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The authors of Ref. [1] (referred to here as “Moskal et al.”) claim to have performed the most
precise test of P , T and CP invariance in the decay of ortho-Positronium (o-Ps). Moskal et al. present
a “methodology involving polarization of photons from these decays” [1]. In short, given two photons,

i and j, out of the three from o-Ps decay, having respectively momentum vectors ~ki and ~kj , Moskal et
al. effectively measured the triple momentum correlation described by the mixed product

O2 = (~ki × ~k′i) · k̂j/hi ≡ n̂i · k̂j , (1)

where ~k′i is the momentum of photon i after Compton scattering on a plastic scintillator bar of the

JPET detector, n̂i = (~ki × ~k′i)/hi is the unit vector perpendicular to the Compton scattering plane,

with hi = |~ki × ~k′i| the norm of the vector product.
In this note: 1) we demonstrate, assuming standard properties for Compton scattering, that the

average value of O2 must necessarily be zero, independently of any physics occurring in o-Ps decay;
2) we point out that there is no formal justification to equate the normal vector to the Compton
scattering plane with the incident photon polarization, as done by Moskal et al.; 3) we observe the
absence of characterization of the device as a Compton polarimeter, which is paramount in photon
polarimetry; 4) we review previous measurements of the polarization of photons from o-Ps decay,
properly implementing the Compton polarimetry technique, and make the connection with tests of
discrete symmetries; and 5) we stress that the proposed correlation cannot be generated solely by the
physics of o-Ps decay, including possible violations of discrete symmetries.

1) Moskal et al. report the measurement of the average value of the correlation given in Eq.(1) and
claim this to be a test of P , T and CP violation in o-Ps decay. The average value is

〈O2〉 = 〈n̂i · k̂j〉 = 〈cos(ωij)〉 , (2)

and the measured distribution of values of O2 is shown in Fig.2 of Ref. [1]. Now, the Klein-Nishina
cross section for Compton scattering is given by [2]

dσ

dΩ
=

1

2
r2es

2

e

[

se + s−1

e − 2 sin2 θ cos2 φ
]

, (3)

where re = e2/mec
2 is the classical electron radius, se = [1 + (Eγ/mec

2)(1 − cos θ)]−1 is the ratio
between the energy of the scattered photon, relative to the energy Eγ of the incident photon, θ is
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the angle between ~k′i and ~ki (i.e. the Compton scattering angle), and φ is the angle of the photon
polarization plane relative to the Compton scattering plane. It is clear that, independently of the
photon polarization, the scattering probabilities at angles θ and −θ are identical. This means that one
expects to observe equal numbers of events with ~ki×~k′i pointing in some direction and events with this

product pointing in the opposite direction. That is, for a given momentum ~kj , one expects to observe
equal numbers of events producing a positive value of the projection

n̂i · k̂j = cos(ωij) , (4)

and a negative value of this projection, due to the change of sign of θ and hence of the direction of n̂i.
In conclusion, based on the symmetry properties of the Klein-Nishina cross section, the average value
〈O2〉 must be zero by construction, regardless of any physics in o-Ps decay.

2) Moskal et al. assert in the title, the abstract, several times in the text and in the discussion,
having used the linear polarization of photons to perform the measurement. Moskal et al. introduce in
Eq.(2) of Ref. [1], the “polarization related quantities” ǫi which, later in the text, are simply referred
to as the photon polarization. The vector ǫi introduced by Moskal et al. is in fact the vector n̂i defined
in Eq. (1) above, which is the unit vector normal to the Compton scattering plane. In other words,
Moskal et al. equate the polarization of the incident photon to the normal to the Compton scattering
plane. However, there is no formal justification based on QED to make this association. Furthermore,
we stress that a single Compton scattering event does not enable the determination of the direction of
the polarization of a photon. This observation is at variance with the statement made in the abstract
of Ref. [1], that the photon polarization was determined “on an event-by-event basis”. In conclusion,
the unit vector perpendicular to the Compton scattering plane, which is called “photon polarization”
in Ref. [1], is not the photon polarization.

3) Compton polarimetry is a well established technique to determine the photon linear polarization
[2]. It relies on the dependence of the Klein-Nishina cross section, Eq.(3), as a function of φ. The
cos2 φ dependence indicates that there is no meaningful distinction to make between something like a
“positive” versus a “negative” photon polarization direction, since the cross section is invariant under
the transformation φ → φ+ π. The conception of Moskal et al., in which the photon polarization has
an oriented direction, is inconsistent with this invariance property. Furthermore, measurements of
the photon polarization strictly require the determination of the analyzing power of the polarimeter
which defines the sensitivity of the device, including variations with angular and energy ranges. A
recent illustration of the Compton polarimetry technique, using a γ-tracking multi-detector array can
be found in Ref. [3]. We observe that the text in Ref. [1] does not contain any consideration about the
sensitivity of the setup for the measurement of the photon polarization. This is possibly connected to
the fact that Moskal et al. call “photon polarization” the normal vector to the Compton scattering
plane. This normal vector can indeed be determined from the topology of a single scattering event but
the polarization of the incident photon cannot. In conclusion, despite the insistence made in Ref. [1]
on the photon polarization, Moskal et al. did not measure any photon polarization.

4) Measurements of the polarization of photons from o-Ps decay [4, 5], properly using the Compton
polarimetry technique, provide tests of QED and in particular the predictions of the Klein-Nishina
formula. It is not excluded that measurements of correlations involving the photon polarization could
probe form factors in o-Ps decay which violate discrete symmetries. To our knowledge this has so far
not been demonstrated and would require the extension of the formalism in Ref. [6] to include the
photon polarizations.

5) The three momenta in Eq.(1) do not originate from the same process: ~ki and ~kj are involved in o-

Ps decay whereas ~ki and ~k′i are involved in Compton scattering. The mere presence of vector ~k′i clearly
shows that the dynamics of o-Ps decay alone will never produce such a correlation. QED calculations
in o-Ps decay, allowing for possible discrete symmetries violations [6], can produce symmetry-violating
form factors which are manifested by correlations involving kinematic quantities of the initial and final
states, like the o-Ps spin, s, the photon momenta, ki or the photon polarizations ei. The question about
how to measure a correlation in order to access the form factor is independent and can envision different
experimental techniques. Since the triple momentum correlation in Eq.(1) cannot be generated by the
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dynamics of o-Ps decay, including possible violations of discrete symmetries, there is nothing it can
tell us about any form factor from the decay.

To summarize, it appears that point 1) alone invalidates the claims made in Ref. [1] concerning
the tests of discrete symmetries. Points 2), 3) and 4) indicate the misconception by Moskal et al.
concerning the photon polarization and hence how to measure it by Compton polarimetry and what
can possibly be learned from a proper measurement in o-Ps decay. Finally point 5) emphasizes the
general properties to probe the presence of symmetry-violating terms in decay processes and concludes
that the proposed correlation term cannot be generated by the dynamics of o-Ps alone.
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