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Abstract. A rgum ents continue to appear in the literature conceming the validity of the
standard oscillation form ula. W e point out som e m isunderstandings and try to explain
In sin ple tem s our view point.

PACS. 1215F { 14.60Pq

Two of the present authors (D L and P R.) together with G . C . D ucati criticized a few years
ago []:] the derivations ofthe so—called standard oscillation form ula (SO F') w hich wasthen, and rem ains
to this date, the basis form ost of the phenom enology of neutrino m asses LZ] T he ob fctions then were
that the derivations of the SOF in the literature were based upon invalid approxin ations B To be
m ore speci ¢ the plane-w ave derivations (which are certainly the sin plest) in general ignored the dif-
ferent velocities of the neutrino m ass eigenstates. It is exactly these di erent velocities that produce
slippage am ongst the m asseigenstate w ave-packets and eventually lead to decocherence (when oscilla-
tion ceases).An exam ple of such a calculation of the phase di erence which m akes the assum ptions
t Landp E is
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H ow ever, if one allow s for the di erent velocities in the space Interval (t constant hereand t v =
L 6 0) an extra factor of tw o appears In the neutrino oscillation phase [1_,'3_1
m 2
Et plL)=tE Lp pL==t(E vp pvVv) t = 2)

In ref. E,'], w e showed that to obtain rigorously the SO F one needed the assum ption ofequalvelociies.
At this point we comm ited perhaps an ingenuiyy by praising the aesthetic value of equal velocities
and this has labelled us in the eyes of som e as the proponents of this hypothesis. Som e have even
clain ed that we believe both in an extra factor of two and in equal velocities, notw ithstanding the
fact that they are in clear contradiction.

Thdependently and Jater the equal vebcity scenaro was suggested 1 Ref? (ref. i_]:] In this paper).
The authors of Ref? consider this scenarb as \aesthetically the m ost pkasig" . T hey prockin ed
I as their \preferred choice" in pa.tthu]arbecause 1 kads to the frequency of neutrino oscilations
tw ioe as large as the standard one — ref. E4.]


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0303224v1
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0211241
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0211241

see also

... the scenario of equal vebcities of two m ass eigenstates is preferred 1 =fl[l] (ref. E_S] in this
paper) to that of equalenergi s ... —ref. E_G].

In a recent work on wave packets i_E';], we Identi ed the source of the extra factor of two in the
planewave form alism . It is a consequence of the im plicit assum ption that the avour eigenstate
is ddentical, lncluding hence is phase, at allpoints in the creation process,

= s 1+sn ,:

Thismay seam very reasonable, but it is not natural in the wavepacket form alisn . In fact, wihin
the wavepacket form alian , the avor eigenstate is not unique at all points of creation. Each point
is associated w ith an appropriate x-dependent phase. For exam ple, for gaussian wave packets w ith
soread a, , In the a= p= 0 scenario W ith Instantaneous creation)

2 ¢ x?
x;0) = 2 =P = exp[ipgx] [cos 1+ s 2] :
Thus, the avour state at di erent points are characterized by an x-dependent phase, speci cally by
the plane-w ave factor:

exp [ipgx ] :

In the case of di erent velocities of the m ass-eigenstates, interference occurs between wave packet
com ponents corresponding to di erent iniial wave packet points. T hus, the nal overlapping inter—
ference points carry w ith them what we”ca]lan initial phase di erence. T his initial phase di erence
com pensates for the tetm p L in EQ.(d), and hence elim nates the extra factor of two, giving the
standard oscillation phase (see Section IIT of ref. E_i'] for a detailed discussion) .

In ref. E], we concluded that w ithin the wave packet form alisn the standard oscillation form ula is
not only exact in the case ofequalvelocities (no slippage) but also a good approxin ation in all cases
In which m inim al slippage occurs betw een the m asswave packets. A Iso in ref. [_E:], we confronted a long
standing diatribe in the literature between equalm om entum advocates and equalenergy advocates of
which O kun isthem ost fervent proponent.The p = 0 hypothesishasam athem atical"advantage", i
allow sone (In the wave packet form align ) to create at a given instant a avour eigenstate w ave packet
over an extended region. F lavour eigenstate creation is the starting point in oscillation phenom ena

(for kaons strong hypercharge plays the role that lepton avour plays for neutrinos). Unfortunately
there is no physical fram e in which p = 0, as can easily be shown [5'_1 In the physical cases in which

p#$ 0 it isby nomeans trivial to create a pure avour elgenstate wave finction. In fact, one m ust
allow for creation tin es which depend upon the creation point, so that at no xed nstant willwe
have a avour eigenstate at allpoints (the "other" part of the wave packet having evolred).

