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OVERVIEW O F KAO N D ECAY PH YSICS

R.D.Peccei�

Departm entofPhysics,University ofCalifornia atLosAngeles,

LosAngeles,CA 90095-1547

Abstract

Aftera briefhistory oftheinsightsgained from K aon physics,thepotentialofK aon decaysfor
probinglepton num berviolation isdiscussed.PresenttestsofCTP and ofQ uantum M echanics
in the neutralK aon sectorare then reviewed and the potentialofthe Frascati� factory for
doing incisive tests in this area is em phasized. The restofthis overview focuses on CP vio-
lating e�ectsin theK aon system .Although presentobservationsofCP violation areperfectly
consistent with the CK M m odel,we em phasize the theoreticaland experim entaldi�culties
which m ustbefaced to establish thisconclusively.In so doing,theoreticalpredictionsand ex-
perim entalprospectsfordetecting �S = 1 CP violation through m easurem entsof� 0=� and of
rareK decaysarereviewed.Theim portanceoflookingforevidencefornon-CK M CP-violating
phases,through a search fora non-vanishing transverse m uon polarization in K �3 decays,is
also stressed.

1 Introduction

Ever since their discovery [1]nearly 50 years ago,K aons have played an im portant part in
the developm entofparticlephysics.The suggestion ofPais[2]and G ell-M ann [3]thatK aons
possessed anew quantum num ber| strangeness| and socould only beproduced in association
with particleswith the opposite quantum num berwassoon con�rm ed experim entally [4]and
m arked the beginning ofthe study ofavor physics. At the sam e tim e, the � � � puzzle
[5]provided the im petus for Lee and Yang [6]to suggestthat the weak interactionsdid not
conserve parity. W ith parity violation the identi�cation ofthe �,which decayed into three
pions,with the �,which decayed into two pions,wasnaturaland K aonswereborn.

In the 1960’sK aonsplayed an im portantrole in elucidating som e ofthe underlying sym -
m etries ofthe strong interactions,wellbefore the advent ofQ CD where these sym m etries
are m ore m anifest. The approxim ate invariance ofthe strong interactionsunderavorSU(3)
[7]led to the G ell-M ann-O kubo form ula [8]interrelating the K aon m ass with that of the
pion and the �. The extension ofthis sym m etry to a,spontaneously broken,approxim ate
SU (3)V � SU (3)A invariance ofthe strong interactions [9]underscored the specialdynam i-
calrole ofthe pseudoscalar m eson octet (�;K ;�) as near Nam bu G oldstone bosons [10]. It
also provided im portantconnectionsbetween weak decay am plitudesinvolving K aons,likethe
Callan-Triem an relation [11]. Alm ost sim ultaneously to these theoreticaldevelopm ents,the
discovery ofthe decay K L ! 2� by Christianson,Cronin,Fitch and Turlay [12]provided the
�rstindication thatCP,likeparity,wasalso nota good sym m etry ofnature.
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2 Testing forFlavorViolation 2

K aon physicsalso provided im portantinsightsinto the avorstructure ofthe weak inter-
actions. The weakerstrength ofK aon weak decays relative to that ofthe pions lead to the
introduction ofthe Cabibbo angle [13]and to the notion ofavorm ixing forcharged current
weak interactions.Thevery suppressed natureoftheneutralcurrentdecay K L ! �+ �� ,rela-
tiveto thecharged currentdecay K + ! �+ �e,found itsnaturalexplanation through theG IM
m echanism [14]and lead to theprediction ofa furtheravor| charm | which wassubsequently
found [15].

Although perhapsthe halcyon decaysofK aon physicsarepast,K aonscan be counted on,
even today,to provideim portantfuturephysicsinsightsattheresearch frontier.In thistalk I
would liketo focuson threesuch areas,whereexperim entswith K aon beam scan substantially
furtherourunderstanding:

i) Testsofavorviolation,using the intense K aon beam s now available,to probe forlepton
num berviolation to an accuracy ofonepartin a trillion.

ii) TestsofCPT and ofQ uantum M echanicsto unprecedented accuracy,using to advantage
the tiny m assdi�erence between the K L and the K S statesto am plify these e�ectsand
m akethem experim entally m oreaccessible.

iii) TestsofCP violation in theonly system wherethisphenom ena hasbeen observed,particu-
larly to look forevidencefordirect(�S = 1)CP violation and forCP violation induced
by new scalarinteractions.

2 Testing forFlavorViolation

Both lepton num ber(L)and baryon num ber(B)areclassicalglobalsym m etriesoftheStandard
M odel.However,there are no good reasonswhy these sym m etriesshould be exactin nature.
In fact,it is known that quantum e�ects arising from the existence ofchiralanom alies [16]
lead to a breakdown of(B+ L)-sym m etry [17]. Also,ifthe Standard M odelisem bedded into
som e G rand Uni�ed Theory (G UT),then generally these theorieshave lepton and quarksin
the sam erepresentation,leading to a breakdown ofboth L and B [18].

The violationsofB and L alluded to above are highly suppressed,leading to phenom ena
likeproton decay which haveextrem ely long lifetim es[19].However,thesem ay wellnotbethe
only sourcesofavorviolation in nature. Forinstance,new physicsm ay involve interactions
which arem ediated by leptoquarks| objectshaving both quark and lepton quantum num bers.
Leptoquark exchanges,as those typi�ed by the diagram in Fig. 1,willgive rise to avor
changing decays,likeK L ! �+ e� .
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Fig.1:Leptoquark exchangeleading to avorviolation

Assum ing com parable couplingsofthe leptoquarksto quarksand leptons to those ofthe
W ’sto theseexcitations,onepredictsa branching ratio forthisprocessoforder

B R(K L ! �
+
e
� )�

�
M W

M LQ

� 4

O neseesthatifoneprobesavorviolating processesto thelevelofBR � 10�12 oneisprobing
leptoquark m asses(and thereforenew physics)to the levelM LQ � 100 TeV.

Experim entally,searches for lepton avor violating interactions have been carried out to
greataccuracy.The presentbestboundsforthe processK L ! �+ e� com e from experim ents
atBrookhaven (E791)and K EK (E137).Theseexperim entshaveestablished 90% CL bounds
ofO (10�10 )forthisbranching ratio:

B R(K L ! �
+
e
� ) � 3:3� 10�11 [20]

B R(K L ! �
+
e
� ) � 9:4� 10�11 [21]

A new experim ent (E871)has started running at Brookhaven which should be able to push
down the lim itforthisdecay to a B R � 2� 10�12 .

Forthelepton violatingprocessK ! ��ethebestbound todatecom esfrom aBrookhaven
experim ent,E777:

B R(K + ! �
+
�
�
e
+ )� 2:1� 10�10 [22]

A new experim entatBrookhaven (E865)hasstarted running and hopesto push thisBR also
down to the levelofO (10�12 ).

