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1. COMPARING EXPERIMENTS 

There have beeu attempts in the p&(1] to make quantitive comparison among present 
and proposed experiments seeking to measure the internal angles of the CKfvl onitar- 
ity triangle. The best known, which we shall call the Harrison Plot (figure 1). puts the 
attainable error in sin (20) against the year that error might be reached. Since there 
is huge uncertainty in the luminosity profiles of the proposed accelerators, the slope of 
these curves is recognised to be suspect. Furthermore, this representation makes no 
statement about the relative sizes of efficiency, dilution and number of events which 
determine the error. Here we present a complementary representation which allows 
R simple comparison to be made, and which can be later extended to accommodate 
systematic erra and contributions to, say, the efficiencies to be compared. 

a. THE ERROR ON ,5 

The error on CP reach is given by 

d(sin(Z/3)) z=3 
J(I - DP(sin(2fl))2 

Df N,rd 
11) 

where 
D,=DI” 

1 +z: (2) 

and D = 0.51, N,.rod being the number of events. Consequently, the inverse log error 
ill the measured asymmetry Am(B) is simply: 

f”(&) = lll(Dl/zzz) (3) 

We can therefore add linearly the logarithms of the components which contribute to 
the error and compare experiments in a bar chart. This is shown in figtire 2, where the 
error attainable in one yew’s running is shown. In effect, what is left of the number of 
events Nprd after branching faction, efficiency and dilution have been subtracted is 
the height of the white histogram, which is shown as a percentage error on the right. 
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The reader ten factor in believable luminosities N required. On tube left we show l,bat 
all experiments apart from CDF (without Main Injector) are to some degree viable. 
that is, bwe errors less than 100% after I year runoing. 

3. CONCLUSION 

While absolute values shown above for bldividual experiments not even yet approved 
must remain suspect, the above representation does at least revea, some interesting 
even anomalous differences, and can be used to hone known parameters, and focus 
on areas which clearly need more work. 
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Figure 1. The Harrison plot: CP reach vs. year. 
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Reference Table for sin@ 
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