(ép — &) | (28)
Pop = ———cosptan(ép — &) - (29)

Via
Therefore the tests are not independent as they are related to the same £p — £s combination
of the CP-odd weak phases. For single-step decays of the singly-strange baryons, measure-
ment of the Bep(Pcp) would require a dedicated detector to determine the daughter-nucleon
polarization. Therefore, for the A and ¥ hyperon decays, we consider only the Acp observ-
able measurements. In this case, the weak phases are determined by Eq. (27) using the well
known values of the strong N—m phases. Since the strong phases ép and g, representing the
final state interaction between the baryon and pion, are small, the Bcp observable provides
much better determination of the weak-phase difference than Agp. This statement assumes
that the uncertainties of the Acp and Bcp (or ®cp) measurements are comparable. In
Sec. VI we will discuss strategies for the simultaneous measurement of the two observables

in the cascade decays.

C. Status of the CPV predictions

In this subsection, we review the estimates of CPV signals for the decay channels A — pr~
and =~ — A7, commonly considered to be the most sensitive modes. In the experimental
study of the latter, the former is used as the subsequent process. The SM contributions to
&¢p—E&g for the two decay modes are shown in the third column of Table IV. These predictions
are both O(107%), taking into account the substantial uncertainties which are related to our
present lack of ability to explain simultaneously the s- and p-waves of hyperon nonleptonic
decays [23]. The second column of this table contains ép — &g divided by nA3A2, which is
a product of the Wolfenstein parameters for the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix and
has a value of 1.36(7) x 10~* according to the most recent PDG report [25]. The SM entries
in this table are updates of the corresponding numbers found in Ref. [23] and are somewhat
modified with respect to the latter, mainly because of our use of the (boldfaced) new «

results for A — pr~ and =~ — A7~ quoted in Table II.
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TABLE IV. Weak-phase differences in hyperon decays. (left) Standard-model predictions and
(right) parameters Cp and C; used in Eq. (30) to relate the weak-phase differences in hyperon
decays to the beyond SM (BSM) constraints from kaon CPV observables. The SM and BSM entries
are updates of the corresponding numbers obtained in Refs. [23] and [65], respectively, as explained

in the main text.

§p—&s Cp Cs
(N5 A2?) [10~* rad]
SM BSM
A — pr~ —0.1+1.5 —-0.2+2.2 09£18 0.4+£09
=2 = An™ —15+1.2 —2.1+1.7 —0.5+1.0 04+£0.7

To compare the theoretical Acp with its most precise measurements to date given in
Table II requires multiplication of the calculated £p—&g by the strong-interaction parameters,
as indicated in Eqgs. (26)-(27), an extra step which increases the experimental uncertainty
and /or decreases the precision of the predictions. Nevertheless, from Eq. (28), we expect that
future measurements of Bcp can directly determine £p—&g with good precision. For A — pr~
the strong phases pertaining to Eq. (27) are ¢ = 0.11(2) rad and 67 = —0.014(1) rad from
Table III. For == — A7n~ the strong-phase difference can be extracted experimentally using
the methods discussed in this report. However, since Sz_; is not yet well measured, the o=
data cannot be used to obtain dF — &5 with good precision via Eq. (A21). To update the
prediction for A[CEP_}, we adopt instead 0F — 85 = 8.8(2) deg computed in Ref. [63]. Putting
together the weak and strong phases, we arrive at the SM ranges —3x107° < A[g}f] <3x107°
and 0.5 x 107° < AE{ ] < 6 x 107?, which are below their respective experimental bounds

inferred from Table II by more than two orders of magnitude.

Measurements on hyperon CPV and its kaon counterpart are complementary to each
other because they do not probe the underlying physics in the same way. As mentioned
above, in the context of the SM, the direct-CPV parameter ¢ in the kaon decay K — 7w
arises from both |AI| = 1/2 and |AI| = 3/2 transitions, where the CP-odd phases come
from the QCD, Fig. 1(a), and electroweak, Fig. 1(b), penguin contributions, respectively,
all of which are induced by effective four-quark operators. There is a delicate balance and

cancellation between the two contributions. In the hyperon case, the CPV signal of interest
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here, such as measured by Acp or Bcp, mainly comes from |AI| = 1/2 transitions and is

dominated by the QCD penguins.

In the presence of physics beyond the SM (BSM), there might be new ingredients causing
other types of quark operators to generate effects that are enhanced relative to the SM con-
tributions. This possibility can be realised, for instance, by the so-called chromomagnetic-
penguin operators, which contain a ds quark bilinear coupled to gluon fields and could be
influenced by sizeable new physics in various models [65-70]. The parity-odd and parity-
even portions of the operators contribute to ¢ and the CPV parameter € in neutral-kaon
mixing, respectively, and both parts simultaneously affect £p — £g. Model independently,
one can derive a general relation between the contributions of these operators to the hyperon

weak-phase difference and kaon observables [65]:

- 053 E/ OB
(€p —E&s)Bsm = B (E) . + ——€BsM (30)

which further illustrates the complementarity of hyperon and kaon decays. The values of C'g
and C;, updated from their counterparts evaluated in Ref. [65], are given in Table IV, Bg
parameterizes the hadronic uncertainty, and x quantifies the contribution of meson poles.
The allowed ranges of (€¢'/€)pqy and epgy can be estimated by comparing the experimental
values of Re(€’/e) and |e| with the recent SM predictions [71-73]. Following Ref. [73] we
impose

€/

<1x107%, lelpsm <2 x 107% . (31)
€

BSM

Accordingly, using 0.5 < Bg < 2 and 0.2 < |k] < 1 [69], we find that the kaon data
imply the limits [€p — £/ < 5.3 x 1073 and [€p — &5/ < 3.7 x 1073, Additionally,
we arrive at |A[é\§} + A[CEP_HBSM < 11 x 107*, and therefore the upper end of this range
is already in tension with the aforementioned HyperCP limit [24]. Clearly, hyperon CPV
measurements with much improved precision will provide an independent constraint on the
BSM contributions in the strange quark sector. However, a lot also remains to be done
on the theory side, as the predictions presently suffer from considerable uncertainties. It is

hoped that lattice QCD analyses [74] in the future could help solve this problem.
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D. Experimental status of CPV tests

The dedicated CPV experiment HyperCP (E871) at Fermilab [75], operating between
1996 and 1999, has set the world’s best upper limits on hyperon CP violation using the
=~ — Am — pr~n~ decay sequence. A secondary cascade beam was produced by having
800 GeV/c primary protons interacting with a copper target. The sum of the asymmetries
AEEP_] + A[é\g} = 0(5)(4) x 1071 [24] was determined with a data sample of 117 x 105 =~ and
41x10% =" using unpolarized cascades. A preliminary result A[CEP_ ] +Ag\]§} = —6(2)(2)x 107
based on the full data sample of 862x 10 = and 230 x 10° = was presented at the BEACH2008
conference [76]. Since the final result was never published, one can suspect that an inherent
problem to understand the systematic effects at the level of 4x 10~* was found. The HyperCP
has also measured the most precise value of ¢=z_), see Table II, using 144 x 10% =~ events
with average polarization of ~ 5% [47]. The drawback of the HyperCP experimental method
is the charge-conjugation-asymmetric production mechanism and the need to use separate
runs with different settings for the baryon and antibaryon measurements. Furthermore, the

accuracy of the ¢z_j parameter determination was limited by the low value of the Z7-beam

polarization.

The most recent results, marked by bold fonts in Table II, come from the proof-of-concept
measurements [28, 29, 51| at BESIII using a novel method [42, 43, 77]. These results have
been obtained using collisions of unpolarized electron and positron beams at the c.m. energy
corresponding to the .J/1 resonance. The relevant properties of the J/1) — BB processes are
given in Table V. Given the relatively large branching fractions and low hadronic background,
these ete™ experiments are well suited for CPV tests. Two different analysis methods can
be used: exclusive measurement (double tag, DT) where the decay chains of the baryon
and antibaryon are fully reconstructed; inclusive measurement (single tag, ST) where only
the decay chain of the baryon or antibaryon is reconstructed. For the ST analysis, the
two-body production process is uniquely identifiable, and its kinematics fully determined
using missing energy/mass technique. Of importance for all single-step weak decays, e.g.
A — pr—, is that the A and A are produced with a transverse polarization. The polarization
and the spin correlations allow for a simultaneous determination of o and @, with the method
proposed in Ref. [77]. The currently available results for J/v — AA [28], J/¢ — S+5~ [51]
and J/v — Z7=F [29] use 1.3 x 10° J/1) data with 4.2 x 10° (background 400 events),
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TABLE V. Properties of the et e~ — J /1 — BB decays to the pairs of ground-state octet hyperons.