The large im provem ent in precision expected from BNL E865 com pared to the present
bound,aswellasthesharpeningexpected from BNL E871tothepresentlim iton K L ! �+ e� ,
ifno e�ectsarefound willproduceonly a sm allextension ofthem asslim itsforparticleswhich
could m ediatethesedecays.Typically,an im provem entin BR lim itsofa factorof10 willonly
lead to an im provem entin the m asslim itby a factorof2 orso,since the BR scalesasM �4 .

3 CPT and Q uantum M echanics Tests

The CPT theorem [23]is a fundam entalconsequence ofbeing able to describe elem entary
particle interactions by a relativistic localquantum �eld theory. Thus violation ofCPT in-
variancewould signalthe breakdown ofsom esacred principles,likelocality oreven Q uantum
M echanics! Nevertheless,ithasbeen suggested thatsom e sm allviolation ofCPT invariance
m ay possibly arise in connection to string theory [24]orm ay resultfrom gravitationale�ects
[25]. In both cases a concom itant breakdown ofQ uantum M echanics m ay also occur. The
neutralK aon system isidealforprobing thesespeculationssincethevery sm allK L � KS m ass
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di�erence allowsone to probe K o � �K o m assdi�erencesofO (10�18 )the K aon m ass.Thisis
the rightrangeto begin seeing possible inversePlanck m asse�ects:

M K o � M �K o

M K o

�
M K o

M Planck

� 10�19

Presentday data are consistentwith CPT conservation. However,m ore incisive tests would
be welcom e.These arelikely to be carried outin the nearfuture,particularly atthe Frascati
� Factory.

There have been two kinds oftheoreticalanalyses ofCPT violating phenom ena in the
neutralK aon com plex which di�erin thatin onecase[26]Q uantum M echanicsisassum ed to
hold,while in the otherboth CPT and Q uantum M echanicsviolationsareincluded [28],[27].
IfCPT isviolated,the phenom enology ofthe K o � �K o system ism odi�ed in two ways[26]:

i) The K L and K S states are now di�erent superpositions ofK o and �K o,characterized by
separatem ixing param eters�L and �S:

jK L > ’
1
p
2
f(1+ �L)jK

o
> � (1� �L)j�K

o
> g

jK S > ’
1
p
2
f(1+ �S)jK

o
> + (1� �S)j�K

o
> g ;

with
�L = �K � �K ;�S = �K + �K

wherethe param eter�K typi�esm ixing CPT violation.

ii) Particleand antiparticle decay am plitudesareno longersim ply related by com plex conju-
gation.Instead onehas,forexam ple[29]:

A(K o
! �

�
‘
+
�e)= a+ b ; A(�K o

! �
+
‘
� ��e)= a

�
� b

�

A(K o ! 2�;I)= (AI + B I)e
i�I ; A(�K o ! 2�;I)= (A�

i � B
�
I)e

i�I

In the above,the band B I am plitudesviolateCPT.

If,in addition,also Q uantum M echanicsisviolated then,besidesthe above m odi�cations
due to CPT non-invariance,the tim e evolution ofthe K o � �K o com plex isdi�erentfrom the
usualSchr�odinger evolution. This is m ost easily described in term s ofthe evolution ofthe
density m atrix � ofthe K o � �K o system . Q uantum M echanics violation is introduced [25]
through the appearanceofan extra term in the Schr�odingerequation for� 1

i
@

@t
� = H � � �H

y + �h� :

Because ofthe presence ofthe �h term above,the evolution of� with tim e has no longer
the Schr�odinger form . G iven �h this evolution can be straightforwardly com puted [28],[27].
Ellisetal.[30]show thatthesim plest�h,which isconsistentwith som egeneralprincipleslike
probabilityconservation,can beparam etrized by threeCPT and Q uantum M echanicsviolating
param etes:�;�;,with

�; > 0 ;� > �
2
:

Present day data is not su�cient to determ ine allthese CPT violating param eters. In
addition,forthecasewhereoneassum esthatthereisalso a violation ofQ uantum M echanics,
one should really do a �t of the experim entaldata with the m odi�ed evolution equation.

1 For the K o
� �K o system the 2 � 2 H am iltonian H is not H erm itian,since it also describes the decay of

these states: H = M �
i

2
�.
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W ithouta violation ofQ uantum M echanics,therearebasically two independenttestsofCPT:
one where the K L sem ileptonic decay asym m etry A K L

is com pared to the realpart of�+ � ,
and the otherwhere the phase of� iscom pared to the superweak phase �SW [26].2 The �rst
testissensitiveto am plitude CPT violation and onehas

1

2
A K L

� Re �+ � =
Re b

Re a
�
Re B o

Re A o

= (1:3� 6:6)� 10�5 ;

where the right-hand side usesthe PDG values[31]forthe experim entalquantities. Forthe
second testoneusesthefactthatonecan decom pose� intoaCP violatingand aCPT violating
piece,with these term sbeing 90� outofphase[32]:

� = �C P=e
i�SW + �C P=T e

i(�SW + �

2
)

with

�SW = tan�1
2�m

�S � �L
= (43:64� 0:14)� :

O ne�nds,again using PDG values,that

�C P=T ’
p
2 Im �K ’

p
2

�
Re B o

Re A o

� Re �K

�

= (2:6� 3:2)� 10�5 ;

so that �C P=T is at m ost oforder 1% of�. Hence the decay KL ! 2� is either wholly,or
predom inantly,a resultofCP violation,notCPT violation. Nevertheless,because whatone
m easures are essentially di�erences ofCPT violating param eters,one cannotexclude an ac-
cidentalcancellation and thusthe possibility ofhaving a hidden large CPT violation [26]. If
am plitude CPT violation isneglected,then this cancellation is excluded and a m easurem ent
of�C P=T atthe levelindicated abovegivesa strong bound on the K o � �K o m assdi�erence:

M K o � M �K o ’ 2
p
2 �m � C P=T = (2:57� 3:18)� 10�19 G eV :

Huetand Peskin [27]haverecently perform ed an analysisofthetim eevolution ofthedecay
ofan initialK o into �+ �� ,undertheassum ption thatQ uantum M echanicsisviolated by the
�h perturbation discussed above.Such decaysarestudied in theCP Learexperim ent[34],since
in p�pannihilation onecan tagtheproduced K o or �K o stateswith thesign oftheaccom panying
produced charged K aon.Neglecting am plitude CPT violation,the decay ofan initialK o into
�+ �� can be written as

R + � (t)= e
�� St+ R Le

�� L t+ 2j��
L
jcos(�m t+ � + � )exp

�

�
(�L + �S)t

2

�

:

Ifthere isno violation ofQ uantum M echanics,then

j�
�

L
j= j�+ � j; R L = j�+ � j

2
:

