


http://ccwww.kek.jp/pdg/cpep/adventure_home.html










 





http://higgstan.com






+



+



Ｌ．ボルツマン 
1844-1906 
wikipediaより









15. Quark model 5

Z

Figure 15.1: SU(4) weight diagram showing the 16-plets for the pseudoscalar (a)
and vector mesons (b) made of the u, d, s, and c quarks as a function of isospin Iz ,

charm C, and hypercharge Y = B + S −C
3

. The nonets of light mesons occupy the

central planes to which the cc̄ states have been added.

The weight diagrams for the ground-state pseudoscalar (0−+) and vector (1−−) mesons
are depicted in Fig. 15.1. The light quark mesons are members of nonets building the
middle plane in Fig. 15.1(a) and (b).

Isoscalar states with the same JPC will mix, but mixing between the two light quark
isoscalar mesons, and the much heavier charmonium or bottomonium states, are generally
assumed to be negligible. In the following, we shall use the generic names a for the I = 1,
K for the I = 1/2, and f and f ′ for the I = 0 members of the light quark nonets. Thus,
the physical isoscalars are mixtures of the SU(3) wave function ψ8 and ψ1:

f ′ = ψ8 cos θ − ψ1 sin θ , (15.4)

f = ψ8 sin θ + ψ1 cos θ , (15.5)
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Figure 15.4: SU(4) multiplets of baryons made of u, d, s, and c quarks. (a) The
20-plet with an SU(3) octet. (b) The 20-plet with an SU(3) decuplet.

of the spatial part of the state function in order to make the overall state function
symmetric. States with nonzero orbital angular momenta are classified in SU(6)⊗O(3)
supermultiplets.

It is useful to classify the baryons into bands that have the same number N of quanta
of excitation. Each band consists of a number of supermultiplets, specified by (D, LP

N ),
where D is the dimensionality of the SU(6) representation, L is the total quark orbital
angular momentum, and P is the total parity. Supermultiplets contained in bands up to
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The Missing Energy and the
Neutrino Hypothesis

During the early decades of this 
entury, when radioactivity was first
eing explored and the structure of the
tomic nucleus unraveled, nuclear beta
ecay was observed to cause the trans-

mutation of one element into another.
n that process, a radioactive nucleus
mits an electron (or a beta ray) and 
ncreases its positive charge by one 
nit to become the nucleus of another
lement. A familiar example is the beta
ecay of tritium, the heaviest isotope 
f hydrogen. When it undergoes beta
ecay, tritium emits an electron and
urns into helium-3. 

The process of beta decay was 
udied intensely. In particular, 

cientists measured the energy of the
mitted electron. They knew that a 
efinite amount of nuclear energy was
eleased in each decay reaction and
hat, by the law of energy conservation,
he released energy had to be shared by 
he recoil nucleus and the electron. 

The requirements of energy conser-
ation, combined with those of momen-
um conservation, implied that the 
lectron should always carry away the
ame amount of energy (see the box
Beta Decay and the Missing Energy”
n the facing page). That expectation
eemed to be borne out in some experi-

ments, but in 1914, to the great conster-
ation of many, James Chadwick
howed definitively that the electrons
mitted in beta decay did not have one
nergy or even a discrete set of ener-
ies. Instead, they had a continuous
pectrum of energies. Whenever the
lectron energy was at the maximum
bserved, the total energy before and
fter the reaction was the same, that is,
nergy was conserved. But in all other
ases, some of the energy released in
he decay process appeared to be lost. 

In late 1930, Wolfgang Pauli 
ndeavored to save the time-honored
aw of energy conservation by propos-
ng what he himself considered a 
desperate remedy” (see the box “The

Desperate Remedy” on this page)—

4 December 1930
Gloriastr.

Zürich
Physical Institute of the
Federal Institute of Technology (ETH)
Zürich
Dear radioactive ladies and gentlemen,
As the bearer of these lines, to whom I ask you to listen

graciously, will explain more exactly, considering the
‘false’ statistics of N-14 and Li-6 nuclei, as well as the
continuous b-spectrum, I have hit upon a desperate remedy 
to save the “exchange theorem”* of statistics and the energy
theorem. Namely [there is] the possibility that there could
exist in the nuclei electrically neutral particles that I
wish to call neutrons,** which have spin 1/2 and obey the
exclusion principle, and additionally differ from light quan-
ta in that they do not travel with the velocity of light:
The mass of the neutron must be of the same order of magni-
tude as the electron mass and, in any case, not larger than
0.01 proton mass. The continuous b-spectrum would then become
understandable by the assumption that in b decay a neutron
is emitted together with the electron, in such a way that
the sum of the energies of neutron and electron is constant.

