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Abstract

We investigate matter-induced (or extrinsic) CPT violation effects in neutrino oscillations in
matter. Especially, we present approximate analytical formulas for the CPT-violating probability
differences for three flavor neutrino oscillations in matter with an arbitrary matter density profile.
Note that we assume that the CPT invariance theorem holds, which means that the CPT violation
effects arise entirely because of the presence of matter. As special cases of matter density profiles,
we consider constant and step-function matter density profiles, which are relevant for neutrino
oscillation physics in accelerator and reactor long baseline experiments as well as neutrino factories.
Finally, the implications of extrinsic CPT violation on neutrino oscillations in matter for several

past, present, and future long baseline experiments are estimated.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, several studies on CPT violation [1, 2, 3, 4, 14, 6, [@, &, 9, [10, 11, 12, 13, 114,
15, 116, [17, [18, [19] have been performed in order to incorporate the so-called LSND anomaly
[20, 21, 22] within the description of standard three flavor neutrino oscillations. However,
this requires a new mass squared difference different from the ones coming from atmospheric
[23, 24, 27, 26] and solar [27, 28, 29, 30, B1, 32, B3, 34, 35] neutrinos, which means that
one would need to have three mass squared differences instead of two — a scenario, which is
not consistent with ordinary models of three flavor neutrino oscillations. Therefore, in most
of the studies on CPT violation [4, 16, @, 8, 10, 13, 14, 15, [16, 17], different mass squared
differences and mixing parameters are introduced phenomenologically by hand for neutrinos
and antineutrinos. This results, in the three neutrino flavor picture, in two mass squared
differences and four mixing parameters for neutrinos and the same for antineutrinos, i.e.,
in total, four mass squared differences and eight mixing parameters. Thus, it is possible
to have a different mass squared difference describing the results of the LSND experiment
other than the ones describing atmospheric and solar neutrino data. It should be noted that
the results of the LSND experiment will be further tested by the MiniBooNE experiment
[36], which started running in September 2002. Furthermore, it should be mentioned that
the standard way of incorporating the LSND data is to introduce sterile neutrinos, and
therefore, the introduction of fundamental CPT violation, sometimes also called genuine
CPT violation, serves as an alternative description to sterile neutrinos. However, neutrino
oscillations between pure sterile flavors and active and sterile flavors have, in principle, been
excluded by the SNO experiment [33, 134, 37].

In CPT violation studies, the CPT invariance theorem [38, 39, 4(], a milestone of local
quantum field theory, obviously does not hold, and in addition, fundamental properties such
as Lorentz invariance and locality may also be violated. However, the SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1)
Standard Model (SM) of elementary particle physics, for which the CPT theorem is valid, is
in very good agreement with all existing experimental data. Therefore, fundamental CPT
violation is connected to physics beyond the SM such as string theory or models including
extra dimensions, in which CPT invariance could be violated.

The recent and the first results of the KamLAND experiment [41], which is a reactor

long baseline neutrino oscillation experiment measuring the 7, flux from distant nuclear



reactors in Japan and South Korea, strongly favor the large mixing angle (LMA) solution
region for solar neutrino oscillations and the solar neutrino problem [42]. Therefore, they
indicate that there is no need for fundamental CPT violation, i.e., having different mass
squared differences for solar neutrinos and reactor antineutrinos. Thus, solar neutrino data
and KamLAND data can be simultaneously and consistently accommodated with the same
mass squared difference.

In this paper, we investigate matter-induced (or extrinsic) CPT violation effects in neu-
trino oscillations in matter. In a previous paper [43], the interplay between fundamental and
matter-induced T violation effects has been discussed. In the case of CPT violation effects,
there exists no fundamental (or intrinsic) CPT violation effects if we assume that the CPT
theorem holds. This means that the matter-induced CPT violation is a pure effect of the
simple fact that ordinary matter consists of unequal numbers of particles and antiparticles.
Matter-induced CPT violation, sometimes also called fake CPT violation, have been stud-
ied and illustrated in some papers [3, 12, 44, 45, 46, 47], in which numerical calculations of
CPT-violating asymmetries between survival probabilities for neutrinos and antineutrinos
in different scenarios of atmospheric and long-baseline neutrino oscillation experiments have
been presented. Here we will try to perform a much more systematic study.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [ we discuss the general formalism and
properties of CPT violation in vacuum and in matter. In particular, we derive approximate
analytical formulas for all CPT-violating probability differences for three flavor neutrino
oscillations in matter with an arbitrary matter density profile. The derivations are performed
using first order perturbation theory in the small leptonic mixing angle 6,3 for the neutrino
and antineutrino evolution operators as well as the fact that Am32, < Am32, ~ Am2,, i.e., the
solar mass squared difference is some orders of magnitude smaller than the atmospheric mass
squared difference. At the end of this section, we consider two different explicit examples
of matter density profiles. These are constant and step-function matter density profiles. In
both cases, we present the first order perturbation theory formulas for the CPT probability
differences as well as the useful corresponding low-energy region formulas. Next, in Sec. [T}
we discuss the implications for long baseline neutrino oscillation experiments and potential
neutrino factory setups as well as solar and atmospheric neutrinos. We illuminate the
discussion with several tables and plots of the CPT probability differences. Then, in Sec. [V]

we present a summary of the obtained results as well as our conclusions. Finally, in App. [Al



we give details of the general analytical derivation of the evolution operators for neutrinos

and antineutrinos.

II. GENERAL FORMALISM AND CPT-VIOLATING PROBABILITY DIFFER-
ENCES

A. Neutrino Oscillation Transition Probabilities and CP, T, and CPT Violation

Let us by P(v, — vg) denote the transition probability from a neutrino flavor o to
a neutrino flavor §, and similarly, for antineutrino flavors. Then, the CP, T, and CPT

(-violating) probability differences are given by

AP = P(va — vg) — P(0a — 1), (1)
APE = P(v, > vg) — P(vg — va), (2)
APCPT = P(I/a — I/ﬁ) — P(Dﬁ — Ija), (3)

where o, 5 = e, i, 7,.... The CP and I;jrobablhtﬁlﬂ:erences have previous |Qbeen exten-
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Q @ l l l Q In this paper, we will study in detail the CPT probability differences.
Let us first dicuss some general properties of the CPT probability differences. In general,

i.e., both in vacuum and in matter, it follows from conservation of probability that

Z Plv,— ) =1, [B=eur,..., (4)
a=e,,T,...

Z Plvy,—uvg) =1, a=epr,.... (5)
B=e,u,T,...

In words, the sum of the transition probabilities of a given neutrino (antineutrino) flavor
into neutrinos (antineutrinos) of all possible flavors is, of course, equal to one, i.e., the
probability is conserved. Using the definitions of the CPT probability differences, Eqs. (H)

and (H) can be re-written as

Z APO?BPT:O, B=e uT,..., (6)
a=e,,T,...

Z APO?;)T:O, a=eT,.... (7)
B=e,u,T,...



Note that not all of these equations are linearly independent. For example, for three neutrino

flavors, Eqs. (@) and (@) can be written as the following system of equations

APSTT + APLTT + AP =

CPT CPT CPT __
APSPT 4 APCPT 4 APSPT =

AP%PT—FAPSLPT—FAPS_PT —

o o o o o

(
APT + APSPT + AP = 0, (11
APSPT + APSTT + APSTT = 0, (12
APIT 4+ APSPT + APTET = 0. (13

Hence, there are nine CPT probability differences for neutrinos and six equations relating
these CPT probability differences. The rank of the corresponding system matrix for the
above system of equations is five, which means that only five of the six equations are linearly
independent. Thus, five out of the nine CPT probability differences can be expressed in terms
of the other four, i.e., there are, in fact, only four CPT probability differences. Choosing,
e.g., APSPT APSPT APCFT, and APSPT as the known CPT probability differences, the

other five can be expressed as

AP’ = —AP"T — AP, (14)
CPT _ CPT CPT

APPT = —APFT — AP, (15)

AP = —APPT — APFT, (16)
CPT _ CPT CPT

APSTT = —APSYT — AP, (17)

APSPT = APSPT + APSIT + APCTT + APOT. (18)

Furthermore, the CPT probability differences for neutrinos are related to the ones for an-

tineutrinos by

APS;T = P(VQ%VB)—P(ﬁB—)ﬂa)
= —(P(vg = V) = P(va — vp)) = —APgL T, (19)
where a, 8 = e, i1, 7, .... Thus, the CPT probability differences for antineutrinos do not give

any further information.

For completeness, we shall also briefly consider the case of two neutrino flavors. In this



case, we have

APT + APSPT = 0, (20)
AP+ APSTT = 0, (21)
AP"T + APPT =0, (22)
APSIT+ APSTT = 0 (23)
from which one immediately obtains
CPT __ CPT __ CPT __ CPT
APSTT = APSYT = —APSTT = AP (24)

Thus, for two neutrino flavors there is only one linearly independent CP'T probability dif-
ference, which we, e.g., can choose as APSPT.

Generally, for the T probability differences, we have |43, 65]

T T _ T __

APY = APT = APT =0, (25)
T _ T _ T T _ T _ T

APT = APT = APL = —APT = —APT — _APT (26)

for three neutrino flavors and
T T T T _
AP, = APeu = APME = APW =0 (27)

for two neutrino flavors. Thus, in the case of three neutrino flavors, there is only one linearly
independent T probability difference, whereas in the case of two neutrino flavors, neutrino
oscillations are T-invariant irrespective of whether they take place in vacuum or in matter.

