arXiv:hep-ph/0201272 v2 11 Jun 2002

On masses of unstable particles and their antiparticles in the CPT–invariant system.

K. Urbanowski^∗

University of Zielona Gora, Institute of Physics, ul. Podgorna 50, 65-246 Zielona Gora, Poland. June 12, 2002

PACS numbers: 03.65.Ca., 11.30.Er., 11.10.St., 14.40.Aq. Keywords: CPT invariance; Unstable particles; Particle–antiparticle masses; Matter–antimatter asymmetry.

Abstract

We show that the diagonal matrix elements of the effective Hamiltonian governing the time evolution in the subspace of states of an unstable particle and its antiparticle need not be equal at t > t_0 (t_0 is the instant of creation of the pair) when the total system under consideration is CPT invariant but CP noninvariant. To achieve this we use the transition amplitudes for transitions |1 >→ |2 >, |2 >→ |1 > together with the identity expressing the effective Hamiltonian by these amplitudes and their derivatives with respect to time t. This identity must be fulfilled by any effective Hamiltonian (both approximate and exact) derived for the two state complex. The unusual consequence of this result is that, contrary to the properties of stable particles, the masses of the unstable particle ”1” and its antiparticle ”2” need not be equal for t ≫ t_0 in the case of preserved CPT and violated CP symmetries.

∗e–mail: K.Urbanowski@proton.if.uz.zgora.pl; K.Urbanowski@if.uz.zgora.pl

1 Introduction

The knowledge of all the subtleties of the difference between a particle and its antiparticle has a fundamental meaning for understanding our Universe. One can not exclude that the more complete understanding of this difference can be helpful in explaining the problem why the observed Universe contains (according to the physical and astrophysical data) an excess of matter over antimatter. General properties of antiparticles follow from properties of particles through the CPT symmetry. The CPT symmetry is a fundamental theorem (called the CPT Theorem) of axiomatic quantum field theory, which follows from locality, Lorentz invariance, and unitarity [1]. One consequence of the CPT theorem is that under the product of operations C, P and T the total Hamiltonian H of the system considered must be invariant. From this property one usually infers that stable particles and the related antiparticles have exactly the same mass. Indeed, let H be the selfadjoint Hamiltonian acting in the Hilbert space H of states of the system under consideration. Assuming that the normalized eigenstates |ψ_m > of H for eigenvalues m H|ψ_m >= m|ψ_m >, (1) correspond to the particle states, one obtains vectors |ψ_m > describing the states of the related antiparticles from vectors |ψ_m > using the antiunitary operator Θ^{def}= CPT [1, 2], Θ|ψ_m >= e^{−iθ}|ψ_m > . (2) Now, if the relation ΘHΘ^{−1} = H, (3)

holds, then one infers from (1) that every |ψ_m > is also an eigenvector of H for the same eigenvalue m and thus that the mass m of the antiparticle, whose state is described by |ψ_m >, is equal to the mass m of the related particle described by vector |ψ_m >, m ≡< ψ_m|H|ψ_m >=< ψ_m|H|ψ_m >≡ m. (4) (We use h̄ = c = 1 units).

The properties of singularities of scattering amplitudes appearing in the S–matrix theory provide one with reasons for a conclusion similar to (4). Generally, such a conclusion is considered to be universal.

The property (4) of the particle–antiparticle pairs, obvious for stable particles, is considered to be obligatory also for unstable particles, though relations of type (4) can not be extended to the case of unstable particles because there are no asymptotic states for these particles and the states of such particles are described by vectors belonging to H, which are not eigenvectors for the considered Hamiltonian H. An analogous conclusion to the relation (4) that masses of unstable particles and their antiparticles are equal follows from the properties of the Lee, Oehme and Yang (LOY) method of approximate description of time evolution in the subspace of states of a two particle subsystem prepared at some initial instant t_0 > −∞ and then evolving with time t > t_0 [3, 4].