IfQ uantum M echanicsisviolated,however,R L and ��
L
areno longersim ply related and they

depend on the CPT violating param eters� and 3.O ne�nds:

�
�

L
= �L �

�

d
; R L = j�

�

L
j2 +



��
+

4�

��
Im

�
�

L
d

d�
;

2 Forthese tests,given the presentaccuracy and the sm allnessof�0,one can neglect�0 altogether. Thusone

has �+ � ’ �oo ’ �.
3 The param eter � a�ects the precise exponentialdecrease in the above equation. H owever,thischange can

be neglected in the analysis[27].
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wherethe kinem aticalparam eterd is

d = �m +
i

2
(�S � �L)� �m +

i

2
�� ’ (5� 10 �15 G eV)ei�SW :

By com paring the tim e evolution R + � (t)observed by CP Lear[34]with theirexpression,
Huet and Peskin [27]are able to extract values for the param eters � and . Interestingly,
even assum ing thatthere are Q uantum M echanicsviolations,one can attribute atm ostonly
10% of� to CPT violation. So,even in this m ore extrem e scenario,the m easurem ent ofa
nonvanishing value for� isprincipally,orexclusively,a signalofCP violation. Iquote below
the resultsobtained by Huetand Peskin [27]when also am plitude CPT violation isincluded.
They �nd 4:

� +
jdj

2sin�SW

�
Re b

Re a
�
Re B o

Re A o

�

= (1:2� 4:4)� 10�19 G eV

 � 2j�+ � dj

�
Reb

Rea
�
ReB o

Re A o

�

= (� 1:1� 3:6)� 10�21 G eV :

The param eter� also givesa contribution to � at90� to �SW . So,ifQ uantum M echanicsis
violated,the phase di�erence ofthe phase of� ’ �+ � from �SW now notonly m easures�C P=T

but�C P=T �
p
2�

jdj
.Using thePDG valuesforthedi�erencebetween �+ � and �SW one�ndsthe

additionalconstraint:

� �
jdj
p
2
�C P=T = (� 0:9� 1:1)� 10�19 G eV :

O ne m ustdo m ore than juststudy K L sem ileptonic decaysand K S and K L decaysinto 2
pionsto distinguish alloftheparam etersconnected with possibleCPT and Q uantum M echan-
ics violations. The � factory presently under construction at Frascatiis idealfor this task,
although already som e im portantnew inform ation should em erge from CP Lear. Indeed,we
learned atthism eeting [35]thatCP Learhasa prelim inary m easurem entofthe K S sem ilep-
tonic sym m etry A K S

which agreeswith A K L
within 10% . IfQ uantum M echanicsisO K ,one

expects
A K S

� AK L
= � 4Re�K

and such a m easurem entisolatesRe �K directly.
Ata � factory one can perform CPT and Q uantum M echanicstestsprincipally by using

the acceleratorasa K o � �K o interferom eter.Additionally,onecan useK L decaysasa tag to
study K S decaysand perform testsofthetypedescribed above.Theinitialstateproduced at
a � factory,when the � decays,isa coherentsuperposition ofK S and K L states:

j� > =
1
p
2
fjK S(~p)ijK L(� ~p)i� jKS(� ~p)ijKL(~p)ig :

As a result,when the K S and K L states eventually decay into �nalstates f1 and f2,the
relative tim e decay probability willshow a characteristic interference pattern reecting the
initialcoherentsuperposition.Thisinterferencepattern issensitiveto CP and CPT violation
param eters[36].Forinstance,ifthe �nalstatesf1 and f2 are �+ �� and �o�o,forlargetim e
di�erences between the tim es t1 and t2 where the �+ �� and �o�o are produced,the decay
probability willfallas e�� L jt1�t 2j. However,the coe�cient ofthis exponentialis di�erent
depending on whethert1 � t2 ort2 � t1,with thisdi�erence being related to Re �0=� [37].

4 These results if� =  = 0 give looser bounds on the CPT violating am plitude com bination R e b

R e a
�

R e B o

R e A o

than what was quoted above,since only the CP Lear data was used. From the rate determ ination one has a

valueof(3:3� 10:3)� 10�5 fortheCPT violating am plitudecom bination,whilethisbecom es(4:8� 15:9)� 10�5

from the interference determ ination.
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In thecaseQ uantum M echanicsisviolated,theseinterferencepatternswillbealtered.By
studying in detailthe tim e evolution ofthe system one should then be able to separate out
pure e�ects ofCPT violation from e�ects in which both CPT and Q uantum M echanics are
violated. A nice exam ple to study [27]isthe pattern ofthe tim e evolution foridentical�nal
states (f1 = f2). Because ofthe antisym m etry in the initialK L;K S state,it is easy to see
thatquantum m echanically the decay probability vanishesifthe decaysinto f1 and f2 occur
at precisely the sam e tim e (t1 = t2). This is no longer the case when one adm its possible
Q uantum M echanics violations. For exam ple,iff1 and f2 are both sem ileptonic states,one
has[27]:

I
�
‘
�
�
�
�‘(t1); ‘

�
�
�
�‘(t2)

�
=
n

(1� 4 Re�K )

�

e
�� St1�� L t2

+ e
�� St2�� L t1 � 2cos�m (t1 � t2)exp�

��S + �L
2

+ � � 
�
(t1 + t2)

�

�
4�

jdj

�h

sin(�m t1 � �SW )exp�
��S + �L

2
+ � � 

�
t1 e

�� St2 + (t1 $ t2)
i

+ [�S $ �L;�SW $ � �SW ]

�

+
2�

�m
sin�m (t1 + t2)exp�

��S + �L
2

+ � � 
�
(t1 + t2)

+
2

�S � �L

h

e
�� L (t1+ t2)� e

�� S(t1+ t2)
io

:

The �rstterm in the curly bracket,if� �  = 0,isthe usualquantum m echanicalexpression
which vanisheswhen t1 = t2.Theothersthreeterm sareproportionalto theadditionalparam -
eters�;� and  connected with Q uantum M echanicsviolation.Becausethe tim e dependence
ofallthese fourterm sisdi�erent,in principle a carefulstudy ofthisquantity would allow a
separatedeterm ination of�,�, and Re �K .

4 CP Violation

To datetheneutralK aon system istheonly placewherea violation ofCP hasbeen observed.5

In the m odern gauge theory paradigm this phenom ena can have one oftwo possible origins.
Either

i) thefullLagrangian ofthetheory isCP invariant,butthissym m etry isnotpreserved by the
vacuum state:CP j0i6= j0i.In thiscaseCP isa spontaneously broken sym m etry [39].

or

ii) there are term s in the Lagrangian ofthe theory which are notinvariantunder CP trans-
form ations. CP isexplicitly broken by these term sand isno longera sym m etry ofthe
theory.