Using the definitions () - (B), one immediately observes that the CP probability differ-
ences are directly related to the T and CPT probability differences by the following formulas

CP T CPT CP T PT

In vacuum, where CPT invariance holds, one has APSBP T = AP{%’ T = 0, which means
that APSBP = —APdTﬁ— and AP{SB—P = —APgﬁ. Furthermore, using again the definition (),
one finds that AP} = —AP(%). Thus, APS; = AP); and AP{SB—P = APgﬁ—, i.e., the
CP probability differences for neutrinos (antineutrinos) are given by the corresponding T
probability differences for neutrinos (antineutrinos). However, in matter, CPT invariance

is no longer valid in general, and thus, one has APSBPT # 0, which means that we need to
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know both the T and CPT probability differences in order to determine the CP probability
differences. Moreover, in vacuum, it follows in general that P(v, — v3) = P(vg — 1,) and
in particular that P(vy, — vs) = P(Vy — Us), which leads to APSY = 0. Therefore, CP
violation effects cannot occur in disappearance channels (v, — v,), but only in appearance
channels (v, — vg, where o # ) [52], while in matter one has in general APSY £ 0.

In the next subsection, we discuss the Hamiltonians and evolution operators for neutrinos

and antineutrinos, which we will use to calculate the CPT probability differences.

B. Hamiltonians and Evolution Operators for Neutrinos and Antineutrinos

If neutrinos are massive and mixed, then the neutrino flavor fields v,, where a =

e, L, T,..., are linear combinations of the neutrino mass eigenfields v,, where a = 1,2,3, .. .,
1.€.,
n
Vo = E UnaVa, a =€, [, T,..., (29)
a=1

where n is the number of neutrino flavors and the U,,’s are the matrix elements of the
unitary leptonic mixing matrix U.[134] Thus, we have the following relation between the

neutrino flavor and mass states [94, 197

|V0¢> :ZU;a‘Va>7 Q=C U, Ty..., (30)
a=1

where v, is the ath neutrino mass state for a neutrino with definite 3-momentum p, energy
E,=\/m2+p?>~p+ ?—E (if m, < p), and negative helicity. Here m, is the mass of the

ath neutrino mass eigenstate and p = |p|. Similarly, for antineutrinos, we have

|ﬁa> :ZUaa‘ﬂa>7 Q=€ U, T,.... (31)
a=1

In the ultra-relativistic approximation, the quantum mechanical time evolution of the neu-

trino states and the neutrino oscillations are governed by the Schrodinger equation

.d
i v(t) = A @)l (1), (32)

where |v(t)) is the neutrino vector of state and J7(t) is the time-dependent Hamiltonian

of the system, which is different for neutrinos and antineutrinos and its form also depends



on in which basis it is given (see App. [Al for the different expressions of the Hamiltonian).

Hence, the neutrino evolution (i.e., the solution to the Schrodinger equation) is given by
p(B) = e 7O (), (33)

where the exponential function is time-ordered. Note that if one assumes that neutrinos are
stable and that they are not absorbed in matter, then the Hamiltonian .7 (t) is Hermitian.
This will be assumed throughout this paper. Furthermore, it is convenient to define the

evolution operator (or the evolution matrix) S(¢,y) as
|V(t)> = S(t> t0)|l/(t())>, S(t> tO) = e_iﬁo %(t,)dt/> (34)

which has the following obvious properties

S(t,to) — S(t,tl)S(tl,to), (35)
S(to,to) = 1, (36)
S(t,t)S(t, to)t = 1. (37)

The last property is the unitarity condition, which follows directly from the hermiticity of
the Hamiltonian 7 (t).

Neutrinos are produced in weak interaction processes as flavor states |v,), where o =
e, i, T,.... Between a source, the production point of neutrinos, and a detector, neutrinos
evolve as mass eigenstates |v,), where a = 1,23, ..., i.e., states with definite mass. Thus,

if at time ¢ = ¢ the neutrino vector of state is |v,) = |Va(to)), then at a time ¢ we have

n

Va(t)) = D [S(t,t0)]q Unalva)- (38)

a=1
The neutrino oscillation probability amplitude from a neutrino flavor a to a neutrino

flavor [ is defined as
Aaﬁ = VB|Vo¢ ZUBQ t tO U;aa Oé,ﬁ:€,lu,’7',.... (39)

Then, the neutrino oscillation transition probability for v, — v is given by

P(va = vg) = |Aag|’ ZZ oUsaUabUpy [S (£, 10)] o [S(t, o) (40)

a=1 b=1

where o, 5 =e, u, T,



The oscillation transition probabilities for antineutrinos are obtained by making the re-
placements Uy, — UZ, and S(t,ty) — S(t,to) [i.e., V(t) — =V (t), where V (t) is the matter
potential defined in App. [A], which lead to

P(a = 75) = > Y UadUsUsUs [S(t.10)],, [S(t.t0)],, = {a <> b}

a=1 b=1

- Z Z UsaUaUgy [g(t,to)]; [g(t’to)}bb’ (41)

a=1 b=1
where o, 5 = e, u, T,
In the next subsection, we calculate the CPT probability differences both in vacuum and

in matter.

C. CPT Probability Differences

In vacuum, the matter potential is zero, i.e., V(t) = 0 V¢, and therefore, the evolution
operators for neutrinos and antineutrinos are the same, i.e., S(t,ty) = S(t,ty) = e Hml,
where H,, = diag (E4, Es, ..., E,) is the free Hamiltonian and L ~ t — {; is the baseline
length. Note that the Hamiltonians in vacuum for neutrinos and antineutrinos are the same,
since we have assumed the CPT theorem. Thus, using Eqs. ([@0) and ({Tl), it directly follows
that

AP = P(vo — vg) — P(iig — ,) = 0, (42)

which means that there is simply no (intrinsic) CPT violation in neutrino oscillations in
vacuum. Note that this general result holds for any number of neutrino flavors. Furthermore,
note that even though there is no intrinsic CPT violation effects in vacuum, there could be
intrinsic CP and T violation effects induced by a non-zero CP (or T) violation phase dcp,
which could, if sizeable enough, be measured by very long baseline neutrino oscillation
experiments in the future [96].

In matter, the situation is slightly more complicated than in vacuum. However, the
technique is the same, i.e., the extrinsic CPT probability differences are given by differences
of different matrix elements of the evolution operators for neutrinos and antineutrinos.

The probability amplitude of neutrino flavor transitions are the matrix elements of the



evolution operators:

A(VQ — Vﬁ) = [S(tvt(])]ﬁa = [Sf(t7t0>]ﬁa7 (43>
AUy — 1g) = [S(t,to)}ﬁa = [S*f(t,to)}ﬁa. (44)

Thus, we have the extrinsic CP'T probability differences

2 2

APO?BPT — ‘[Sf(t, t())]ﬁa

- ’ [Sf(ta tO)}aﬁ

(45)

In the case of three neutrino flavors with the evolution operators for neutrinos and an-
tineutrinos as in Eqgs. (A3H) and ([A40), respectively, the different APgﬁPT’s are now easily
found, but the expressions are quite unwieldy. The CPT probability difference APSFT to
first order in perturbation theory is found to be given by (see App. [Al for definitions of

different quantities)

APCPT

12

[Spul® = [Spul* = laf* —[a]* = [3]* — 8]

9 sin? t ?
= cos” Q+ 5 | cos20120(t —to) — [ V(¥)dt

s~ sin?Q t ?
— cos” ) — 10z \ o8 20120(t —to) + [ V(t)dt
to

1 (sin2 Q  sin?Q

4\ 2 02

) sin? 201,0%(t — t)?, (46)

which is equal to zero in vacuum, in which V' (¢) = 0 V. Note that in the case of T violation

all diagonal elements, i.e., APY

[e7e'R)

where a = e, u, T, are trivially equal to zero [cf., Eq. ([23)].

This is obviously not the case for CPT violation if matter is present. Similarly, we find

APSLPT = \Sf,21|2 - \gf,12\2 = \0235* + iS23fC\2 - |023B - i823J?A|2
= ¢33 (181 = |B°) + 535 (IC* — |AP)

+ isogeas (BfC — B f*C* + B*fA— Bf*AY), (47)
APIEY = [Spa1|* = |Spas]? = [s238" — icos fC]* = | = 5938 — icas fA|?

= &5 (IC1° = 1AP") + 555 (18" = 18]%)

— isg3cas (BfC — B f*C* + B*fA— BfrAY), (48)

APiPT = \Sf,12|2 - \gf,21\2 = \0235 - iS23fA\2 - |023B* + i523J?C'|2
= ¢33 (16" = [B7) + 535 (141> = [C]?)
+ isasens (B A = B fA—BFC+ B fCY), (49)

10



APCPT

CPT
AP,

CPT
AP

CPT
AP

APCPT

12

\Sf,13|2 - \gf,gl\z = \ — 5933 — iCz:afA\z - |523B* - iC23fC'|2

chs (JAP® = |CP) + 35 (181 — |B])

23003 (Bf A" = B*fA = BFC+ 3" FC7),
|Sp20l* — |Spa2l® = |chsa” + 35 f — isascan f(B + D)|?
|50 + 855 f — isascos f(B + D)|?

s (Ja? = |af?) —isxscds (af B— o f*B* + af D — o* f*D*
—afB+a'f*B*—afD+a*f*D*)

+533655 (af + o f*+ |B]*+ |D|* + BD* + B*D
—af—a'f*—|B]’—|D]?— BD*— B*D)

—is33c03 (B— B*+D —D*— B+ B*— D+ D¥),
|Sf a2l = |Sg08* = | = sa3cas (" — f) +if (s33B — c53D) |”
| — S93Ca3 (07* — f) —if (0333 - 5331_)) &

33 (D = |B?) +isaschy (af D — o* f*D* — D + D*
—afB+a’f*B*+ B — B") + s33¢5 (|o]* —af —a" f*
—BD*— B*D — |a* + af + & f* + BD* + B*D)

