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A bstract

W e present a sin ple but general treatm ent of neutrino oscillations in the fram ework of
quantum m echanics using plane waves and intuitive wave packet principles when necessary.
W e attem pt to clarify som e confiising statem ents that have recently appeared In the literature.

The quantum m echanics of neutrino oscillations have been studied In several papers
i,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11] and reviewed in 13, 13]. A kemative derivations of neutrino
oscillations in the fram ework of quantum eld theory have also been presented in 14, 15,
1q,17,18,19, 20,21, 22, 23]. In pie of all these studies, the understanding of the theory
of neutrino oscillations seem s still unsettled, as one can see from controversial clain s in the
recent literature P4, 23, 28, 27, 28, 23, 50).

In this article we w ish to clarify som e of these issues using a sin ple quantum m echanical
treatm ent of neutrinos as plane waves. A rigorous treatm ent of neutrino oscillations in the
fram ework of quantum m echanics requires a wave packet form alisn ). Here we employ
som e of its principles only when necessary, w ithout technical details (see {3, 9, 12,13)).

N eutrino oscillations are a consequence of neutrino m ixing and the fact that neutrino
m asses are very an all. Neutrino m ixing In plies that the left-handed com ponents ; ofthe

avor neutrino elds ( = e; ; )E: are superpositions of the left-handed com ponents ;, of
neutrno eldswith de nitemassm k= 1;2;3):

XB
L= Uy (=€ 5 ) 1)
k=1

1 W e consider for sin plicity only the three active neutrino avorswhose existence is m Jy established (see,
for exam ple, Ref. 1_3-1:]) . However, the form alisn is valid for any num ber of neutrinos, including additional
sterile neutrinos w hose existence is under investigation (see, for exam ple, Refs. L_§2_i, :_3-;;]) .

The avorofan active neutrino (., , ) isdetem ned by the associated lepton (€, , ) in charged-
current weak Interactions. Sterile neutrinos do not feel weak interactions, as well as electrom agnetic and
strong interactions (as active neutrinos); they are sensitive only to gravitational interactions.
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where U isaunitarymatrix UUY= UYU = 1), ie. such that

X
U U = ; @)

U U 3= x5: 3)

A neutrino w ith de nite avor is described by the state

X
J i= U J«ii )

such that
X X
hOj j i= U kU ]hOj kjjl/ U kU k= H (5)
kij k

where we used h0j « j 51 / 3. The state descrbing a avor antineutrino has com plex-—
conjugated elam ents ofthem ixing m atrix w ith respect to the avor neutrino state n Eq. @):
X
j i= UxJki: ()
K
This In plies that the oscillations of neutrinos and antineutrinos are di erent only if the
m xing m atrix is com plex (ie. only ifthere isCP violation).
Let us consider  produced at tine t and space coordinateh xp by a weak interaction

processwith a speci ¢ avor ( = e; ; ). Thisneutrno is described by a state j i that
is a superposition of neutrino states w ith de nite kinem atical properties:
X
jTi= U Jeipd: (7)

k

T he state j yjpridescrbes a neutrino w th m assm  and m om entum py . It isa product ofthe
states j iand pibelonging to the avorm assand m om entum H ibert spaces, respectively:

Jxipki= Jxipki: ®)
In general the m om enta of di erent m ass eigenstates can be di erent, and they are deter-

m ined by energy-m om entum conservation in the production process B4]. For exam pk, in
the case of a muon neutrino produced by a pion decay at rest,
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them om entum of the k™ m ass eigenstate is
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2 since detected neutrinos propagate along a m acroscopic distance, we consider only one spatialdin ension
along the neutrino path.
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w ith the corresponding energy given by
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wherem andm are the m asses of the pion and muon, respectively. The m ass eigenstate
J x7Px1 satis es the energy eigenvalue equation

H jyipki= Ex Jwipkis 12)

where H is the firee neutrino H am iltonian.

In practice neutrinos w ith energy an aller than som e fraction ofM €V are not detectable,
either because their energy is below threshold in charged-current processes, or because the
cross section In elastic scattering processes, which Increases w ith neutrino energy, is too
an all. Hence, if all the neutrino m asses'f: aremuch analler than 1 M €V, all the detectable
neutrinos are extrem ely relativistic and it is convenient to use a relativistic approxin ation
for them om entum and energy of the m ass eigenstates.