Final state B(x107%) Quy Ad(rad) Comment
AX 19.43(3) 0.461(9) 0.740(13) 28, 78]
Nt 15.0(24) —0.508(7) —0.270(15) 51, 79]
Yyt — no data —

»0%° 11.64(4) —0.449(20) - 78]

=020 11.65(43) 0.66(6) —~ 80]

= =t 9.7(8) 0.586(16) 1.213(48) 25, 29]

8.8 x 10* (background 4.4 x 103 events) and 7.3 x 10* (background 200 events) selected DT
candidates, respectively. The final state charged particles are measured in the main drift
chamber (and the calorimeter for the photons from the ¥+ — pr®(— ~v) decay), where a
superconducting solenoid provides the magnetic field for momentum determination of the
pions and (anti)protons with an accuracy of 0.5% at 1.0 GeV/c [34]. The pions and protons
have distinctly different momentum ranges, making particle identification straightforward
in the DT-type measurements. The analyses of the already collected 10 J/1) data by
BESIII, have not been finished yet, but one can expect a threefold reduction of the statistical

uncertainties as shown in Table 1.

III. FORMALISM
A. Production process

We start from a description of baryon—antibaryon production in electron—positron an-
nihilations with a polarized electron beam. The production process ete~ — BB, viewed
in the c.m. frame, defines the z axis which is chosen along the positron momentum shown
in Fig. 2. We consider production of spin-1/2 baryon—antibaryon pair in electron—positron
annihilation with longitudinally polarized electron beam. Neglecting the electron mass and
assuming the one-photon approximation, the helicity of the electron (\) and positron ()

has to be opposite since the photon only couples right-handed particles to left-handed an-
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tiparticles and vice versa. The number of right-handed (ng) and left-handed (nj) electrons

in the beam with longitudinal polarization P, is:

1+ P, 1-P,
ng=mn_- i and n, =n_ - , (32)
2 2
where n_ = ng + ny, is the total number of electrons. The two helicity configurations where

the annihilation is possible are A = +1/2,A = —1/2 (A, = —1) and A = —1/2,\ = +1/2
(A, = 1). For the collisions with unpolarized positrons, the relative weights of the two
configurations are (1+ P,)/2 and (1 — P.)/2, respectively. Therefore, the spin density of the

initial electron—positron system can be written as:

(6) L, 5(6) + ~ “dis(6) d},(0) (33)

i 1+ P .
Pf](@) = le—l,i
where the quantization axis along the B momentum. The density matrix for the production
process is the sum of the contributions from the two helicities, see Eq. (14) in Ref. [42]:

AL 25N A AL —A2, X, =\,

PrB X A>\1,)\2 ;’1)\’2 P1 (8) (34>
with the reduced density matrix p; given by
14-cos?6 (P.—cos 0) sin § sin26
— Pe cost T 9
1 —cos 0) sin . cos ) sin
5 {Pe—cosb)sinf \/50) 6 sin?0 (Petcosf)sind \/;) 0 . (35)
# (Pngc:)/s;) sin 6 1—‘,-020326' +Pe cosf

The four a priori possible helicity amplitudes reduce to only two, hy := A_1/5 _1/2 = A1/2,1/2
and hy := Ayja_1/2 = A_121/2. Disregarding the overall normalisation the magnitude of the
two form factors can be represented as |h;| = cosy and |hy| = v/2siny, where 0 < y < 7/2.
In addition, the relative phase between the form factors is A® := arg(hy/hy). The general

expression for the joint density matrix of the BB pair is:

3
pem = Cwoi®a) (36)

w,v=0

where a set of four Pauli matrices o, (¢7) in the B(B) rest frame is used and C,,, is a 4 x 4
real matrix representing polarizations and spin correlations of the baryons. The orientation
of the coordinate systems in the baryon rest frames is defined in Fig. 2. The axes are denoted
X1,¥1,21 and Xo, §2, 22. The elements of the €, matrix are functions of the production angle

0 of the B baryon:
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FIG. 2. Orientation of the three coordinate systems used in the analysis. The axes in the baryon
B and antibaryon B rest (helicity) frames are (X1,¥1,21) and (Xo,¥2, 22), respectively. They are

related as (X2, ¥2,22) = (X1, —¥1, —Z1). In the overall c.m. frame, the Z axis is along the positron

momentuim.
14y cos?0 YypPesin®  Bysinfcosd (14 o)P.cosb
3 Yy Pe sin @ sin’6 0 Yysin 0 cos 0 (37)
3+ ay —Bysinf cos 0 vy sin?f — By Pe.sind ’

—(1+ ay)P.cos —yysinfcosf —ByP.sinf  —ay—cos*d
where the real parameters oy, By and 7, are defined in terms of the parameters xy and AP

as:

ay 1= —cos(2x) , By = sin(2x)sin(AP) , v, = sin(2x) cos(AP) (38)
and o, + (7, +7;, = 1. The B-baryon angular distribution is

1 do 3 14 aycosd

- = 39
O'dQB 47 3‘|‘va ( )

This relation determines the normalisation factor in Eq. (37). The B-baryon polarization

vector Pp defined in the rest frame of baryon B, coordinates (X1, ¥1,%1), is:

_ CioXy + Cy¥1 + Cs021 yyPesin0xy — Bysinf cos 031 — (1 + ay) P cos 02, (40)

Py
B Coo 1+ aycos? 6

In the chosen helicity frames one has Cyp; = Chg, Coa = —Cs, Cp3 = —C39 and Pg =
(Co1%Xa + Coa¥a + Co3za)/Coo. Therefore, the polarization vectors of the baryon and the an-

tibaryon are equal and have the same direction, Pz = Pp. In the limit of large c.m. energies
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(HE), where o, = 1 and 3, = v, = 0 [81], the baryon can only have the longitudinal po-
larization component Ppz; = 2P, cos /(1 + cos?#). In the low energy (LE) limit (close to
threshold) ay = 0 and A® = 0, implying 5y, = 0, 7, = 1 and P = P.(sin 0%, + cos 62,).
Therefore, the value of the baryon polarization is equal to the initial electron beam polariza-
tion in this case. Fig. 3 shows the production-angle dependence of the baryon-polarization
magnitude in the ete™ — J/¢p — AA, ete™ — J/¢p — Z"=F and ete™ — J/op — L2~
processes for three different values of the electron-beam polarization. The values of the ay,
and A® parameters from Table V are used.

For the determination of the uncertainties of the CPV tests, the following tensor (C?) i

v

representing properties of the production process will be needed:

L [Chy 1[G
— YdQp = — “dcosf . 41
<C >W 4 Coo b 2 )1 Coo o8 ( )

The production tensor is symmetric and positively defined. In addition (C?),, = 1. For

example, it can be used to express the mean-squared polarization (P%) of the B-baryon
defined as:
1 do >
) = [ 75 (Samy ) 4 = Do) (12
This integral can be calculated exactly, and the result expressed as a linear function of the

electron polarization squared P?
(P%) = po + P27 (43)

where the expression for coefficients pg and ps are given in Appendix D. As we will show
later, (P%) determines the uncertainty of the Acp and ®cp measurement. The results for
(P%) are shown in Fig. 4.  We will use the following notation for the polarization and

spin-correlation contributions of the production-process tensor:
3

(Ph) =D ((C%)ig + (C%)y) = 2(P)

<SZB§> = Z <02>ij . (44)

ij=1
The values of the (P%) and (S72) terms as function of P, are shown in Fig. 5 for some
processes which are discussed later. The dependence on the P, is much stronger for the
polarization terms than for the spin-correlation terms. As we will show in Secs. IV and V

the sizes of the contributions determine the precision of the CPV observables.
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FIG. 3. Magnitudes of the hyperon polarization as a function of the production angle for: (a) A,
(b) £ and (c) X7 for the electron beam polarizations P, = 0, 0.8, 1 (solid, dashed and dotted

lines, respectively). The o, and A® values are taken from Table V.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

FIG. 4. Average polarization y/(P%) for: A (solid line), = (dashed line), £ (dot-dashed line)
and high-energy limit (dotted line) as a function of electron beam polarization. In panel (b) the
quantity <PQB> — P. is plotted to facilitate a more precise comparison. The low-energy limit

corresponds to Pg = P..