Now, the next question is what forces act upon the neu-
trons. The most likely model for the neutron seems to me to
be, on wave mechanical grounds (more details are known by
the bearer of these lines), that the neutron at rest is a
magnetic dipole of a certain moment m. Experiment probably
required that the ionizing effect of such a neutron should
not be larger than that of a g ray, and thus m should prob-
ably not be larger than e.10-13 cm.

But I don’t feel secure enough to publish anything 
about this idea, so I first turn confidently to you, dear 
radioactives, with a question as to the situation concerning
experimental proof of such a neutron, if it has something
like about 10 times the penetrating capacity of a g ray.

I admit that my remedy may appear to have a small a
priori probability because neutrons, if they exist, would
probably have long ago been seen. However, only those who
wager can win, and the seriousness of the situation of the
continuous b-spectrum can be made clear by the saying of my
honored predecessor in office, Mr. Debye, who told me a short
while ago in Brussels, “One does best not to think about
that at all, like the new taxes.” Thus one should earnestly
discuss every way of salvation.—So, dear radioactives, put 
it to test and set it right.—Unfortunately, I cannot 
personally appear in Tübingen, since I am indispensable here
on account of a ball taking place in Zürich in the night
from 6 to 7 of December.—With many greetings to you, also to
Mr. Back, your devoted servant,

W. Pauli

*In the 1957 lecture, Pauli explains, “This reads: exclusion
principle (Fermi statistics) and half-integer spin for an odd
number of particles; Bose statistics and integer spin for an
even number of particles.”

This letter, with the footnote above, was printed in the September 1978 issue of 
Physics Today.

**Pauli originally called the new particle the neutron (or the “neutral one”). Later, Fermi 
renamed it the neutrino (or the “little neutral one”). 
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Beta Decay and the Missing Energy

In all types of radioactive decay, a radioactive nucleus does not only emit alpha, beta, or gamma radiation, but it also converts
mass into energy as it goes from one state of definite energy (or equivalent rest mass M1) to a state of lower energy (or smaller
rest mass M2). To satisfy the law of energy conservation, the total energy before and after the reaction must remain constant, so
the mass difference must appear as its energy equivalent (kinetic energy plus rest mass energy) among the reaction products. 

Early observations of beta decay suggested that a nucleus 
decays from one state to a state with one additional unit of
positive charge by emitting a single electron (a beta ray). 
The amount of energy released is typically several million
electron volts (MeV), much greater than the rest mass energy
of the electron (0.51 MeV). Now, if a nucleus at rest decays
into two bodies—the final nucleus and the electron—the law 
of momentum conservation implies that the two must separate
with equal and opposite momentum (see top illustration).
Thus, conservation of energy and momentum implied that the
electron from a given beta-decay process would be emitted
with a constant energy.

Moreover, since a nucleus is thousands of times heavier than
an electron, its recoil velocity would be negligible compared with
that of the electron, and the constant electron energy would
carry off just about all the energy released by the decay.

The graph (center) shows the unexpected results obtained
from experiment. The electrons from beta decay were not
emitted with a constant energy. Instead, they were emitted
with a continuous spectrum of energies up to the expected
value. In most instances, some of the energy released in the
decay appeared to be lost. Scientists of the time wondered
whether to abandon the law of energy conservation when 
considering nuclear processes.

Three-Body Decay and the Neutrino Hypothesis. 
Pauli’s solution to the energy crisis was to propose that the
nucleus underwent beta decay and was transformed into three
bodies: the final nucleus, the electron, and a new type of 
particle that was electrically neutral, at least as light as the
electron, and very difficult to detect (see bottom illustration).
Thus, the constant energy expected for the electron alone was
really being shared between these two light particles, and the
electron was being emitted with the observed spectrum of 
energies without violating the energy conservation law. 

Pauli made his hypothesis in 1930, two years before Chadwick
discovered the neutron, and he originally called the new parti-
cle the neutral one (or neutron). Later, when Fermi proposed his famous theory of beta decay (see the box “Fermi’s Theory of
Beta Decay and Neutrino Processes” on the next page), he renamed it the neutrino, which in Italian means the “little neutral one.” 
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surface radioactivity had died away 
sufficiently) and dig down to the tank,
recover the detector, and learn the truth
about neutrinos!”

This extraordinary plan was actually
granted approval by Laboratory 
Director Norris Bradbury. Although the 
experiment would only be sensitive to
neutrino cross sections of 10–40 square
centimeters, 4 orders of magnitude 
larger than the theoretical value, 
Bradbury was impressed that the plan
was sensitive to a cross section 3 orders
of magnitude smaller than the existing
upper limit.1 As Reines explains in 
retrospect (unpublished notes for a talk
given at Los Alamos),

“Life was much simpler in those
days—no lengthy proposals or complex
review committees. It may have been
that the success of Operation Green-
house, coupled with the blessing given
our idea by Fermi and Bethe, eased the
path somewhat!”