Searching for properties of the unstable particle–antiparticle pairs one usually uses an effective nonhermitean Hamiltonian [3] — [9], say H_‖, which in general can depend on time t [5], H_‖ ≡ M − i 2 Γ, (5)

where M = M^+, Γ = Γ^+, (6)

are (2 × 2) matrices, acting in a two–dimensional subspace H_‖ of the total state space H and M is called the mass matrix, Γ is the decay matrix [3] — [9]. The standard method of derivation of a such H_‖ bases on a modification of the Weisskopf–Wigner (WW) approximation [10]. Lee, Oehme and Yang have adapted the WW approach to the case of a two particle subsystem [3, 4] to obtain their (approximate) effective Hamiltonian H_‖ ≡ H_{LOY} . Almost all properties of the neutral kaon complex, or another particle–antiparticle subsystem can be described by solving the Schrödinger–like evolution equation [3] — [8] i ∂ ∂t |ψ; t >_‖= H_‖|ψ; t >_‖, (t ≥ t_0 > −∞), (7) with the initial condition [8, 11]

‖ |ψ; t = t_0 >_‖ ‖ = 1, |ψ; t < t_0 >_‖= 0, (8)

for |ψ; t >_‖ belonging to the subspace H_‖ ⊂ H spanned, e.g., by orthonormal neutral kaons states |K_0 >, |K_0 >, and so on, (then states corresponding to the decay products belong to H ⊖ H_‖^{def}= H_⊥).

Solutions of Eq. (7) can be written in a matrix form and such a matrix defines the evolution operator (which is usually nonunitary) U_‖(t) acting in H_‖:

|ψ; t >_‖= U_‖(t)|ψ; t_0 = 0 >_‖^{def}= U_‖(t)|ψ >_‖, (9)

where, |ψ >_‖≡ a_1|1 > +a_2|2 >, (10)

and |1 > stands for vectors of the |K_0 >, |B_0 >, |n > — neutrons, etc., type and |2 > denotes antiparticles of the particle ”1”: |K_0 >, |B_0 > |n >, and so on, < j|k >= δ_{jk}, j, k = 1, 2.

In many papers it is assumed that the real parts, ℜ(.), of the diagonal matrix elements of H_‖:

ℜ (h_{jj} ) ≡ M_{jj} , (j = 1, 2), (11)

where h_{jk} =< j|H_‖|k >, (j, k = 1, 2), (12) correspond to the masses of particle ”1” and its antiparticle ”2” respectively [3] — [9], (and such an interpretation of ℜ (h_{11}) and ℜ (h_{22}) will be used in this paper), whereas the imaginary parts, ℑ(.),

− 2ℑ (h_{jj} ) ≡ Γ_{jj} , (j = 1, 2), (13)

are interpreted as the decay widths of these particles [3] — [9]. Such an interpretation seems to be consistent with the recent and the early experimental data for neutral kaon and similar complexes [12].

Taking H_{||} = H_{LOY} and assuming that the property (3) holds in the system considered one easily finds the standard result of the LOY approach

h^{LOY}_{11} = h^{LOY}_{22} , (14)

which, among others, means that

M^{LOY}_{11} = M^{LOY}_{22} , (15)

where M^{LOY}_{jj} = ℜ (h^{LOY}_{jj} ) and h^{LOY}_{jj} =< j|H_{LOY} |j >, (j = 1, 2). This last relation is interpreted as the equality of masses of the unstable particle |1 > and its antiparticle |2 >. However, one should remember that in fact such a conclusion follows from the approximate expressions for the H_{LOY} . The accuracy of the LOY approximation [9] is not sufficient for considering consequences of the relation (15) as the universal one.

Note that vectors |ψ_m > and |ψ_m >, (1), (2), describe stationary (bound) states of the system considered. Within this problem the time t can vary from t = −∞ up to t = +∞. On the other hand, the following supposition seems to be reasonable: The behaviour of a system in which time t varies from t = −∞ to t = +∞, and a system in which t can vary only from t = t_0 > −∞ to t = +∞, under CPT transformation need not be the same.

2 Implications of the Khalfin Theorem

The aim of this Section is to show that diagonal matrix elements of the exact effective Hamiltonian H_{||} can not be equal when the total system under consideration is CPT invariant but CP noninvariant.

Universal properties of the (unstable) particle–antiparticle subsystem of the system described by the Hamiltonian H, for which the relation (3) holds, can be extracted from the matrix elements of the exact U_{||}(t) appearing in (9). Such U_{||}(t) has the following form U_{||}(t) = P U(t)P, (16) where P^{def}= |1 >< 1| + |2 >< 2|, (17)

and U(t) is the total unitary evolution operator U(t), which solves the Schrödinger equation i ∂ ∂t U(t)|ϕ >= HU(t)|ϕ >, U(0) = I, (18) I is the unit operator in H, |ϕ >≡ |ϕ; t_0 = 0 >∈ H is the initial state of the system. Operator U_{||}(t) acts in the subspace of unstable states H_{||} ≡ P H. Of course, U_{||}(t) has nontrivial form only if

[P, H] ≠ 0, (19)

and only then transitions of states from H_{||} into H_⊥ and vice versa, i.e., decay and regeneration processes, are allowed.