B. Joint angular distributions

The complete joint angular distributions for a production process ete™ — BB followed
by weak two-body decays of the hyperon B and the antihyperon B can be obtained using the
modular framework from Ref. [42]. For a single-step decay D(B — br) and the corresponding
c.c. decay mode D(B —b7), like ete™ — J/1p — AA with A — pr~ and A — prt, the joint
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FIG. 5. Polarization (P%) (solid lines) and spin-correlation terms <S2B§> (dashed lines) of the
ete”™ — BB processes: (a) J/v — AA, (b) J/¢p — ZE, (c) J/ — £X, (d) low-energy limit and

(e) high-energy limit.

angular distribution,

- 1dI’
PPP(Ew) = fg (45)
is 5
_ 1 D _
fPDD(é'; w) = W Z C/“,<QB; O[w, Aq), Pe)a,?()(gb; aD)aVDo(QE; OéD) . (46)
w,v=0

The production is described by the spin-correlation matrix C,,(Qg; ayy, A®, P.) in Eq. (37)
and the 4x4 decay matrices aZ) := al(Q; ap) and aly := aZ)(Q;@p). The decay matrices
afy represent the transformations of the spin operators (Pauli matrices) 0’5 and ¢® defined
in the B and b baryon helicity frames, respectively [42]:

05 — Zafyaﬁ : (47)

The helicity reference frame for the daughter-baryon b is defined in the following way. In the

B rest frame with the z axis defined by the unit vector Zg, the direction of the b momentum
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is denoted as p,. The b-baryon helicity system is the b rest frame where the orientation of
the Cartesian coordinate system is given by the unit vectors:
N Zp X Py

Zp X Do
b= Tx — X —
’ZBXpb|

~ — and Z, =Dy . 48
1Zp X Dy ’ ’ (48)

I’\)ba S’b =
The explicit form of the al,(; ap, p,vp) < al, ({0, ¢} ; ap, fp, yp) matrix, representing

the polarization vector transformation from Eq. (7) in our framework, is:

1 0 0 ap
apsinfcosp vpcosbcosp — Bpsing —fFpcosbcosy —vpsing sinfcosp (19)
apsinfsing Bpcosyp + ypcoshsiny ypcosp — Bpcosfsing  sinfsinp
op cosf —vp sin @ Bpsin 6 cosf
For the single-step processes only the first column a,o(£2; ap) is used and it depends only
on the decay parameter ap. The vector € = (g, %, ;) represents a complete set of
the kinematic variables describing a single-event configuration in the six-dimensional phase
space. We use helicity angles to parameterize the multidimensional phase space. These
are spherical coordinates defined in the helicity systems in Eq. (48). There are five global
parameters to describe the complete angular distribution, and they are represented by the
vector w = (o, A®, P.,ap,ap).
For the processes with two-step decays like ete™ — == with & — Am, A — pr~ + c.c.
the joint angular distribution reads:

3 3 3
1 = Z A
SwE> - W § Cm/ (E :a;u’aﬁ’0> (E :a;u’az/}@) ) (50)
w=0

p,v=0 v'=0

P==(¢2

(11

where &€z= = (Q=, O, 5, 2, Q) and wz = (ay, AP, P, az, 0z, ¢=, ¢z, ar, @) — the
phase space has 10 dimensions and there are 9 global parameters.

The single tag (ST) distributions are obtained by integrating out the unmeasured vari-
ables. For example, the ST angular distribution of the B baryon measurement for single

sequence decays Eq. (46) is:

3

1 1 .

PP(&:w) = (53 D Cuo i = (53Con - (14 apP ) (51)
n=0

where &g = (25,(%) and Pp is given by Eq. (40). As reference for comparing the ST
uncertainties to the DT measurements with /N reconstructed events, we will use a set of two
independent ST experiments where the baryon and antibaryon decays are analysed with N

reconstructed events each.

25



C. Asymptotic maximum likelihood method

The importance of the individual parameters wy in the joint angular probability density
functions (p.d.f.s) of Egs. (46) and (50) and their correlations are studied using an ideal
asymptotic maximum likelihood method (MLL), discussed in Ref. [43]. The method allows
one to reliably estimate the statistical accuracy of the determined global parameters in
experiments with large acceptance detectors.

The asymptotic expression of the inverse covariance matrix element kl between parame-

ters wy, and w; of the parameter vector w is given by the Fisher information matrix [82]:

1 OP 873

where N is the number of events in the final selection. The calculated values are used
to construct the matrix, which is inverted to obtain the covariance matrix V = Z~! for
the parameters. Since asymptotically, in the case of negligible background, the statistical
uncertainties given by the standard deviations (s.d.), o(wy), are inversely proportional to

the square root of the number of the reconstructed signal events N we will use the product
oo(wy) = o(wy) x VN | (53)

and call it s.d. coefficient or normalised statistical uncertainty. It allows for a comparison
of the precision of different estimators for a given number of reconstructed events. In most
cases, the integral Eq. (52) has to be calculated numerically. However, in this approach
the explicit dependence on the production and decay parameters is hidden, and the calcu-
lations have to be repeated for each parameter set. Therefore, we have constructed analytic

approximations, which are presented and discussed in the two following sections.

IV. SINGLE-STEP DECAYS

We derive an approximate analytic solution for standard deviation of the Acp measured
in a single-step processes described by the p.d.f. in Eq. (46). The straightforward method
is to determine all elements of the 5 x 5 inverse covariance matrix corresponding to the
parameter vector w = (ay,, A®, P., ap,ap), invert the matrix and use error propagation to

determine the variance Var(Acp). If the parameter vector can be changed to include the Acp
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observable and to have the remaining parameters uncorrelated, then the variance Var(Acp)

will be simply given as the inverse of the corresponding information matrix element

1 opPP
Vo )= [ po (aACP> al o

Such parameterization can be constructed using the (ap) and Acp parameters and express-
ing ap = (ap) (1 + Acp) and ap = — (ap) (1 — Acp). The new parameter set leads to
the following expression for the partial derivative of PPD with respect to Acp (taken at

ACP - 0)

oPPP (a , dal)
dAce ; ZC‘“’ <_MO g “ﬂoa—0> (55)

= 7000 (Pg-pp— Pz D) , (56)

where V := [d¢ = [ dQpdQ,dQ; = (47)* and (ap) = ap in the Agp = 0 limit. In order to
calculate the information Z(Acp), we will use the following representation for the P p.d.f.

1+G(&w)

P& w) = Cuo v ) (57)

where [[Gd€ = 0and G > —1. In addition, all terms included in the function G are multiplied
by tap and for small values of |ap| are suppressed. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to

use the expansion of 1/(1 4 G) to approximate 1/7P:

p- (;ZOHQ COOZ 9 (58)
and
Z(wr, wi) := Zo(wg, wi) +Z ) AT (wp, wi) (59)
=1
with
AT (wy, wy) N/C_mglg_czg_z €. (61)

We can always compare this analytic result using one or more terms of the expansion

with the full numerical calculations. The hope is that the analytic approximation reproduces
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main features of the exact solution. If it does, it will facilitate understanding how the
uncertainties depend on the global parameters. We start by considering the 0-th term of

the above expansion, V/Cyg, that leads to the following information:

rpDﬁ
To(A =N dQ pdQ,dQ; 62
er) /Coo<aACP> pERES (62)
2
a A
]j) COO (PB pb PE . pg)Q dQBdeng . (63)

Integration over €2, and €2 simplifies due to orthonormality

. o A€, QY . od82 . od
Pr-9d —P=-D) —22b— [ (Ps- Py pp)’—
/(pr 5 P5) /(Bp)4+/( ;)"

p3  P%
—_B —:—P2.
3 T3 ~ 38

Inserting the result into Eq. (56) and Eq. (62) we have:

N

9 2
IO(ACP) = EOéD3 /PQBCOO dQB

2N 1 do 2N
= ?&%/PQB (O'dQB) dQB ?QD <P2> . (64)

Therefore in this approximation the information is proportional to the B-baryon average
squared polarization, as defined in Eq. (42). Since Acp is not correlated with other variables,

the 0-th approximation for the uncertainty is
3 1
2ap\/(P%)

Fig. 6(a) shows the s.d. coefficients, Uc(A[CAIf]), multiplied by the ay parameter value for

o(Acp)VN = 0(Acp) = (65)

the ete™ — J/¢p — AA processes. The 0-th order result (hereafter we will call it also
the analytic approximation) is close to the numerical full result in Eq. (52), even if ay is
relatively large (0.75). This shows that the influence of the higher order terms is low for the
AU determination.

We also compare the approximate analytic formula to the full numerical calculations
for the ete™ — J/¢p — LT~ process, where both ay and A® have been measured by
BESIII [51]. The two ¥+ decay modes Yn(XT — nnt) and Ip(XT — pr®) are interesting
as the limiting cases for the expansion since oy, = 0.068 ~ 0 and ayx, = —0.994 ~ —1,

respectively. It is worth noting that in the AT = 1/2 limit |ayx,| < cos(6f — 67) ~ 0.980
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FIG. 6. Standard deviation coefficients for Acp, oc(Acp), multiplied by the decay parameter value
ap for DT measurements. (a) eTe™ — J/1 — AA with decay A(A — pr~), (b) ete™ — J/¢p —
Y+3~ with decay Lp(XT — pr®). Dashed lines are the approximations using Eq. (65) and solid

lines are the exact numerical results.

(see Eq. (23) and the values of the strong phase shifts in Table III). We note that the recent
BESIII value (ay,) = —0.994(4) (Table II) violates this bound. A proper interpretation of
this result requires that all isospin contributions to the X% decays are considered, but such
discussion is beyond the scope of this report. The 0-th approximation for o (Agh) - sy
is given by the dashed line in Fig. 6(b). The full numerical result (given by the solid line)
differs significantly. The difference comes from the spin-correlation contributions, but the
analytic approximation is able to describe the overall trend. From Eq. (65) it is clear that
the approximation for oc(Agp)as, is also given by the same dashed line. As expected, the
full numerical result coincides with the 0-th approximation in this case. Comparing the
trends for A and X7, the faster decrease of the uncertainty for ¥ is mainly due to the
low value of the A® phase for this reaction. In principle, this would make ¥p an attractive
decay mode for testing CP symmetry with a polarized electron beam. However, we will not
discuss further the ¥-baryon decays in this report. The reason is that the predicted CPV
effects are significantly smaller, AZY - as, ~ 3.5 x 107% and A} - ax, ~ 2.7 x 1075 [23], and
the isospin structure of the amplitudes is more complicated (since also Al = 5/2 transitions

contribute).