The �rstpossibility,unfortunately,runsinto a potentialcosm ologicalproblem [40].Asthe
universe cools below a tem perature T � where spontaneous CP violation occurs,one expects
that dom ains of di�erent CP should form . These dom ains are separated by walls having
a typicalsurface energy density � � T�

3

. The energy density associated with these walls
dissipatesslowly astheuniversecoolsfurtherand eventually contributesan energy density to

5 This is not quite correct,since to obtain a non-trivialasym m etry between m atter and antim atter in the

universe,itisnecessary that there should be processes that violate CP[38].
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the universe at tem perature T oforder �W all � T�
3

T. Such an energy density today would
typically exceed the universeclosuredensity by m any ordersofm agnitude:

�W all� 10�7
�
T �

TeV

� 3

G eV �4
� �closure � 10�46 G eV �4

:

O ne can avoid thisdi�culty by im aging thatthe scale where CP isspontaneously violated is
very high,so thatT � isabovethetem peraturewhereination occurs.In thiscasetheproblem
disappears, since the dom ains get inated anyway. Nevertheless, there are stillproblem s,
since it proves di�cult to connect this high energy spontaneous breaking of CP with the
observed phenom enon atlow energies.W hatem erges,in general,are m odelswhich are quite
com plex[41],with CP violation being associated with new interactionsm uch asin theoriginal
superweak m odelofW olfenstein[42].

If,on the otherhand,CP isexplicitly broken thephenom enology ofneutralK aon CP vio-
lation isa quitenaturalresultofthestandard m odeloftheelectroweak interactions.Thereis,
however,a requirem entem erging from the dem and ofrenorm alizability which bearsm ention-
ing.Nam ely,ifCP isexplicitly broken then renorm alizability requiresthatallthe param eters
in the Lagrangian which can be com plex m ustbe so. A corollary ofthis isthatthe num ber
ofpossible CP violating phasesin the theory increaseswith the com plexity ofthe theory,as
there arethen m oreterm swhich can haveim aginary coe�cients.

In thisrespect,thethreegeneration (N g = 3)standard m odelwith only oneHiggsdoublet
is the sim plest possible m odel,since it has only one phase. W ith just one Higgs doublet,
the Herm iticity ofthe scalarpotentialallowsno com plex param etersto appear. IfCP isnot
a sym m etry,com plex Yukawa couplings are,however,allowed. After the breakdown ofthe
SU (2)� U (1)sym m etry,thesecouplingsproducecom plex m assm atrices.G oing to a physical
basis with realdiagonalm asses introducesa com plex m ixing m atrix in the charged currents
ofthe theory. Forthe quark sector,this isthe fam ousCabibbo-K obayashiM askawa (CK M )
m atrix[43].6 ThisN g� Ng unitary m atrix containsN g(N g� 1)=2realanglesand Ng(N g+ 1)=2
phases. However,2N g � 1 ofthese phasescan be rotated away by rede�nitionsofthe quark
�eldsleaving only (N g � 1)(Ng � 2)=2 phases.ThusforNg = 3 the standard m odelhasonly
onephysicalcom plex phaseto describeallCP violating phenom ena.7

IfCP isbroken explicitly,itfollowsby the renorm alizability corollary thatany extensions
oftheSM willinvolvefurtherCP violatingphases.Forinstance,ifonehastwoHiggsdoublets,
�1 and �2,then the Herm iticity ofthe scalarpotentialno longer forbids the appearance of
com plex term slike

V = :::�12�
y

1�2 + �
�
12�

y

2�1 :

Indeed,ifone did not include such term s,the presence ofcom plex Yukawa couplings would
induce such term satoneloop.8

Testing the CKM paradigm

O ne does not really know ifthe com plex phase present in the CK M m atrix is responsible
forthe CP violating phenom ena observed in the neutralK aon system . Indeed,one doesnot

6 Iftheneutrinosarem assless,thereisno corresponding m atrix in thelepton sectorsinceitcan bereabsorbed

by rede�ning the neutrino �elds.
7 Thisisnotquite true.In the SM there isalso anotherphase related to the Q CD vacuum angle which leads

to a CP violating interaction involving the gluonic �eld strength and its dual:

L C P viol: =
��
�S

8�
F
��

a
~Fa�� :

The phase angle �� contributes to the neutron electric dipole m om entand,to respectthe existing bound on dn

[31]m ustbe extrem ely sm all: �� � 10�9 � 1010. W hy this should be so is unknown and constitutes the strong

CP problem [44].
8 M ore precisely, one needs com plex counterterm s to absorb the com plex quadratic divergences induced

through the Yukawa couplings.
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know whether there are further phases besides the CK M phase. Nevertheless,it is rem ark-
able that,asa resultofthe hierarchialstructure ofthe CK M m atrix and ofotherdynam ical
circum stances,onecan qualitatively explain allweknow experim entally aboutCP violation
today on the basisofthe CK M picture. In what follows,Im ake use ofthe CK M m atrix in
the param etrization adopted by the PDG [31]and expand the threerealanglesin the m anner
suggested by W olfenstein[45]in powersofthe sine ofthe Cabibbo angle �. To order�3 one
hasthen

V =

�
�
�
�
�
�

1� �
2

2
� A�3(� � i�)

� � 1� �
2

2
A�2

A�3(1� � � i�) � A�2 1

�
�
�
�
�
�

with A;� and � being param etersone needs to �x from experim ents| with � 6= 0 signalling
CP violation.9

Three pieces ofexperim entaldata provide today independent dynam icalinform ation on
CP violation.These are:

i) The valueofthe K L to K S am plitude ratios,n+ � = � + �0;�oo = � � 2�0,with

j�+ � j’ j�ooj� 2� 10�3 :

ii) Thesm allvalueofthe �S = 1 CP violating param eter� 0,with the ratio

�
0
=�<� 10�3 :

iii) Thevery strong boundson the electricdipole m om entsofthe neutron and the electron

de;dn <� 10�25 ecm :

O ther inform ation at hand is either too insensitive,like the corresponding CP violating pa-
ram etersforK ! 3� decays�+ �o and �ooo,orisdynam ically �xed,like A K L

= 2 Re �+ � or
�+ � = �SW which followsasa resultofCPT invariance.