—is3sc03 (f B—a*f*B* = B+ B*—afD+a* f*D*
+D — D*) + s55 (|B* — | D),
|Sp23l” = [Spaal* = | = sa3cas (" — f) —if (¢33 B — s33D) |?
| — S23C23 (d* - f) +if (3333 — 033[7) |2

033 (|B|2 - |D|2) + i323C§3 (afB —o*f*B*— B+ B*
—afD+a& f*D* + D — D) + s33655 (Ja)* — af —a* f*
~BD* — B*D — |a’ + af + & f* + BD* + B*D)

—is3yc03 (f D — o&* f*D* — D+ D* — af B+ &* f*B*
+B—B) + s (ID = [BP).
|Spasl” = [Spas|* = |shsa” + i f +isascosf (B + D) |?
|$350" + 33 f +isascosf (B+ D) |

is93¢33 (B — B*+ D — D* — B+ B* — D + D)

tshycdy (af +a”f* + [B + | DI + BD* + B'D

11

(50)

(51)

(53)



—af—a*f*—|BI’-|D|* - BD*— B*D)
+is55Co3 (afB — o f*B*+afD —a*f*D* —afB
& f*B* —afD+a f*D*) + sy (Ja* — |al?) . (54)

Note that APSFT is the only CPT probability difference that is uniquely determined by
the (1,2)-subsector of the full three flavor neutrino evolution, see the explicit expressions
of the evolution operators for neutrinos and antineutrinos [Eqs. (A3H) and ([A40)]. Thus,
it is completely independent of the CP violation phase dcp [12] as well as the fundamental
neutrino parameters Am32, ~ Am2,, 013, and 0ys.

Now, using conservation of probability, i.e., Eqs. (8) - ([3]), we find the relations

> ARG =IO - 1AF =0, (55)
a=e,,T
> AP = AP - |CP =0, (56)
a=e,,T
S APIT+ YT APSTT = N ARSI+ Y AP
a=e,L,T a=e,L,T o=e,u,T a=e,L,T
= |B +|DI* = |BI =D = 0. (57)

Thus, the CPT probability differences can be further simplified and we obtain

APZPT ~ |B)? — |8, (58)
APSTT ~ 3 (1817 = |B°) — 2c23525S (BFC — BfFAY) (59)
APST w53 (|82 = |B) + 2c2355 (BFC — B A7), (60)
APFT ~ 4 (1817 = |B?) — 2c23523S (Bf*A* — BfC) (61)
APSTT = o (1617 = |B°) + 203523 (B A" = BfC), (62)

where we have only displayed the CPT probability differences APZFT, APSPT, APIFT,
APCPT and APSPT, since the remaining ones are too lengthy expressions and not so illu-
minating. In the following, we will restrict our discussion only to those CPT probability

differences displayed above. Furthermore, from the definition of the parameters a and b in
Eq. (BI3), we can conclude that |b/a| o 02/A% = (Am2,/Am2,)?, and thus, the ratio |b/al
is small, since Am2, < AmZ,. In Ref. 43], it has been shown that

[ T5.4(ts t) / T (ts to) | ~ T 4, (£ t0) [ Ioe 4, (L, To) | ~ 67/ A2,

12



and therefore, it also holds that
| Tg,6(ts t0) /am (s t0) | ~ T4, (8 t0) 1o 4, (E,0) | ~ 62/ A%,

Thus, the contributions of the integrals Is,(t,t0), 15, (t,to), Igs(t,to), and I}, (t,to) are
suppressed by a factor of §2/A? in Eqs. (B9) - (G2). Using this to reduce the arguments of
the imaginary parts in Eqgs. (B9) - (62) further, we obtain the following

5]00_ Bf*A fa*I;*,tO - Bf*al_;*,w (63)

~ f
BfFA"=BfC = Bf 'Ly, — Bfaly. . (64)

D. Examples of Matter Density Profiles

We have now derived the general analytical expressions for the CPT violation probability
differences. Next, we will calculate some of the CPT violation probability differences for
some specific examples of matter density profiles. This will be done for constant matter

density and step-function matter density.

1. Constant Matter Density Profiles

The simplest example of a matter density profile (except for vacuum) is the one of constant
matter density or constant electron density. In this case, the matter potential is given by
V(t) = V = const. Vt. Furthermore, if the distance between source and detector (i.e., the
neutrino propagation path length or baseline length) is L and the neutrino energy is F,,

then we can define the following useful quantities

w = g\/[cos 2015 — %} 2 + sin? 26,5, (65)
0 = g\/ {cos 2015 + %} 2 + sin? 26,,, (66)
A:A—%(V+5):§(2?—1—%), (67)
KZA—%(—VM):g(z%—H%), (68)
O = %arceos <W) , (69)
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A =

A 2
where § = S22

- 2B,
App. @A)

O

2 2
Am3z, ~ Am3,
- 2E,

1
— arccos
2

0cos20i +V
200

)

= 3B,
a(t,0) = coswt + 1icos 26, sin wt,
a(t,0) = coswt + icos 20, sin wt,
B(t,0) = —isin 26, sinwt,
B(t,0) = —isin 26, sinwt,
f(t,0) = 7,

F(t.0) = e,

where 0 <t < L, which yield

8" = 1B/*

S (37C ~ B AY)

S (Bfr AT = BfC)

~

_l_

_l_

~

+

sin? 20, s* — sin® 26,,5°

2
S

2 2 2

879C120° | —
w2

512C125130 (A

32
-=)
=2 2
3 s
2
— 8750 — — — ) cosdcp
12 ){(w2 wz)

(A — 2y0) (As — wsmiAL)s ~ (As— wsméL)s ¢08 Scp
w?(w? — A?) w?(w? — A?)
(A — ) (cos AL :c)s _ (cosAL —~c)s sin50p},
| w(w? — A?) w(w? — A?)
N 2 8
8120128135 (A — 8125) { (E — E) COS 5cp
(A& — ) (As — wsmiAL)s ~ (As— wsm~AL)s 08 Scp
w?(w? — A?) w?(w? — A?)
(A — ) (cos AL :c)s _ (cosAL —~c)s sinécp},
| w(w? — A?) w(w? — A?)

(70)

and 01, is the solar mixing angle. Then, we have (see

(77)

(78)

(79)

where s = sinwl, § = sinwl, ¢ = coswl, and ¢ = coswL. Note that the only difference

between the imaginary parts in Eqs. ([(8) and () is the signs in front of the sin dcp terms,

i.e., applying the replacement dcp — —dcp, one comes from S(BfC — Bf*A*) to J(Bf*A* —
BfC), and vice versa. Thus, inserting Eqgs. ([{7) - ([[@) into Eqs. (B8) - (6Z), we obtain the
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CPT probability differences in matter of constant density as

CPT
AP o~

2 2 9
—575C190 <

.2
sin“wlL
CPT 2 2 2 2
APeu o §79C19C530 ( —

sin2wl  sin?@l
w? w02 ’

sin?wlL

) — 2512C12513523C230 (A — $7,0)

w? w?

B@ —A?)  ww - A?)

sinwL  sin®wL
X —— — 5 cos Ocp
w w
[(As—wsinAL)s  (As—wsin AL
L (A=) (As @ sin . )5 (As W sin £ )s ¢08 Scp
@22 - A?) w(w? — A?)
(cos AL — )5 AL -
L (A=) (cos :c)s ~ (cos ~c)s ¢in 50})}’
| o@ - A2 w(w?-A?
. 2 L . 2 _L
APeCTPT ~ 3%20%283352 (Slnw;U _ Sln@;’u ) + 25120123135230235 (A - 5%25)
sin?@wL  sin?wL
X —— — 5 cos Ocp
w w
[(As—wsinAL)s  (As—wsin AL
L (A=) (As @ sin . )5 (As W sin £ )s 08 Scp
@22 - A?) w(w? — A?)
(cos AL — )5 AL -
L (A=) (cos - )5 (cos ~c)s sinécp},
| o@2 - A2 w(w?-A?
sinwl  sin®w0L
APMCEPT ~ 3%20%203352 ( 2 _ 2 ) — 28120128138230235 (A — 3%25)
sin?@wL  sin?wL
X —— — 5 cos Ocp
w w
[(As—wsinAL)s  (As—wsin AL
L (A=) (As @ sin . )5 (As wsin )s 08 Scp
@2 (@2 — A?) w?(w? — A?)
(cos AL — )5 AL -
(A=) (cos ¢)5  (cos c)s] ¢in 50})}’

sinwl  sin?@lL
APTC@PT ~ 3%20%253352 ( 2 _ 2 ) + 2812012813823023(5 (A — 8%25)
sin?wl  sin?wlL
X T cos dcp
L (A=) _(55—@8111;[/)5 B (As — wsin AL)s 088
12 022 — A2) w?(w? — Az) cP
[(cos AL — ©)3 AL —
(A [l Bl 95 (sl o), 5CP}.
| @2 -2 ww-AY)

15

(82)



It is again interesting to observe that the CPT probability difference APSFT contains only a
constant term in the mixing parameter dcp, i.¢e., it is independent of the CP violation phase
dcp, whereas the other CPT probability differences contain such terms, but in addition also
sin dcp and cos dcp terms (in the case of CP violation, see, e.g., Ref. [81]). Naively, one would
not expect any sin dgp terms in the CPT probability differences, since they do not arise in
the general case of the T probability difference as an effect of the presence of matter, but
are there because of the fundamental T violation that is caused by the CP violation phase
dcp M3]. However, since constant matter density profiles are symmetric with respect to the
baseline length L, the T violation probability difference is anyway actually equal to zero in
these cases. Furthermore, we note that if one makes the replacement dcp — —dcp, then
APSPT — APSPT and APSPT — APSPT and in the case that dcp = 0 one has APSFT =
APGPT and AP = APSFT. Moreover, in the case of degenerate neutrino masses my = ms