The result for oc(AZp) in the DT and ST cases is the same when the ST analysis is

done under assumption that the (ap) value is known and fixed. In a single-step decay, an
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ST measurement only allows for a determination of the products ap+/(P3) and @p <P%>.
Therefore, a AZp determination using a combination of baryon—antibaryon ST measurements
requires knowledge of the polarization through some other means or use a production process
where (P%) = (P2) is assured. For an ete” — BB experiment with an electron beam
polarization P, where the ST data are collected simultaneously and with c.c. symmetric
detector acceptance, this condition is fulfilled automatically.

Related to this discussion is a proposal given in Ref. [83] where it is suggested that one
could use a triple vector product to determine Acp even if A® = 0 and P, = 0, i.e. the

baryons are unpolarized. For a general baryon—antibaryon state with polarization terms set

to zero, the angular distribution after single-step decays reads:

_ 3 D[40
PPL o Cyo + apap Z Cij [Zﬁ] [%] =: Cyo + apapF(Qp, N, Q) , (66)
i1

where F(...) is a function of the kinematic variables only. Therefore, the p.d.f. is described
by a single global parameter a5 := apap = — (ap)” (1 — A%p). The parameter is related
to Acp and can in principle be used to test CP symmetry, but the method has several draw-
backs. The information for a5 measurement is Zo(apps) = N/9 (S?) and the uncertainty

of Acp from the error propagation is:

which requires an independent determination of (ap). A meaningful CP test is possible
only if 0(Acp) < 1. This requires that the o({ap)) precision is better than O(107°), since
Acp ~ O(107%) in the SM. If o((ap)) is not small enough, the Acp # 0 value can be

interpreted as a Acp null result but with the decay parameters ap and @p reduced by the

factor /1 — A%p.

V. TWO-STEP DECAYS

In order to study uncertainties of the CP asymmetries in ete™ — Z7Z | we rewrite

Eq. (50) as

P=(Eziws) = % D CwDED: (67)
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using the following notation:

Dg D* (Q/MQP,Q 7¢“ OKA Zaﬂﬂ NIO,

3
Y_Dg = D*(Qy, Qp; Qz, Gz, Q) = Z a;u 2,0,

Y .= /d == = (47)° -

We use a modified parameter set where ap and @p are expressed by A&, and (ap). For
AEP_ I and A[é‘g?], we use a simplified notation A= and A,, respectively. Similarly, we use
<I>[CE}?] (denoted as ®cp) to represent ¢= = Pcp + (¢=) and ¢z = Pcp — (p=). The vector

of the parameters related to the = and A decays is w = ((azg), (¢=), (ar), A=, Pcp, Anr).

Therefore, the partial derivative e.g. with respect to ®cp is

oP= 1 aDH_ 0D~
Co| =—=D-+DE—= .
0bp  V Z . (3¢E = T ¢ )

Due to the orthonormality of the decay and production functions the information matrix

elements related to the decay parameters w; and w; can be written as

Ty(wnwy) = N 37 (C%),, (A AL . (68)

p,v=0
We have checked these orthonormality relations in the explicit calculations. The production

tensor is defined in Eq. (41). The decay tensor is

NN 1 /a(pgpa) (DYDY

- dQAdQ,dQ5dQ, 69
(47) dw; O, A A (69)

For example Zy(Pcp) can be expressed as

3 2 vV 2
S 1 [C 1 o(DLDY)
= N —_— L Q’:‘ — = Q Q Qf Q*
— |:47T/Cood H:| (47’(’)4/< 8<I>Cp ) d Ad pd Ad P

The information matrix elements for the decay parameters can be obtained as

To(ws, wy) = N [a;; + by (PZ) + ¢ (SZ2)] (70)
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where (PZ) (= 2(P2%)) and (SZ2) are the sums of the (C?)  -matrix polarization and spin-
correlation elements, respectively, defined in Eq. (44) (and shown for few production pro-
cesses in Fig. 5(b) as the function of electron-beam polarization). Such representation is
possible since the decay tensor elements have only three different values a;;, b;; and c;;. It
turns out that the only nonzero elements of the information matrix involving the CP-odd

variables for the two-step process are

Ty(@cr) = 22 (1 - a2) of, [(3+ aZad) (PL) + 2 (a2 (3 - 203) + 303) <s§5>] )
AN, L[ 3(ad4+3)—ak(3—a3)’ L, a2(202—3)+9 .,
IO(AE) - ?O‘AO‘E _1 + A 18 (1 . Oé%) Ct% A <PE> 27(1\_ a%) <SEE>] )
(72
T = Sataz [1+ B2 ey 1 Lo - nay 52, 73
To(An Az) = 2 e [1- 1 ((p2) + (s2))| (74)

These information matrix elements allows one to determine s.d. and correlations between
the CPV observables. The uncertainty for ®cp is o(Pcp) = 1/ m , since the variable
is uncorrelated with any other variable. The A= and A, variables are only correlated with
each other and the covariance matrix is obtained by inverting two-dimensional information

matrix .

02(Az)  Cov(A,, A=) _ Z(Az) Z(Ap, Az) | (75)

Cov(Ap, A=) o*(An) T(Ax, A=)  Z(Anp)
The expressions in Egs. (71)—(74) have some interesting properties which are valid for
any two-step process that can be studied by allowing the ay and az parameters to vary. We
discuss these properties using a generic notation, where the first decay process is B — b

and the baryon b decays in the sequential weak two-body non-leptonic process.

e The ®cp uncertainty is not correlated with any other variable, and none of the infor-
mation matrix elements depend on the (¢g) value. This because ¢p represents the
shift in the ¢, azimuthal angle of the b-baryon, which is integrated out. A depen-
dence on (¢p) might appear in experiments where the acceptance in the ¢, variable

is limited.

e For a, = 0 only Zy(Ap) = 30 (P%) is nonzero and the CPV test is the same as in a

single-step decay.
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e For ap — 0 two terms are nonzero Zo(®cp) = 507 [3 (P%) + 207 (S25)] and Zy(A,) =
sa; (P%). Therefore, both ®cp and A, can be measured. In particular, due to the
nonzero C-type term for Zy(®cp) the polarization of the B baryon is not needed. This

is an attractive scenario for CPV tests for any baryon decaying into A.

e The term Zy(Ap) is divergent for |apg| — 1 indicating that o(Ag) vanish in this limit.
This is a consequence of the M terms in the angular distribution. The validity
of such expressions requires that the boundary |ag| < 1 must be strictly fulfilled and
in the |ap| — 1 limit there is no linear term in the expansion of the aup parameter (i.e.
the linear error is 0). To get a meaningful result, one should use a parameterization
which respects this boundary, such as Eq. (23) from Sec. II B. In principle, one can
directly investigate the uncertainty of the weak phase difference £p — £5. However, as
seen from Eq. (26) this will introduce correlation with the ®cp observable (due to the
term sin ¢). Instead, one can present results for A(p := ap/ MAB, which do
not introduce such correlation. The information matrix elements are modified due to

the Jacobian of the variable transformation to

(1-aj

Zo(ACB) = —Q)IO(AB)7

We first discuss uncertainties for the production tensors corresponding to the sim-
plest cases. Unpolarized and uncorrelated sources of B and B correspond to (C?) o =

diag(1,0,0,0). The only nonzero elements of the information matrix are
Io(AB) = IO(Ab) = Io(Ab,AB) N3OébOéB s

where we have assumed samples of N events each for the cascade and anticascade decays.
Since the information matrix corresponding to the Az and A, is singular, the asymmetries
are fully correlated and cannot be determined separately, but the sum Az + A, can and the
uncertainty is o¢(Az + Ap) \/_ /2/(apaz).