As soon as Bradbury approved the
plan, work started on building and 
testing El Monstro. This giant liquid-
scintillation device was a bipyramidal
tank about one cubic meter in volume.
Four phototubes were mounted on each
of the opposing apexes, and the tank
was filled with very pure toluene 
activated with terphenyl so that it
would scintillate. Tests with radioactive
sources of electrons and gamma rays
proved that it was possible to “see” 
into a detector of almost any size. 

Reines and Cowan also began to
consider problems associated with 
scaling up the detector. At the same
time, work was proceeding on drilling
the hole that would house the experi-
ment at the Nevada Test Site and 
on designing the great vacuum tank

and its release mechanism.
But one late evening in the fall of

1952, immediately after Reines and
Cowan had presented their plans at a
Physics Division seminar, a new idea
was born that would dramatically
change the course of the experiment. 
J. M. B. Kellogg, leader of the
Physics Division, had urged Reines
and Cowan to review once more the
possibility of using the neutrinos from
a fission reactor rather than those
from a nuclear explosion. 

The neutrino flux from an explosion
would be thousands of times larger than
that from the most powerful reactor.
The available shielding, however,
would make the background noise from
neutrons and gamma rays about the

same in both cases. Clearly, the nuclear
explosion was the best available 
approach—unless the background could
somehow be further reduced.

Suddenly, Reines and Cowan real-
ized how to do it. The original plan had
been to detect the positron emitted in
inverse beta decay (see Figure 2), a
process in which the weak interaction
causes the antineutrino to turn into a
positron and the proton to turn into a
neutron. Being an antielectron, the
positron would quickly collide with an
electron, and the two would annihilate
each other as they turned into pure 
energy in the form of two gamma rays
traveling in opposite directions. Each
gamma ray would have an energy
equivalent to the rest mass of the 
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pproached, we would start vacuum
umps and evacuate the tank as highly
s possible. Then, when the countdown
eached ‘zero,’ we would break the 
uspension with a small explosive, 
llowing the detector to fall freely in the

vacuum. For about 2 seconds, the falling
detector would be seeing the antineutri-
nos and recording the pulses from them
while the earth shock [from the blast]
passed harmlessly by, rattling the tank
mightily but not disturbing our falling

detector. When all was relatively quiet,
the detector would reach the bottom of
the tank, landing on a thick pile of foam
rubber and feathers.

“We would return to the site of 
the shaft in a few days (when the 
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1H. R. Crane (1948) deduced the upper limit of
10–37 square centimeters on the cross sections for
neutrino-induced ionization and inverse beta
decay. This upper limit was based on null results
from various small-scale experiments attempting
to measure the results of neutrino absorption and
from a theoretical limit deduced from the maxi-
mum amount of solar neutrino heating that could
take place in the earth’s interior and still agree
with geophysical observations of the energy
flowing out of the earth.

Figure 3. The Double Signature of Inverse Beta Decay
The new idea for detecting the neutrino was to detect both products of inverse beta
decay, a reaction in which an incident antineutrino (red dashed line) interacts with a
proton through the weak force. The antineutrino turns into a positron (e1), and the
proton turns into a neutron (n). In the figure above, this reaction is shown to take
place in a liquid scintillator. The short, solid red arrow indicates that, shortly after it
has been created, the positron encounters an electron, and the particle and antiparticle
annihilate each other. Because energy has to be conserved, two gamma rays are emit-
ted that travel in opposite directions and will cause the liquid scintillator to produce a
flash of visible light. In the meantime, the neutron wanders about following a random
path (longer, solid red arrow) until it is captured by a cadmium nucleus. The resulting
nucleus releases about 9 MeV of energy in gamma rays that will again cause the liquid
to produce a tiny flash of visible light. This sequence of two flashes of light separated
by a few microseconds is the double signature of inverse beta decay and confirms the
presence of a neutrino. 
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eines and Cowan planned to build a
ounter filled with liquid scintillator and
ned with photomultiplier tubes (PMTs),
he “eyes” that would detect the
ositron from inverse beta decay, which

s the signal of a neutrino-induced
vent. The figure illustrates how the liq-
id scintillator converts a fraction of the
nergy of the positron into a tiny flash
f light. The light is shown traveling
hrough the highly transparent liquid
cintillator to the PMTs, where the 
hotons are converted into an electronic
ulse that signals the presence of the
ositron. Inverse beta decay (1) begins
hen an antineutrino (red dashed line)

nteracts with one of the billions and 
illions of protons (hydrogen nuclei) in
he molecules of the liquid. The weak
harge-changing interaction between the