At zeroth order in the relativistic approxin ation all neutrino m asses are considered neg-
liglble and all the m ass eigenstates have the sam e energy E , equal to the m odulus of their
momentum : p, = Ex = E . The value of E is detem ined by energy-m om entum oconserva—
tion in the production process. For exampl, from Eq. (I() one can see that in the pion

2

m

decay process n Eq. () we have E = mT 1 — ' 30MeV. Since the energy Ey and

mom entum P, of the k™ m ass eigenstate are related by the relativistic dispersion relation
EZ=pi+mZ; 13)

the rst order correctionsto the equalitiespy = Ex = E depend on the square of the neutrino
m ass and In generalwe can w rite

P "R m_i . (14)
2E '
where isa quantity determ ined by energy-m om entum conservation In the production pro-
1 m ?

cess. Forexam pl, from Eq. (10) onecan ssethat inpiondecay =3 1+ — ' 08.Using

the relativistic approxin ation of the energy-m am entum dispersion relation n Eq. (3),

m§
E 14 + . 15
k Bk R ’ ( )
from Eq. {14) we cbtain that the energy E, of the m ass eigenstate neutrino , at rst order

In the relhtivistic approxin ation is given by

Ex” E+ (1 )rﬁ : @o)
2E
3 D irect searches of e ective neutrino m asses In Jepton decays gave the upper lin itsm .- 3&V,m
190keV, m . 182M &V (seeRef. t_314']). H owever, the sum ofthem asses of light neutrinos is constrained to

be an aller than about 24 €V by their contribution to the totalenergy density ofthe Universe (see Ref. {_3-]_]]) .



The wave function corresponding to the initial avorstate j Fiin Eq. 7) is
X X
. P . P cooa s g (X Xp) = 2
J7 ®)1=lhxj i= U hxpxijgi= U, e Jxi; @7)
k k

where we have taken Into acoount the nitial coordinate xp of the production process. The
tin e evolution of the wave finction j f (x)i is given by the Schrodinger equation

d P P X i
ia:j ;0)i=H JF x;p)i= U, eP®*e)g, 5,4, (18)
k

where we have used the energy eigenvalue equation {12). The solution of the evolution
equation is
X
JFkii= U P e Ealt) g4, 19
K

where tp is the production tine. At a tine di erent from the production tine tp; and a
coordinate di erent from the production coordinate xp , the state j £ (x;t)i isa superposition
of avor states. Indeed, expressing the m ass elgenstate j i n Eq. 19) in tem s of avor
eigenstates,
X
Jxi= UxJ 1 (20)
k

(this relation is cbtained by nverting Eq. ) using the unitarity relation in Eq. (3)), one
cbtains
|
X X . ]
3 F (x;pi= U, ePx&Exe) Balte)yg g 4, 1)

k

This is a superposition of di erent avor states, which reduces to one avor only at the

production point x = %p, t = t, where the unitarity relation in Eq. @) guarantees that
JP &= x;t=)i= j i

The temm In parenthesis n Eq. @1) is the amplitude of ! transitions, which is

obtained by profcting j ¥ (x = %p ;= 1 )i at the detection point space and tine, x, and
% ,on the avor state j i:

X . ..
A @iT)=h 3 &=x;t=1t)i= U, e™" Ty, (2)

where L % % Isthe sourcedetectordistance and T £ & istheneutrino propagation
tin e.

Here it is to be em phasized that the detection process is described only by the avor
state j i, with no need to express the detected neutrino state as a superposition ofm ass
eigenstates w ith di erent m om enta. T his is due to the principle of causality, which in plies
that di erent m ass eigenstates with di erent m om enta created In the production process



determm ine their own kinem atics in the detection process where they are detected. The
corresponding di erent m om enta of the particles participating to the detection process do
not spoil the coherence of the process if they are w ithin the m om entum uncertainty due to
the localization of the detection process (through the uncertainty principle).

T he probability of ! transitions is
P, @;T)=3R . G;T)F; (23)
leading to
X X , ,
P, @;T)= P FP «f+2Re U U, U U e PIRECEIT, 4)
k k>3

Tt is clear that the transition probability at the detector depends only on the neutrinom ixing
m atrix and on the m om entum and energy di erences of the m ass eigenstates, which are due
to theirm ass di erences. Tnvoking now the relativistic approxin ations in Egs. @4) and @86),
we obtain

X

P L;T)= SO e VI
k

X m2l m2

+2Re U,U,U U exp i L ia —S T ;  @5)
k> j

2F 2FE
with them asssquared di erences m 7, mi m5.