O ne can \understand" the above three facts quite sim ply in the CK M paradigm . In the
m odel�+ � ,ortheparam eter�,isdeterm ined by theratio oftheim aginary to therealpartof
the box graph ofFig.2a.Itiseasy to check thatthisratio isoforder

� � �
4 sin� � 10�3 sin� :

Thatis,� isnaturally sm allbecauseofthesuppression ofinterfam ily m ixing withoutrequiring
the CK M phase � to be sm all. Sim ilarly,one can qualitatively understand why �0=� issm all.
Thisratioissuppressed by the�I = 1=2ruleand itisinduced only bythePenguin diagram sof
Fig.2b involving the em ission ofvirtualgluons(orphotons),which areZweig suppressed[46].
Typically thisgives

�0

�
�

1

20
�

�
�S

12�
ln
m 2

t

m 2
c

�

� 10�3 :

Finally,in the CK M m odelthe electric dipole m om entsare sm allsince the �rstnonvanishing
contributions[47]occuratthreeloops,asshown in Fig.2c,leading to the estim ate[48]

dq;e � emq;e

�
�2�S

�3

��
m 2

tm
2
b

M 6
W

�

�
6 sin� � 10�32 ecm :

9 Itisoften convenientinstead ofusing �� i� to writethisin term sofa m agnitudeand phase:�� i� = �e
�i� ,

with � being the CP violating CK M phase.
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Fig.2:G raphscontributing to �;�0 and dq;e

O ne can,ofcourse,use the precise value of� m easured experim entally to determ ine an
allowed region forthe param etersentering in the CK M m atrix.Because oftheoreticaluncer-
taintiesin evaluating thehadronicm atrix elem entofthe�S = 2 operatorassociated with the
box graph ofFig. 2a thisparam eterspace region isratherlarge. Furtherrestrictionson the
allowed valuesofCK M param eterscom efrom sem ileptonicB decaysand from B d� B�d m ixing.
Becausetheparam eterA,related to Vcb,isbetterknown,ithasbecom etraditionalto present
the resultofthese analysisasa plotin the � � � plane. Fig. 3 showsthe resultsofa recent
analysis,donein collaboration with m y student,K .W ang[49].Theinputparam etersused,as
wellasthe range allowed forcertain hadronic am plitudesand otherCK M m atrix elem entsis
detailed in Table.1

Tab.1: Param etersused in the � � � analysisof[49]

j�j = (2:26� 0:02)� 10�3 [31]
�m d = (0:496� 0:032)ps�1 [50]
m t = (174� 10+ 13�12 )G eV [51]

jVcbj = 0:0378� 0:0026 [52]
jVubj=jVcbj = 0:08� 0:02 [52]

B K = 0:825� 0:035 [53]
p
B d fB d

= (180� 30)M eV [54]

Theresulting1� allowed contourem ergingfrom theoverlap ofthethreeconstraintscom ing
from �,Bd � B�d m ixing and theratioofjVubj=jVcbj,shown in Fig.4,givesa roughly sym m etric
region around � = 0 within the ranges

0:2� � � 0:5 ; � 0:4� � � 0:4 :

Asanticipated by ourqualitativediscussion thisregion im pliesthattheCK M phase� islarge
(� = 0correspondsto� = �=2).O neshould note,however,thatthisanalysisdoesnotestablish
the CK M paradigm .Using only the B physicsconstraintsoneseesthatin Fig.3 thereisalso
an overlap region for� = 0,which gives� = � 0:33� 0:08 [49].So onecan stillim aginethat�
isdue to som eotherCP violating interaction,asin the superweak m odel[42],with the CK M
phase � being very sm all. O bviously,itisim portantto exclude such a possibility,butthisis
notgoing to be easy.W ang and I[49]discussed how thiscould perhapshappen asa resultof
im proving the boundson B s � B�s m ixing. Here Iwould like to concentrate on whatcan the
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K aon system telluson thisissue.
In principle,onecan obtain quantitativetestsofthe CK M m odelwith K aon experim ents.

However,theneeded experim entsareverychallenging,eitherduetothehigh precision required
ordue to the rarity ofthe processesto be studied. Furtherm ore,the analysisofthese results
isalso theoretically very challenging,since itwillrequire betterestim atesofhadronic m atrix
elem entsthan whatwehaveatpresent.

A good exam ple ofboth ofthese challengesisprovided by �0=�. The presentdata on this
ratio isinconclusive,with the resultobtained atFerm ilab [55].

Re
�0

�
= (7:4� 5:2� 2:9)� 10�4 [E731]

being consistentwith zero within theerror,whiletheresultoftheNA31 experim entatCERN
[56]giving a non-zero valueto 3�:

Re
�0

�
= (23:0� 3:6� 5:4)� 10�4 [NA31]

Theoretically,the predictions for �0=� are dependent both on the value ofthe CK M m atrix
elem ents and,m ore im portantly,on an estim ate ofcertain hadronic m atrix elem ents. Buras
and Lautenbacher[57]giveforthisratio the approxim ateform ula

Re
�0

�
’ 3:6� 10�3 A 2

�

"

B 6 � 0:175

�
m 2

t

M 2
W

� 0:93

B 8

#

:
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HereB 6 and B 8 arequantitiesrelated tothem atrix elem entsofthedom inantgluonicand elec-
troweak Penguin operators,respectively.The electroweak Penguin contribution issuppressed
relative to the gluonic Penguin contribution by a factorof�=�S. However,itdoesnotsu�er
from the �I = 3=2 suppression and so one gainsback a factorof20. Furtherm ore,asFlynn
and Randall[58]�rstnoted,the contribution ofthese term scan becom e signi�cantforlarge
top m ass because it growsapproxim ately as m 2

t. The result ofthe CK M analysispresented
earliersuggested that

0:12� A
2
� � 0:31 ;

while form t = 175 G eV the square bracketabove reducesto [B 6 � 0:75B8]. Hence one can
write the expectation from theory for�0=� as

4:3� 10�4 [B 6 � 0:75B8]� Re
�0

�
� 11:2� 10�4 [B 6 � 0:75B8]:

Becausethetop m assisso large,thepredicted valuefor�0=� dependsrathercrucially on both
B 6 and B 8.These(norm alized)m atrix elem entshavebeen estim ated by both lattice[59]and
1=N [60]calculationsto be equalto each other,with an individualerrorof� 20% :

B 6 = B 8 = 1� 0:20 :

Thus,unfortunately,the com bination entering in �0=� is poorly known. It appears that the
bestonecan say theoretically isthatRe�0=� should bea \few" tim es10�4 ,with a \few" being
di�cultto pin down m oreprecisely.Theory,atany rate,seem sto favortheE731experim ental
resultoverthatofNA31.

Fortunately,we m ay learn som ething m orein thisarea in the next�ve yearsorso.There
are 3rd generation experim entsin preparation both atFerm ilab (K TeV)and CERN (NA48).
Theseexperim entsshould begin takingdatain ayearorsoand aredesigned toreach statistical
and system atic accuracy for �0=� at the levelof10�4 . The Frascati� factory which should
begin operationsin 1997,in principle,can also provideinteresting inform ation for�0=�.Atthe
� factory one willneed an integrated lum inosity of

R
L dt= 10 fb�1 to arriveata statistical

sensitivity for�0=� atthe levelof10�4 . However,ifthisstatisticalsensitivity isreached,the
system atic uncertainties willbe quite di�erent than those at K TeV and NA48,providing a
very usefulcross check. It is im portant to rem ark that,irrespective ofdetailed theoretical
prediction,the observation ofa non-zero valuefor�0=� ata signi�cantlevelisvery im portant,
foritwould providedirectevidencefor�S = 1 CP violation and would ruleouta superweak
explanation forthe observed CP violation in the neutralK sector.