antineutrino and the proton causes the
proton to turn into a neutron and the
antineutrino to turn into a positron (e1).
The neutron wanders about undetected.
The positron, however, soon collides
with an electron (e2), and the particle-
antiparticle pair annihilates into two
gamma rays (g) that travel in opposite
directions. Each gamma ray loses about
half its energy each time it scatters
from an electron (Compton scattering).
The resulting energetic electrons 
scatter from other electrons and radiate
photons to create an ionization cascade
(2) that quickly produces large numbers
of ultraviolet (uv) photons. 
The scintillator is a highly transparent
liquid (toluene) purposely doped with 
terphenyl. When it becomes excited by
absorbing the uv photons, it scintillates

by emitting visible photons as it returns
to the ground (lowest-energy) state (3).
Because the liquid scintillator is trans-
parent to visible light, about 20 percent
of the visible photons are collected by
the PMTs lining the walls of the 
scintillation counter. The rest are 
absorbed during the many reflections
from the counter walls. A visible 
photon releases an electron from the
cathode of a phototube. That electron
then initiates the release of further 
electrons from each dynode of the PMT,
a process resulting in a measurable
electrical pulse. The pulses from all the
tubes are combined, counted,
processed, and displayed on an 
oscilloscope screen.

igure 2. Liquid Scintillation Counter for Detecting the Positron from Inverse Beta Decay
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FIG. 19 Comparison of the Nf = 2+1 light hadron spectrum
results from the MILC collaboration (Bazavov et al., 2010a)
with experiment. Diamonds are input quantities while cir-
cles are predictions. Experimental masses of hadrons from
(Amsler et al., 2008) are indicated by squares. Note that the
plot also includes charmonium and bottomonium masses with
some of the later ones used to set the scale. Plot reproduced
with friendly permission of the MILC collaboration.

were directly simulated and a reweighting to the phys-
ical point was carried out with the lightest ensemble.
In the extrapolated ensemble finite size e↵ects on the
pseudoscalar masses were corrected using SU(2) �PT at
NLO. The tiny chiral extrapolation was performed lin-
early in the light quark mass and M⌦ was used to set
the scale. More involved chiral forms were subsequently
investigated in (Ishikawa et al., 2009). Similarly in the
reweighted ensemble the masses of the ⇡, K and ⌦ were
used to tune to the physical point. The final result from
the extrapolation method is plotted in fig. 20. Very simi-
lar results have been found with the reweighting method
as detailed in (Aoki et al., 2010).

Full control over all systematic uncertainties at the few
percent level was achieved in the light hadron spectrum
calculation of the Budapest-Marseille-Wuppertal collabo-
ration (Durr et al., 2008). They used tree level improved
6-step stout smeared Nf = 2 + 1 clover fermions on a
tree level Symanzik improved gauge action on lattices of
spatial extent of L ⇠ 2.0 � 4.1 fm. Both the gauge and
the fermion action are known to be in the correct uni-
versality classes and the updating algorithm is exact and
free of possible ergodicity problems. Pion masses down
to 190 MeV and three lattice spacings a ⇠ 0.065 fm,
a ⇠ 0.85 fm and a ⇠ 0.125 fm were used which allowed
for a fully controlled extrapolation to the continuum and
the physical point with various ansätze for both. Possi-
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FIG. 20 The extrapolated Nf = 2+ 1 light hadron spectrum
results from the PACS-CS collaboration. Experimental data
are from (Amsler et al., 2008). The plot is reproduced from
(Aoki et al., 2009a) with friendly permission of the PACS-CS
collaboration.
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FIG. 21 Sample chiral and continuum extrapolation of the
lattice hadron masses of (Durr et al., 2008) at physical M2

K �
M2

⇡/2 in physical units. The scale setting variable M⌦ and
the nucleon mass are plotted vs. the square of the pion mass
together with a fit of the data at every lattice spacing. The
vertical dashed line represents the physical pion mass.

ble contamination of the propagators from excited states
were accounted for by varying the fit range. Finite vol-
ume corrections were applied including energy shifts for
resonant states (as described in sect. IV.C.2) that allowed
for a detailed treatment of resonant states, too. The con-
tinuum extrapolation was performed with a term linear
in a or a2 and chiral fits were done with both Taylor
and NLO heavy baryon �PT with a free coe�cient (see
fig. 21 for an example extrapolation to the physical point
and continuum limit). The above procedure allowed for a
fully controlled calculation of the systematic uncertainty
via the spread of the results of all analyses weighted by
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The Missing Energy and the
Neutrino Hypothesis

During the early decades of this 
entury, when radioactivity was first
eing explored and the structure of the
tomic nucleus unraveled, nuclear beta
ecay was observed to cause the trans-

mutation of one element into another.
n that process, a radioactive nucleus
mits an electron (or a beta ray) and 
ncreases its positive charge by one 
nit to become the nucleus of another
lement. A familiar example is the beta
ecay of tritium, the heaviest isotope 
f hydrogen. When it undergoes beta
ecay, tritium emits an electron and
urns into helium-3. 