Using the matrix representation one finds U_{||}(t) ≡ ( A(t) 0 0 0 ) (20)

where 0 denotes the suitable zero submatrices and a submatrix A(t) is the 2 × 2 matrix acting in H_{||}

A(t) = ( A_{11}(t) A_{12}(t) A_{21}(t) A_{22}(t) ) (21) and A_{jk}(t) =< j|U_{||}(t)|k >≡< j|U(t)|k >, (j, k = 1, 2). Now assuming (3) and using, e.g., the following phase convention [3] — [6], Θ|1 >^{def}= −|2 >, Θ|2 >^{def}= −|1 >, (22) one easily finds that [13] — [17]

A_{11}(t) = A_{22}(t). (23)

Note that assumptions (3) and (22) give no relations between A_{12}(t) and A_{21}(t).

The important relation between amplitudes A_{12}(t) and A_{21}(t) follows from the famous Khalfin’s Theorem [13] — [16]. This Theorem states that in the case of unstable states, if amplitudes A_{12}(t) and A_{21}(t) have the same time dependence r(t)^{def}=

A_{12}(t) A_{21}(t)

= const ≡ r, , (24)

then it must be |r| = 1.

For unstable particles the relation (23) means that decay laws

p_j (t)^{def}= |A_{jj} (t)|^2, (25)

(where j = 1, 2), of the particle |1 > and its antiparticle |2 > are equal,

p_1(t) ≡ p_2(t). (26)

The consequence of this last property is that the decay rates of the particle |1 > and its antiparticle |2 > must be equal too.

From (23) it does not follow that the masses of the particle ”1” and the antiparticle ”2” should be equal. Indeed, every amplitude A_{jk}(t) is a complex number such that |A_{jk}(t)| ≤ 1. This means that, e.g,

A_{jj} (t) = e−g^j (t) − iM^j (t), (27)

where g_j (t), M_j (t) are real functions of t, and g_j (t) ≥ 0. These functions can be connected with the decay rate, γ_j (t)^{def}= −^1_{pj (t)}^{∂pj (t)}_{∂t} , and mass (energy), M_j (t), of the particle ”j” respectively. There is

γ_j (t) = 2 ∂g_j (t) ∂t , (28)

which in the case of g_j (t) ≡^1_2 tγ^{W W}_j (within the WW approximation, or the LOY approximation) leads to γ_j (t) ≡ γ^{W W}_j = const. In general

g_j (t) ∼ γ_j (t), M_j (t) ∼ M_j (t), (t ≥ t_0 = 0). (29)

From (23) and (26) it only follows that the decay rates must be equal in the case considered, γ_1(t) = γ_2(t), (30) which need not be true for the masses. Indeed, one finds that

M_1(t) = M_2(t) ± 2nπ, (t > 0), (n = 0, 1, 2, . . .), (31)

so, it can occur

M_1(t) = M_2(t), or, M_1(t) ≠ M_2(t), (32)

in a CPT invariant system for t > 0. Note that in the case of the unstable particle–antiparticle pair, the property (23) is the only exact relation following from the CPT invariance. So, in the case of unstable particles connected by a relation of type (22), when the property (3) holds, the only exact relation (23) allows the pair unstable particle–antiparticle to have different masses.

More conclusions about the properties of the matrix elements of H_{||}, that is in particular about M_{jj} , one can infer analyzing the following identity [5, 18] — [22] H_{||} ≡ H_{||}(t) = i ∂U_{||}(t) ∂t [U_{||}(t)]^{−1}, (33) where [U_{||}(t)]^{−1} is defined as follows

U_{||}(t) [U_{||}(t)]^{−1} = [U_{||}(t)]^{−1} U_{||}(t) = P. (34)

(Note that the identity (33) holds, independent of whether [P, H] ≠ 0 or [P, H] = 0). The expression (33) can be rewritten using the matrix A(t) H_{||}(t) ≡ i ∂A(t) ∂t [A(t)]^{−1}. (35)

Relations (33), (35) must be fulfilled by the exact as well as by every approximate effective Hamiltonian governing the time evolution in every two dimensional subspace H_{||} of states H [5, 18] — [22].