The E = 0 frames do exist and so are a legiin ate choice of fram e, even if they don’t happen
to coincide w ith the laboratory fram e in any of the experim ents, as shown by sin ple kinem atics. A s
an aside, w thout I plying any preference, we note that only the equal velocities case v = 0 is
fram e independent. This is a consequence of the fact that the Lorentz transfom ation of velocities
is m ass independent. If decoherence never occurs for one observer it never occurs for any observer.
The E = 0 case isa choice of fram e, and since oscillation m easurem ent m ust be fram e lndependent,
we see no reason why calculations are not m ade in a m anifestly Lorentz invariant m anner ie. in an
arbitrary frame.

Contrary to another of the criticiam s of Okun et. al. [§], we have never assum ed interference
between wave packets at di erent spacetin e points. W e have always assum ed and stated that the
m easurem ent process ism ade at a single space-tin e point (@an idealization).A tm ost, the theoretician
w illhave to average over the m ass eigenstate w ave-fiinctions. H ow ever, the sam e cannot be said about
the creation process. T he wave function is extended in space. Indeed the use of a planewave (which
isa fourm om entum eigenstate) in plicitly assum esa su cient spatial extension of the wave function
to pem it one to ignore the H eisenberg m om entum uncertainties ( p= 0).A s for the tin e needed for
the creation of a wave packet, this also exists in general. In fact even if there existed a fram e in which
creation w here instantaneous, another observerwould "see" a nite tim e for creation. T his is a direct
consequence of Lorentz transform ations for non-point-like entities. H ence the origin ofthe appearance


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0211241

of multiple tim es and distances in our papers. O bviously, w ith di erent velocities it is i possble to
use a sihgle distance-interval and tim e-interval. Furthemm ore, to create a pure avour eigenstate we
are obliged, in general, to use both m ultiple distances and tin es. T here is in this no contradiction to
quantum m echanics.

In the gure, we illustrate this in pictorial form . T he two sets of lines represent parts of a wave
function for di erent m ass eigenstates. T he vertically separation is only for design purposes. T hey
must be in agihed niially overlapping. T he cross on the axis represents the m easuring instrum ent
In the laboratory. T he slippage of wave packets leads, at the tin e of m easuram ent, to the situation
shown on the RH S where horizontal slippage has occurred . Even assum ing a comm on tin e of creation
t= 0 and ofm easurement t= T, it is obvious that there are two di erent spatial intervalsL, and L,
as displayed in the gure.There isno sense In a comm on "gpatialvelocity" vs In contradiction w ith
di erent particle velocities v, and v,, as considered by O kun et al. i_é] in their appendix (item 2).
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W e have also em phasised in our preprint i_?;] that the oscillation phase, and hence oscillation
formula, should depend upon the details of the wavepacket shape and din ensions, things about
which we have little Informm ation. Again only the equal velocity case stands out as an exception to
this. This m eans that a sihgle oscillation form ula will not be valid for all experin ents. T his should
be rem em bered if inconsistencies w ith the SO F are encountered before invoking m ore exotic solutions
(such as sterile neutrinos) .W e believe the SO F isa good approxin ation in the case ofm inin alslippage
betw een the wave-functions ie.when

tv( L v) a fwhere a is the wave spread]:

O therw ise one uses the SOF only on faith.
F inally, w ith respect to the criticism that in a discussion about pion decay into m uon and neutrino
we have adopted a m ixed avour neutrino,

Another enroneous statem ent of [1] (ref. E] in this paper) is that In the decay ! , the
denotesa m xture of and . —ref Ei],

this is sin ply not true. It is an ncredible criticism since the m a prpart of our article E_i] is devoted to
the question of quaranteeing pure avour creation.
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