The process of beta decay was 
udied intensely. In particular, 

cientists measured the energy of the
mitted electron. They knew that a 
efinite amount of nuclear energy was
eleased in each decay reaction and
hat, by the law of energy conservation,
he released energy had to be shared by 
he recoil nucleus and the electron. 

The requirements of energy conser-
ation, combined with those of momen-
um conservation, implied that the 
lectron should always carry away the
ame amount of energy (see the box
Beta Decay and the Missing Energy”
n the facing page). That expectation
eemed to be borne out in some experi-

ments, but in 1914, to the great conster-
ation of many, James Chadwick
howed definitively that the electrons
mitted in beta decay did not have one
nergy or even a discrete set of ener-
ies. Instead, they had a continuous
pectrum of energies. Whenever the
lectron energy was at the maximum
bserved, the total energy before and
fter the reaction was the same, that is,
nergy was conserved. But in all other
ases, some of the energy released in
he decay process appeared to be lost. 

In late 1930, Wolfgang Pauli 
ndeavored to save the time-honored
aw of energy conservation by propos-
ng what he himself considered a 
desperate remedy” (see the box “The

Desperate Remedy” on this page)—

4 December 1930
Gloriastr.

Zürich
Physical Institute of the
Federal Institute of Technology (ETH)
Zürich
Dear radioactive ladies and gentlemen,
As the bearer of these lines, to whom I ask you to listen

graciously, will explain more exactly, considering the
‘false’ statistics of N-14 and Li-6 nuclei, as well as the
continuous b-spectrum, I have hit upon a desperate remedy 
to save the “exchange theorem”* of statistics and the energy
theorem. Namely [there is] the possibility that there could
exist in the nuclei electrically neutral particles that I
wish to call neutrons,** which have spin 1/2 and obey the
exclusion principle, and additionally differ from light quan-
ta in that they do not travel with the velocity of light:
The mass of the neutron must be of the same order of magni-
tude as the electron mass and, in any case, not larger than
0.01 proton mass. The continuous b-spectrum would then become
understandable by the assumption that in b decay a neutron
is emitted together with the electron, in such a way that
the sum of the energies of neutron and electron is constant.

Now, the next question is what forces act upon the neu-
trons. The most likely model for the neutron seems to me to
be, on wave mechanical grounds (more details are known by
the bearer of these lines), that the neutron at rest is a
magnetic dipole of a certain moment m. Experiment probably
required that the ionizing effect of such a neutron should
not be larger than that of a g ray, and thus m should prob-
ably not be larger than e.10-13 cm.

But I don’t feel secure enough to publish anything 
about this idea, so I first turn confidently to you, dear 
radioactives, with a question as to the situation concerning
experimental proof of such a neutron, if it has something
like about 10 times the penetrating capacity of a g ray.

I admit that my remedy may appear to have a small a
priori probability because neutrons, if they exist, would
probably have long ago been seen. However, only those who
wager can win, and the seriousness of the situation of the
continuous b-spectrum can be made clear by the saying of my
honored predecessor in office, Mr. Debye, who told me a short
while ago in Brussels, “One does best not to think about
that at all, like the new taxes.” Thus one should earnestly
discuss every way of salvation.—So, dear radioactives, put 
it to test and set it right.—Unfortunately, I cannot 
personally appear in Tübingen, since I am indispensable here
on account of a ball taking place in Zürich in the night
from 6 to 7 of December.—With many greetings to you, also to
Mr. Back, your devoted servant,

W. Pauli

*In the 1957 lecture, Pauli explains, “This reads: exclusion
principle (Fermi statistics) and half-integer spin for an odd
number of particles; Bose statistics and integer spin for an
even number of particles.”

This letter, with the footnote above, was printed in the September 1978 issue of 
Physics Today.

**Pauli originally called the new particle the neutron (or the “neutral one”). Later, Fermi 
renamed it the neutrino (or the “little neutral one”). 
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Beta Decay and the Missing Energy

In all types of radioactive decay, a radioactive nucleus does not only emit alpha, beta, or gamma radiation, but it also converts
mass into energy as it goes from one state of definite energy (or equivalent rest mass M1) to a state of lower energy (or smaller
rest mass M2). To satisfy the law of energy conservation, the total energy before and after the reaction must remain constant, so
the mass difference must appear as its energy equivalent (kinetic energy plus rest mass energy) among the reaction products. 

Early observations of beta decay suggested that a nucleus 
decays from one state to a state with one additional unit of
positive charge by emitting a single electron (a beta ray). 
The amount of energy released is typically several million
electron volts (MeV), much greater than the rest mass energy
of the electron (0.51 MeV). Now, if a nucleus at rest decays
into two bodies—the final nucleus and the electron—the law 
of momentum conservation implies that the two must separate
with equal and opposite momentum (see top illustration).
Thus, conservation of energy and momentum implied that the
electron from a given beta-decay process would be emitted
with a constant energy.