It is easy to find from (33) the general formulae for the diagonal matrix elements, h_{jj} , of H_{||}(t), in which we are interested. We have

h_{11}(t) = i det A(t)

( ∂A_{11}(t) ∂t A_{22}(t) −

∂A_{12}(t) ∂t A_{21}(t) ) , (36)

h_{22}(t) = i det A(t) ( − ∂A_{21}(t) ∂t A_{12}(t) +

∂A_{22}(t) ∂t A_{11}(t) ) . (37)

Now, assuming (3) and using the consequence (23) of this assumption, one finds

h_{11}(t) − h_{22}(t) = i det A(t)

( ∂A_{21}(t) ∂t A_{12}(t) −

∂A_{12}(t) ∂t A_{21}(t) ) . (38)

Next, after some algebra one obtains

h_{11}(t) − h_{22}(t) = −i

A_{12}(t) A_{21}(t) det A(t) ∂ ∂t ln ( A_{12}(t) A_{21}(t) ) . (39)

This result means that in the considered case for t > 0 the following Theorem holds:

h_{11}(t) − h_{22}(t) = 0 ⇔

A_{12}(t) A_{21}(t)

= const., (t > 0). (40)

Thus for t > 0 the problem under studies is reduced to the Khalfin’s Theorem (see the relation (24)).

From (36) and (37) it is easy to see that at t = 0

h_{jj} (0) =< j|H|j >, (j = 1, 2), (41) which means that in a CPT invariant system (3) in the case of pairs of unstable particles, for which transformations of type (22) hold

M_{11}(0) = M_{22}(0) ≡< 1|H|1 >, (42)

the unstable particles ”1” and ”2” are created at t = t_0 ≡ 0 as particles with equal masses. The same result can be obtained from the formula (39) by taking t → 0. Note that the properties of the function M_j (t) following from the definition (27) and from the properties of the amplitude A_{jj} (t) and their derivative at t = 0 do not contradict these last conclusions.

Now let us go on to analyze the conclusions following from the Khalfin’s Theorem. CP noninvariance requires that |r| ≠ 1 [16, 13, 14, 17] (see also [3] — [6], [8, 12]). This means that in such a case it must be r = r(t) ≠ const.. So, if in the system considered the property (3) holds but [CP, H] ≠ 0, (43) and the unstable states ”1” and ”2” are connected by a relation of type (22), then at t > 0 it must be (h_{11}(t) − h_{22}(t)) ≠ 0 in this system. Assuming the LOY interpretation of ℜ (h_{jj} (t)), (j = 1, 2), one can conclude from the Khalfin’s Theorem and from the property (40) that if A_{12}(t), A_{21}(t) ≠ 0 for t > 0 and if the total system considered is CPT–invariant, but CP– noninvariant, then M_{11}(t) ≠ M_{22}(t) for t > 0, that is, that contrary to the case of stable particles (the bound states), the masses of the simultaneously created unstable particle ”1” and its antiparticle ”2”, which are connected by the relation (22), need not be equal for t > t_0 = 0. Of course, such a conclusion contradicts the standard LOY result (14), (15). However, one should remember that the LOY description of neutral K mesons and similar complexes is only an approximate one, and that the LOY approximation is not perfect. On the other hand the relation (40) and the Khalfin’s Theorem follow from the basic principles of the quantum theory and are rigorous. Consequently, their implications should also be considered rigorous.

3 Discussion

In fact there is nothing strange in the above conclusions about the masses of unstable particles under consideration. From (3) (or from the CPT Theorem [1] ) it only follows that the masses of particle and antiparticle eigenstates of

H (i.e., masses of stationary states for H) should be the same in the CPT invariant system. Such a conclusion can not be derived from (3) for particle |1 > and its antiparticle |2 > if they are unstable, i.e., if states |1 >, |2 > are not eigenstates of H. Simply the proof of the CPT Theorem makes use of the properties of asymptotic states [1]. Such states do not exist for unstable particles. What is more, one should remember that the CPT Theorem of axiomatic quantum field theory has been proved for quantum fields corresponding to stable quantum objects and only such fields are considered in the axiomatic quantum field theory. There is no axiomatic quantum field theory of unstable quantum particles. So, all implications of the CPT Theorem (including those obtained within the S–matrix method) need not be valid for decaying particles prepared at some initial instant t_0 = 0 and then evolving in time t ≥ 0. Simply, the consequences of CPT invariance need not be the same for systems in which time t varies from t = −∞ to t = +∞ and for systems in which t can vary only from t = t_0 > −∞ to t = +∞. Similar doubts about the fundamental nature of the CPT Theorem were formulated in [23], where the applicability of this theorem for QCD was considered. One should also remember that conclusions about the equality of masses of stable particles and their antiparticles following from the properties of the S-matrix can not be extrapolated to the case of unstable states. Simply, there is no S–matrix for unstable states.