Am%l
2FE,

or for extremely high neutrino energies, £, — oo, the quantity § = goes to zero and so

do 3 and 3 (see the second point in the discussion at the end of App. Al about the relation
between 2 and ), which in turn means that the CPT probability differences in Eqs. (B8)) -
([62) as well as in Eqs. (80) - @&4) will vanish, i.e., APSF™" — 0 when 6 — 0. This can be
understood as follows. In the case when Am3, < Am3, (i.e., § < A) or in the limit § — 0,
Am2, 5

At = A also goes to zero. If

we have that the neutrino mass hierarchy parameter £ =

£ =0, then P, — 1 — sin? 29135“12(?71533“, where C5 = \/sin2 2015 + (%V — c0s 260:3)2. Now,
since we have only calculated the CPT probability differences to first order in perturbation
theory in the small leptonic mixing angle 613 (see App. [Al), we have that P.. — 1 when
¢ — 0. Using P.. = 1 together with the unitarity conditions () and (H), we find that

P

w = Prr = 1and P, = P,. = P,; = P;, = 0, which means that neutrino oscillations

will not occur in this limit. A similar argument applies for the case of antineutrinos. Thus,
the CPT probability differences APSF™ — 0 up to first order in perturbation theory in 63
when § — 0 (i.e., when ¢ is completely negligible compared with A). Therefore, there are
no extrinsic CPT violation effects up to first order in #13 when 6 — 0.

In the low-energy region V' < § < A, we find after some tedious calculations that

oL oL oLV
APSPT ~ 852,c2, cos 2015 | 0L cos — — 2sin — | sin — —
2 2 29
+ O((V/6)), (85)
SL . 0L\ . 0LV
AP;PT >~ —85%20%2033 cos 2019 <5L cos - = 2sin 7) sin 55
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oL oL oL
— 16slgc§2813823023 cos Ocp cos 2015 | 0L cos — — 2sin — | sin — K
2 2 2 0
— 16512¢12513523C23 Sin 5Cp{ cos 2015 [51) cos 0L — cos AL
X 5LC085—L—281H5—L —sindL +5Lsin5—LsinAL K
2 2 2 )
+ O((V/6)), (86)
oL oL oLV
APSPT ~ 852, 2,52, cos 2015 | 6L cos — — 2sin — | sin — —
2 2 29
oL oL oL
+ 16slgc§2813823023 €0os Ocp €os 2015 (5L cos -5 = 2sin 7) sin 7%

+ 16S12€12513523C23 SIN 5cp{ cos 2019 [5L cosO0L — cos AL

X (5[/(308% —QSin%) —sinéL} —|—5Lsin57LsinAL}%

+ O((V/6)?), (87)
oL . 0L\ . 0LV
AP&PT ~ —85%,ChyChy COS 2015 <5L c08 5= — 2sin 7) sin -~
) oL oLV
— 165120‘1’2813823023 €0os Ocp €os 2015 <5L cos -5 = 2sin 7) sin 535

+ 16S12¢12513523C23 SIN 5cp{ cos 2019 [5L cosO0L — cos AL

X 5L6086—L—251n5—L —sindL —|—5Lsin6—LsinAL K
2 2 2 )
+ O ((v/)5)%), (88)
oL oL oLV
APPT ~ —8s2,c2,52, cos 2015 | 6L cos — — 2sin — | sin — —
2 2 2 0
L L
+ 165120‘132313323023 cos Ocp cos 2019 <5L cos -5 2sin %) sin %%

— 16812¢12513523C23 Sin 5Cp{ cos 201 [51) cos 0L — cos AL

X <5Lcos% —2sin57L) —sinéL} +5Lsin57LsinAL}%

+ O((v/)5)%). (89)

Note that there are, of course, no terms in the CPT probability differences that are constant

in the matter potential V| since in the limit V' — 0, i.e., in vacuum, the CPT probability
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differences must vanish, because in vacuum they are equal to zero [cf., Eq. ([B2)]. Further-
more, we observe that the leading order terms in the CPT probability differences are linear
in the matter potential V', whereas the next-to-leading order terms are cubic, i.e., there are
no second order terms. However, we do not show the explicit forms of the cubic terms, since
they are quite lengthy. Actually, for symmetric matter density profiles it holds that the
oscillation transition probabilities in matter for neutrinos and antineutrinos, P (v, — vg; V)
and P (v, — vg; V), respectively, are related by P(v, — vs; V) = P(Ug — Us;—V) [see
Ref. [60] and Eqgs. [@0) and EI)]. Hence, in this case, the CPT probability differences
APZFT(V) = P(va = vg;V) — P(7g — 7a;V) = P(va = vg;V) — P(va — vg;=V) =
f(V) — f(=V) are always odd functions with respect to the (symmetric) matter potential
V, since APSTT(=V) = F(—V) = F(V) = —[f(V) = f(=V)] = —APZT(V) [o1].

Introducing the Jarlskog invariant [98, 99
J = $12C12513CT3523C23 SIN Ocp 2 5151281352323 Sin dcp, (90)
we can, e.g., write the CPT probability difference AP as

CPT . 2 CPT
APG}L — _023AP66

L L L
— 16c§2 cos 20;2J cot dcp <5L cos % — 2sin %) sin 5—K

— 16J{ cos 201 {5L cosOL — cos AL <5L cos % — 2sin %)

L
— sin 5L} + 0L sin % sin AL}% +0((V/6)?). (91)
In the case of maximal solar mixing, i.e., if the solar mixing angle 15 = 7, then we have
APSPT ~ 0, (92)

which is also obtained using Eq. (B0), and

L
AP, = =165 L sin = sin AL% ~ —APT, (93)

where in this case J = %813823023 sin dcp. Thus, we would not be able to observe any extrinsic
CPT violation in the v, — v, and v, — v, channels. However, it would still be possible to
do so in the v, — v, and ¥, — 7, channels. Furthermore, note that if in addition dcp = 0,

then also APSF" and APCPT vanish, since J o< sin dcp.
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2. Step-function matter density profiles

Next, we consider step-function matter density profiles, i.e., matter density profiles con-
sisting of two different layers of constant densities. Let the widths of the two layers be L,
and Lo, respectively, and the corresponding matter potential V; and V5. Furthermore, we
again let £, denote the neutrino energy. Similar to the constant matter density profile case,

we define the quantities

w; = g\/[cos 2015 — %] 2 + sin? 26,4, (94)
w; = g\/[cos 2015 + %] 2 + sin? 26,9, (95)
A,-:A—%(thd):g(Q%—l—?), (96)
Ai:A—%(—VH—é):g(Q%—H—%), (97)
Omi = %arccos (%ﬂ) , (98)
Opi = %arccos (%{;4_%) : (99)

Am%l A — Am%l
2E, — 2E,

with ¢ = 1,2 denoting the two different layers, where again 6 = and 0,5 is
the solar mixing angle. We divide the time interval of the neutrino evolution into two parts:
0<t< Lyand L; <t < L, where L = L; + Ly. In the first interval, the parameters «,
a, B, B, f, and f are given by the well-known evolution in constant matter density, i.e., by
Eqs. ([) - ([8) with the replacements w — wy, @ — &1, A — Ay, A= 51, Om — Om1, and

O — 01, Whereas in the second interval, they are given by

a(t, ty) = c1¢y — 5185 €08(20,,1 — 20,,0)

+ 1(s1¢h €08 20,, 1 + Sye1 €08 20,,2), (100)
alt,tg) = 18 — 5155 08(20,,1 — 20,,2)

+ (518, c08 20,1 + 55¢; €08 20, 2), (101)
B(t,tg) = s1558I0(20,,1 — 26,,2) — i(s1¢5 810 20,, 1 + S5¢1 8in20,,,2), (102)
B(t,to) = 51555i0(20,1 — 20,2) — (518, 8in 20, 1 + 55¢; sin 20,,9), (103)
ft 1) = e lBrtamo+dai-Lo] (104)
Fltty) = e iAthaimtorrhet=La)], (105)
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where s; = sinw;L;, ¢; = cosw;L;, 5; = sinw;L;, and ¢; = cosw;L; with ¢ = 1,2 and
So = sinwyT, ¢ = COSwWaT, 54 = sinwyT, and & = cosweT with 7 =1t — L.

Now, we will take a quick look at the general way of deriving expressions for the CPT
probability differences for the step-function matter density profile. However, in this case,
the derivations are quite cumbersome and we will only present the results for the CPT
probability difference APSFT.

Similar to the case of constant matter density, we obtain the CPT probability difference

APCFT for step-function matter density profiles as

APSPT ~ (510508 20,1 + 59¢1 €08 20,,0)% + [c1¢2 — 8152 €08 2(0, 1 — 9m,2)]2

— (5162 COS 2§m,1 + 5261 COS 2§m,2)2 + [6162 — §1§2 COS 2(§m,1 — §m72)}2

(106)
In the low-energy region V1o S0 < A, we find that
Vi Vz 0(Li+ L
APSFT ~ 852,¢2, cos 2601, [5 <L1F1 + Lg%) cos O + Lo) 12+ 2)
) 14 in& &—I-E in& oLy m5(L1—|—L2)
5 Sin—-cos — 5 Sin—-cos — S 5
+ O ((V1/0)%, (Va/0)%, ViVa/d?) . (107)

One observes that the CPT probability difference APSPT is completely symmetric with
respect to the exchange of layers 1 and 2. Furthermore, in the limit V3, — V and Ly — L/2,

one recovers the CPT probability difference for constant matter density (as one should), see

Eq. (B3).

III. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR NEUTRINO OSCIL-
LATION EXPERIMENTS

In general, the three flavor neutrino oscillation transition probabilities in matter P,5 =

P(v, — vg) are complicated (mostly trigonometric) functions depending on nine parameters

Pag = Paﬁ(Amgl,Am§1,912,913,923,5cp;E,,,L, V(L)), Oé,ﬁ =€e U, T, (108)

where Am2, and Am3, are the neutrino mass squared differences, 612, 03, 023, and dcp are

the leptonic mixing parameters, F, is the neutrino energy, L is the baseline length, and
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TABLE I: Present values of the fundamental neutrino parameters.

Parameter Best-fit value Range References

Am3,  7.1-107%eVZ ~(6+9) 10-%eVv? (99.73 % C.L.) [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 42, 100, 101]

|Am2| 2.5-1072eV? (1.6+3.9)-10-3eV? (90 % C.L.) (23, 24, 25, 26]
01 34° 97° = 44° (99.73 % C.L.) [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 42, 100, 101]
01 ; 0+ 9.2° (90 % C.L.) [102, 103, 104]
02 45° 37° = 45° (90 % C.L.) 23, 24, 25, 26]
dcp - [0, 27) -

finally, V(L) is the matter potential, which generally depends on L. Naturally, the CPT
probability differences depend on the same parameters as the neutrino oscillation transition
probabilities. The neutrino mass squared differences and the leptonic mixing parameters are
fundamental parameters given by Nature, and thus, do not vary in any experimental setup,
whereas the neutrino energy, the baseline length, and the matter potential depend on the
specific experiment that is studied.

The present values of the fundamental neutrino parameters are given in Table [ These
values are motivated by recent global fits to different kinds of neutrino oscillation data.
All results within this study are, unless otherwise stated, calculated for the best-fit values
given in Table [l Furthermore, we assume a normal neutrino mass hierarchy spectrum, i.e.,
Am3, < Am2, with Am2, = +2.5-1073eV? For the leptonic mixing angle 6,3, we only
allow values below the CHOOZ upper bound, i.e., sin®26;5 < 0.1 or 615 < 9.2°. For the
CP violation phase, we use different values between 0 and 27, i.e., dcp € [0,27). Note that
there is no CP violation if dcp € {0, 7}, whereas the effects of CP violation are maximal if
ocp € {2, %}

As realistic examples, let us now investigate the effects of extrinsic CPT violation on the
transition probabilities for neutrino oscillations in matter for various experiment in which
the neutrinos traverse the Earth. Such experiments are e.g. so-called long baseline exper-
iments, atmospheric and solar neutrino oscillation experiments. In some analyses of these
experiments, the Preliminary Reference Earth Model (PREM) matter density profile [105]

has been used, which has been obtained from geophysics using seismic wave measurements.
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However, the (mantle-core-mantle) step-function matter density profile[135] is an excellent
approximation to the PREM matter density profile [10€], whereas the constant matter den-
sity profile serves as a very good approximation to long baseline experiments that have
baselines that do not enter the core of the Earth. Thus, we use these approximations for
our calculations.

The equatorial radius of the Earth and the radius of the core of the Earth are Rg =~
6371 km and r ~ 3486 km, respectively, which means that the thickness of the mantle of the
Earth is Rg — r ~ 2885km. From the geometry of the Earth, one finds that the relation
between the maximal depth of the baseline ¢ and the baseline length L is given by

L2
{=Re—\[Ry == (or L=2/{2Rs 1) (109)

Hence, in order for the neutrinos also to traverse the core of the Earth, i.e., { > Rg — 7, the
baseline length needs to be L 2 10670 km. This means that for experiments with baseline
lengths shorter than 10670 km, we can safely use the constant matter density profile. For
“shorter” long baseline experiments (L < 3000 km) we use the average matter density of the
continental Earth crust, peuwss >~ 3g/ cm?®, whereas for “longer” long baseline experiments
(3000 km < L < 10670km) we use the average matter density of the mantle of the Earth,
Pmantle = 4.5 g/cm?. Furthermore, the matter potential V = V(L) expressed in terms of the
matter density p = p(L) is given by

1 1
Ve~ ———Gp—p~378-107"eV . cm?], 110
N plg/cm”] (110)

where p[g/cm?] is the matter density given in units of g/cm?.

Let us now investigate when it is possible to use the low-energy approximations for the
CPT probability differences derived in the previous section. In these approximations, we
have assumed that the matter potential V' is smaller than the parameter 0, i.e., V < 0 < A.

Now, the parameter ¢ is a function of the neutrino energy F,:

A 2
5 = % ~3.55-107°eV - B, [eV] !, (111)

where E,[eV] is the neutrino energy in eV. Thus, combining Eqs. (II0) and (), we find
that
E, <0.94-10%eV - p[g/cm?®] 7!, (112)

22



which means that for the continental Earth crust (perus; = 3g/cm3) the neutrino energy
E, must be smaller than about 0.31 GeV in order for the low-energy approximations to be
valid.

In Table [, we list several past, present, and future long baseline experiments of accel-
erator and reactor types including their specific parameter sets for which we are going to
estimate the extrinsic CPT violation effects. From the values of the neutrino energies given
in this table we can conclude that the low-energy approximations for the CPT probabil-
ity differences are applicable for the reactor experiments including the LSND accelerator
experiment, but not for the accelerator experiments in general.

Using the values of the fundamental neutrino parameters given in Table [l as well as the
approximate values of the neutrino energy and baseline length for the different long baseline
experiments given in Table [ we obtain estimates of the CPT probability differences, which
are presented in Table [Tl From the values in Table [l we observe that there are three
different experiments with fairly large estimates of the CPT probability differences. These
experiments are the KamLAND, BNL NWG, and NuMI experiments, which will later in this
paper be studied in more detail. In general, there is a rather large discrepancy among the
values coming from the numerical, analytical, and low-energy approximation calculations.
This is mainly due to the oscillatory behavior of the CPT probability differences. Therefore,
these values can change drastically with a small modification of the input parameter values.
Thus, this can explain the somewhat different values of the different calculations. However,
in most of the cases, the order of magnitude of the different calculations are in agreement.
Note that for all reactor experiments the analytical and low-energy approximation estimates
agree completely, since the neutrino energies are low enough for these experiments in order
for the low-energy approximations to be valid. Moreover, we have calculated the CPT
probability difference AP&PT for two potential neutrino factory setups using the analytical
formula (83). In general, these setups are very long baseline experiments that even penetrate
the Earth’s mantle in addition to the Earth’s crust. For our calculations we used a constant

3. Furthermore, we chose the neutrino

matter density profile with p = puange >~ 4.5g/cm
energy to be 50 GeV as well as the baseline lengths 3000 km and 7000 km, respectively. For
these parameter values, we obtained APSF" ~ 3.0-107° (3000 km) and APZF" ~1.8-107°
(7000 km). Thus, the extrinsic CPT violation is practically negligible for a future neutrino

factory.
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TABLE II: Accelerator and reactor long baseline experiments including measurable neutrino os-
cillation channels, average neutrino energies (E,), approximate baseline lengths (L) as well as
references to the respective experiments. The CHOOZ, KamLAND, and Palo Verde experiments
are reactor experiments, whereas the other experiments are accelerator experiments. Furthermore,
the BooNE, MiniBooNE, CHOOZ, LSND, NuTeV, and Palo Verde experiments are sometimes
called short baseline experiments. However, we will use the term long baseline experiments for all

experiments in this table.

Experiment Channels E, L References

BNL NWG Vy — Ve 1GeV 400km, 2540km  [107, 108, 109]

Vy — Ve

BooNE (0.5 + 1.5) GeV 1km [110]

Uy — Ve

Vy — Ve

MiniBooNE (0.5 =+ 1.5) GeV 500 m [111]

Uy — e

CHOOZ Ve = Ve ~ 3MeV 1030 m [102, 103, 104]

Vy = Ve

ICARUS 17 GeV 743km [112, 113, 114]

Vy — Ur

Vy — Ve

JHF-Kamioka (0.4 +1.0) GeV 295 km [115]

Uy — Uy

{ Vy = Ve
K2K 1.3GeV 250 km (116, 117]

Vy — Uy
KamLAND Ve — U ~ 3MeV ~ 180 km [41]
Vy — Ve
LSND 48 MeV 30m 20, 21, 22]
7, = e
Vy — Ve
MINOS (3 + 18) GeV 735km 118, 119, 120]
Yy — Uy
Vy — Ve
NuMI I/11 1.4GeV / 0.7GeV 712km / 987 km [121]
7, = e
Vy — Ve
NuTeV 75GeV, 200GeV (915 + 1235)m [122]
7 = Ve
OPERA vy — Vs 17 GeV 743 km [114, 123]
Palo Verde De — e ~ 3MeV 750m, 890m  [124, 125, 126, 127]
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TABLE III: Estimates of the CPT probability differences for the different long baseline experiments
listed in Table [l The fundamental neutrino parameters used are: Am3, = 7.1-107° eV?, Am2, =
2.5-1073eV?, 019 = 34°, 015 = 9.2°, 93 = 45°, and dcp = 0. Furthermore, we have used constant

matter density profiles with p = 3g/cm? as approximations of the continental Earth crust.