Moreover, since a nucleus is thousands of times heavier than
an electron, its recoil velocity would be negligible compared with
that of the electron, and the constant electron energy would
carry off just about all the energy released by the decay.

The graph (center) shows the unexpected results obtained
from experiment. The electrons from beta decay were not
emitted with a constant energy. Instead, they were emitted
with a continuous spectrum of energies up to the expected
value. In most instances, some of the energy released in the
decay appeared to be lost. Scientists of the time wondered
whether to abandon the law of energy conservation when 
considering nuclear processes.

Three-Body Decay and the Neutrino Hypothesis. 
Pauli’s solution to the energy crisis was to propose that the
nucleus underwent beta decay and was transformed into three
bodies: the final nucleus, the electron, and a new type of 
particle that was electrically neutral, at least as light as the
electron, and very difficult to detect (see bottom illustration).
Thus, the constant energy expected for the electron alone was
really being shared between these two light particles, and the
electron was being emitted with the observed spectrum of 
energies without violating the energy conservation law. 

Pauli made his hypothesis in 1930, two years before Chadwick
discovered the neutron, and he originally called the new parti-
cle the neutral one (or neutron). Later, when Fermi proposed his famous theory of beta decay (see the box “Fermi’s Theory of
Beta Decay and Neutrino Processes” on the next page), he renamed it the neutrino, which in Italian means the “little neutral one.” 
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surface radioactivity had died away 
sufficiently) and dig down to the tank,
recover the detector, and learn the truth
about neutrinos!”

This extraordinary plan was actually
granted approval by Laboratory 
Director Norris Bradbury. Although the 
experiment would only be sensitive to
neutrino cross sections of 10–40 square
centimeters, 4 orders of magnitude 
larger than the theoretical value, 
Bradbury was impressed that the plan
was sensitive to a cross section 3 orders
of magnitude smaller than the existing
upper limit.1 As Reines explains in 
retrospect (unpublished notes for a talk
given at Los Alamos),

“Life was much simpler in those
days—no lengthy proposals or complex
review committees. It may have been
that the success of Operation Green-
house, coupled with the blessing given
our idea by Fermi and Bethe, eased the
path somewhat!”

As soon as Bradbury approved the
plan, work started on building and 
testing El Monstro. This giant liquid-
scintillation device was a bipyramidal
tank about one cubic meter in volume.
Four phototubes were mounted on each
of the opposing apexes, and the tank
was filled with very pure toluene 
activated with terphenyl so that it
would scintillate. Tests with radioactive
sources of electrons and gamma rays
proved that it was possible to “see” 
into a detector of almost any size. 

Reines and Cowan also began to
consider problems associated with 
scaling up the detector. At the same
time, work was proceeding on drilling
the hole that would house the experi-
ment at the Nevada Test Site and 
on designing the great vacuum tank

and its release mechanism.
But one late evening in the fall of

1952, immediately after Reines and
Cowan had presented their plans at a
Physics Division seminar, a new idea
was born that would dramatically
change the course of the experiment. 
J. M. B. Kellogg, leader of the
Physics Division, had urged Reines
and Cowan to review once more the
possibility of using the neutrinos from
a fission reactor rather than those
from a nuclear explosion. 

The neutrino flux from an explosion
would be thousands of times larger than
that from the most powerful reactor.
The available shielding, however,
would make the background noise from
neutrons and gamma rays about the

same in both cases. Clearly, the nuclear
explosion was the best available 
approach—unless the background could
somehow be further reduced.

Suddenly, Reines and Cowan real-
ized how to do it. The original plan had
been to detect the positron emitted in
inverse beta decay (see Figure 2), a
process in which the weak interaction
causes the antineutrino to turn into a
positron and the proton to turn into a
neutron. Being an antielectron, the
positron would quickly collide with an
electron, and the two would annihilate
each other as they turned into pure 
energy in the form of two gamma rays
traveling in opposite directions. Each
gamma ray would have an energy
equivalent to the rest mass of the 

The Reines-Cowan Experiments
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pproached, we would start vacuum
umps and evacuate the tank as highly
s possible. Then, when the countdown
eached ‘zero,’ we would break the 
uspension with a small explosive, 
llowing the detector to fall freely in the

vacuum. For about 2 seconds, the falling
detector would be seeing the antineutri-
nos and recording the pulses from them
while the earth shock [from the blast]
passed harmlessly by, rattling the tank
mightily but not disturbing our falling

detector. When all was relatively quiet,
the detector would reach the bottom of
the tank, landing on a thick pile of foam
rubber and feathers.