The following conclusion can be drawn from (42) and (40): In the case when the particle and antiparticle states are connected by the relation (22) and time t can vary only from t = t_0 >= ∞ to t = +∞, the time evolution can cause the masses of the unstable particle and its simultaneously prepared at t = 0 antiparticle to be different at t ≫ t_0 in the CPT–invariant but CP– noninvariant system. There are other possibilities for interpreting the results discussed in the present paper. The first is that the interpretation of the real and imaginary parts of h_{jj} (t) as the masses and decay rates respectively is wrong. This, however is highly improbable as the experimental data for neutral K– and B–mesons corroborate the standard interpretation of ℜ (h_{jj} ) and ℑ (h_{jj} ). Moreover, such an interpretation follows directly from (33). One can think of yet another explanation: From the logical and mathematical point of view quantum mechanics is not selfconsistent. The possibility of the above statement being true is very low indeed.

The consequences of the exact relation (40) and of the Khalfin’s Theorem confirm the results obtained in [30], [21, 25] within a different method and in [9], [24] — [28], where a more accurate approximation (based on the

Krolikowski–Rzewuski equation for a distinguished component of state vector [29]) than the LOY was used. In particular, this explains why for the Fridrichs–Lee model [13, 26] assuming CPT–invariance (i.e., (3) ) and (43) it was found in [28] that

h^{F L}_{11} − h^{F L}_{22} ≡ ℜ (h^{F L}_{11} − h^{F L}_{22} ) ≃ i m_{21}Γ_{12} − m_{12}Γ_{21} 4(m_0 − μ) ≡ ℑ (m_{12}Γ_{21}) 2(m_0 − μ)

, (44)

where h^{F L}_{jj} , (j = 1, 2), denotes h_{jj} (t → ∞) calculated for the Fridrichs– Lee model within using the more accurate approximation mentioned above [26, 27, 28], m_{jk} ≡ H_{jk} =< j|H|k >, (j, k = 1, 2), m_0 ≡ H_{11} = H_{22} and μ denotes the mass of the decay products. Formulae (44) were obtained in [28] assuming that |m_{12}| ≡ |H_{12}| ≪ (m_0 − μ). For the K_0, K_0–complex Γ_{21} ≡ Γ^∗_{12} ≃ ℜ (Γ_{12}) ≃^1_2 Γ_s ∼ 3, 7 × 10^{−12}MeV. This property, the relation (44) and the assumption that m_0 can be considered as the kaon mass, m_0 = m_K , enable us to find the following estimation of ℜ (h^{F L}_{11} − h^{F L}_{22} ) for the neutral K–system [28],

ℜ (h^{F L}_{11} − h^{F L}_{22} ) ∼ 9, 25 × 10^{−15}ℑ (m_{12}) ≡ 9, 25 × 10^{−15}ℑ (H_{12}). (45)

The assumptions leading to (44) can be used to obtain

h^{F L}_{11} + h^{F L}_{22} ≃ 2m_0 − iΓ_0 − i 2 ℜ (H_{21}Γ_{12})

m_0 − μ

, (46)

(where Γ_0 ≡ Γ_{11} = Γ_{22} ) which together with (44), (45) give

ℜ (h^{F L}_{11} − h^{F L}_{22} ) ℜ (h^{F L}_{11} + h^{F L}_{22} ) ≃ ℑ (H_{12}) 8m_0(m_0 − μ)

Γ_s ∼ 9, 25 × 10^{−18} (ℑ (H_{12})) [MeV]^{−1}. (47)

This estimation does not contradict the experimental data for neutral K mesons [12] and that the effect following from the relation (40) is very small but nonzero.

Note that the relation (40) explains also why the property (14) of H_{LOY} takes place in the case of preserved CPT symmetry. Simply, there is r = const. within the LOY approximation.