As the next example, we consider two independent ST experiments with NV events using
polarized cascades and anticascades having the same average polarization (P%). In the 0-th
approximation, the expressions for the uncertainties depend on the production mechanism

only via the average (P%). For example, in the HyperCP-type experiments, where the
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FIG. 7. Uncertainties, o¢, for CP tests in HyperCP-type experiment using analytic approximation:

(a) Ap (solid line), A= (dotted line) and Ap + A= (dashed line), (b) ®=.

initial hyperon polarization is considered to be a fixed vector that does not depend on the
kinematic variables of the production process, the average reduces to the square of the vector
(P%) — |Pg|. The Fisher information matrix is the sum of the matrices for the two ST

experiments
Io(wi,wj) =2N [aij + bij <P2B>} (76)
and the elements of the information matrix for the CP-test observables read

4
To(Pcp) = N2—7 (1—-a3) g (34 aha;) (PR,

Tia) = Njajad |1+ 2B O o) g,
Tos) = Naad |1+ B 2822 gy
Zo(Ap, Ap) = N%Laga% —1 - % <P2B>:| :
For two HyperCP experiments with |Pp| = |Pg| and N events each the formulas are the

same. The resulting uncertainties o = oV/N for the Ap, A= and Aj + A= observables
measured using the 2~ /=% decay chains are shown in Fig. 7(a), while for ®cp in Fig. 7(b).
The uncertainty of the sum Ay + Az is nearly independent of the average polarization.
Our next case is the decay of a (pseudo)scalar meson like 7, or Yo into a BB pair with
the production tensor (CQ)W = diag(1,1,1,1). There are no polarization terms, (P%) = 0,

and (S ) = 3. The information matrix element Zo(Ay, Ap) is zero, which means that all
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three CPV observables are uncorrelated. The diagonal terms of the information matrix are

functions of a; and ag only:

4
(I) = R
Zo(Pcp) N27

2
IO(AB) = Ng(lz()é% |:1 +

(1 - 0423) ag [aQB (3 — 204%) + 304%} ,

a% (208 —3)+9
9(1—a%) ’

2 1
gaga% [1 + 5(3 — 20@29)}

To(Ap) = N

Fig. 8 shows the uncertainties o¢ for this case as a function of az and «; decay parameters.

This case is interesting since all production parameters are fixed and CP-test uncertainties
depend only on a4 and ap.

To understand relative importance of the polarization and spin-correlation terms for the

CP tests, one compare the two above extreme cases. For example, the polarization in two ST

experiments with NV events that would lead to the same uncertainty of the ®cp measurement

as in the DT approach with N events is:

»  0j(3—207) + 303
|Pg|* = 55 )
3+ apay

For = — A this gives |Pg| = 0.80.

Now we will discuss the results specific for the ete™ — J/1 — ZZ process. The relations
for the ST experiment, realised as two independent measurements with IV events each 2, are
still valid. The only difference is that now the results can be represented as a function of the
electron-beam polarization P,, and the average cascade polarization |Pz| is calculated using
Eq. (43). The results in the analytic approximation for the A-type observables corresponding
to the ones in Fig. 7(a) are shown in Fig. 9(a). Since even for the P, = 0 the average
polarization of the cascades is not zero, all the three CP tests are possible. For the average
values of the decay parameters we do not provide approximate analytic results since the
corresponding information matrix elements are correlated and in general multidimensional
matrices have to be inverted to obtain uncertainties. Therefore, likely such analytic solution
will not provide better understanding of the interrelations between the parameters. The
numeric results for uncertainties of (az=), (¢=) and (a,) are shown in Fig. 10(a)—(c) both

for ST- and DT-type experiments. For the ST experiments, the uncertainty improves much

2 Of course this is not the way one does the experiment since both the baryon and antibaryon decays can

be measured simultaneously.
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FIG. 8. (colour online) Statistical uncertainties oc of (a) Ap, (b) Ay, (c) Alp and (d) Pcp
measurement in a (pseudo)scalar meson decay to BB as a function of ap and a; treated as
free parameters. The white regions in the bottom of the plots correspond to the uncertainties

oc(...) > 15.

more than for DT experiments. It is understood by the fact that the spin-correlation terms
contribute only to the DT experiments and the dependence on the P, is weaker. The
numerical results for the Az, ®cp and A, are given in Fig. 10(d)—(f) and compared to the
analytic approximations, which represent well the results specially for the = decay CPV
tests. As a cross-check of the calculations, we provide in Table VI the full correlation matrix

of all parameters using the full numerical calculations for P, = 0.8.

Finally, it is interesting to consider a general two-step process B — bm in the low- and
high-energy limits (LE- and HE limits, respectively, introduced in Sec. I1I) for a single photon

ete~™ — BB annihilation process. These cases might be of interest for close to threshold
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FIG. 9. Uncertainties, o¢, for the ete™ — J/1 — Z= (a) two ST and (b) DT experiments with

N events each: Ap (solid line), A= (dotted line) and Ap + A= (dashed line).

FIG. 10. Numerical estimate of the uncertainty o/ N of (a)-(c) average decay parameters and (d)—
(f) CPV observables in ete™ — J/1) — Z~=%. The dotted lines and the solid lines are the results
for ST and DT experiments, respectively. For the asymmetries A=z, $cp and A, also the analytic

approximation is given: dashed-dotted lines and dashed are ST and DT results, respectively.
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TABLE VI. Correlation matrix for the asymmetries and averages in the eTe™ — J/1) — ZZ= process
with P, = 0.8 for DT. Input parameters are (az) = —0.373, (¢=) = 0.016 and (ap) = 0.760. The
error is the last significant digit unless specified explicitly, and only the results statistically different

from zero are shown.

AP (az) (¢=) (aa) Az Ap Pcp P,
ay —0.128 - 0.011 -0.008 ~-0.017(2) - -0.031
AD 0.009 0.009 20.071(2) - - - 0.191(3)
(az) -0.021(4)  0.078(3) - - - 0.037
(¢=) -0.032 - - - —0.005
(an) - - - —0.455

charm baryon studies or baryon—antibaryon production experiments at high energies. In the
LE limit (cy = 0, By = 0, 7 = 1) the terms (P%) and (S?,5) are 2P7 and 1, respectively.
In the HE limit (ay = 1, By = 0, 7 = 0) they are equal to 6 (1 — 7/4) P? and 3(w/2 —
1), respectively. In both cases the spin-correlation terms do not depend on the electron
polarization and the (P%) terms are proportional to P2. A comparison of the uncertainties
for P, = 0 and P, = 1 in the DT-experiment setting is presented in Fig. 11. The conclusion

is that the polarization helps to reach better precision in both cases, and the improvement

is qualitatively similar.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

The benefits of a large electron-beam polarisation for CP-violation studies should be clear
by now. Here we discuss three additional aspects related to the detection technique which

should be considered when planning such an experiment,

(a) Combination of the ST and DT data sets including detection efficiency and background

aspects.
(b) Polar angle dependence of uncertainty and the detection efficiency.

(c) Implications of the discussed collision scheme with large-crossing angle.
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FIG. 11. (colour online) Statistical uncertainties o¢ of: (a)-(d) ®cp, (e)-(h) Ap and (i)-(1) A
measurements in the ete™ — 4* — BB process with two-step B-baryon decays in the low-energy
(LE) limit (cwy, = 0 and A® = 0) and high-energy (HE) limit (a,, = 1) as the function of ap and
oy treated as free parameters. The columns from left are: (LE limit, P, = 0), (LE limit, P, = 1),
(HE limit, P, = 0) and (HE limit, P. = 1). The same colour scale as in Fig. 8 is used. The white

regions in the plots correspond to uncertainties o¢(...) > 15.

a. Combination of ST and DT measurements In general the best precision can be
achieved by combining three non-overlapping event sets. The first set includes the DT
events where both the B and B decay chains are reconstructed. The remaining events can be
divided into two ST sets where B(B) decay is fully reconstructed but not the corresponding
B(B). The efficiencies of the B, B and BB sets are denoted as ep, €5 and €55, respectively.

The efficiencies can depend on the vector & of the kinematic variables, but not on the global

reaction parameters given by the w vector. Since we discuss improvements with respect to
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the DT-type experiment, ep is given by the ratio between the detection efficiencies of the
DT and ST cases. We also neglect any efficiency dependence on the kinematic variables.
We recollect that the information in the DT experiment, based on N reconstructed events,

is given by Eq. (70):
0T (wi,w;) = N [a;; + by (P%) + ¢y <S?3§>} :

For the two-step process a;;, b;; and ¢;; can be read from Eq. (71)-(74). For the single-step

process only Ap can be measured a4, = C4,, =0 and by, = 1/3:

To(Ap) = N (Ph)

The information provided by the two additional ST sets is

1—638

5" (wiy wj) = NeB—B

where the branching fraction product of the decay sequence is B and equal detection effi-
ciencies ep = e are assumed. The interpretation of the above equation is that an additional
2N/(epB) events are added from the two ST sets. Therefore, the information of the com-
bined ST and DT experiment (ST&DT) is the sum of the two independent measurements

2—638 1

IST&DT a;; +
0 ( EBB J EBB

wi,wj) = N bi; (P%) +¢i; (Sip) | - (78)

In the single-step decays the oc(Acp) dependence on the electron-beam polarization for
both ST and DT experiments is approximately given by Eq. (65). The A, uncertainties
for ST, DT and the combined ete™ — J/¢» — AA measurement are plotted in Fig. 12
as the function of P,. Two cases of the detection efficiencies ez = 1 and eg = 0.5 are
considered and B(A — pr~) = 0.64 is used. For the case with the reconstruction efficiency
of 0.5 a two-times improvement of oo is achieved for the combination, compared to the
DT measurement only. Of course, a detailed feasibility study which includes the detector
response will be needed to determine the efficiency which can be obtained for the combined
DT and ST measurement.