“We would return to the site of 
the shaft in a few days (when the 
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1H. R. Crane (1948) deduced the upper limit of
10–37 square centimeters on the cross sections for
neutrino-induced ionization and inverse beta
decay. This upper limit was based on null results
from various small-scale experiments attempting
to measure the results of neutrino absorption and
from a theoretical limit deduced from the maxi-
mum amount of solar neutrino heating that could
take place in the earth’s interior and still agree
with geophysical observations of the energy
flowing out of the earth.

Figure 3. The Double Signature of Inverse Beta Decay
The new idea for detecting the neutrino was to detect both products of inverse beta
decay, a reaction in which an incident antineutrino (red dashed line) interacts with a
proton through the weak force. The antineutrino turns into a positron (e1), and the
proton turns into a neutron (n). In the figure above, this reaction is shown to take
place in a liquid scintillator. The short, solid red arrow indicates that, shortly after it
has been created, the positron encounters an electron, and the particle and antiparticle
annihilate each other. Because energy has to be conserved, two gamma rays are emit-
ted that travel in opposite directions and will cause the liquid scintillator to produce a
flash of visible light. In the meantime, the neutron wanders about following a random
path (longer, solid red arrow) until it is captured by a cadmium nucleus. The resulting
nucleus releases about 9 MeV of energy in gamma rays that will again cause the liquid
to produce a tiny flash of visible light. This sequence of two flashes of light separated
by a few microseconds is the double signature of inverse beta decay and confirms the
presence of a neutrino. 
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eines and Cowan planned to build a
ounter filled with liquid scintillator and
ned with photomultiplier tubes (PMTs),
he “eyes” that would detect the
ositron from inverse beta decay, which

s the signal of a neutrino-induced
vent. The figure illustrates how the liq-
id scintillator converts a fraction of the
nergy of the positron into a tiny flash
f light. The light is shown traveling
hrough the highly transparent liquid
cintillator to the PMTs, where the 
hotons are converted into an electronic
ulse that signals the presence of the
ositron. Inverse beta decay (1) begins
hen an antineutrino (red dashed line)

nteracts with one of the billions and 
illions of protons (hydrogen nuclei) in
he molecules of the liquid. The weak
harge-changing interaction between the

antineutrino and the proton causes the
proton to turn into a neutron and the
antineutrino to turn into a positron (e1).
The neutron wanders about undetected.
The positron, however, soon collides
with an electron (e2), and the particle-
antiparticle pair annihilates into two
gamma rays (g) that travel in opposite
directions. Each gamma ray loses about
half its energy each time it scatters
from an electron (Compton scattering).
The resulting energetic electrons 
scatter from other electrons and radiate
photons to create an ionization cascade
(2) that quickly produces large numbers
of ultraviolet (uv) photons. 
The scintillator is a highly transparent
liquid (toluene) purposely doped with 
terphenyl. When it becomes excited by
absorbing the uv photons, it scintillates

by emitting visible photons as it returns
to the ground (lowest-energy) state (3).
Because the liquid scintillator is trans-
parent to visible light, about 20 percent
of the visible photons are collected by
the PMTs lining the walls of the 
scintillation counter. The rest are 
absorbed during the many reflections
from the counter walls. A visible 
photon releases an electron from the
cathode of a phototube. That electron
then initiates the release of further 
electrons from each dynode of the PMT,
a process resulting in a measurable
electrical pulse. The pulses from all the
tubes are combined, counted,
processed, and displayed on an 
oscilloscope screen.

igure 2. Liquid Scintillation Counter for Detecting the Positron from Inverse Beta Decay













http://higgstan.com


http://higgstan.com


Ev
en

ts
 / 

(0
.1

 G
eV

)

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

T2K data
No oscillation hypothesis
T2K best fit

 energy (GeV)νReconstructed 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

os
ci

lla
tio

ns
R

at
io

 to
 n

o

0
0.5

1
1.5

)23θ(22sin
0.82 0.84 0.86 0.88 0.9 0.92 0.94 0.96 0.98 1

)4
/c2

| (
eV

2 32
m

∆|

0.002

0.0025

0.003

0.0035

0.004 /4) 90% CLπ ≤ 
23
θ (νT2K 3

/4) 90% CLπ ≥ 
23
θ (νT2K 3

 90% CLνT2K 2011 2
 90% CLνMINOS 2013 2

 90% CLνSK zenith 2012 3
 90% CLνSK L/E 2012 2

/4) best fitπ ≤ 
23
θ (νT2K 3

/4) best fitπ ≥ 
23
θ (νT2K 3

Figure 5: The reconstructed energy spectrum of muon neutrino events. (Left-top) The expected
spectrum assuming no oscillations, and the best fit for octant 1 (θ23 < π/4). (Left-bottom) The
ratio of the observed spectrum and best fit to no oscillations. (Right) The 90 % C.L. contour
regions for sin2 2θ23 and |∆m2

32| are shown for octant 1 (solid) and octant 2 (dashed). The T2K
2011 [17], Super-K [18], and MINOS [19] 90 % C.L. contours with different flavor assumptions are
compared.