Detailed analysis of assumptions leading to the standard form of the LOY effective Hamiltonian governing the time evolution in a two state (two particle) subsystem indicates that some assumptions, which have been used in the LOY treatment of the problem, and which the WW theory of single line width uses, should not be directly applied to the case of two, or more, level subsystems interacting with the rest of the physical system considered [9]. Namely, when one considers the single line width problem in the WW manner it is quite sufficient to analyze the smallness of matrix elements of the interaction Hamiltonian, H^{(1)}, only (we have H = H^{(0)} + H^{(1)} within the LOY approach). For the multilevel problem, contrary to the single line problem, such a smallness does not ensure the suitable smallness of components of the evolution equations containing these matrix elements. Moreover, there is no necessity of taking into account the internal dynamics of the subsystem, which also has an effect on the widths of levels (on the masses of the particles) in many levels (many particles) subsystems, in such a case. The observed masses in a two particle subsystem depend on the interactions of this subsystem with the rest, but they also depend on the interactions between the particles forming this subsystem. This means that contrary to the LOY assumption that H_{12} =< 1|H|2 >= 0, that is < 1|H^{(1)}|2 >= 0, one should consider the implications of the assumption that < 1|H^{(1)}|2 >≠ 0 when one wants to describe the real properties of two particle subsystems. One finds assuming (3) and using the more accurate approximation than LOY approximation that

h_{11}(t → ∞) − h_{22}(t → ∞) ≠ 0, (48)

if < 1|H^{(1)}|2 >≠ 0 [9, 31, 32]. The Fridrichs–Lee model calculations performed within the mentioned approximation confirm this conclusion — see (44), (45). On the other hand one can show that the assumption < 1|H^{(1)}|2 >= 0 implies that the more accurate H_{||} is equal to H_{LOY} [9, 31, 32] and thus that for amplitudes A_{12}(t), A_{21}(t) obtained within this approximation one finds r = const.

In a general case one finds within this more accurate approximation that the parameters describing properties of the K_0, K̄_0 complex may be written as the sum of the suitable LOY theory parameter plus a small correction (see [27] formulae (66) — (86)). Assuming that H_{12} is suitably small these corrections are found to be proportional to H_{12}. Thus in the case H_{12} ≡ < 1|H^{(1)}|2 >= 0 these parameters obtained by means of the mentioned more accurate approximation coincide with the LOY theory parameters.

The assumption < 1|H^{(1)}|2 >= 0 means in the case of neutral K– (or B–) complexes, etc., that the first order |ΔS| = 2 K_0 ⇀↽ K̄_0 and similar transitions are forbidden. On the other hand the assumption < 1|H^{(1)}|2 >≠ 0 leading to the result (48) means that the hypothetical first order |ΔS| = 2 transitions are allowed in the considered complexes. So, if measurable deviations from the LOY predictions for the neutral K– (or B–) systems will be detected then the most plausible interpretation of this result will be the existence of the interactions allowing the first order |ΔS| = 2 transitions [32].

In view of the argument presented in this paper it may be necessary to reconsider the conclusions contained, e.g., in [33, 34, 36, 37]. There is also a possibility that the observation on the masses of unstable particles and their antiparticles (i.e., that they need not be equal from a certain point in time after their creation) may be one of the causes of the observed matter– antimatter asymmetry [38].

References

[1] W. Pauli, in: Niels Bohr and the Developmnet of Physics, ed. W. Pauli (pergamon Press, London, 1955), pp. 30 —51. G. Luders, Ann. Phys. (NY) 2 (1957) 1. . R. Jost, Helv.Phys. Acta 30 (1957) 409. R.F. Streater and A. S. Wightman, CPT, Spin, Statistics and All That, (Benjamin, New York, 1964).N. N. Bogolubov, A. A. Logunov and I. T. Todorov, Introduction to Axiomatic Field Theory, (Benjamin, New York, 1975).

[2] A. Messiah, Quantum Mechanics, vol. 2, (Wiley, New York 1966). A.

Bohm, Quantum Mechanics: Foundations and Applications, 2nd ed., (Springer, New York 1986). E. P. Wigner, in: Group Theoretical Concepts and Methods in Elementary Particle Physics, ed.: F. Göresy, (New York 1964). Yu. V. Novozhilov, Introduction to the Theory of Elementary Particles, (Nauka, Moskow 1972), (in Russian). W. M. Gibson and B. R. Pollard, Symmetry Principles in Elementary Particle Physics, (Cambridge University Press, 1976).

[3] T. D. Lee, R. Oehme and C. N. Yang, Phys. Rev., 106, (1957) 340.

[4] T. D. Lee and C. S. Wu, Annual Review of Nuclear Science, 16, (1966) 471. Ed.: M. K. Gaillard and M. Nikolic, Weak Interactions, (INPN et de Physique des Particules, Paris, 1977) — Chapt. 5, Appendix A. S. M. Bilenkij, Particles and nucleus, vol. 1. No 1 (Dubna 1970), p. 227 [in Russian]. P. K. Kabir, The CP-puzzle, Academic Press, New York 1968.