Experiment CPT probability differences

Quantities Numerical Analytical Analytical (low-energy)

BNL NWG  APZFT 0010  3.6-107* 1.7-107°
BNL NWG  APZFT 0032  12-107° 2.7-1073
BooNE APZFT 6.6-1071 5.1-1071 2.0-10717
MiniBooNE  APZFT 4.1-107'* 3.2.10715 —2.0-10717
CHOOZ APSPT  —36-107° —3.7-107° —3.7-107°
ICARUS APZFT 40-107° 3.1-107F 41-107°
APFT —-38-107° - -
JHF-Kamioka AP 38-107% 22.107* 5.0-1077
APSFT —1.3-107* - -
K2K APZFT 1.0-107% 7.2-107° 121077
APGIT 531077 - -
KamLAND  APSPT  —0.033 —0.040 —0.040
LSND APFT 4.8-1071% 3.7.10719 1910718
MINOS AP 1.9-107% 1.4-107° 1.9-107%
APCPT  —11-107° - ;
NuMI I APJFT 0.026 —2.7-107° 6.2-107°
NuMI 1T APJFT 26-107% —2.4-1071 1.8-107*
NuTeV APFT 1.6-1071% 1.2.1071 —2.6-1071
NuTeV APFT 82-107% 6.4-1072 —1.5-1071
OPERA APZFT —-38-107° - -
Palo Verde APSPT  —12.107% —1.1-107° ~1.1-107?
Palo Verde APSPT  —22.107° —2.1-107° —2.1-107°

Next, in Fig. [l we plot the CPT probability differences APSPT and APfeP T as functions
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of the neutrino energy FE, for three different characteristic baseline lengths: 1 km, 250 km,

and 750 km. From these plots we observe that the CPT probability differences increase with

FIG. 1: The CPT probability differences APeCéPT and APEEPT plotted as functions of the neutrino energy E,. The baseline
lengths used are: 1 km (left column), 250 km (middle column), and 750 km (right column) with p = 3g/cm®. Dotted curves
correspond to numerical calculations using the evolution operator method and Cayley—Hamilton formalism [128, [129, [13],
whereas solid curves correspond to analytical calculations using Egs. (8) and [ 3). The fundamental neutrino parameters used

are: Am2; =7.1-107%eV?2, AmZ; =2.5-1073eV?, 012 = 34°, 613 = 9.2°, 023 = 45°, and dcp = 0.

increasing baseline length L. Furthermore, we note that for increasing neutrino energy FE,
the extrinsic CPT violation effects disappear, since the CPT probability differences go to
zero in the limit when E, — oo. We also note that APZF" and APSFT are basically of
the same order of magnitude. In this figure, the numerical curves consist of a modulation
of two oscillations: one slow oscillation with larger amplitude and lower frequency and
another fast oscillation with smaller amplitude and higher frequency. On the other hand, the
analytical curves consist of one oscillation only and they are therefore not able to reproduce
the oscillations with smaller amplitudes and higher frequencies. However, the agreement

between the two curves are very good considering the oscillations with larger amplitudes and
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lower frequencies. In principle, the analytical curves are running averages of the numerical
ones, and in fact, the fast oscillations cannot be resolved by any realistic detector due to
limited energy resolution making the analytical calculations excellent approximations of the
numerical ones.

Let us now investigate some of the most interesting experiments in more detail for which
the extrinsic CPT violation effects may be sizeable. In Fig. B we plot the CPT probability
difference APSFT as functions of both the neutrino energy E, and the baseline length L
centered around values of these parameters characteristic for the KamLAND experiment.

We observe that for neutrino energies around the average neutrino energy of the KamLAND

0-04 T T T T TTTT T T T T TTTT T T T z|

0.02

AP CPT

-0.02 i+

S

_0.066 1 1 IIIIIII7 1 1 IIIIII8
10 10 108 100 150 200 250 300

E, [eV] L [km]

FIG. 2: TheCPT probability difference APSEPT for the KamLAND experiment. The left-hand side plot shows its dependence
on the neutrino energy FE,, whereas the right-hand side plot shows its dependence on the baseline length L. The solid and
dotted curves are analytical and numerical results, respectively. The diamonds (’¢’) indicate the central values of the KamLAND

experiment. The parameters used are the same as for Fig. [l

experiment the CPT probability difference APSPT could be as large as 3 % - 5 % making
the extrinsic CPT violation non-negligible. This means that the transition probabilities

P(ve = v,) and P(0, — 1.) are not equal to each other for energies and baseline lengths
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typical for the KamLAND experiment. Thus, if one would be able to find a source of electron
neutrinos with the same neutrino energy as the reactor electron antineutrinos coming from
the KamLAND experiment, then one would be able to measure such effects. Furthermore,
for the KamLAND experiment the agreement between the analytical formula (80) and the
low-energy approximation (BH) is excellent, i.e., it is not possible to distinguish the results
of these formulas from each other in the plots.

Next, in Figs. Bl - B we present some plots for the topical accelerator long baseline
experiments BNL NWG, JHF-Kamioka, K2K, and NuMI, which have approximately the
same neutrino energies, but different baseline lengths. In these figures, we plot the CPT
probability difference APSEPT as functions of the neutrino energy F, and the baseline length
L as well as the neutrino energy F, for three different values of the CP violation phase
dcp corresponding to no CP violation (écp = 0), “intermediate” CP violation (dcp = 7),
and maximal CP violation (dcp = %), respectively. We note that in all cases the low-
energy approximation curves are upper envelopes to the analytical curves. Furthermore,
we note that the CPT probability difference APEGPT is larger for long baseline experiments
with longer baseline lengths and it does not change radically for different values of the CP

violation phase dcp.

0-6 III T T TTTTTT T T T T T 0-1 T TTT T T T

-0.05

1 I 1 I 1
0.1
1x10°  2x10°  3x10°

E, [eV] L [m]

FIG. 3: The CPT probability difference APEepT for the BNL NWG experiment (baseline length: 2540 km). The left-hand
side plot shows its dependence on the neutrino energy E, (solid curve = analytical calculation, dashed curve = low-energy
approximation), the middle plot shows its dependence on the baseline length L (solid curve = analytical calculation, dashed
curve = low-energy approximation), and the right-hand side plot shows the dependence on E,, for three different values of cp:
0 (solid curve), 7 (dotted curve), and § (dashed curve). The diamonds (') indicate the central values of the BNL NWG

experiment. The other parameters used are the same as for Fig. [[1
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FIG. 4: The CPT probability difference APEepT for the JHF-Kamioka experiment. The left-hand side plot shows its
dependence on the neutrino energy E, (dotted curve = numerical calculation, solid curve = analytical calculation, and dashed
curve = low-energy approximation), the middle plot shows its dependence on the baseline length L (solid curve = analytical
calculation), and the right-hand side plot shows the dependence on E, for three different values of dcp: 0 (solid curve), %
(dotted curve), and 7 (dashed curve). The diamonds (’0’) indicate the central values of the JHF-Kamioka experiment. The

other parameters used are the same as for Fig. [l
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FIG. 5: The CPT probability difference APEepT for the K2K experiment. The left-hand side plot shows its dependence on
the neutrino energy E, (dotted curve = numerical calculation, solid curve = analytical calculation, and dashed curve = low-
energy approximation), the middle plot shows its dependence on the baseline length L (solid curve = analytical calculation),
and the right-hand side plot shows the dependence on E, for three different values of dcp: 0 (solid curve), 7 (dotted curve),
and 3 (dashed curve). The diamonds (*¢’) indicate the central values of the K2K experiment. The other parameters used are

the same as for Fig. [l

Finally, in Fig. [ we present numerical calculations shown as density plots of the CPT

probability differences for neutrinos traversing the Earth, which are functions of the nadir
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FIG. 6: The CPT probability difference APESPT for the NuMI Phase II experiment. The left-hand side plot shows its
dependence on the neutrino energy E, (dotted curve = numerical calculation, solid curve = analytical calculation, and dashed
curve = low-energy approximation), the middle plot shows its dependence on the baseline length L (dotted curve = numerical
calculation, solid curve = analytical calculation, and dashed curve = low-energy approximation), and the right-hand side plot
shows the dependence on E, for three different values of dcp: 0 (solid curve), 7 (dotted curve), and 5 (dashed curve). The

diamonds (’¢’) indicate the central values of the NuMI Phase II experiment. The other parameters used are the same as for

Fig. [

angle h and the neutrino energy F,. The numerical calculations are based on the evolution
operator method and Cayley—Hamilton formalism introduced and developed in Refs. [128,
129, 130] and the parameter values used are given in the figure caption. The nadir angle
h is related to the baseline length L as follows. A nadir angle of h = 0 corresponds to
a baseline length of L = 2R, whereas h = 90° corresponds to L = 0. As h varies from
0 to 90°, the baseline length L becomes shorter and shorter. At an angle larger than
hog = arcsin R’“—@ ~ 33.17°, the baseline no longer traverse the core of the Earth. The CPT
probability differences in Fig. [ might be of special interest for atmospheric (and to some
extent solar) neutrino oscillation studies, since the plots cover all nadir angle values and
neutrino energies between 100 MeV and 100 GeV. We note from these plots that for some

specific values of the nadir angle and the neutrino energy the CPT violation effects are rather

sizeable.
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FIG. 7: The CPT probability differences APSBPT (a, 8 = e, pu, 7) plotted as functions of the nadir angle h and the neutrino
energy E,. The different plots show: APSPT (upper-left), APSLPT (upper-middle), APSFT (upper-right), APSET (middle-
left), APSPT (middle-middle), APZFT (middle-right), APSFT (down-left), APSP™ (down-middle), and APSFT (down-right).
The fundamental neutrino parameters used are: Am%l =7.1-10"5eV?, Am%l = 25-10"3eV?, 015 = 34°, 613 = 9.2°,
623 = 45°, and dcp = 0. Furthermore, we have used the mantle-core-mantle step-function approximation of the Earth matter

density profile.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have studied extrinsic CPT violation in three flavor neutrino oscil-
lations, i.e., CPT violation induced purely by matter in an intrinsically CPT-conserving
context. This has been done by studying the CPT probability differences for arbitrary mat-
ter density profiles in general and for constant matter density profiles and to some extent
step-function matter density profiles in particular. We have used an analytical approxima-
tion based on first order perturbation theory and a low-energy approximation derived from
this approximation as well as numerical calculations using the evolution operator method
and Cayley—Hamilton formalism. The different methods have then been applied to a num-

ber of accelerator and reactor long baseline experiments as well as possible future neutrino
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factory setups. In addition, their validity and usefulness have been discussed. Furthermore,
atmospheric and solar neutrinos have been studied numerically using a step-function matter
density profile approximation to the PREM matter density profile. Our results show that
the extrinsic CPT probability differences can be as large as 5 % for certain experiments, but
be completely negligible for other experiments. Moreover, we have found that in general
the CPT probability differences increase with increasing baseline length and decrease with
increasing neutrino energy. All this implies that extrinsic CPT violation may affect neu-
trino oscillation experiments in a significant way. Therefore, we propose to the experimental
collaborations to investigate the effects of extrinsic CPT violation in their respective exper-
imental setups. However, it seems that for most neutrino oscillation experiments extrinsic
CPT violation effects can safely be ignored.