Equation 25) gives the oscillation probability as a function of the distance L between
a source and a detector and the neutrino traveltine T . However, In real experin ents, the
neutrino travel tin e is not m easured, but the sourcedetector distance is known. T herefore,
the neutrino traveltim e T m ust be expressed in temm s of the distance L . To accom plish this
task it is necessary to go beyond the plane wave approxin ation em ployed so far and rem ind
that the propagating m ass eigenstate neutrinos m ust be described by wave padkets. Indeed,
a plane wave has an in nite spacetim e extent, whereas neutrino production and detection
are localized processes, that are appropriately describbed by the wave packet form alian . W e
associate each m ass eigenstate, which has well de ned kinem atical properties, w ith a wave
packet. The spatial width of the neutrino wavepadkets is determ ined by the m axin um
between the quantum uncertainties of the position and tin e of the m icroscopic production
process (see Ref. @]). The wave packets propagate w ith the group velocity
P, my

Vk:_

— 26
E, R 26)

where we have used the relativistic approxin ations (14) and {16). The di erent m ass eigen—
states can interfere if they overlap upon their arrival at the detector or if the coherence tim e
of the detection process is larger than the tin e separation between the m ass eigenstates
B,18,9]. In any case, from Eqg. £6) one can see that the arrival tin e at the detector of
the m ass eigenstate wave padkets is equal to the source-detector djstanoe“_l: plus a correction

4 W e use naturalunits in which c= ~= 1.



proportionaltom 2=E 2. Since the phase in the neutrino oscillation probability in Eqg. £3) is
already proportionalto m §j=E , the correction to the relation T = L gives a contribution
of higher order, which can be neglected. O ne m ay ob Ect that since this correction is also
proportional to the distance L, it is not negligble when (m ijL=E ) i=E?) & 1. Thisis
true. However, one must observe that in practice neutrino oscillations are ocbservable only
when the phase (m ijL=E ) is of order one. T his is due to the fact that all neutrino beam s
have a spread In energy, alldetectors have a nite energy resolution and the source-detector
distance has a m acroscopic uncertainty due to the sizes of the source and detector. W hen
the oscillation phase ismuch larger than one, the averages over the neutrino energy and the
source-detector distance wash out the oscillating temm . Ifall the phases are Jarge and all the
oscillating temm s are washed out, there rem ains only a constant transition probability given
by the rsttem I Eq. @5):

X
o, i= Vo FP @7)

k

T herefore, the observability of neutrino oscillations guarantees that (m {,L=E ) n {=E ?)
1 and the correction to the relation T = L is negligble.

Anocther correction to the relation T = L is due to the nite time interval in which
the wave packets overlap w ith the detection process and to the nite ooherence tine of
the detection process. O ne should average the oscillation probability in Eq. €3) over the
resulting total tin e interval t, . However, since the tin e Interval t, is characteristic of
a m icrosoopic process, it is always much an aller than the m acroscopic propagation tim e
T 7 L. If this property were not satis ed, oscillations could not be observed because
they would be washed out by the average over tin e. A s m entioned above, since neutrino
oscillations are ocbservable only when the phase (m ijT=E ) is of order one, the correction
(m ij tp=E) 1 is always negligbl. In other words, the phase of the oscillations is
practically constant in the time interval t; and the average over such a tin e interval is
equivalent to the approximation T = L.

From Eqg. 3), the appropriate approxin ation T = L Jeads to the transition probability

X X m 2.
P, M@= PP F+2Re U, UU U, exp %L ; (28)
k k> 5

as a function of the sourcedetector distance I m easured In real experim ents. This is the
standard oscillation formula derived m ore than 20 years ago B35, 36, 37, 1]. Notice that as
a result ofthe T = L relation, hasm agically disappeared, kading to the independence
of the neutrino oscillation probability from the soeci ¢ details of the production process.
From Eq. (8) one can see that there is an oscillating tem associated w ith each pair ofm ass

eigenstates k > j and the corresoonding oscillation length is

4 E

Lyy= : (29)

2
mkj

Since the state in Eq. ) describing a avor antineutrino has com plex-conjigated el
em ents of the m ixing m atrix w ith respect to the avor neutrino state, the probability of



! oscillations is given by Eq. @8) wih com plex-conjigated elm ents of the m ixing

m atrix. T he oscillation lengths of neutrinos and antineutrinos are equal.