An important background contribution which should be considered for the ST analysis of
the J/v — AA events is J/1 — pK~A + c.c with B = (8.6 4 1.1) x 10~ [25] as it will have
a similar final state topology as the signal channel. Similar experimental considerations will

also hold for the J/1 — XX two-body decay channels.
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FIG. 12. Statistical uncertainties o (A,) for the eTe™ — J/1b — AN process as a function of the
electron-beam polarization P.. The solid-blue lines represent DT measurement. The dotted-red
lines represent contribution from ST events which do not contribute to the DT event class (statis-
tically independent ST events). The orange-dashed lines represent the result from the combination
of the two event classes. The decay branching fraction is B = 0.64 [25]. The detection efficiency of
the A decay was assumed to be (a) ex =€y = 1 and (b) ey = €y = 0.5. The results are normalised

to the number of the DT events.

The results for Az and Bz in the efe” — J/¢p — ZZ are shown in Fig. 13. For the
two-step decays the increasing beam polarization improves the ST uncertainties much faster
compared to the corresponding DT uncertainties. For the polarization of P, = 0.8 the
uncertainty of the ST experiment is better if we assume realistic efficiency of 50% deduced
from a comparison of the BESIII ST [84] and DT [29] analyses.

Furthermore, the non-reducible background for the ST event samples are also expected
to be low. The background channels to be considered are J/1) — vn.( E*EJF), J/ —
E(1530)*§Jr — =Z-7Z" and J/i — An~Ax*. While the first two channels can be sup-
pressed using event kinematics variables, the third can be reduced by requiring a non-zero
decay length for the = — Anm decay candidates. For the DT method the background contri-
bution is 0.25% and for ST the background is at the percent level, while roughly three times
more ST events can be reconstructed compared to DT.

b. Polar-angle efficiency dependence Detectors at electron-positron colliders experi-
ments have approximate cylindrical symmetry with axis along the beam directions (consid-
erations for large-crossing angle are discussed in a separate paragraph) and uniform detection

efficiency in the azimuthal angle. However, the polar-angle coverage is limited. For example
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FIG. 13. Statistical uncertainties, o¢, for the CP-violation observables in the 2~ — 7~ A(—
pr~) + c.c. decay sequences from the eTe™ — J/1 — == process: (a) oc(Az), (b) oc(®cp) and
(¢) oc(Ap) as a function of electron beam polarization P.. The solid-blue lines represent DT
measurement. The dotted-red lines represent contribution from ST events which do not contribute
to the DT event class (statistically independent ST events). The orange-dashed lines represent
the result from the combination of the two event classes. The detection efficiency of the Z-decay
sequence was assumed ez = éz = 0.5 and branching fraction of the complete decay chain B = 0.64.

The results are normalised to the number of the DT events.

in the BESIII experiment | cos 6] < 0.93 for tracks of charged particles. The hyperons decay
some centimetres away from the interaction point and the final state particles with large
| cos 0] values have low transverse momenta, which are more difficult to reconstruct. These

effects reduce the reconstruction efficiency at large values of | cosf)|.

The event yield is a product of the efficiency and the differential cross section of the

ete™ — BB process dI'/dQ o< (1 + ay, cos? §) as shown in Eq. (39). Since both J/¢ — AA
and J/1¢ — == have ay > 0 (Table V) the (anti)hyperons and the decay (anti)nucleons
are more likely emitted in the forward and backward directions. The uncertainty as a
function of the production angle cosf can be obtained by replacing the production tensor
(C?) v Dy the normalised spin correlation matrix C’fw /C%,. The numerical expressions for
the functions P%(cos#) and S2(cos @) are given in Appendix D. The results are shown in
Fig. 14 for 0¢(A,) in DT experiments in efe™ — J/1» — AA and ete™ — J/ — == for
different values of the electron beam polarization. Corresponding plots for o¢(®cp) in the

ete™ — J/¢p — ZZ DT and combined DT&ST measurements are shown in Fig. 15.
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FIG. 14. Uncertainties oc(Ax) in the DT measurement in (a) efe™ — J/¢p — AA and (b)
ete™ — J/¢ — Z= processes as a function of the production angle cos @ where dashed line shows

P. =0, solid line is for P. = 0.8 and dotted line representes P. = 1.
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FIG. 15. Uncertainties oc(®cp) as a function of the production angle cosf for (a) DT and (b)
DT&ST with 50% efficiency experiment where dashed line (orange) shows P, = 0, solid line (blue)

is for P, = 0.8 and dotted line (red) represents P, = 1.

c. Large-angle collision scheme The SCTF will use crab-waist collision scheme mean-
ing larger crossing angle than at BEPCII (22 mrad). The presently considered crossing
angle is 60 mrad [31, 32]. However, in Ref. [37] much larger crossing angles, up to 500 mrad,
are considered in conjunction with a novel c.m. energy monochromatization scheme. The
monochromatization could increase the number of the J/1 events and therefore it is worth-
while to discuss some of the consequences of such collision arrangement for the acceptance
in the hyperon CP-violation tests.

In such collision scheme the detector reference frame is significantly different from the
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FIG. 16. (color online) Production angle distribution for beam-crossing angles 0 rad (blue solid),
0.3 rad (orange dashed) and 0.5 rad (red dotted). (a) The Z production angle in the detector
frame. (b) The = production angle in the electron—positron c.m. frame for the events where all six

charged tracks are accepted in the detector |cosfpap| < 0.93.

electron—positron c.m. system. This has impact on both angular acceptance and the detec-
tion efficiency as a function of the measured-particles momenta and it has to be considered
in the detector design. For example, the polar-angle, 0y ag, distribution of Z~ in the de-
tector rest frame is given in Fig. 16(a) for the 0.0, 0.3 and 0.5 rad crossing angles. If the
decay particles are measured only in the | cosfpap| < 0.93 range as in the BESIII detector
the observed = production-angle distribution in the electron—positron c.m. system is as in
Fig. 16(b). A large beam-crossing angle will also significantly affect the azimuthal-angle dis-

tribution, as shown in Fig. 17(a), and the momenta distributions of the final-state protons

and pions will overlap with each other, as shown in Fig. 17(b).

VII. OUTLOOK

We have advocated the importance of CPV studies in hyperon decays as a complementary
tool to the studies in kaon decays. Using recent experimental results, we have revised and
updated the amplitudes of the A and = hadronic two-body decays.

The main part of this report discusses the implications of the polarized-electron beams for
CPV tests in the non-leptonic hyperon decays at SCTF, using entangled baryon—antibaryon
pairs from J/1 decays with data sets of 10'? J/¢ events. The use of the polarization,

together with additional improvements of the analysis techniques, shows the potential to
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FIG. 17. (color online) (a) Azimuthal distribution of ZEpap and (b) momentum distributions for
all final state particles for beam scattering angles 0 rad (blue solid), 0.3 rad (orange dashed) and

0.5 rad (red dotted).

reach a precision compatible with the size of the predicted SM signal.

Using an analytical approximation for the Fisher information matrices of the CPV ob-
servables, we can understand how the precision of such measurements depends on the po-
larization and spin-correlation terms in the production processes. Some of the obtained
analytical results can be directly extended to charm baryon CPV studies. At SCTF, they
can be studied in close-to-threshold ete™ — BB processes. For such processes, the analytic
results of Sec. IV and Sec. V can be taken as a starting point. The main difference in the
strategy for charmed baryons is due to the fact that the branching fractions for two-body
nonleptonic decays are small, and the DT analysis likely will not be feasible.

In addition to the efe™ — BB processes, the HyperCP-type experiments can be an
interesting option for CP tests and decay parameter determination, provided that sources

of (anti)baryons with large initial polarization are available. Possible candidate processes

0

o — =7 lty, or two-body hadronic decays

are semileptonic decays of charmed baryons =
like =2 — =~ 7T with large value of the decay parameter o = 0.6(4) and relatively large
branching fraction 1.2 % [25]. For such studies, unpolarized charmed baryons that are
abundantly produced at the LHC in pp collisions can be used. Again, our analytic formulas
can be used to provide a first estimate of the statistical uncertainties for such experiments.

We have left out a potentially interesting discussion of the uncertainties of the decay

parameters ap and ¢p. The ap parameter is correlated with production parameters and

extraction of uncertainties and correlation coefficients requires inverting information matri-
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ces with larger dimensions and the analytical results might be difficult to interpret. The
same is valid for the production parameters o, and AP that are relevant for the experi-
ments where the goal is to study the properties of the production process. Usually such
experiments have a limited number of the collected events and analysis is done assuming

the decay parameters are known.
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Appendix A: Isospin decomposition

For the analysis presented here, we assume isospin symmetry for the elementary weak
decay process but want to account for the different phase space caused by isospin-violating
mass splittings. The basic parameters (see also Appendix B) in the Feynman matrix element
of a weak decay process of a spin-1/2 baryon to another spin-1/2 baryon and a pseudoscalar
meson are related to the partial-wave amplitudes via (see mini-review 79.2. “Hyperon non-

leptonic decays” of [25])

E+M

We want to account for isospin breaking caused by the P-wave kinematical factor |q|/(E +
M). Here |q|, E and M denote the momentum, energy and mass, respectively, of the final
baryon in the rest frame of the initial baryon.