Rare Kaon D ecays

There are alternativesto the �0=� m easurem entwhich could reveal�S = 1 (direct)CP viola-
tion.However,thesealternativesinvolvedaunting experim ents[61],which areprobably outof
reach in the nearterm .W hethertheseexperim entscan (orwill?) eventually becarried outis
an open question which Iwillreturn to later.

K S decays

CP LearalreadyandtheFrascati�factorysoonwillenableam orethoroughstudyofK S decays
by m oree�cienttagging.Thedecay K S � 3�o isCP-violating,whiletheK S ! �+ �� �o m ode
hasboth CP-conservingand CP-violatingpieces.However,even in thiscasetheCP conserving
pieceissm alland vanishing in thecenteroftheDalitzplot.Henceonecan extractinform ation
aboutCP violation from K S ! 3� decays.TheanalogueK S=K L am plituderatiosto �+ � and
�oo forK ! 3� haveboth �S = 1 and �S = 2 pieces:

�ooo = � + �
0
ooo ; �+ �o = � + �

0
+ �o :
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However,in contrast to what obtains in the K ! 2� case,here the �S = 1 pieces can be
larger. Cheng [62]gives estim ates for �0+ �o =� and �0ooo=� ofO (10�2 ),while others are m ore
pessim istic[63].Even so,theredoesnotappearto beany realisticprospectsin thenearfuture
to probe for�S = 1 CP-violating am plitudesin K S ! 3�. Forinstance,ata �-factory even
with an integrated lum inosity of10 fb�1 onecan only reach an accuracy for�+ �o and �ooo of
order3� 10�3 ,which isatthe levelof� not�0.

Asym m etries in charged K decays

CP violating e�ects involving charged K aons can only be due to �S = 1 transitions,since
K + $ K � �S = 2 m ixing isforbidden by chargeconservation.A typicalCP-violating e�ect
in charged K aon decaysnecessitatesa com parison between K + and K � processes. However,
a CP-violating asym m etry between these processes can occur only ifthere are at least two
decay am plitudesinvolved and theseam plitudeshaveboth a relativeweak CP-violating phase
and a relative strong rescattering phase between each other. Thus the resulting asym m etry
necessarily depends on strong dynam ics. To appreciate this fact,im agine writing the decay
am plitude forK + decay to a �nalstate f+ as

A(K + ! f
+ )= A 1 e

i�W 1 e
i�S1 + A 2 e

i�W 2 e
i�S2 :

Then the corresponding am plitude forthe decay K � ! f� is

A(K � ! f
� )= A 1 e

�i� W 1 e
i�S 1 + A 2 e

�i� W 2 e
i�S2 :

That is,the strong rescattering phases are the sam e but one com plex conjugates the weak
am plitudes.From the aboveoneseesthatthe rateasym m etry between theseprocessesis

A (f+ ;f� ) =
�(K + ! f+ )� �(K + ! f� )

�(K + ! f+ )+ �(K � ! f� )

=
2A 1A 2 sin(�W 2

� �W 1
)sin(�S2 � �S1)

A 2
1 + A 2

2 + 2A 1A 2 cos(�W 2
� �W 1

)cos(�S2 � �S1)
:

Unfortunately,detailed calculationsin the standard CK M paradigm forrate asym m etries
and asym m etries in Dalitz plot param eters for various charged K aon decays give quite tiny
predictions.Thiscan be qualitatively understood asfollows.The ratio A 2 sin(�W 2

� �W 1
)=A 1

is typically that ofa Penguin am plitude to a weak decay am plitude and so is oforder �0=�.
Furtherm ore,because ofthe sm allphase space forK ! 3� decaysorbecause one is dealing
with electrom agnetic rescattering in K ! ��,the rescattering contribution suppress these
asym m etrieseven m ore. Table 2 givestypicalpredictions,contrasting them to the expected
reach ofthe Frascati� factory with

R
L dt= 10 fb�1 . Forthe K ! 3� decays,Belkov etal.

[64]givenum bersatleasta factorof10 abovethosegiven in Table2.However,thesenum bers
arepredicated on having very largerescatteringphaseswhich do notappearto berealistic[65].
O neislead to concludethat,iftheCK M paradigm iscorrect,itisunlikely thatonewillseea
CP-violating signalin charged K aon decays.

K L ! �
o
‘
+
‘
�
; K L ! �

o
���

Perhaps m ore prom ising are decays ofthe K L to �o plus lepton pairs. Ifthe lepton pair is
charged,then the process has a CP conserving piece in which the decay proceeds via a 2
interm ediate state. Although there wassom e initialcontroversy [68],the rate forthe process
K L ! �o‘+ ‘� arising from the CP-conserving 2 transitiion is probably at,or below,the
10�12 level[69]:

B (K L ! �
o
‘
+
‘
� )C P cons:= (0:3� 1:2)� 10�12
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Tab.2:PredictionsforAsym m etriesin K � Decays

Asym m etry Prediction � Factory Reach
A (�+ �+ �� ;�� �� �+ ) 5� 10�8 [66] 3� 10�5

A (�+ �o�o;�� �o�o) 2� 10�7 [66] 5� 10�5

A D alitz(�+ �+ �� ;�� �+ �+ ) 2� 10�6 [66] 3� 10�4

A D alitz(�+ �o�o;�� �o�o) 1� 10�6 [66] 2� 10�4

A (�+ �o;�� �o) 10�5 [67] 2� 10�3

and is just a sm allcorrection to the dom inant CP violating contribution going through an
e�ectivespin 1 virtualstate,K L ! �oJ�.Since�oJ� isCP even,thispartoftheam plitudeis
CP violating and hastwo distinctpieces[70]:an indirectcontribution from theCP even piece
(�K1)in theK L stateand a direct�S = 1 CP-violatingpiececom ing from theK 2 partofK L:

A(K L ! �
o
J
�)= �A(K1 ! �

o
J
�)+ A(K 2 ! �

o
J
�):

To isolate the interesting direct CP contribution in this process requires understanding
�rstthe sizeofthe indirectcontribution.The am plitude A(K 1 ! �oJ�)could be determ ined
absolutely ifone had a m easurem entofthe processK S ! �o‘+ ‘� . Since thisisnotathand,
atthem om entonehasto rely on variousguesstim ates.Thesegivethefollowing rangeforthe
indirectCP-violating branching ratio[71]

B (K L ! �
o
‘
+
‘
� )indirectC P violating = (1:6� 6)� 10�12 ;

where the sm allernum beristhe estim ate com ing from chiralperturbation theory,which the
othercom esfrom relating A(K 1 ! �oJ�)to the analogousam plitude forcharged K decays.