Som e comm ents are In oxder for the clari cation of the derivation of the neutrino oscil-

lation probability in Eq. 2§):

1)

The initialneutrino state n Eq. (4) is a coherent superposition ofm ass eigenstates. This
is possble because neutrino m asses are an all and the di erences between the m om enta
ofdi erent m ass eigenstates is an aller than them om entum uncertainty ofthe production
process due to its localization in space. D enoting the spatial interval of the source by

X p, Wwe have the m om entum uncertainty pop 1= xp and the two m ass eigenstates

ks 5 are em itted coherently if o BJj. pp. Using Eq. {14) one gets the condition
jm ?,j. 2E pp= .Forexampl, assuming xp . lan in theprocess n Eq. (3) ofpion
decay at rest, we obtain the coherence condition jm £,j. 10° &V ?, which iswell satis ed
by neutrino m asses below €V ranges.

Ifthem om entum uncertainty in the production process is too an all, di erent m ass eigen—
states are em itted Incoherently by the source and neutrinos do not oscillate. Thishappens
if the m om enta of the particles in the production process are m easured w ith such a high
accuracy to the extent that one can detem ine which neutrino m ass eigenstate is pro—
duced. In thiscase xp & 2E= jm {,j LY, ie. the uncertainty in the localization
of the source is Jarger than the oscillation length P]. It is obvious that in this case i
is not possble to m easure neutrino oscillations. A nalogous considerations apply to the
detection process.

W e have assum ed that allthem ass eigenstates are produced at the sam e space-tin e point
(%p ;) and detected at the sam e spacetin e point Xp ;% ). Sihoe both the production

and detection processes have uncertainties n space and tin e, di erent m ass eigenstates

can be produced and detected coherently at di erent locations In space and tim e w ithin

the uncertainties, generating Interferences resoonsble for neutrino oscillations. H ow ever,
one m ust pay special attention to the coherent character of the production and detection

processes. In otherwords, there isa wellkde ned phase relation between the wave fiinctions
of neutrinos produced (detected) w ithin the spatial and tem poral coherence intervals of
the production (detection) process.

Let us rst consider each m ass eigenstate neutrino  produced at a di erent spacetim e
point (x5;t), with X5 x%j. xp and ¥ 3. tp. Shoe the component of the
neutrino eld that creates the correspoonding m ass eigenstate in the production process
oscillates In spacetin e w ith a phase determ ined by the energy E, and m om entum p,
the initial phase di erence between the wave finction of the k™ m ass eigenstate neutrino
produced at (x£;t%) and that produced at (xp ;tp) is

};:Pk x}; % Ey t; t (30)

Then, thephase at (x;t) ofthe wave fiinction ofthe k™ m ass eigenstate neutrino produced
atxf and tine tf is

(D= Stpk X)) B £)=p&x %) Et %); (31)



ie. the sam e as that of the wave filnction of the k™ m ass eigenstate neutrino produced
at xp and tine tp, used in Eq. (19).

Let us consider now each m ass eigenstate neutrino  detected at a corresponding space—
tine point &5;8),with X5 %3J. xpand 3 3. tp.The incoming neutrino
waveflinction is
X
It )is U ePt K B ) gy, (32)
k

Since the com ponent of the neutrino eld , that destroys the corresponding m ass eigen—
state In the detection process oscillates In spacetin e with a phase determ ined by the
energy E; and m om entum py, tsphase di erence between the points (x5 ;t5) and (x5 ity )
is

S=pc x5 % B4 B o (33)
T his in plies that the detected neutrino In a ! oscillation experin ent is no longer
described by a sinple avor state j iasin Eq. €2), but by the state
k X i X
30 &pity)i= U e v Jid; (34)
k
which takes into acoount the coherence of the process. The am plitude of ! transi-
tions tums out to be
X
A =hPegig)itegig)i= U e EFTU 35)

k

which is equal to the standard am plitude in Eq. 22). This m echanisn allow s the in-
terference of di erent m ass eigenstates even when the corresponding wave padkets do no
overlap, but arrive at the detector w ithin the coherence tim e interval of the detection pro—
cess B, 8,19]. Clkarly, in this case the di erent m ass elgenstates are detected at di erent
tin es, but the coherence of the detection process allow s them to interfere.