Suppose we consider two processes, labelled by 1 and 2, connected by isospin symmetry.

We start with our isospin symmetry assumption for the basic parameters:

gs1 = gs2 , gpr1 = gp2 . (A2)
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Corrections A; and Ay to the kinematic terms due to different masses in processes 1 and 2

can be written as

Ey + M, |q _

S =S5 P1+A)=P—— =PFP(1+A A3
1 2, W1+ Ay) 1E—|—M|q1| (1 4+ As) (A3)

where S; o and P, are the S and P amplitudes, respectively, for the two processes, and
M and |q| are arbitrary parameters such that |M — M, o] < |M; — Ms| and ||q] — |q12|| <
llq1| — |q2]|, ensuring that A; 5 < 1. The kinematic-correction factors are related as

LI+ AL o] By + M,

kis 1= = ~1+A — A,y A4
12 14+ Ay lqi| B2 + Mo ! 2 (A4)
For the studied reactions we have:
’qp| En + MTL exp
ky=————=1-—0.031158(8 A5
ol B, + 0, (8) (A5)
and
=—| F= M= exp
k= = l9=-| Eeo + Mzo =1+ 0.0319(19). (A6)

" |qzo| Bz~ + Mz-
In (A6) the labels refer to the state that decays, while in (A5) to the final baryon.

The isospin decomposition, using notation similar to Ref. [85], for the L. = S, P amplitudes

of A = pr~ ([Ap]) and A — n7® ([An]) reads:

2 ) ) 1 ) )

Liay = —\/;LM exp(zgﬂl + 251[1)4‘\/;[/3’3 exp(z££3 + 253%), (A7)
1 . ) 2 ) )

Linn = \/;LM exp(zf{‘,l +i65) + \/;L&;; exp(zf?’ig, +i6%) .

The equations imply that the P amplitudes are multiplied by the kinematic correction
factors: Piap) — (1 + Apy))Pap and Pany — (1 + Apn)) Pan). For 27 = Ar™ ([E—]) and

2% — A7Y ([20]), one has:
: : 1 : :
Liz-y = Ly o exp(i€ys + 103 )+ 5 La o expli€y, + idy), (A8)

1 . ) 1 . .
Lizg = \/;Lm eXP(Z&L,z + 252L) - \/;LS,Q eXP(ZS:J,L,z + 255) . (A9)

Similarly, P=_j = (1 4+ Ag_))Pz—) and P=o) — (1 + A=) P=q- In practice, we want to
separate the kinematic isospin breaking effects in the overall normalisation and in the P
amplitude. Therefore, we choose a relation between A; and As such as these corrections

cancel in the lowest order for the overall normalisation. For A decays, this is achieved by
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setting Ay := Ay = (ka —1)/3 and Ay = —2(ky — 1)/3 = —2A, where ky is defined in
(A5). In the same way, for Z decays this obtained through Az := A = (k= — 1)/3 and
Az = —2(k= — 1)/3 = —2Az, where k= is defined in (A6).

The AI = 1/2 transitions dominate what one sees in the comparison of the decay widths
of the related decays. The decay widths are related to the amplitude squared by the kine-
matic pre-factor given in Eq. (5). The decays of the two cascades in the AI = 1/2 limit

are:
|Ag)]> = STo 4+ PLo(1+2Az) and 2| Agg|* = St, + Pry(1 — 4Az) (A10)

This relation agrees well with the measured ratio of the cascade life times of 1.77(6) derived
using the life-time values 7(Z°%) = 2.90(9) x 1071%s and 7(27) = 1.639(15) x 10~19s [25].
For A decays, the relation between the amplitudes squared in the Al = 1/2 limit reads:

2

2
| Apg|* = 3 (ST + P21+ 2A,)] and 2| Ap,|* = 3 [STi+ P(1—4Ay)] . (A11)

In this case, the relation between the amplitudes is supported by the ratio of the branching
fractions of the two decays of 1.785(29). The phase space volume ratio — /0 is 7y = 0.9658(1),
however, since the decay channel A — pm~ includes two charged particles, significant e.m.
corrections are expected [86, 87].

The leading-order (LO) corrections due to AI = 3/2 contributions can be deduced from
the partial widths and values of the decay parameters of the isospin modes. For the cascades

the sum of the amplitudes squared, |Az_j|* + |Ajzo|?, does not receive any correction and is
2 2 _ 3 (a0 2
‘A[E_]’ + |.A[30]| = 3 (5172 + P1,2) . (A12)

The sum can be treated as the overall normalisation of the amplitudes by setting 51272 + Pﬁ2
to one. Instead, the following linear combination of the amplitudes squared changes and

receives the leading-order correction expressed as:
| Az—))* — 2| Ajz)]* = 3 (S12952 + PioPss + 2P,Az) (A13)

To translate these relations to the life-time measurements, they have to be corrected by
the ratio rz of the kinematic pre-factors for the charged and neutral cascades from Eq. (5).

Using the PDG values for the masses [25] the numerical value of the ratio is rz = 1.027(2).
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Dividing Eq. (A13) by Eq. (A12) and converting the the amplitudes squared to the life

times, one derives the experimental constraint:
1 T(EO) —27(27)rs

2@t @y et (1)t 202) (A14)

2 _0.051(11) ,

where s3 and ps denote the ratios S32/S12 and Pso/P; o, respectively, and s := Sy5. The
values of the decay parameters « for the two cascades can be used to derive two additional

constraints. The isospin average of the decay parameters®

20 +ap

3 = 28172P1,2 COS((S;D - (55) (A15)

~ 2s5V1 — s? (A16)
= (.368(4)

a= .

remains unchanged and represents the decay parameter in the Al = 1/2 limit, the same
value for the two decay modes. To obtain the approximate form in Eq. (A16) we use the
fact that the experimental value cos(dF — 85) = 0.999(1), i.e. it is consistent with one [29].

Solving for s one gets two solutions,

52:%<1i 1—a§) . (A17)

The solution with |S]? > |P|* is selected since Eq. (8) and the experimental value of the ¢=
parameter imply that sgn(|S|? —|P|*) = sgn(cos ¢=) > 0. The measurement of the difference

a_ — ag provides the second relation to determine s3 and ps:

a_ — Qg = 3 (51272 — Pﬁ2) (SLQP&Q — 83’2P172 —+ 2P1725172A5> COS((SQP — 55), (Alg)
% = ;(252 — 1) (ps — 53+ 2Az) (A19)
£ ).092(25) . (A20)

The determined amplitudes are given in Table VII. The size of the S32 amplitude is 5% of
S1.2, while the P35 amplitude is consistent with zero (less than 3% of P » within one s.d.).

The strong-phase difference 61’ — 65 can be determined from the measurement of the 3 decay

parameters:
B- _ Bo P ¢S
— = — =tan(d;, —95) . A21
— = 20— tan(of — o) (A21)
3 Here we use simplified notation aze) — o and aE_] — a_.
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Using the measured ¢_ and ¢ parameters for the cascades listed in Table II the average
experimental value of the strong phase dF — 5 of 1(4)° is consistent with zero. The size of
the error indicates considerably smaller value than the pion—nucleon phase shifts relevant

for the A and ¥ decays (given in Table. III).

TABLE VII. Amplitudes for the AI = 1/2 and Al = 3/2 transitions in the A- and =-hyperons

non-leptonic decays.

Al =1/2 Al =3/2 (AT =3/2)/(A1 =1/2)
S P S P 53 P3
= Ar —0.9823(04)  0.187(02)  0.052(11)  —0.002(4)  —0.053(11)  —0.008(20)
A= Nr  09145(18)  0.405(04)  0.011(06)  0.016(06) 0.012(06) 0.038(15)

The corresponding relations for the A decays are more complicated since there are four
strong phases, however, the required strong phases for the pion—nucleon final state interac-
tions are well known and given in Table ITI. Including the leading-order Al = 3/2 corrections

the relations between the decay widths can be expressed as
‘A[Ap]|2 + |A[An]|2 = 51271 + P12,1 (A22)
and

|A[Ap]|2 — 2|-A[An]|2 = —\/g (P171P373 COS((S{D — 55) + 5’17183,3 COS((SIS — 5;)) + 4Pﬁ1AA .
(A23)

We fix the overall normalisation of the amplitudes by setting Sil + P, to one and set the
notation for the amplitudes: s := S 1, s3 := S53/511 and ps := P33/ Py 1, where the reuse of
the same symbols as for the cascades should not lead to a confusion. By dividing Eq. (A23)
by Eq. (A22) and expressing the amplitudes squared by the branching fractions B, one gets

1 B((Ap)) — 2B([An))ry
VB B([Ap)) + B([An))rs

= (1 = s%)(pscos(67 — 6F) — V2A) + s%s3 cos(87 — 65)
(A24)

=0.019(4) ,

where 7, is the ratio of the kinematic factors in Eq. (5) for the A — pr~ and A — nr"
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decay modes. The results for the o parameters are?