[5] L. P. Horwitz and J. P. Marchand, Helv. Phys. Acta 42 (1969) 801.

[6] J. W. Cronin, Rev. Mod. Phys. 53, (1981) 373. J. W. Cronin, Acta Phys.

Polon., B15, (1984) 419. V. V. Barmin, et al., Nucl. Phys. B247, (1984) 293. L. Lavoura, Ann. Phys. (NY), 207, (1991) 428. C. Buchanan, et al., Phys. Rev. D45, (1992) 4088. C. O. Dib, and R. D. Peccei, Phys. Rev.,D46, (1992) 2265. E. D. Comins and P. H. Bucksbaum, Weak interactions of Leptons and Quarks, (Cambridge University Press, 1983). T. P. Cheng and L. F. Li, Gauge Theory of Elementary Particle Physics, (Clarendon, Oxford 1984). L. Maiani, in The Second DaΦne Physics Handbook, vol. 1, Eds. L. Maiani, G. Pancheri and N. Paver, SIS — Pubblicazioni, INFN — LNF, Frascati, 1995; pp. 3 — 26.

[7] M. Baldo–Ceolin, Neutron–antineutron oscillation experiments, Proceedings of the ”International Conference of Unified Theories and Their Experimental Tests” — Venice — 16–18 March 1982; Sensitive Search for Neutron–Antineutron Transitions at the Ill Reactor, AIP Conference Proceedings No 125 of the Fifth International Symposium on ”Capture Gamma–Ray Spectroscopy and Related Topics” — Edited by S. Raman, Knoxville, September 1984, p. 871.

[8] T. Mochizuki, N. Hashimoto, A. Shinobori, S. Y. Tsai, Remarks on Theoretical Frameworks Describing The Neutral Kaon System, Preprint of The Nihon University, No NUP–A–97–14, Tokyo, June 1997.

[9] K. Urbanowski and J. Piskorski, Improved Lee, Oehme and Yang approximation, Preprint of the Pedagogical University No WSP–IF 98–51, Zielona Góra, March 1998 — physics/9803030; Found. Phys., 30, (2000), 839.

[10] V. F. Weisskopf and E. T. Wigner, Z. Phys. 63 (1930) 54; 65 (1930) 18. [11] K. Urbanowski, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 10, (1995) 1151.

[12] Review of Particle Properties, The European Physical Journal C: Particles and Fields, 3,(1998) No 1 — 4.

[13] C. B. Chiu and E. C. G. Sudarshan, Phys. Rev. D 42 (1990) 3712; E.

C. G. Sudarshan, C. B. Chiu and G. Bhamathi, Unstable Systems in Generalized Quantum Theory, Preprint DOE-40757-023 and CPP-93- 23, University of Texas, October 1993.

[14] L. A. Khalfin, Preprints of the University of Texas at Austin: New Results on the CP–violation problem, (Report DOE–ER40200-211, Feb. 1990); A new CP–violation effect and a new possibility for investigation of K^0_S , K^0_L(K^0, K^0) decay modes, (Report DOE–ER40200-247, Feb. 1991).

[15] P. K. Kabir and A. Pilaftsis, Phys. Rev. A 53, (1996) 66. [16] L. A. Khalfin, Foundations of Physics, 27, (1997), 1549 and references one can find therein.

[17] M. Nowakowski, Int. J. Mod. Phys., A 14, (1999), 589. [18] K. Urbanowski, Bull. de L’Acad. Polon. Sci.: Ser. sci. phys. astron., 27, (1979), 155.

[19] K. Urbanowski, Acta Phys. Polon. B 14 (1983) 485. [20] K. Urbanowski, Int. J. Mod. Phys., A 7, (1992), 6299. [21] K. Urbanowski, Phys. Lett. B 313, (1993) 374. [22] K. Urbanowski, Phys. Rev. A 50, (1994) 2847.

[23] M. Kobayashi and A. I. Sanda, Phys. Rev. Letters, 69, (1992), 3139. [24] K. Urbanowski, Phys. Lett. A 171, (1992), 151.

[25] K. Urbanowski, CPT transformation properties of the exact effective Hamiltonian for neutral kaon complex, Preprint of the Pedagogical University, No WSP–IF 96–44, Zielona Góra, March 1996; CPT transformation properties of the exact effective Hamiltonian for neutral kaon and similar complexes, Preprint of the Pedagogical University, No WSP–IF 97–50, Zielona Góra, July 1997 — hep–ph/9803376.