In the sinplk plane wave approach that we have adopted above, there is no indication
of a ooherence length for neutrino oscillations B8]. The reason for the existence of a
coherence length is that each m assive neutrino propagates as a wave padket w ith itsown
group velocity. The overlap of di erent wave padkets decreases w ith Increasing distance
from the source, until eventually they ssparate. For distances larger than the coherence
length, two wave padkets arrive at the detector separated by a tin e nterval larger than the
coherence tin e of the detection process. In this case the corresoonding m ass eigenstates
cannot interfere and the oscillations are suppressed. Hence, in general there is a coherence
length associated w ith each pair ofm ass eigenstates. At distances larger than the Jargest
coherence kength one can only m easure the averaged constant probability in Eq. 7). This
can be caloulated using the wave packet form alisn In the fram ew ork ofquantum m echanics
3,9] or quantum eld theory [15, 18]. However, one can estin ate the coherence length
in the Pllow ing sin plke way, as done in Ref. 38]. Using the group velocity ormula in



Eq. £6), the ssparation ofthe k™ and 3™ m ass elgenstate wave packets after traveling a
tine T corresponding to a distance L is

. 2
m .

I ki 36)
oF

ijjj: o ‘ﬁjT !

The size of the m ass eigenstate wave padkets is given by the m axinum between the
soatial and tem poral coherence w idths of the production process. D enoting by , the
maxinum between the size of the m ass eigenstate wave packets and the spatial and
tem poral ocoherence w idths of the detection process, the interference is suppressed for
JxXx3J& &, ading to the coherence length

2E 4

jm ijj

coh
ij

37)

Fornm assive neutrnostherearen @ 1)=2 oscillating tem s in the probability in Eq.1(28),
each one w ith its oscilltion length in Eq. @9) and coherence length .n Eq. 7).

Several controversial and offten m iskading statem ents and derivations of the neutrino

oscillation form ula have recently appeared in the literature. Let us comment on som e of
them :

A)

T he traditional derivation of the neutrino oscillation probability [I] is based on the as-
sum ption that all the m ass eigenstates have a common momentum py = p; = E . This
is often called \equalm om entum " treatm ent of neutrino oscillations. From Eq. (14) one
can see that the equalm om entum assum ption is equivalent to assum lng = 0, ie. this
case is sin ply a particular case of the general kinem atical relations in Egs. ([4) and (16).
Since the derivation of the neutrino oscillation formula in Eq. €8) does not depend on
the value of , it is clear that the equalm om entum assum ption is an acosptable one.

Tt hasbeen argued P4] that neutrinos created by a de nite weak-interaction processm ust
have a de nite avor at the production point at alltin es. From Eq. (1Y) one can see that
this ispossble only ifallthe m ass eigenstates have the sameenergy, Ex = E5 = E . Based
on this considerations, the authors of Ref. P4] clain that the \equalenergy" assum ption
is the correct one. H owever, since the production process has uncertainties both In time
and space, one could clain as well that neutrinos created by a de nite weak-interaction
processm ust have a de nite avor over allthe spatial region ofthe production point at an
initialtin e (orduring the coherence tine) . From Eqg. (L9) one can see that this ispossble
only if all the m ass eigenstates have the sasme momentum , p, = p; = E, justifying the
equalm om entum assum ption. Since energy and m om entum satisfy the dispersion relation
EZ= pi+m?,dierentm ass elgenstates cannot have sin ultaneously the sam e energy and
m om entum . Hence, it is clear that the equalenergy assum ption isasaritrary asthe equal
mom entum assum ption, being yet another specialcase, = 1, ofthe generalkinem atical
relations in Egs. (14) and (6). O bviously, the equalenergy assum ption leads to the sam e
oscillation omula in Eq. @8) that we have derived w ithout arbitrary assum ptions.