The calculation ofthe directCP-violating contribution to the processK L ! �o‘+ ‘� ,asa
resultofelectroweak Penguin and box contributionsand theirgluonic corrections,isperhaps
the one thatism ostreliably known. The branching ratio obtained by Buras,Lautenbacher,
M isiak and M �unz in theirnextto leading ordercalculation ofthe process[72]is

B (K L ! �
o
‘
+
‘
� )directC P violating = (5� 2)� 10�12

wherethe errorarisesm ostly from the im perfectknowledgeofthe CK M m atrix.
Experim entally onehasthe following 90% C.L.forthe two K L ! �o‘+ ‘� processes:

B (K L ! �
o
�
+
�
� ) < 5:1� 10�9

B (K L ! �
o
e
+
e
� ) < 1:8� 10�9

The �rstlim itcom esfrom the E799 experim entatFerm ilab[73],while the second lim itcom -
binestheboundsobtained by theE845 experim entatBrookhaven[74]and the E799 Ferm ilab
experim ent[75]. Forthcom ing experim ents at K EK and Ferm ilab should be able to im prove
theselim itsby atleastan orderofm agnitude10,ifthey can controlthedangerousbackground
arising from the decay K L ! e+ e� [76].Even m oredistantfuture experim entm ay actually
reach the levelexpected theoretically for the K L ! �oe+ e� rate [77]. However,it willbe
di�cultto unravelthedirectCP-violating contribution from the indirectCP-violating contri-
bution,unlessthe K S ! �oe+ e� rateisalso m easured sim ultaneously.

In thisrespect,the processK L ! �o��� isvery m uch cleaner. Thisprocessispurely CP-
violating,sinceithasno 2 contribution.Furtherm ore,ithasa tiny indirectCP contribution,
since this is oforder� tim es the already sm allK + ! �+ ��� am plitude[78]. Next to leading
10 K EK 162 goalisto get to a BR ofO (10�10 )while K TeV hopes to push this BR down to 5� 10�11 .
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Q CD calculationsforthedirectratehavebeen carried outby Buchalla and Buras[79]who give
the following approxim ateform ula forthe branching ratio forthisprocess

B (K L ! �
o
���)= 8:2� 10�11 A 4

�
2

�
m t

M W

� 2:3

:

This value is very far below the present 90% C.L. obtained by the E799 experim ent at
Ferm ilab[80]

B (K L ! �
o
���)< 5:8� 10�5 :

K TeV should be able to lowerthisbound substantially,perhapsto the levelof10�8 butthis
stillleavesa long way to go!

K
+ ! �

+
���

The last process I would like to consider is the charged K aon analogue to the process just
discussed. Although the decay K + ! �+ ��� is not CP violating,it is sensitive to jVtdj

2 ’

A 2�6[(1� �)2 + �2]and so,indirectly,it is sensitive to the CP violating CK M param eter�.
For the CP violating decay K L ! �o��� the electroweak Penguin and box contributions are
dom inated by loopscontaining top quarks.Here,becauseone isnotlooking atthe im aginary
partonecannotneglectaltogetherthecontribution from charm quarks.Ifonecould do so,the
branching ratio form ula forK + ! �+ ��� would be given by an analogousform ula to thatfor
K L ! �o��� butwith �2 ! �2 + (1� �)2.

Because m t is large,the K + ! �+ ��� branching ratio is not extrem ely sensitive to the
contribution ofthe charm -quark loops[81]. Furtherm ore,when nextto leading Q CD correc-
tionsare com puted the sensitivity ofthe resultto the precise value ofthe charm -quark m ass
is reduced considerably[82]. Buras etal.[83]give the following approxim ate form ula for the
K + ! �+ ��� branching ratio

B (K + ! �
+
���)= 2� 10�11 A 4

�

�
2 +

2

3
(�e � �)2 +

1

3
(�� � �)2

��
m t

M W

� 2:3

:

In theabovetheparam eters�e and �� di�erfrom unity becauseofthepresenceofthecharm -
quark contributions. Taking m t = 175 G eV and m c(m c) = 1:30� 0:05 G eV [84],Buras et
al.[83]�nd that�e and �� lie in the ranges

1:42� �
e � 1:55 ; 1:27� �

� � 1:38 :

Using the rangeof� and � determ ined by the CK M analysisdiscussed here givesabouta
40% uncertainty forthe K + ! �+ ��� branching ratio,leading to the expectation

B (K + ! �
+
���)= (1� 0:4)� 10�10 :

This num ber is to be com pared to the best present lim it com ing from the E787 experim ent
atBrookhaven. Carefulcutsm ustbe m ade in the accepted �+ range and �+ m om entum to
avoid potentially dangerousbackgrounds,like K + ! �+ �o and K + ! �+ �o�.Littenberg[85]
atthism eeting hasgiven a new prelim inary resultforthisbranching ratio

B (K + ! �
+
���)< 3� 10�9 (90% C.L.)

which updatesthe previously published resultfrom the E787 collaboration[86]. Thisvalue is
stillabouta factorof30 from theinteresting CK M m odelrange,buttherearehopesthatone
can getcloseto thissensitivity in the presentrun ofthisexperim ent.
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Looking fornew CP-violating phases

Positive signalsfor�0=� 6= 0 willindicate the generalvalidity ofthe CK M picture. However,
given thelargetheoreticaluncertainty,itisclearthatvaluesof�0=� consistentwith zero atthe
10�4 levelcannotdisprovethispicture.In m y view,itism orelikelythatB-physicsexperim ents
(particularly the detection ofthe expected large asym m etry in B d !  K S decays[87]) will
provide the crucialsm oking gun forthe CK M paradigm ,with rare K aon decays�lling in the
detailed picture.However,whethertheCK M pictureis(essentially)correctornot,experim ents
in the K aon sectorm ay providethe �rstglim pseatother CP-violating phases.

There are good theoreticalargum entsforhaving furtherCP-violating phases,besidesthe
CK M phase �. For instance, to establish a m atter-antim atter asym m etry in the Universe
one needs to have processes which involve CP violation[38]. Ifthe origin ofthis asym m etry
com esfrom processesattheG UT scale,then,in general,theG UT interactionscontain further
CP-violating phases besides the CK M phase � [88]. Ifthis asym m etry is established at the
electroweakscale[89],then m ostlikely oneagain needsfurtherphases,both becauseintrafam ily
suppression givesnotenough CP violation in the CK M case to generate the asym m etry and
because one needsto have m ore than one Higgsdoublet[90]. Indeed thislastpointgivesthe
fundam entalreason why one should expect to have further CP-violating phases,besides the
CK M phase �. It is likely that the standard m odelis part ofa larger theory. For instance,
supersym m etric extensions ofthe SM have been m uch in vogue lately. Any such extensions
willintroduce furtherparticlesand couplingsand thus,by the sim ple corollary m entioned at
the beginning ofthissection,they willintroducenew CP-violating phases.