Finally, we want to mention that in this paper, we have assumed that the CPT invariance
theorem holds, which means that there will be no room for intrinsic CPT violation effects
in our study, and therefore, the CPT probability differences will only contain extrinsic CPT
violation effects due to matter effects. However, it has been suggested in the literature that
there might be small intrinsic CPT violation effects in neutrino oscillations [2, 1], which
might be entangled with the extrinsic CPT violation effects. The question if such intrinsic
and the extrinsic CPT violation effects could be disentangled from each other in, for example,
realistic long-baseline neutrino oscillation experiments is still open [12] and it was not the
purpose of the present study. Actually, this deserves an own complete systematic study.
However, such a study would be highly model dependent, since intrinsic CPT violation
is not present in the SM. Furthermore, it should be noted that in the above mentioned
references, Refs. [2, 3], the intrinsic CPT violation effects were only studied in neutrino

oscillations with two flavors and not with three.
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APPENDIX A: EVOLUTION OPERATORS

Neutrino oscillations are governed by the Schrédinger equation [see Eq. (B2)]

. d
i v(t) = A @)(?)). (A1)
Inserting |v(t)) = S(t,t0)|v(to)) [Eq. BA)] yields the Schrédinger equation for the evolution

operator

d
i S(t o) = H(W)S(t o), (A2)

which we write in flavor basis as

i%Sf(t, to) = () S (. to). (A3)

In what follows, we will assume that the number of neutrino flavors is equal to three, i.e.,

n = 3. Thus, the total Hamiltonian in flavor basis for neutrinos is given by

%(t) = Hf —+ Vf(t) = UHmUT + Vf(t), (A4)
where
000 V() 00
H,=106§ 0 and Vi(t)=1] 0 00
00 A 0O 00

are the free Hamiltonian in mass basis and the matter potential in flavor basis, respectively,

and U is the leptonic mixing matrix[136]. Here § = AQ";%, A= Ag%l, and V(t) = V2GpN,(t)

is the charged-current contribution of electron neutrinos to the matter potential, where
Gp =~ 1.16639 - 107**eV™? is the Fermi weak coupling constant and N,(t) = =p(t) is
the electron number density with Y, being average number of electrons per nucleon (in the
Earth: Y, ~ %), my ~ 939.565330 MeV the nucleon mass, and p = p(t) the matter density.
The sign of the matter potential depends on the presence of neutrinos or antineutrinos. In
the case of antineutrinos, one has to change the sign by the replacement V' (t) — —V(¢).

Thus, the the total Hamiltonian in flavor basis for antineutrinos is given by
Hi(t) = Hy = Vi(t) = UH U = Vy(t). (A5)

Decomposing U = Oy3U13013 = Oo3U’, we can write the total Hamiltonian in flavor basis
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as

000 V(t) 00
) =0 (U 05 0 |UT+]| 0 00| OL=0sH®OL. (A6)
00 A 0 00

Here we use the following parameterization for the orthogonal matrices Oy3 and O;5 and the

unitary matrix U

1 0 0 C13 0 8136_16CP ci2 S12 0
Ox3= |0 co3 s93|, Uiz= 0 1 0 , Owr=|—s13 ¢ 0],
0 —S93 Co3 —813615013 0 C13 0 0 1

where s, = sinf,, and c,, = cos,,. Here 05, 013, and 03 are the ordinary vacuum mixing
angles and dcp is the CP violation phase. This means that U is given by the standard

parameterization of the leptonic mixing matrix and U’ is given by

_'6
C13C12 C13512 S13€79cP
/ —_—
U = —S12 C12 0 . (A7)
_ idcp __ idcp
513C12€ 513512€ C13

Inserting J;(t) = O3 H (¢)O2; into the Schrodinger equation, we obtain

d
i S(t,t0) = H(®)S(t,to), (A8)

where S(t,ty) = O335¢(t,t9)Oa3. Thus, the Hamiltonian H(t) can be written as

2 .2 2 2 &\ A—id
Ci35120 + s13A + V(1) ci3c18120  c13813 (A — s750) e70CF
_ 2 —i6
H(t) = €13€125120 Cl90 —513C12512€ °CF0 : (A9)
2 5\ i is 2 .2 2
13513 (A — 5750) €°°P  —513¢19512€°9F $135790 + €13

Series expansions of s13 and ¢;3 when 6,3 is small, i.e., s13 = 013+ O(63;) and ¢13 = 1+0(6%,),

gives up to second order in 6;3

dst, + V(¢) dC12812 013 (A — §s2,) e~idcr
H(t) ~ dc12512 5c3, N e (A10)
013 (A — §53,) e90P —f136¢19519€1%0P A

Separating H(t) in independent and dependent parts of 6,3 yields
H(t) = Ho(t)+ H', H'= H,+ Hs, (A11)
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where

$2,0 + V(t) c128120 0 h) 0
Ho(t) = c128120 0 0| = 0|, (A12)
0 0 A 00A
0 0 015 (A — 52,0) e 1ocp
H, = 0 0 —015¢19519e 0P §
013 (A — 52,0) 9P —f3¢19819€0CP§ 0
0 0 a
=loo00l. (A13)
a* b 0
i = 0 (A1)

Here the Hamiltonian H; is of order 6,3, whereas the Hamiltonian Hs is of order 6%,. Note
that the Hamiltonian H' is independent of time ¢t. Furthermore, the time-dependent Hamil-

tonian Hy(t) is only dependent on the mixing angle 6;5.

Inserting Eq. ([(ATd]) as well as S(t,tg) = So(t,t0)S1(t, to) into Eq. [AS) gives

[ d . d
1 (ESO(L to)) Sl (t, to) -+ ISO(T,, to)asl (t, to)

= Hy(t)So(t,t0)S1(t, to) + H1So(t, t0)S1(t, to). (A15)

Now, assuming that i3 Sy(t,¢) = Ho(t)So(t,to) holds implies that we have the equation
iL51(t, to) = H1(t)S:1(t, to), where Hi(t) = Sy (¢, t9)H150(t, to), which can be integrated to

give the integral equation
t
Si(tto) = 1—i / Hy () Sy (¢, to)dt
to
t
= 1- i/ S Mt to) HiSo(t 1) S1(t, to)dt. (A16)
to
Thus, from first order perturbation theory we obtain [43, 4§|

t
S(t, to) >~ S(](t, to) — ISO(T,, to) / So_l(t/, to)Hls(](t/, to)dt/ (A17>
to

Since we assumed before that i$Sy(t,t0) = Ho(t)So(t,to) holds, we have now to find
So(t,to). We observe that the 2 x 2 submatrix in the upper-left corner of Hy(t) in Eq. (A12),
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i.e., h(t), is not traceless. Making this submatrix traceless yields

() = Hot) — 5trh(e) 1

—%(0%2 — 8%2)5 + %V(t) 0128125 0
= 0128125 %(0%2 — 8%2)5 — %V(t) 0
0 0 A= LV(t)+ ]

(A18)

Note that, in general, any term proportional to the identity matrix 13 can be added to or
subtracted from the Hamiltonian Hy(t) without affecting the neutrino oscillation probabil-
ities. In particular, a term such that the 2 x 2 submatrix A(¢) in the upper-left corner of
Hy(t) becomes traceless [see Eq. (AIR)]. Furthermore, note that the new Hamiltonian Ho(t)
will not be traceless and that the (3, 3)-element of Hy(t) will, of course, also be changed by
such a transformation.

Instead of solving i3Sy(¢,t0) = Ho(t)So(t,to), we have now to solve idSy(t,ty) =
Hy(t)So(t, to) + $trh(t)So(t, to). The solution to this equation, Sy(t,?o), has the general
form [4d, [131, [137]

alt,te) Bltte) 0
So(t,to) = | =B*(t, ty) a*(t,ty) 0 : (A19)
0 0 f(t,t)
where the functions a(t,tg) and [(t,ty) describe the two flavor neutrino evolution in the
(1, 2)-subsector, in which the 2 x 2 submatrix h of H, acts as the Hamiltonian. In the end of
this appendix, we will derive the analytical expressions for the functions «a(t,ty) and 5(t, to).