C)

D)

Tt has been clain ed that there is a \factor of two ambiguity" in the oscillation lengths
24, 30]. This ambiguity arises from the observation that the propagation tine T in
Eqg. ¢4) is not common among the di erent m ass elgenstates, but one should take a
di erent propagation time Ty for each m ass eigenstate, given by Ty = L=v, where v
is the group velocity In Eq. ¢€6). In this case the phase In the k{Jj interference tem is

k= © B)L  ETx E;T5). In the relativistic approxin ation E4 Ty / p L+ miL=E,
ladingto x5= m ijL=E . One can see that the phases are tw ice as Jarge as the standard
ones in Eq. £§), giving oscillation lengths that are a halfofthe standard ones n Eq. 29).
This is the clain ed factor of two ambiguity}. The confiision in this derivation is that it
does not take Into account the fact that di erent m ass eigenstates arriving at di erent
tin es at the detector m ust be absorbed coherently by the detection process in order to
Interfere. Hence, there is a phase relation of the detection process that must be taken
into account, as discussed in item 2 above. T his restores the m issing factor of two in the
oscillation lengths.

A sa variant ofthe equalm om entum and equalenergy assum ptions, a \equalvelocity" as-
sum ption hasbeen proposed 29,11, 30]. Sin ple kinem atics does not allow this possibility
f3]. Indeed, vi = vy inplies that p,=E, = ps=E ;. Taking the square of this relation and
using the energy-m om entum dispersion relation pf = Ef m?,one ndsm=m ;= E,=E .
This equality cannot be true In a realexperim ent, shce Ex=E ;' 1, whereasm y=m ; m ay
be extram ely an all or large.

Tt has been argued that a wave packet treatm ent of neutrino oscillations is unnecessary
when neutrinos are em itted by a source that is stationary in tine R3]. In this argum ent
there is conflision between m icroscopic and m acroscopic stationarity. In practioe m ost
neutrino sources (as the sun, or a reactor, or a supemova) can be considered to be sta—
tionary sources of neutrinos. H owever, the m icroscopic processes that generate neutrinos
in these sources cannot be considered stationary, because each m icroscopic process is able
to an i neutrino waves only fora nite Interval of tin e, the coherence tim e that we have
denoted above by tp . Hence, to understand the physics of neutrino oscillations, a wave
padket treatm ent is necessary. W e have seen above that a wave packet description of
the propagating m ass eigenstates is crucial for the determm ination of the correct relation
between the neutrino propagation tin e and the source-detector distance. T he necessity to
establish such a connection is avoided in Ref. P§] by assum ing that allm ass eigenstates
have the sam e energy. However, we have shown in iem ::2 above that In general such
assum ption is not justi ed (the stationarity argum ent given in Ref. P5] cbviously does
not apply to the m icroscopic production process).

In neutrino oscillation experim ents neutrinos are usually produced through charged—
current weak processes together with a charged kpton (see, for example, Eq. (). &

5 A sin ilar am biguity has been clain ed to exist in the case of kaon oscillations in Refs. {39, 40, 41, 42].

T he authors of Refs. [43, #4] tried to solve this problem arguing that the interference between the K ;, and
K s com ponents should be calculated at the sam e tim e and the sam e space point. H owever, this argum ent
does not hold because, as discussed in Ref. [rg], the coherent character of the detection process fora nite
space-tin e interval allow s wave fiinctions at di erent space-tin es to interfere (see item :_2 above).
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is natural to ask if also the charged lpton has som e kind of oscillatory behavior. In
principle, avor oscillations of charged leptons would be possible if theirm asses were very
close s0 as to be produced coherently, and if there were som e other m eans, besides m ea—
surem ent ofm ass, to distinguish di erent charged lepton avors. H owever, since thesetwo

requirem ents are not satis ed in the realworld, there are no avor oscillations of charged

Jeptons. Notice, In particular, that charged Jptons are de ned by theirm ass, which isthe
only property that distinguishes am ong charged lpton avors'f’. . In otherwords, avor is
m easured through m ass. T hat is why charged Jptons are de ned asm ass eigenstates.

In Refs. 6, 27,28] i hasbeen clain ed that the probability to detect the charged Jepton
oscillates in spacetin €. This clain hasbeen refuted in Ref. []]. The authors ofRef. 4]
presented a proofthat the oscillation in space-tim e ofthe probability to detect the charged
Jepton is a consequence of the oscillation in space-tin e of the probability to detect the
neutrino. But it iswellknown that the probability to detect the neutrino, irrespective of
its avor, does not oscillate In space-tim e. T his property is usually called \conservation
?f probability" or \unitarity" and is represented m athem atically by the general relation

P , = 1.Hence, the argum ent presented in Ref. 4] actually proves that charged
Jeptons do not oscillate!