200_
ap = QT—W =2511P11 cos(d] — 67) (A25)

= 25v/1 — 52 cos(0F — 07) (A26)
= (.734(6),

a_ — Q) 3 AOég/Q 2
— = ——""—— 4325 = 1)A A27
an V2 cos(6F — 67) +3(2s )& (A27)

=2 ).086(24)

where the average in the first row is the same as the values in the |AI| = 1/2 limit. The
first order correction is given as:

Aagys =p; [(1 — %) cos(26] — 67 — &5 ) — s° cos(67 — 03] (A2%)

28

+53 [s7cos(26] — 6] —65) — (1 — s%) cos(6] — 65)] .

The three relations and the |S|? > |P|? condition allow one to determine the s, s3 and p3

amplitudes for the A decays. The results are given in Table VII. The size of the Al = 3/2

amplitudes is 3% of the Al = 1/2 ones. Finally, the value of the 5_ and f, can be calculated

Ba 1 (28-  Bo P S

on 3 <a + Oéo) tan(d; — o7) (A29)
B- B _ 3P sin(6F — 62) — s3sin(67 — 65) | (A30)
a- o V2 cos?(6F — %)

where [ /ap is the value in the Al = 1/2 limit. Using the strong phases from Table III
Ba/an = —0.128(2) what translates to ¢ of —0.139(3). The LO Al = 3/2 correction gives
f-/a_ = —0.130(3) and ¢_ of —0.148(4), i.e. the result with order of magnitude better
precision than the direct measurement of —0.113(61) (Table II).

Appendix B: Effective Lagrangian and parameterization of amplitudes

A hermitian effective Lagrangian for the initial decay B — bm where all baryons have

spin-1/2 is given by

L = gsibBr — g5 iBbT — gp bivs Bm — gp Biysb 7. (B1)

4 Here, the simplified notation reads Qa[An] = o and apy) —> a.
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The gg terms lead to s-waves for the decay products, the gp terms lead to p-waves and the
gs terms break parity (P) symmetry while the gp terms do not. If gg is real, then the gg
terms break P and C, but conserve CP symmetry. If gp is real, then the gp terms conserve
C symmetry and therefore also CP. One can make gp real and positive by moving its phase
into a redefinition of the B-baryon field (and a redefinition of the discrete transformations
by an additional phase). The CP symmetry is then conserved, if the parameter gg is real.

Except for an irrelevant overall phase, one might write the decay matrix elements as
Mp_pr ~ Uy (95 — gpYs) up,  Mp g ~ Vs (=95 — 9p7s) Vb - (B2)

This fits to the conventions of the Particle Data Group. Then one reads off: Si; ~ gs,
Sini ~ — 95, Pni ~ gp, Piyi ~ g5 where the p-waves pick up an additional phase space factor
that we have not displayed explicitly. The relations between partial-wave amplitudes and
parameters from the Lagrangian suggest writing for the initial amplitudes

Sini = |S‘ eifs ) Pini = ‘P‘ ei&p )

Sini = —|S| e—ifs s Fini = |P| G_Z{P . (B3)

Strictly speaking, &p is not needed. What matters is the relative phase between S and
P, which can be expressed via £ — {p but equally well via &g if one puts £&p = 0. In
principle, phases can vary between 0 and 27 or —7 and n. However, an overall minus sign
for all amplitudes would not lead to an observable consequence. Therefore, it is sufficient
to consider {5 — &p € [0, 7) or € [—7/2,+m/2). If (B3) were the complete amplitudes, then
one would always find @ = —« and 8 = 3, irrespective of CP violation or conservation. For
the case of CP symmetry, one would find g = 0.

This whole analysis leaves out final-state interactions. Rescattering is a non-local phe-
nomenon that cannot be treated by a tree-level calculation using a local, hermitian La-
grangian. Instead, one can use explicit loop calculations if one has a microscopic picture of
the reaction, or one can use an Omnes-function matrix that parameterizes the final-state

interactions. This is discussed in more detail in Appendix C.

Appendix C: Treatment of final-state interactions

In the following, we discuss in some detail the treatment of final-state interactions for the

main decays of the A and A baryons. The case of 2%~ decays is just simpler.
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The relevant decay channels of A are (pr~)g, (pm~)p, (n7)s, (n7°)p where the subscript
denotes the partial wave. It is more convenient to build linear combinations with respect to
the isospin of the final states. Then the four decay channels are (N7)g1—1/2, (N7)s 1=3/2,
(NT)pr=1/2, (NT)p=3/2. Following the conventions of the main text, we denote the cor-
responding decay amplitudes by L ; for I = 1/2 and by Ls3 for I = 3/2; here L = S, P.
The initial decay amplitudes that emerge from the weak process are denoted by L™. For
the corresponding antiparticle decays, we use L. . We assume baryon number conservation.
Then there are no oscillations between A and its antiparticle A. But the final-state interac-
tions (FSI) might allow for transitions between the 4 final states (N7)g1=1/2, (N7)s 1=3/2,
(NT)pr=1/2, and (N7)pr=3/2. This defines a coupled-channel problem. We assume that
the weak process is of short-distance nature such that no structure is resolved. Therefore,
the discontinuity of a decay amplitude is solely given by the FSI. This defines an Omnes
problem [88]; for an analogous situation, see e.g. [89].

In general, one has a 4 x 4 Omnes-function matrix 2 that parameterizes the FSI. This
matrix maps the “bare” amplitudes of the initial decay onto the “full” amplitudes that

contain the FSI:

Sia e
Ss3 _q ¥ (1)
Py P
P33 Py
The corresponding equation for the antiparticle sector reads
St St
g B gini
l=al (C2)
P 1,1 P 1,1
- —=ini
P33 Pg3

Next, we assume that parity and charge conjugation are both conserved by the FSI. This
is true for strong and electromagnetic FSI. In this case, the FSI are the same in the particle
and antiparticle sector, i.e. Q = Q, and there is no cross talk between the parity-even p-waves

and the parity-odd s-waves:

Q=0Q= (C3)



with 2 x 2 matrices Qg and Qp.
Finally, we assume isospin symmetry. Then the 2 x 2 matrices become diagonal. Wat-
son’s theorem [64] ensures that the phase of the pertinent Omnes function agrees with the

scattering phase shift 0, o7 of the corresponding N-m scattering:
Q= diag (|Qr2r-1] €%, |Qp ar—5] €°02) (C4)

with L = S, P. Here it is of advantage that we changed from the particle basis (pr~ and
nm®) to the isospin basis (I = 1/2 and I = 3/2). In the particle basis, the 2 x 2 Omnes
matrices would not be diagonal.

Of course, if required by precision, the assumptions that lead from more general 4 x 4

matrices in (C1) and (C2) to (C3) and (C4) can be relaxed one by one.

Appendix D: Average polarization and spin-correlation terms

Expression for average polarization squared
1 do 3 1 + av cos?0
PL)= [ PL(=———)dp =2 [ P2 " dcost D1
Ph) = [P (S i) a0 =5 [ P deost (1)
where Pp is given by Eq. (40). The integral can be calculated exactly, and the result is

expressed as

(P%) = po + PP, (D2)
where
_ (1 — ai) sin?(A®) 549 a(1 - b3
Po= " rg a3 20~ 31+ au)F(aw). (D3)
3(1 -+ Oéw)2 1 — Oéw 9 9
=—F——~¢1— AP) — (1 — (1— AP)) F ) D4
g 20 L a0 - (1= (oo Qo) )} (0
The function F(«) is
arctan /o
. Y~ O<a<l
(@) /0 1+ ax? @ (D5)

arctanlll l || l<a<0
\/ |

Properties of the function F'(1) = 7 and lim,,_; F(a) = oo. The function is drawn in

Fig. 18. For ay, = 1 the coefficients are

3(4—m)

Po=0 and p, = ~ 0.6438 (D6)
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FIG. 18. Function F'(«) defined in Eq. (D5). The function is divergent for o — —1.

and for a, =0

2 + cos(2A9)

2
Po = — sin?(A®) and p, = 3

15 (D7)

One derives similar expressions for the sum of the squares of the spin-correlation terms.

The result can be expressed as

(Shp) = S0+ %P7, (D8)
where
1 2 3
So = m {(1—03) (20 + 3) cos(2AD) — Tal, — 2a, — 3
—3(ay + 1)°F (o) [(1 — o) cos(2A®) + oy — 20, — 1]}, (D9)
~ 6(1 —aj)sin®(A®)
So = o3 T an) {1+ ay)F(ay) — 1} . (D10)

For the ete™ — BB process specified by the parameters oy, By and 7y, the polarization
and spin-correlation terms as a function of the B-baryon production angle 6 are
(ay + 1)2P? cos® 0 4 sin® 0 (3] cos® 0 + P2v3)
(14 ay cos26)?
(a2 + 1) sin* 0 + (v, + cos? 6)” + 2sin® 0 (V2 cos® 0 + P233)
(14 ay cos?6) '

P%(cos ) = 2

, (D11)

S35(cosf) = (D12)
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