[26] K. Urbanowski, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 8, (1993) 3721. [27] K. Urbanowski, Int. J. Mod. Phys., A10, (1995), 1151. [28] K. Urbanowski, Int. J. Mod. Phys., A 13, (1998) 965.

[29] W. Królikowski and J. Rzewuski, Bull. Acad. Polon. Sci. 4 (1956) 19.

W. Królikowski and J. Rzewuski, Nuovo. Cim. B 25 (1975) 739 and references therein.

[30] K. Urbanowski, A contribution to the discussion of the matter– antimatter asymmetry problem, Preprint of the Pedagogical University, No WSP–IF 99–55, Zielona Góra, May 1999 — hep–ph/9905279.

[31] J. Piskorski, Acta Phys. Polon., B 31, (2000), 773.

[32] K. Urbanowski, A new interpretation of one CPT violation test for K_0 − K_0 system, hep–ph/0202253.

[33] J. Ellis, J. S. Hagelin, D. V. Nanopoulos and M. Srednicki, Nucl. Phys.

B 241, (1984), 381; J. Ellis, N.E. Mavratos and D.V. Nanopulous, Phys. Lett., B 293, (1992), 142; V.A. Kostelecky, Phys. rev. Lett., 80, (1998), 1818.

[34] J. Ellis, J. L. Lopez, N. E. Mavromatos and D. V. Nanopoulos , Phys.

Rev. D 53, (1996), 3846.

[35] M. Hayakawa, Measurement of CPT violation in the neutral kaon system, Proceeding for first KEK meeting on ”CP violation and its origin” in 1993, hep–ph/9704418.

[36] E. Fischbach, C. Talmadge, Nature, 356, (1992), 207; E. Fischbach, D.

Sudarsky, A. Szafer, C. Talmadge and S. H. Aronson,Phys. Rev. Lett., 56, (1986), 3; D. Sudarsky, E. Fischbach, C. Talmadge, A. H. Aronson and H.–Y. Cheng, Annals of Physics, 207, (1991), 103; E. Fischbach, C. Talmadge, Preprint No hep–ph/9606249.

[37] T. Haymbye, R. B. Mann, U. Sarkar, Phys. Lett., B421, (1998), 105;

T. Haymbye, R. B. Mann, U. Sarkar, Phys. Rev. D58, (1998), art. no 025003; C. Alvarez, R. B. Mann, Phys. Rev., D55, (1997), 1732; R. J. Hughes, Phys. Rev., 46, (1992), R2283; I. R. Kenyon, Phys. Lett., B 237, (1990), 274.

[38] A. D. Sakharov, Pis’ma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz., 5 (1967) 32 [in Russian], [JETP Letters 5 (1967) 24]; G. R. Farrar and M. E. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 70 (1993) 2833 and Phys. Rev. D50 (1994) 774; M. B. Gavela, P. Hernandez, J. Orloff and O. Pene, Nucl. Phys.

B 430 (1994) 345, 382; K. A. Olive, Bing Bang Baryogenesis, in Proceedings of the 33rd International Winter School on Nuclear and Particle Physics ”Matter Under Extreme Conditions” — Schladming (Austria) 1994, Eds. H. Latal and W. Schweiger (Springer, Berlin, 1994), hep–ph/9404352; V. A. Rubakov and M. E. Shaposhnikov, Uspekhi Fizicheskich Nauk, 166, (1966), 493 and hep–ph/9603208; S. Sarkar, Reports on Progres in Physics, 59, (1996), 1493. M. Trodden, Electroweek Baryogenesis, Preprint No CWRU–P6–98 — March 1998, hep– ph/9803479. A. Riotto and M. Trodden, Recent progres in baryogenesis, Preprint No CWRU–P6–99, CERN–TH/99–04, hep–ph/9901362. A. Riotto, Theories of baryogenesis, Preprint No CERN–TH/98–204, hep–ph/9807454. A. D. Dolgov, Baryogenesis 30 years after, Preprint No TAC–1997–024 — July 1997, hep–ph/9707419. A. D. Dolgov, Ya. B. Zeldovich, Reviews of Modern Physics, 53, (1981),1. O.Bertolami, Don Colladay, V. A. Kostelecky and R. Potting, Phys. Lett. B 395, (1997), 178. E. W. Kolb and M. S. Turner, The early Universe, Addison– Wesley, 1993.