In conclusion, we have presented a sin ple but general treatm ent of neutrino oscillations
In a quantum m echanical fram ew ork using plane waves and Intuiive wave packets argum ents
when necessary. W e have shown that the standard neutrino oscillation formula in Eq. ©8)
can be derived w ithout arbitrary assum ptions as \equalm om entum " or \equal energy".
W e also tried to clarify som e confusing statem ents on the quantum m echanics of neutrino
oscillations that have recently appeared In the literature.

A cknow ledgm ents

C G .would lke to thank P.Rotelli for stin ulating discussions during the NOW 2000 work—
shop. C G .would also lke to express his gratitude to the K orea Institute for A dvanced
Study KA S) Prwam hospitality.

R eferences
L] S.M .Bilenky and B . Pontecorvo, Phys. Rept. 41, 225 (1978).
R]1 B.Kayser, Phys.Rev.D 24, 110 (1981).
BlC.Gunti, C.W .Kin,and U.W .Lee, Phys.Rev.D 44, 3635 (1991).

4] J.Rich, Phys.Rev.D 48, 4318 (1993).

® In practice all detectors revealparticles through electrom agnetic interactions. C harged Jeptons have all
the sam e electrom agnetic interactions. They are distinguished either through kinem atics or through their
decay products. Both these characteristics depend directly from the charged lepton m ass.

7 A sinilar e ect, called \Lam bda oscillations", has been clain ed to exist Ifl-(_)', :_ZIZ_;] for the ’sproduced
togetherw ith a neutralkaon, asin theprocess +p! +K °.Thise ecthasbeen refited in Refs. 43, 6.

11



6] J.E.Campagne, Phys. Lett.B 400, 135 (1997).

[’/1A.D.Dolov,A.Y .M orozov, L.B.Okun,and M .G .Shchepkin, NucL Phys.B 502, 3

[12] C.W .Kin and A .Pevaner, N eutrinos in physics and astrophysics H arwood A cadem ic
P ress, Chur, Sw itzerland, 1993), Contem porary Conospts In P hysics, Vol. 8.

4] I.Y .Kodbzarev, B.V .M artem yanov, L.B.Okun, and M .G . Shchepkin, Sov. J.NuclL
Phys. 35, 708 (1982).

5] C.Gunti, C.W .Kin, J.A.Les, and U.W . Les, Phys. Rev.D 48, 4310 (1993),


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9506271
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9703241
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9710289
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9711363
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9812441
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0006334
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9810543
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9305276
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9603430
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9706378
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9709494
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9809503
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9807442
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9807442
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9909332
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9904285
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9904285
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9909341
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9607201
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9802387
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9509261
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9707268

28] Y . Srivastava, A .W idom , and E . Sassaroli, Eur.Phys. J.C 2, 769 (1998).

R9] Y. Takeuchi, Y. Tazaki, S.Y¥.Tsai, and T. Yam azaki, M od.Phys. Lett. A 14, 2329

B2] S.M .Biknky, C .G unti, and W .G rinus, Prog.Part.NucL Phys. 43, 1 (1999), hepr

_____________

W orkshop on N eutrino Telescopes, Venice, Ttaly, 23{26 Feb 1999, vol. 2, p. 1.
B4] R.G .W inter, Lett.Nuovo Cin .30, 101 (1981).
B5] S.Eliezer and A .R . Swift, NucL Phys.B 105, 45 (1976).
B6] H .Fritzsch and P .M inkow ski, Phys. Lett.B 62, 72 (1976).
B7] S.M .Bilenky and B . Pontecorvo, Nuovo Cin . Lett. 17, 569 (1976).

B8] S.Nussinov, Phys. Lett.B 63, 201 (1976).

40] Y .N . Srivastava, A .W idom , and E . Sassaroli, Phys. Lett.B 344, 436 (1995).

41] Y .Srvastava, A .W idom , and E . Sassaroli, Z.Phys.C 66, 601 (1995).

13


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9809558
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9906460
http://pdg.lbl.gov
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9812360
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9812360
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9905246
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9501269
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9605399
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9605234
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9702327
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0007262
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9803365