In this section we briefly summarize the current status of the neutrino interaction cross-section
measurements7 using ND280 detectors. In Section 7 we will discuss future prospects.

2.4.1 Recent νµ CC Inclusive and CCQE Measurements in the Tracker Detector

The measurement of the differential cross sections for the outgoing muon in νµ CC inclusive inter-
actions was the first cross-section result published by the T2K experiment[20]. The analysis used
data taken through 2011, corresponding to 1.08 × 1020 POT. The event selection was based on
the detection of a single muon emerging from the carbon FGD target with no attempt to identify
the underlying charged-current interaction channels. The results are shown in Figure 6. The mea-
surement philosophy was to make the measurement as model-independent as possible to facilitate
direct comparisons to theoretical models. The statistical errors are similar in magnitude to the
systematic errors, with the dominant contributions arising from the cross-section modeling in the
Monte Carlo simulation and the flux prediction. Both sources of uncertainty are expected to be
reduced in the future with additional studies. One of the main limitations of the analysis was the
poor coverage at high muon angles, resulting in an overall efficiency of approximately 50%. Future
improvements to the reconstruction algorithms should improve the wide-angle and backward muon
reconstruction.

An analysis of the νµ CCQE cross section as a function of the neutrino energy using 2.7× 1020

POT was recently approved by the collaboration for publication. The event selection is similar to
the νµ CC inclusive analysis but with the additional condition that no other tracks are observed
in the TPC. This requirement vetoes events with pions emerging from the non-CCQE interaction
entering into the TPC, while accepting events with protons that stop within the FGD. This increases
the expected CCQE content of the sample from 39% to 71%. The result from a model-dependent
analysis of the CCQE cross section as a function of the neutrino energy is shown in Figure 7.
The uncertainty is dominated by the systematic errors which arise primarily from the cross-section
modeling and the neutrino flux prediction. As in the case of the CC inclusive analysis, high muon
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FIG. 37: The visible energy distribution for fully contained
fiducial-volume events in SK. The closed circles are the ob-
served data. The solid histogram is the MC expectation based
on the ND measurement without neutrino oscillation, and the
dashed one is the MC expectation with neutrino oscillation of
sin22θ = 1 and ∆m2 = 2.8 × 10−3eV2.

vertex reconstruction. Since a cut is made on fiducial vol-
ume a systematic shift in or out of this volume will either
over or underestimate the number of events expected. It
is evaluated comparing the number of events for atmo-
spheric neutrino data with the MC expectation in the
fiducial volume using two different vertex reconstruction
programs.

Systematic errors due to the reconstruction algorithms
themselves are also taken into account in the oscillation
analysis. Systematic errors due to reconstruction are
shown in table XIX. Uncertainties coming from the ring
counting and particle identification are evaluated by com-
paring the likelihood distributions for data and MC, and
varying the selection criteria. Figure 39 and 40 show the
ring counting and particle identification likelihood dis-
tributions of atmospheric neutrino data compared with
the MC expectations in SK-II. The MC expectations re-
produce the data well. The uncertainty for the energy
scale are also estimated by using cosmic ray muons, the
π0 invariant mass and decay electrons. The energy scale
uncertainty at SK is estimated to be 2.0% for K2K-I and
2.1% for K2K-II.
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FIG. 38: The reconstructed Eν distribution for the SK 1-
ring µ-like sample. Points with error bars are data. The solid
line is the expectation without oscillation. The histogram is
normalized by the number of events observed (58).

TABLE XVIII: Systematic errors for NSK.

K2K-I K2K-II
reduction <1% <1%
fiducial volume cut 2% 2%
decay electron background 0.1% 0.1%
MC statistics 0.6% 0.6%
Total 3% 3%

TABLE XIX: Systematic errors for reconstructed neutrino
energy spectrum. The errors are shown in %, and the five
columns refer to different bins of neutrino energy, as shown
in the table in units of GeV.

K2K-I (GeV) 0-0.5 0.5-1.0 1.0-1.5 1.5-2.0 2.0-
ring counting 3.4% 2.7% 3.0% 4.5% 4.5%
particle ID 0.9% 0.3% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4%
vertex 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
total 4.1% 3.4% 3.6% 4.9% 4.9%

K2K-II (GeV) 0-0.5 0.5-1.0 1.0-1.5 1.5-2.0 2.0-
ring counting 5.3% 4.1% 3.7% 3.8% 3.8%
particle ID 2.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.6% 0.6%
vertex 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
total 6.2% 4.6% 4.2% 4.3% 4.3%
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ニュートリノ質量

ニュートリノ振動からΔm2を
測定。しかし以下が未決定
m1, m2, m3の順序
絶対値

なぜ特別軽いのかも理解でき
ていない
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