The function f(t, %) can, however, immediately be determined to be
f(t, to) = e_i‘ftt() A(tl)dt/ = e_i¢(t’t0), (A20)

where A(t) = A — 1V (t) + 0] and

O(t, ty) = /ttA(t’)dt’:/tt{A—%[V(t’)+6]}dt’

_ <A - g) (t—to) — %/t: V(t)dt
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Now, inserting Eqs. (AT3)) and ([(ATY) into Eq. (AT7) yields

a(t, to) B(t, to) —if(t,t0)A(t, to)
St to) ~ —B*(t,to) a*(t, to) —if(t,to) B(t, to) | -

—if(t, to)C(t, to) —if(t,t0)D(t,t0) f(t,to)

where
At to) = fH(t,to){a ot to)Lax 1 (t,t0) + B(t, t0) g+ 1 (t, to)]
+ b[B(t, t0) La (T, o) — aut, to) g4, (t, t0)] },
B(t,tg) = f*(t,to){a o (t,t0) I, (t, to) — B (t, o) Iax 1o (¢, 0)]
+ bla(t, to)Lag(t, to) + B*(t,t0) 54, (t, t0)] },
C(t,to) = a I; to(t to) — b*[;to(t,to),
D(t,to) = a IB*,to(t>t0) +b*I;to(t to)
with

t
[%to(t>t0) = / @(t,,to)f(t,,to)dt,, Y = Q, Oé*, ﬁa 6*
to

Equations (A22) and (BZ3) can be further simplified using the following

So(t1,t) = So(t1,t0)SH(t, to)

Oé(tl,to) ﬁ(t17t0> 0 Oé*(t, to) —/B(t, to)
- —B*(tl,to) Oé*(tl,to) 0 ﬁ*(t,t0> Oé(t, to)
0 0 flt,to) 0 0

Oé(tl,t) 6(t1,t) 0
- —6*(t1,t) Oé*(tl,t) 0
0 0 f(ty,1)

Considering Eq. (A27), one immediately finds that

a(ty, to)o”(t,t0) + B(t1, 10) 5" (8 t0) = alty, 1),
—alty, to) B(t, to) + B(t1, to)alt, to) = Bt 1),
—B*(t1, o) (¢, o) + & (t1, 80) 57 (t,t0) = —B7(t1, 1),
o (ty, to)a(t, to) + B7 (1, t0) B(t, to) = a’(t1,1),

[t to) f7(Et0) = [f(t, 1)

37

0
0

f*(tu tO)

(A21)

(A22)

(A23)
(A24)
(A25)

(A26)

(A27)



Thus, using Eqs. (A28) - ([A32) as well as the identity |f(t,t0)|*> = f(¢,t0)f*(t,t0) = 1, one
can write Eqs. (A22) and ([A23) as
A(t>t0) = a]a*,t(t>t0) - blﬁ,t(t>t0)> (A33)
B(t,to) = alg(t, tg) + bl (¢, to). (A34)

Now, rotating S(t, to) back to the original basis, one finds the evolution operator for neutrinos

in the flavor basis

St(t,to) = O33S(t,t9)Oas

« 0235 - i823fA —8235 - i023fA
~ | —ep3fr —isas fC S92 Sas = (St.ab);
8235* - iC23fC S32 Ss3
(A35)
where
522 = nga* + S%gf — 1823023f(B + D), (A36)
Sas = —s2303 (" — f) —if (3B — s3,D) , (A37)
S32 = —S93Ca3 (Oé* - f) + 1f (8333 - C%gD) 3 (ABS)
S33 = 83304* + ngf —+ 1823023f (B + D) (A39)

with the notation o = a(t,ty), f = Bt to), f = f(t,to), A = A(t,to), B = B(t, to),
C = C(t,ty), and D = D(t,t).

Similarly, replacing the total Hamiltonian for neutrinos ([Adl) with the total Hamilto-
nian for antineutrinos ([AH) in the Schrodinger equation (A3)), the evolution operator for

antineutrinos in the flavor basis becomes

a Co3f — isg3fA —s238 —icosfA
Sp(t,to) = | —ca3B* — isos fC S22 Sa3 = (Sta), (A40)
8236* - iC23fC Ss S
where
Spg = 330" + 535 f — is03cosf(B + D), (A41)
Sag = —sa30a3 (@* — f) —if (33B — s33D), (A42)
Sso = —sa3co3 (" — f) +1if (5338 — ¢33D) , (A43)
Ss3 = s330° 4 ¢35 f + isagcasf (B + D) (A44)
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with the same type of notation as in the neutrino case.

We will now derive the general analytical expressions for the functions a(t, tg) and 5(t, o).
In order to perform this derivation, we study the evolution operator in the (1, 2)-subsector,
which is a separate problem in the rotated basis, and its solution is independent from the
total three flavor neutrino problem. We assume that the evolution operator in the (1,2)-

subsector, S(1,2)(t, to), satisfies the Schrodinger equation for neutrinos

.d
I&S(Lg) (t, t()) = h(t)S(Lg) (t, to), (A45)

where h(t) is the Hamiltonian and it is given by

8125 —+ V( ) 8120125

h(t) = )
8120125 0125
—L2, —s2)o+Livt J 1
_ [ )0V T + [0+ V(D) L,
812012(5 % (0%2 — 832) (5 — %V(t) 2

(A46)

see Egs. (AT2) and ([ATS). Note that the term proportional to the identity matrix 1, in the
Hamiltonian h(t) does not affect neutrino oscillations, since such a term will only generate
a phase factor. Thus, we need not consider this term. In addition, note that the same
term has been subracted from the Hamiltonian Hy(t) [see Eq. (AIS)] for the total three
flavor neutrino problem. Thus, it also in this case only gives rise to a phase factor in the
three flavor neutrino evolution operator Sy(t,to) [see Eq. (AI9)], which does not affect the
neutrino oscillations.

The solution to the Schrédinger equation in the (1,2)-subsector is

h(t')dt!

Saa(t,to) = e o S (A47)

where the integrated Hamiltonian, H(t,ty), is given by

1 — COS 29125(t - to + L t/ dt’ sin 29125(t — to)

H(t,to) = = (A48)
sin 29125(t — to) COS 29125 t— to _]; t/ dt/

Since H(t,ty) is a 2 X 2 matrix, the solution can be written on the following form [43]

Szt te) = cos\/—detH t, o)1y

— 1 —det H(t,to)H(t, tg), A49
—detH(t,to) G ), o) (A49)
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where the determinant of H (¢, ), det H(t,ty), is given by

1 ! S
det H(t,t,) = ~1 {coszemé(t—to) —/ V(t’)dt’} — Zsin2 20156%(t — tg)?
to
t

— —i l52(t — t0)” — 208 26126(t — o) / V(t')dt

to

+ ( /t : 1% (t’)dt’) 2] . (A50)

Furthermore, the eigenvalues of H(t,ty) can be found from the characteristic equation
det(H (t,tg) — Q1y) = 0, which yields Q = ++/—det H(t,ty). Note that in vacuum, i.e.,
V(t) = 0V, it holds that Q7| ,_, = 70(t — t0)* = Q3

vac*®

Now, if one writes the evolution

operator S 2)(t,ty) as

5(1’2) (t,t(]) _ a(tatO) ﬁ(tatO) ’ (A51)

—5* (t, to) Oé*(t, to)

then, using Eq. [A49), one can identify the functions «(t,tg) and B(t,tg). We obtain

alt ty) = cosQ + iSi;QQ 08 20150 (t — to) — / t V(t’)dt’] , (A52)
to
B(t,to) = —1Si2nQQ $in 20120 (t — to), (A53)
where again
Q = +/—det H(t,ty)
= :I:é(t ; to) \/[cos 20,9 — ﬁ /t: V(t’)dt’] 2 + sin? 20;,. (A54)

Similarly, for antineutrinos the functions a(t,to) and 3(t,t) become

_ ~.sinQ b

a(t,tg) = cosQ+1i 50 |08 20120(t —to) + [ V(t)dt'|, (A55)
to

— sinQ)

ﬁ(t, to) = —1 QQ sSin 29125(t — t()), (A56)

which we, in principle, obtain by making the replacement V' (¢) — —V(¢) in the expressions

for the functions «a(t, ty) and [(t,ty). Here

Q = :Ed(t g tO) \/[COS 2912 +

t 2
/ V(t/>dt/:| + SiIl2 2912. (A57)
to

o(t — to)
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Note that 2 in Eq. (A5) and Q in Eq. (B57) only differ with respect to the sign in front of

the integral of the matter potential. Thus, from the expressions for Q and Q we find that

t
02 = 02 + cos 20126(¢ — 1) / V(). (A58)

to
Let us now consider some special cases when the relation between 2 and 2 becomes simpler.

In the case that
e t —ty =0, one finds Q = Q = 0, which is a trivial and non-interesting case.

e 0 = 0, we have degenerated neutrino masses m; = msy (and negligible solar mass

squared difference) or extremely high neutrino energy and this leads to Q2 = Q? =

[ ft V(t dt] which implies that Q = Q. Thus, in addition, we have a = cos Q) —
Smﬂft V(t)dt, d—cosQ+1smﬂft V(t)dt' = a*, and B = 3 = 0.

o c0s2012 =0 (e.g., 013 = 450) we have maximal mixing in the (1,2)-subsector and this
leads to Q2 = O = 16%(¢ — [ft Vvt dt] which again implies that Q = +0Q.
In this case, we find o = cos Q — 15“ﬂQ ft V(t')dt', & = cos 2 + i85 ft V(t)dt = o
and = 3 = —i2225(t — to).

. ftz V(¢')dt’ = 0, one obtains Q? = Q% = 1§2(¢t — t,)?, which also implies that Q =
+€. Furthermore, one has o = @ = cos{) + iS;“QQ c0s20156(t — ty) and B = B =
(t —to).

In addition, if we have close to maximal mixing, i.e., 612 < 45°, then we can write 1 = 7 —e,
where € is a small parameter. Making a series expansion with the parameter € as a small

expansion parameter, we obtain

cos 201, = 2¢ — %eg + O(€%), (A59)
t

Q=+ {Q + %5@ — to)/ V(t)dte+O(?)| . (A60)
to
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