The best place to look for non-CK M phases is in processes where CP violation within
the CK M paradigm iseithervanishing orvery suppressed. O ne such exam ple isprovided by
experim ents aim ed atm easuring the electric dipole m om ents ofthe neutron or the electron,
sinceelectricdipolem om entsarepredicted to beextrem ely sm allin theCK M m odel.Another
exam pleconcernsm easurem entsofthetransversem uon polarization hP �

?
iin K �3 decays,which

vanishesin the CK M paradigm [91].The transversem uon polarization m easuresa T-violating
triple correlation[92]

hP
�

?
i� h~s� � (~p� � ~p�)i:

In asm uch asone can produce such an e�ectalso asa resultof�nalstate interactions(FSI)
thisisnota totally cleartestfornew CP-violating phases.W ith two charged particlesin the
�nalstate,like for the decay K L ! �� �+ ��,one expects FSI to give typically hP

�

?
iFSI �

�=� � 10�3 [93]. However,forthe processK + ! �o�+ �� with only one charged particle in
the�nalstate,theFSIe�ectsshould bem uch sm aller.Indeed,Zhitnitski[94]estim atesforthis
procesesthathP �

?
iFSI � 10�6 .So a hP �

?
im easurem entin the K + ! �o�+ �� decay isa good

placeto testforadditionalCP-violating phases.
The transverse m uon polarization hP

�

?
iisparticularly sensitive to scalarinteractionsand

thusisa good probe ofCP-violating phasesarising from the Higgssector[95]. O ne can write
the e�ective K �3 am plitude[96]as

A = G F sin�cf+ (q
2)
�
p
�

K
���(1� 5)�� + fS(q

2)m � ��(1� 5)
�
�

	
:

Then

hP
�

?
i=

m �

M K

Im fS

�
j~p�j

E � + j~p�jn� � n� � m2�=M K

�

’ 0:2 Im fS :

Here n�(n�) are unit vectors along the m uon (neutrino) directions and the num ericalvalue
representsthe expectation afterdoing an averageoverphasespace[97].

ContributionstoIm fS canarisein m ulti-Higgsm odels(liketheW einberg3-Higgsm odel[98])
from the charged Higgsexchangeshown in Fig.5,leading to [99]

Im fS ’ Im (��)
M 2

K

M 2
H �

:
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Here �()are constantsassociated with the charged Higgscoupling to quarks(leptons). Be-
causealeptonicvertexisinvolved,onein generaldoesnothaveastrongconstrainton Im (��).
By exam ining possible non-standard contributions to the B sem ileptonic decay B ! X ���,
G rossm an[100]obtains

Im (��)<
0:23 M 2

H �

[G eV]2

which yieldsa bound forhP �

?
iofhP �

?
i< 10�2 . Am usingly,thisisthe sam e bound one infers

from the m ostaccurate m easurem entofhP �

?
idone atBrookhaven abouta decade ago [101],

which yielded
hP

�

?
i= (� 3:1� 5:3)� 10�3 :

+

s us u

µ µ

νµ

W
 - H

-

νµ

Fig.5:G raphscontributing to hP �

?
i

In speci�c m odels,however,the leptonic phases associated with charged Higgs couplings
arecorrelated with thehadronicphases.In thiscase,onecan obtain m orespeci�crestrictions
on hP �

?
idueto thestrong boundson theneutron electricdipolem om ent.Forinstance,forthe

W einberg 3 Higgsm odel,onerelatesIm (��)to a sim ilarproductofcouplingsofthe charged
Higgsto quarks[99]:

Im (��)=

�
vu

ve

� 2

Im (���);

where vu (ve) are the VEV ofthe Higgs doublets which couples to up-like quarks(leptons).
The strong bound on the neutron electricdipole m om ent[31]then givesthe constraint

Im (���)�
4� 10�3 M 2

H �

[G eV]2
:

If one assum es that vu � ve, this latter bound gives a strong constraint on hP
�

?
i

[hP �

?
i< 10�4 ].However,thisconstraintisrem oved ifvu=ve � mt=m �.
Sim ilar results are obtained in the sim plestsupersym m etric extension ofthe SM .In this

case,Im fS arisesfrom a com plex phaseassociated with thegluino m ass.Assum ing allsuper-
sym m etricm assesareofthesam eorder,Christova and Fabbrichesi[102]arriveattheestim ate

Im fS ’
M 2

K

m 2
~g

�s

12�
sin�susy ;

where�susy isthe gluino m assCP-violating phase.Thisphase,however,isstrongly restricted
by the neutron electricdipole m om ent.Typically,one �nds[103]

sin�susy �
10�7 m 2

~g

[G eV]2

leading to a negligiblecontribution forhP �

?
i,below the levelofhP �

?
iFSI.
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An experim ent (E246)is presently underway at K EK aim ed at im proving the bound on
hP

�

?
iobtained earlieratBrookhaven.The sensitivity ofE246 issuch thatone should be able

to achieve an error�hP�
?
i� 5� 10�4 [97]. This levelofprecisiion is very interesting and,in

som e ways,it is com parable or better to dn m easurem ents for probing CP-violating phases
from the scalarsector.Thisisthe case,forinstance,in the W einberg m odelifvu=ve islarge.
Atany rate,ifa positivesignalwereto befound,itwould bea clearindication fora non-CK M
CP-violatingphase.Furtherm ore,asG aristo[104]haspointed out,apositivesignalatthelevel
aim ed by the E246 experim entwould im ply very large e�ectsin the corresponding decaysin
the B system involving �-leptons(processeslike B+ ! D o�+ ��),since oneexpects,roughly,

hP �
? iB �

M B

M K

m �

m �

hP
�

?
iK :

Thus,in principle,a very interesting experim entalcross-check could be done.

5 Concluding Rem arks

In the past we have learned profound lessons by doing experim ents with K aon beam s. It is
m y im pression thatin thefuturewewillcontinueto learn from K aonsim portantinform ation,
as the planned experim ents have an increasing levelofprecision and sophistication. Indeed,
in the next �ve years,there are a num ber ofexperim ents which could produce big surprises
[avor violation; CPT violation; evidence for non-CK M phases; decay rates above the SM
expectations]and otherswhich could furtherstrengthen ourpresentparadigm forCP violation,
through a non-zero m easurem entof�0=�.

This said, it is a fact that allthe experim ents presently under construction or taking
data are extraordinarily hard and require trem endous sophistication. Thus it seem s alm ost
inconceivable(im possible?) to go beyond them .Forthisreason,itwould seem sensibleto m e
to adopta \plan now,decidelater" attitude fornew K aon experim ents,beyond thosenow on
the books. Thatis,it would seem prudent before deciding to go the next step to awaitthe
resultsofthe data which willbe forthcom ing in the nexthalfdecade.
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